Chapter 4
Comment Documents and Responses on the Supplement

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

»  Comments from Federal agencies.

e Comments from special interest groups and organizations from foreign countries. The comments are
integrated alphabetically by country.

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

o Oral comments recorded at the Washington, D.C. public hearing.

»  Campaign statement of 126 nongovernmental organizations.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
WiLLIE R. TAYLOR, WASHINGTON, D.C.
Pacelor1

MRo015-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the Department of Interior’s agreement that the use of
MOX fuel in existing, commercial reactors would have “no effect” on

. ecological resources.
United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Washiogtan, D.C. 20240 IBADIDDD

ER 99/428

JUN 23 1998

Laura S. H. Holgate

Director

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U. S. Depantment of Energy

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Ms. Holgate:
The United States Department of the Interior has reviewed the supplement to the Surplus
Pluton T Tos

Disp Draft 1 Impact S (EIS) and offers the following
comments.

The proposal would include use of MOX fuel at existing reactors, with no new construction and

no signi change in emissi Accident risks and are described in
the d the iated risks to ecological sy would probably be similarly low as 1
those described for bumans. Since the use of MOX fuel in existing reactors would not be

expected to result in any impacts to ecol
concur with a “no effect” determination.

luding listed species, we would

‘Thank you for the opporiunity to review the draft EIS.

Sincerely, N
A A
Pl SN

Willie R. Taylor ™ 7
Director
Office of Environmentat Policy
and Compliance
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UniTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
RicHARD E. SANDERSON, WASHINGTON, D.C.
Pacelor1

0 T,
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

agerct

2
%\M\; WASHINGTON. D.C. 20460

4 omots”

OFFICE OF
ENFORCEMENT AND
J u L 2 mg COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE

Ms. Laura H. Holgate
Director
Office of Fissile Materials
Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy
P. 0. Box 23786

‘Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
Re: Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplement
Dear Ms. Holgate:

In accordance with the Nationat Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.)
and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed
the Depmmenl of Energy Surplus Plutenium Disposition Supplement to the Draft

1 lmpact (SEIS). The SEIS provides the preferred sites for the pit
di bly and p ion facility; the lead assembly fabrication; the
immobilization ﬁc)hty. the mixed oxide fuel facility (MOX); md post-irradiation examination.
Also included in this SEfS is a. is of DOE's envi! 1 critique of the data submitted
by the contractor. EPA commends DOE for providing this additional information. However,
the issues addressed in our September 16, 1998 letter on the DEIS are not addressed and
therefore remain the same.

We appreciate the ity to on the proposed project. If you have any
quesuons please comacl me (564-2400) or Marguerite Duffy (564-7148).

Sincerely,

o 4 Foctens =

Richard E. Sanderson
Director
Office of Federal Activities

Inwemot Address (URL) = hipitwww.epa.gov
Recycted/Recyclable « Prinles with Yegetable Ol Based Inks on Recycied Paper [Minimum 20% Pasiconsuimor) MR026

MRO026-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
Issues raised in EPA’s previous letter are addressed in Volume IIT, Chapter 3.
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CAMPAIGN FOR NUCLEAR PHASEOUT

S 4

A 4121 rue Nicholas SL, Ottawa, Onlario K1N 7B7 Tet: (§13) 7899834 Fax €13)2412292 <cnp@web.net

June 28, 1999

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Material Disposition
¢/o Supplement to SPD EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

To the Office of Fissile Material Disposition:

The enclosed documentation and remarks contained herein are submitted in connection

with the Supplement to the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental impact
Statement.

! am writing on behalf of the Campaign for Nudlear Phaseout (CNP), a coalition of
Canadian environmental ups concerned with the environmental, economic and
strategic impacts of nuclear technology and nudear power generation. Over 300
organizations representing a diverse cross-section of Canadians have endorsed the
Campaign for Nuclear Phaseout. Supporting organizations and individuals reside in every
province and territory in Canada.

CNP has a number of concerns related to the plan to import plutonium from American
weapons stockpiles into Canada for the purposes of a “test-bum® at Chalk River
Laboratories. For the reasons outlined below, # is our position that shipments of MOX fuel
to Canada (for the purpose of a test burn or for other reasons) should not be approved. To
date, no public consultations have been held in Canada. Additionally, the Government of
Canada has not provided a clear explanation of the issues surrounding this project nor has
reliable information about the project been made available.

Moreover, the crown corporation, Atomic Energy of Canada Llimited (a principle
proponent) has frequently provided misinformation on the roject. For example, a
spokesperson designated fo speak on AECL’s behalf has statecr Oon numeyous occasions
(over a period of several months) that the frash MOX fuel will not contain weapons usable
material, This misinformation has gone uncorrected by the Government of Canada.

According to the 1997 DoE Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment, “environmental assessment of activities conducted in Canada
would be the responsibility of the Canadian government” Repeated requests for such an
assessment have gone unanswered by the Government of Canada.

There are also significant cost issues assodiated with the MOX plan in Canada. The four
Bruce “A" reactors, which have been identified by AECL as the reactors which would
eventually use MOX fuel are at present non-operational and their refurbishment will
;equlr:d a large capital investment. There has been no indication as to how repairs will be
inanced.

Concerns in Canada have grown over the MOX fuel plan and the and the Government of
Canada’s handling of the test burn issue.

1.2
MRO17

KRISTEN OSTLING
Pacelor3
MR017-1 Parallex EA
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the importation
of U.S. weapons-usable plutonium into Canada for the purposes of a
-v‘*\v‘» Compalga for Nuclear Phasenut / Campagne contre l'expansion du nuclé “test-burn” at Chalk River Laboratories. Shipments of a small quantity of

MOX fuel from LANL to Canada are part of a separate proposed action,
the Parallex Project; therefore, they are beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. DOE has prepared an Environmental
Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment
(DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed August 13, 1999, on
fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to Canada. This EA
and FONSI can be viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
As indicated in Section 1.1, while the United States is participating in the
Paraliex Project, it is not actively pursuing the CANDU option as part of
its plutonium disposition program. If Russia and Canada agree to
disposition Russian surplus plutonium in CANDU reactors in order to
augment Russia’s disposition capability, shipments of the Russian MOX
fuel would take place directly between Russia and Canada.

DOE acknowledges the attachment of various documents concerning
MOX fuel use in Canada.
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CAMPAIGN FOR NUCLEAR PHASEOQUT
KRISTEN OSTLING
PaGce 2 0r 3

.2-

In October 1996, a private seminar on the plan to use MOX fuel in Canadian civilian
reactors was organized by a University of Toronto professor at the request of the
Department of Foreign Affairs and others. The seminar included representatives from the
Government of Canada who presented the case for MOX imports. It led to the production
of a 1997 report and recommendation from Professor Fran::rn Griffiths that the project be
“consigned to oblivion” because it is “fundamentally flawed".

In December 1998, a Committee of the House of Commons (Standing Committee on
Foreign Affairs and International Trade) consisting of members from all parties, including
the govemning rarty. recommended that the project be canceled on the grounds that “this
option is totally unfeasible”. The Government of Canada’s subsequent rejection of this
recommendation failed to address key issues put forward by intervenors at hearings held
by the Committee.

In late March 1999, the Mayor of Sarnia, Ontario {a possible transit point for U.S. MOX
shipments destined for Chalk River) expressed concern over the “veil of secrecy” around
the project and lack of public consultation by the federal government.

In April 1999, the International Association of Firefighters called for a moratorium on
plutonium fuef imports because of uncertainty as to whether their members would be able
to handle an accident involving plutonium. Longshore workers at the port of Halifax (a
possible entry point for Russian MOX fuel) also expressed concern about how the MOX
shipments would be handled in Canada.

In May 1999, mayors of the Great Lakes and Saint Lawrence region passed a joint
resolution calling on the governments of Canada and the United States to stop the
weapons plutonium fuel plan.

A Presidential Executive Order requires the Department of Energy to implement the
principles of environmental justice in its review process (Section 3.6 of the Parallex
Environmental Assessment). The Parallex Environmental Assessment noted that the DoE
was in the process of finalizing procedures for the implementation of the Executive Order,

in a September 17, 1997 letter to the DoE written in connection with the Parallex EA, CNP
noted that while there is no stated requirement for a similar analysis of political impacts
outside its borders, the United States has a moral obligation to consider the negative
impacts of its actions on countries that it claims as allies. This should particularly be the
case when the activities which follow from approval of the Parallex assessment will
fur;damentally change Canada’s status with respect to nuclear weapons materiaks on its
soil.

Despite the lack of formal public consultations, there is growing opposition to the MOX
fuel importation plan in Canada. MOX fuel shipments to Canada shoutd not go forward.
Canadians have not been consulted on the fundamental policy question as to whether
they want their country to become a recipient of weapons plutonium.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
/

ste ling
National Coordinator

encl.
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CAMPAIGN FOR NUCLEAR PHASEOUT
KRISTEN OSTLING
PAGE30r 3

List of enclosures
1. Newspaper clippings on the importation of MOX fuel into Canada

2. Allison Macfarlane & Adam Bernstein, “Canning plutonium: Cheaper and Faster”,
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, May-tune 1999.

3. Excerpts from House on Commons, Parliament of Canada, Question Period dealing
with the issue of MOX fuel imports.

4. Excerpt from Nova Scotia Legislature (Canada), April 7, 1999 regarding Russian MOX
fuel to be shipped through Halifax Harbour.

5. Excerpt from Canada and the Nuclear Challenge: Reducing the Political Value of
Nuclear Weapons for the Twenty First Century, Report if the Standing Committee on
Foreign Affairs and International Trade, December 1998.

6. Franklyn Griffiths, “MOX Experience: The Disposition of Excess Russian and U.5.
Weapons Plutonium in Canada”™, July 1997.

7. *“Plutonium Shipments and Burning in the Great Lakes Region”, Resolution passed at
the International Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Mayors’ Conference, May 21, 1999.

8. “Plutonium Shipments Risk Public Safety, Fire Fighters say”, International Association
of Fire Fighters, Media release, April 26, 1999.

9. *Background information on the weapons usability of MOX fuel: A comparison of
claims made by AECL and other sources regarding the weapons usability of MOX fuel”,
produced by the Campaign for Nuclear Phaseout, June 1999

10. “Ten reasons to just say no to weapons plutonium fuel”, produced by the Canadian
Coalition for Nudlear Responsibility and the Campaign for Nuclear Phaseout, May 1999

11. “Pressure Intensifies on Govemment to Halt Plutonium Plan”, Campaign for Nuclear
Phaseout, Media Release, May 17, 1999.

12. “Environment Groups Slam Government for Pushing Plutonium Imports Under Guise
of Disarmament”, Campaign for Nuclear Phaseout, Media release, April 22, 1999.
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ESDRC, UNIVERSITY OF NEW BRUNSWICK
JESSIE DAVIES
PAGE 1 0F 2
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1 strongly oppose the importation of MOX fuel into Canada. I
support this with the following reasons. Yours truly,
Jessie Davies

The shipment of MOX fuel should not be approved without
adequate consultation of the Canadian population; to date,
there has been none.

According to the Pre-Decisional Environmental Assessment
from Los Alamos (Sept *97), “environmental assessment of
activities conducted in Canada would be the responsibility of
the Canadian government”; repeated requests for such an
assessment have been refused by the government.

The Government of Canada has not provided the public with
any reliable documentation containing solid information or even
a clear explanation of the issues surrounding this project.

Atomic Energy Canada Limited (the proponent) has frequently
given out misinformation on the project; for example, AECL’s
designated spokesman Larry Shewchuk has stated on
numerous occasions (over a period of seven months) that the
fresh MOX fuel will not contain weapons usable material. This
misinformation has gone uncorrected by the Canadian
government.

In October 1996, a private two-day seminar was organized by
Professor Franklyn Griffiths at the urging of AECL and the
Government of Canada. It led to a recommendation from
Professor Griffiths that the project be “consigned to oblivion™
because it is “fundamentally flawed.”

WRO006

WRO006-1 Parallex EA

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the importation of
MOX fuel into Canada. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel from
LANL to Canada are part of a separate proposed action, the Parallex
Project; therefore, they are beyond the scope of the proposed action
analyzed in this SPD EIS. DOE has prepared an Environmental Assessment
for the Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216,
January 1999) and FONSI, signed August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the
MOX fuel and its transportation to Canada. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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ESDRC, UN1vERSITY OF NEW BRUNSWICK
JESSIE DAVIES
PAaGE20F 2

6) InDecember 1998, an all party Committee of the House of
Commons unanimously recommended that the project be
cancelled; the Government of Canada rejected this
recommendation without debate or discussion.

7 InApril 1999, the International Association of Firefighters
called for a moratorium on plutonium fuel imports because of
uncertainty as to whether their members would be able to
handle an accident involving plutonium.

8) A joint resolution was passed in May 1999 by mayors of the
Great Lakes and Saint Lawrence region calling on the
government of Canada and the United States to stop the
weapons plutonium fuel plan.

9 All 4 Bruce “A” reactors (named by AECL as the reactors of
choice to burn MOX eventually) are shut down and will
require large investments of capital to repair — capital which
the debt-ridden Ontario utility does not have at its disposal.

6
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T SiErRrA CLUB OF CANADA

S EvrLizaBeTH MAy
Pace 1 or 11

.
@ (Please Note: this letter and the materials which
R 4 16 I l a foliow were faxed over several dayx without
B s o " success ¢ » number provided by the DoE in
y EI | \r Uj du Washington, (202-488.3 [ 58))
( a[]ada June 25, 1999

U.S. Department of

Office of Fissile Matcrial Dispusition
clo Supplenient 10 SPD EIS

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

via fax: 202-596-2710 (11 pages)
ce. 202-488-4802 Awt, Lynn Dean

To the Office of Fissile Mutcrial Disposition:

1 am wriling in ion with the Suppl ta the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Druft
Envir Impact § We ask that the material included in this pond be made

of the Supplemental Py Dis)gosilion EIS record, The Siema Club of Canada is opposed to the planned
test bum of American and Russian MOX fuel a1 Chatk River Laboratocies in Canada. Qur concesns,
which include failure of the Government of Canada to consult the Canadian public and 1o andertake
Fubllc agsessment of environmental and social impacts have led us to conclude that shipments of MOX
uel 1o Canada should not proceed.

According to the 1997 Departiment of Energy Eavironmental Assessment for Paraflex Project Fuel

Manufacture and Shipment. “en: of S d in Canada would be the
responsibility of the Canadian g . As the hed pond indi the Sierra Club

is in the process of attempling to determine whether the Government of Canada plans to undertake an
environmental assessment and refated measures. To date the £ bas failed to undertake such an
assessment.

However, opposition to the MOX fuel project in Canada amongst those outside the nuclear industry who 1
have ined the i is widespread. It includes the € ittee of the Houxe of Commons charged

with reviewing Canada’s nuclear weapons and non-prolifecation policy (Standing Committee on Foreign
Affaurs und Internutional Trade. SCFAIT). The Committee, eonsislin; of members from all parlics in the
Canadian parti including the govi part ded that the Canadian government not
procead with the plun to bum MOX fuel. The Go of Canada’s q jection of this
recommendidtion failed to address key issues underlying the C ittee"s 1

An Exccutive Onder of the President of the United States requires the Depantment of Encrgy to
impl principles of envi § justice in its review process (Section 3.6 of the Paraltex
Environmental Assessinent). While the United States does not_have jurisdictionat responsibility with
respect 1o undertaking an environmental assessment in Canada, it does have an intemational obfigation
to consider whether principles of environmenta! justice are being consistenily applied on its projects. 1
would suggest that this is particularly the case when the only formal review of the project to date in
Canada (SCFAIT) ded sgainst i of the project’s Canadian component.

Sincerely,

Execulive Dirctor

H12-1 rue Nicholas St Ottlawa, Ontanio KIN 787 T¢l: (613) 2414611 Fax/1c 1 (613) 241-2292  sierra@web.net

FRO15

FRO15-1 Parallex EA

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the test burn of
U.S. and Russian MOX fuel at Chalk River Laboratories. Shipments of a
small quantity of U.S. MOX fuel from LANL to Canada are part of a
separate proposed action, the Parallex Project; therefore, they are beyond
the scope of the proposed action analyzed in this SPD EIS. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI,
signed August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its
transportation to Canada. This EA and FONSI can be viewed on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

DOE acknowledges the attachments with questions to various
Canadian officials.

i SHIAUNS
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Sierra CLuB oF CANADA
EL1ZABETH MYy
PacGE 2 or 11

C]@ Qf/du 1e1Ta

412-1 rue Nicholas 5., Cruawa, Ontario KIN 787
TEL: (613) 2414611 Fax/ce: (513) 241-2292

Juae 16, 1999

The Honourable Christine Stewart
Minister of the Environmeat
Tersasses de la Chaudidre

10 Wellington Street, 28th floor
Hull, Quebec

KIA OH3 .
Clorkot

Dear tewart:

C Citizens of R C and Area

P.O. Box 581, Pembroks, Ontarlo KM"IB
Tel: (013) Tas-4876 Fax: (Ml) 7358444

COPY

It hes been reported that preparations are underway for the United States and Russia 1o transport MOX fuel
(mixed oxide fuel from weapons usable piutonium) to Canada. The pre; )lmanom arise out of work done in

connection with the Parallex Project which involves the testing of MO
Chalk River Laboratories in Chalk River, Ontario.

fuel-in a nuclear resctor located at

Slupmeul ufMOX fuel from the U.S. into Cmadn.for:hcpmposesctmﬂng (a“test bum™) st Chalk River

Itis

ies ji
plul.omum into Canada from Russia.

are also nnderway to impost MOX

As you arc aware, the importation of MOX fuel into Canada for use in Canudmn reaciors xs a matter of

consjderable public interest. It is of particular
MOX fisel might be transported. Accardingly,

da undes the T: tetion of D

Interest to people in C nities through which
we are seoking replies to the following questions:

1. The Minister of Transport stated in the House of Commons on April 26, 1999thnulsnp!tg'l‘ransgon

Goods Act ta

PP

fuel. Will Tnmmeanadaorano(hcugm of the Govu'nmcntofCannda;ssuc (orhavethcylssued)
a peanit in conrection with the pending or current transpost of MOX fuel into Canada?

2. How many shipments ofMOanelfromlheUmmd Suwsinm&nadawm take place for the purposes

of testing at Chalk River Laboratori

3. How maqy shipments ofMOXfuel from Rustia into Canada will take place for the purposss of testing

at Chalk River Laboratories

4. Which port or ports of catry into Canada will MOX fuel be uansponéd through? On what dates will

MOX fuel be transported in Canada?

[condnued)
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T SiErra CLUB OF CANADA
v  ELIZABETH MAY
Pace 3 0r 11

(continued from page 1)

5. s any department or agency of the Government of Canada providing a subsidy, loan or other form of
financial assistance to support the testing? :

6. Havethe shipﬁing packages to be used as part of the Parallex tasts (Model 4H Enriched Fuel Bundle
Shipping Package, TNB-0145 Shipping Package or other) been subject to Canadian lutin.}g and
en in ion with the transport of MOX fuel into and through Canada

7. Has a shipping certificate or other certificate been issued by Transport Canada or another agent of the
Government of Canada in ¢ ion with the imp ion into Canada of MOX fuel, for the purposes
of a test in a nuclear reactor & Chalk River Laborataries?

8. Has an emergen P an been submitted in ion with the port of MOX fuet in
Canada? < o

9. ;\;’gllncn' lalad. be ;d\x:lbd in o i wilhdi i relawdwlhel’f-mnzx

ject or any re! ongoing project col within Canada, including the riation of MOX

fuc{ for the P\upcses of testing at éhalk River Laboratories? What measrugs are in to cosure that
the safety of Canndians and the envi of Canads are d?

Your cooperation in ing that these questions are addn d in an open and publicly accountsble fashion

would he appreciated.

Sincercly,

~
Ole Heodrickson
Researcher

Concemed Citizens of Renfrew County and Area

COPY

sl T TN

Executive Director
Sierra Club of Canada
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Comment Documents and Responses on the Supplement—Canada
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T SiErRrRA CLUB OF CANADA

® EvLizaBera May
PaGge 50or 11

{continued from page 1}

5. Is any department or agency of the G of Canada providing & subsidy, loan or other form of
financia] assistance to support the testing?

6. Have the shipping packages to be used as of the Parallex tests (Model 4H Enriched Fue! Bundle
Shipping Package, TNB-0145 Shippiag Package or other) been subject to Canadian testing and
eavironmental in 100 with the sport of MOX fuel into and through Canada?

7. Has a shipping cestificate or other certificate been jssued by Transport Canada or another agent of the
Gi of Canada in jon with the imp jon into Canada of MOX fuel, for the purposes
of a test in a quclear reactor at Chalk River Laboratocies?

8. Has an emergency response plan been submitted in tion with the of MOX fuel in
Canada?

P

9. Will an environmental assessment be undertaken in connection with activities related 1o the Paraliex
Project or any related ongoing proéect conducted within Canada, including the u‘ansfomﬁon of MOX
P

fuel for the of testing at Chalk River Laboratories? What measures are in place to ensure that
the safety of Canadians and the envi of Canada are protected?
Your cooperalion in ensuring that these questions ars addressed in 2n open and publicly accountable fashion
would be appreciated.
Sincerely,
e Jfo B2 £
Ole Hendrickson
Reszarcher

Cc d Citizens of Renfrew County and Area

COPY

Executive Director
Siecra Club of Canada

iy Snyding

n1Ho,
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SierrA CLUB OoF CANADA
EL1ZABETH MAY
PaGE 6 oF 11

@ 1erra G d Citizens of Cuunty and Area

P.0, Box 981, Fembroke, Ontario KBA TMS
( ]_ of/du i Tol.: (813} TI548T6  Fax: (613) 7350444

412-1 rue Nicholss St., Ortawa, Ontazio KIN 7B7
Tel: (613) 2414611 Fax/1c:(613) 2412262

June 16, 1999

Dr. Agnes Bishop
Presiient

Atomic Energy Coatrol Board

280 Slater Strect, 4th floox ( EOPY
Ottawa, Ontario

K1A 0S4

Dear Dr. Bishop:

It has been reported that preparations are underway for the United States and Russia to transport MOX fuel
{mixcd oxide fucl from weapons usable plutonlum) to Canada, The ions arise out of work done in
connection with the Parallex Project which involves the testing of MOX fuel in a nuclear reactor located at
Chalk River Laboratorics in Chatk River, Ontario.

Shipment of MOX fuel from the U.S.Iimo Canada fotmthe purposes of testing (u “test bum™) at Chalk River
b et Frp i gy d thet preparati <

L is rep y tis are alse underway to import MOX
plutonium into Canada from Russia.

As you are aware, the importation of MOX fuel into Canada for use in Canadian reactors is 2 matter of
considerable public interest. Tt is of particular interest to people in Canadian commonities through which
MOX fuel might be transported. Accordingly, we are sesking replies to the following questions:

1. The Ministec of Transport stated in the House of Commons on April 26, 1999 that it is up to Transport
Canada under the Transportation of D Goods Act to the i ]

fuel. Will Transpo:t Canada or anather agent of the Govemment of Canada issue (or have they issued)

a perrait in with the pending of cument port of MOX fuel into Cz

2. How many shipmeats of MOX fuel from the United States into Canada wil take place for the purposes
of testing atChpAlkRiver Laboratories?

3. How many shipments of MOX fuel from Russia into Canada will take place for the purposes of testing
at Chalk River Laboratories?

4. Which port or ports of entry into Canada will MOX fuel be transported through? On what dates will
MOX fuel be transported in Canada?

{continned}

Page 1 of 2

DpoUB)—IUIUIIAANS Sy UO SISUOASIY PUD SINFUNIOC JHIUMIHO?)



T  Sierra CLUB OoF CANADA

o EvrLizaBeTH MAY
Pace 7 or 11

{contiated from page 1)

5. any department or agency of the G of Canada providing a subsidy, loan or other form of

ks
financial assistance to support the testing?

6. Havethe shipping packages to be used as gm of the Parallex tests (Mode] 4H Eariched Fuel Bundle
Shipping Package, TNB-0145 Shipping Package or other) been subject to Canadian testing and
) 1| in with the transport of MOX fuel into and through Canada?

7. Has a shipping certificate or other certificate been isswed by Transport Canada or another agent of the
Government of Canada in ion with the importation into Canada of MOX fuel, for the purposes
of 2 test in a nuclear reactor at Chalk River Laboratories?

8. Hasan gency resp plan been submitted in ion with the port of MOX fuel in
Canada?

9.  Will an envi 1 be und; i ion with activities related to the Perallex
Prof'ect or any related ongoing project conducted within Canada, including the trans; ion of MOX
fuel for the purposes of testing at Chalk River Labaratories? What measuras are in pmalloensum that
the safety of Canadians and the envi of Canada are protected?

Your cooperation in that these questions are add: d in an open and publicly accountable fashion

would be appreciated. . .

Sincerely,

~

Ole Hendrickson

Researcher

C d Citizens of Renfrew County and Area

May

Executive Director

Sierra Club of Canada
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Comment Documents and Responses on the Supplement—Canada
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{continued from page 1}

to support the testing

Shipping Package, TNB-0145 Shipping
n wi

of a test in a nuclear reactor at Chalk River Laboratories?

5. Isany department or agency of the Govornment of Canada providing a subsidy, loan or other form of
financial assistance ing?

6. Have the shipping packages to be uscd a8 %:Ict of the Parallex tests (Model 4H Enriched Fuel Bundle
kage or other) been subject 1o Canadian testing and
ith the transport of MOX fuel into and through Canada?

7. Hasa shipping certificate or other certificate been issued by Transport Canada or another agent of the
Govemment of Canada in connection with the importation into Canada of MOX fucl, for the purposes

Rescarcher
Coneemd'ciﬁuns of Renfrew County and Arca

Executive Director
Sierra Club of Canada

Pagc20(2

related to the Parallex

8. Hasan P plan been submitted in jon with the transport of MOX fuef in
Canada?

9. Will an envi neats be .ducwd in ion with it
Project or any related ongoing project con within Canada, incloding the
fuellfonhzo}mxposu ofmﬁngmkmveruboratoﬁes?mmm are in place to ensure that
the safety of Canadians and the eavi of Canada are p d?

Your cooperation in ensuring that these questions are addressed in an open and publicly sccountable fashion

would be appreciated.

Slncerely,

Ole Bendrickson

i SHpding
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@ 'ierra Concemned Cltlzens of Renfrew County and Area

P.0, Box §81, Pembroke, Ontario K3A TM3
{ affdu Tol.t {$43) PA54BTS Faox: (813) 7358444

412-) rue Nicholas §., Ottawa, Ontario KIN 787
Tel 1 (613} 241-4811 Fax/ic:{613) 241-2292

o199 COPY

‘The Honourable Ralph Goodale
Minister of Natural Resources
Sir William Logan Building
2]st Floor, 580 Booth Street
Ottawa, Ontario

KIAOE4

Dear Mr, Goodale:

It has been reported that preparations are underway for the United States and Russia to MOX fuel

{mixed oxide fuel from weapons usable plutonium) to Canada. The tions arise out of work done in

connection with the Parallex Project which involves the testing of MOX fucl in & nuclear reactor located at
" Chalk River Laborateries in Chalk River, Ontario,

Shipment of MOX fuel from the U.S. into Canada for the purposes of testing (a “test bum™) at Chalk River
Lab ies is reportedly immi It is und: d that preparations are also wnderway to import MOX
plutonium into Canada from Russia.

As you are nware, the importation of MOX fuel into Canada for use in Canadian reactors is 2 matter of
considerable public interest. It is of pasticular intercst to people in Canadfan communities through which
MOX fuel might be transported. Accordingly, we are secking replies to the following questious:

1. The Minister of Transport stated in the House of Commons on April 26, 1999 that it is up to Trensport
Canada under the Transportation of Dangezous Goods Act 1 approve the transportation of plutonium
fuel. Will Transport Canada or another agent of the Governmeat of Canada isyuc (or have they issucd)
 permit in connection with the pending or current transport of MOX fuel into Canada?

2. How many shipments of MOX fuel from the United States Into Canada will take place for the purposes
of testing at Chalk River Laboratories?

3. How many shipments of MOX fuel from Russia into Canada will take place for the prrposes of testing
at Chalk River Laboratories?

4. Which port or ports of entry into Coneda will MOX fuel be transported through? On what dates will
MOX fuel be transported in Canada?

{continued)
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S.

Your in
would be appreciated.

Flizabeth May %

Executive Director
Sterra Club of Cansda

{continued from page 1)

1s any department or agency of the Govemment of Canada providing a subsidy, loan or other form of
{inancial assistance to support the testing?

Have the shipping packeges to be used as part of the Parallex tests (Model 4H Enriched Fuel Bundle

Shipping Package, TNB-0145 Shipping Package or other) been subject to Canadian testing and
i in with the of MOX fuel into and through Canada?

Has 2 shipping certificate or ather certificate been issued by Transpart Canada or another agent of the

Government of Canada in ion with the importation into Canada of MOX fuel, for the purposes

of 2 test in 2 nuclear reactor at Chalk River Laboratories?

Has an emergency resp plan been submitted in ion with the of MOX fuel in
Canada?

Will an environments) assessment be undertaken in connection with activities related to the Parallex
Pruf’ecx or any related ongoing pmé;c&l]condmted within Canada, including the transportation of MOX
fuel for the of testing at Chalk River Laboratories? What messures are in piace to ensure that
the safety of Canadians and the environment of Canada are protected?

that these questions are add: d in an open and publicly accountable fashion

Sincerely,

B b 0

Ole Hendrickson
Researcher
Concerned Citizens of Reafrew County and Area

COPY
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SociETy PROMOTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
NORMAN ABBEY
PaGge 1 or2

spec WM&:V‘M& v%‘;‘&';""“‘

Phone: (604) 736~
) 7732; Faoc (604) 735-7115

mmmnmlmocm. EDUCATION, AND CONSERVATION

June 26, 1999

U.S. Dopariment of Encrgy

Office of Fimilo Materiat Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washingian, DC. 20026-3786

Doar Sit/Madame,

Re: “Supplement to the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impect Statoment™
The Sockty Promoting Envi ] Conservation roquests that yow not approve MOX fiel
shipments to Canada. Canadians don't want it and have made the reasons crystal clear to
o Governenont.

VIA FAX: (202488-3158

In fact an ali-party House of Commone Committoe thet studiod this iassne recommended
maiimoutly on Doc. 10 1998 that the project was "mfally unfeasible.” It is unfortonate that
our go nt sinply Jod that s i

rogardioss. mmwmmmmaﬁzcmummhmm
intond to b’ this fuel is furthor canse for concem.

Environmental nesssement of hese activitics in Canada (as required by the Pre-Decisional 1
Emdmmmul ot from Los Alamos, in Septembd 1997) has not boen done, nor has
uMWWMHmmMMNMWN
iseuce. mhm,WWMQmmMMM
naisinformation - such as that fresh MOX fucl will not contain weapons weable material. Tho
Itemationi! Association of Firefightcrs doubt their abitity $o handle an accident involving
plutonium MOX, and have called for & moratorium, Municipal governmenits havo tikewise
askod that the projoct be scrapped. Wo agree,

Whum%mﬂﬁkmwb&bedhl”&hvmbyamofm
riational ang intermational groups.

Sincerely,

FRO10

Out of Canada® (March 13, 1998)

FRO10-1 Parallex EA

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to MOX fuel shipments
to Canada. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel from LANL. to
Canada are part of a separate proposed action, the Parallex Project;
therefore, they are beyond the scope of the proposed action analyzed in
this SPD EIS. DOE has prepared an Environmental Assessment for the
Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216,
January 1999) and FONSI, signed August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the
MOX fuel and its transportation to Canada. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

DOE acknowledges the attachment of a news release expressing
opposition to importing MOX fuel.
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement
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CENTER FOR HuMAN ECcOLOGY
KATHLEEN SULLIVAN
Page 1 0or2

Hello this is Dr. Kathleen Sullivan phoning from the Center for
Human Ecology in Edinburgh, Scotland. I am calling to lodge my
complaint against the U.S. DOE’s present disposition plans for
plutonium. The use of weapons grade plutonium in commercial
nuclear reactors, otherwise known as MOX fuel, will involve all of
the risks inherent to the nuclear industry, transportation risks,
contamination risks, social risks that would cause certain affected
communities, impoverished and ethnic communities, to be feeling
more of a punch than the white privileged communities of America.
‘We understand here that the DOE has recently signed a contract
with COGEMA and Duke Engineering & Services and Stone &
Webster and they are now doing an analysis of producing MOX
fuel which is presently, as I understand it, going through an ESI,
EIS that is, and that in this proposal they would advocate preparing
plutonium for MOX in South Carolina, North Carolina and Virginia.
I also understand that the DOE has never held a hearing near any of
the potential reactor sites which would use MOX fuel. Iwould like
to state my absolute condemnation against the program of MOX
which would continue to advocate a plutonium economy in a world
that is already saturated with fissile materials. The production of
MOX is a crazy idea and it is no solution at all. Again this is Dr.
Kathleen Sullivan phoning from the Center for Human Ecology in
Edinburgh. Althoughlam living in the UK.,JamaU.S. citizen and
my U.S. home in Boulder, Colorado, close to Rocky Flats which will
be affected by any MOX fuel plan for the U.S. I can be reached at
44-131-624-1975. My address is Center for Human Ecology, P.O.
Box 1972, Edinburgh, EH 12QL, Scotland. Thank you very much.

PR003-1 MOX Approach

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.

Chapter 4 of Volume I provide the results of detailed impact analyses of the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities and reactors. Risks and
consequences are addressed. The impacts on workers and the general
population associated with normal operations and postulated accidents are
included in these analyses. Included are the potential impacts on waste
management, socioeconomics, and transportation. Chapter 4 also includes
an analysis of the potential impacts on minority and low-income populations
for each of the alternatives considered. Appendix M describes the process
that was used to obtain these impacts and gives additional detail on the
minority and low-income populations surrounding each of the candidate sites.

PR0O03-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

In March 1999, DOE awarded a contract to a teamn known as DCS, which is
comprised of Duke Engineering & Services, COGEMA Inc., and Stone &
Webster to provide MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding public hearings near
the proposed reactor sites that would use the MOX fuel. During the public
comment period on the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS, DOE held a public
hearing in Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited comments.
Although DOE decided not to hold additional hearings on the Supplement,
DOE provided other means for the public to express their concerns and
provide comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web
site. Also, at the invitation of South Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis,
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KATHLEEN SULLIVAN
PAGE 2 OF 2

DOE attended and participated in a public hearing held on June 24, 1999, in
Columbia, South Carolina. Moreover, interested parties would likely have
the opportunity to submit additional comments during the NRC reactor license
amendment process should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS
ROD.

PR003-3 DOE Policy

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
advocate a plutonium economy. 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 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) and therefore does not support building a plutonium economy.
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EasT BAY PEACE ACTION
DALE NESBITT ET AL.
Pagelor2

To: Mary Olson, NIRS

From; Dale Nesbitt, and associates from the S. F. Bay area

Statement of be presented on our behalf at the 6-15-99 DOE hearings on
MOX fuels.

We the undersigned representing either organizations or ourselves hereby
submit the following comments for the June 15, 1999 MOX hearings in
Washington D C.

First we believe that holding only one hearing in Washington D C
fundamentally violates the public's right to express its views on this
vital issue. We demand that the DOE hold several additional hearings,
near communities that may be effected. In addition, at least hearing
should be held on the west coast. We suggest Oakland CA as a logical
location.

Second, we believe that the U.S.-Russian governmental plan to use MOX
fuel from surplus military plutonium in commetcial nuclear reactors will
prove disastrous. The MOX program poses unreasonable risks to public 5
health and the environment, and seriously undermines
U.S. nonproliferation goals. While less important than the above it also
appears to be uneconomical.

Third, we understand that although the EIS process is not yet
complete, a consortium including Cogema, Stone & Webster, Duke Power and
Virginia Power has already been selected by the DOE to carry out the U.S.
MOX program and was recently given a contract to begin design work on a 3
MOX fabrication plant. We feel that this demonstrates a contemptible
disregard for due process and also is questionable from a legal
standpoint.

Signed by;
Dale Nesbitt & Elizebeth Brown for East Bay Peace Action, and as
individuals.
Jacqueline Cabasso, Executive Director, Western States Legal
Foundation, for the the organization & as an individual
Gene Bernardi, for the Committee to minimize Toxic Waste, and as an
individual.
The following as individuals:
Frank McDonald
L. A. Wood
Gordon Wright DCRO11
Nori Neiude

S+

DCRO11-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ request for additional hearings near
communities that may be affected by the use of MOX fuel in reactors. After
careful consideration of its public involvement opportunities, including
information availability and mechanisms to submit comments, DOE decided
not to hold additional hearings on the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS. In
addition to the public hearing on the Supplement held in Washington, D.C.,
DOE provided other means for the public to express their concerns and
provide comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web
site. Further, interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit
additional comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD. Moreover, at
the invitation of South Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis, DOE attended
and participated in a public meeting held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia,
South Carolina.

The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as well
as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan (i.e., Congressional
representatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public interest
groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilities,
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate the
proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia)
should the MOX approach be selected. DOE does not believe that a hearing
in Oakland, California is necessary in part because all three of the proposed
reactors are located in the Eastern United States. Public hearings on this
SPD EIS have been held in the Western United States in or near many of the
potentially affected communities including hearings in Idaho, ‘Washington,
and Oregon.

DCRO11-2 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentors’” 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
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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.

Section 4.28 provides reactor-specific analyses and discusses the potential
environmental impacts and risks associated with using a partial MOX core
during routine operations and reactor accidents at the proposed reactors.

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 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 approach is not intended to affect the viability of nuclear power
generation at any particular reactor. DCS would not have to continue to use
MOZX fuel if it determined that it was uneconomical to operate the reactor.

DCRO11-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE conducted its procurement process in accordance with DOE NEPA
regulations, 10 CFR 1021.216. 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, comunercial reactors. However, these
activities are subject to the completion of the NEPA process. As stipulated
in DOE’s phased contract with DCS, until and depending on the decisions
regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition are
decided and announced in the SPD EIS ROD, no substantive design work or
construction can be started by DCS on the MOX facility. Should DOE decide
to pursue the No Action Alternative or the immobilization-only approach,
the contract with DCS would end. The contract is phased so that only
nonsite-specific base contract studies and plans can be completed before
the ROD is issued, and options that would allow construction and other
work would be exercised by DOE if, and only if, the decision is made to
pursue the MOX approach.
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Rocky MoUNTAIN CONFERENCE, UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST
RoBERT A. KINSEY
Pacelor1

MOX fuel is a bad idea. It further extends the Nuclear
Power industry which has no intelligent idea — nor does
anyone, including the DOE — about responsible ways for
dealing with the increased nuclear waste. I mean using it to
make depleted uranium ordinance is about as irresponsible
as you can get and yet you allow that. Using it to power
space craft that could crash into the atmosphere is another
example of irresponsibility. So employing weapons grade
Plutonium to make electricity is encouraging the production
of more waste. All you seem to be able to think about is
underground storage and have ignored for years the
suggestion of nuclear guardianship as a way of warning
future generations that we really don’t know what to do
with waste. Comments made at “Stakeholder hearings” are
regularly discounted by your establishment and often don’t
even make it into print in the volumes you create out of our
forests. When is the DOE going to stop being a tool of the
nuclear power and nuclear weapons

WR003-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. Use
of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry or produce electricity. 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. Use of nuclear materials to
make depleted uranium ordinance or for use in spacecraft is beyond the
scope of this EIS.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s preference for nuclear guardianship.
This EIS includes the No Action Alternative, whereby the surplus plutonium
would remain in storage at their current DOE locations. However, this
altemative does not reduce the nonproliferation concerns associated with
surplus plutonium.

Comments made at “‘stakeholder hearings™ are carefully considered by DOE.
Generally, at the hearings notetakers capture the main points of issues or
concerns raised by the commentors; therefore, comments are not a verbatim
transcript of the hearings. DOE’s notetakers make every effort to ensure the
essence of each participant’s comment(s) has been presented in a clear,
concise, and accurate manner. In addition to oral comments received at the
public hearings held for the SPD Draft EIS and the Supplement to the
SPD Draft EIS, written comments were also accepted at the hearings or could
have been submitted via fax, mail, or Web site. Equal consideration was
given to all comments, regardless of how or where they were received.
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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FLORIDA C0oASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Curis McCay
Pagelor9

MR007-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the State’s receipt of the Supplement to the
SPD Draft EIS and its determination that the proposed action is consistent
with the Florida Coastal Management Program. As requested, a copy of

STATE OF FLORIDA the SPD Final EIS was sent.
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

“Helping Floridians create safe, vibrant, sustainable communities®

JEB SUSH STEVEN M. SEIBERT
Secretary

May 24, 1999
Mr. Howard R. Canter
U.S. Department of Enetgy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
Post Office Box 23786
‘Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
RE:  Supplement to the Surplus Plutonium Dispositi Envi |
Impact Statement (DEIS - SAI # FL9808110565C)
Dear Mr. Canter:

The Florida State Clearinghouse has received the Supplement to the Surplus Plutonium
Disposition Draft Envir | Impact Si dated April 1999, Based on the changes in
this d our previous d inati ins in effect losed)

1

Upon completion of the Final Envi 1 Impact § please forward to the

Florida State Clearinghouse at the address below.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. If you have any questions
regarding this letter, please contact Ms. Cherie Trainor, Clearinghouse Coordinator, at (850)
922-5438.

Sincerely,
Chrca 70 Cape
Ralph Cantral, Executive Director
74" Florida Coastal Management Program
RC/et
Enclosure
2555 SHUMARD OAX BOULEYARD » TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2100

Phone: (350} 488-8466/Suncom 278-8466 FAX:{850) 221-0781/Suncom 291-0781
Internet address: http://www.dca.state fius

€LOmOA KIVS GREEN SWAMP
Area o Critical State Concem Field Ofice Asve of Criical State Conce Field Office
2796 Dveriess Highway, Sute 212 205 East Main Street, Suide 104
Macahon, Florida 33050-2227 Banow, Flord 338304641
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

*Helping Floridians create safe, vibrant, sustainable communities®
LAWTON CHILES JAMES F. MURLEY
Govermor

Secrctary
September 29, 1938

Mr. Howard R. Canter

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
Post Office Box 23786

Wwashington, DC 20026-3786

RE: U.S. Department of Energy - Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Statewide
SAI: FL9808110565C

Dear Mr. Canter:

The Florida State Clearinghouse, pursuant to Presidential
Executive Order 12372, Gubernatorial Executive Ordexr 95-359, the
Coastal Zone Management Rct, 16 U.S5.C. §§ 1451-1464, as amended, and
the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321, 4331-4335,
4341-4347, as amended, has coordinated a review of the above-
referenced project. .

Based on the information contained in the draft environmental
impact statement and the enclosed comments provided by our reviewing

agencies, the state has determined that, at this stage, the above- 1
referenced action is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management
Program.

. Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft envirenmental
impact statement. If you have any questions regarding this letter,
please contact Ms. Cherie Trainor, Clearinghouse Coordinator, at ({850}

922-5438.
Sincerely,
Cfoeea 77
Ralph Cantral, Executive Director
Florida Coastal Management Program
RC/cc
Enclosures

2555 SHUMARD OAK SOULEVARDO ¢ TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2100
Phone: 850.488.8466/Suacom 278.8466 FAX: 850.921.0781/Suncom 291.078)
€

Internet address: hitp:// Lstale, (i, dca.html
ADEDAKEYS ceN s SOUTH FLORIA EECONEEY OFFCL
Arwa ol G Ste Comceen Fickd Ot Avea of Gl S Concaen fiekd Ofice: P hex K2
279 Overexs Hogharay, Sce 112 15 Lt Sommeria 0400 KW, 30 Sewt
Masbon, e 1502227 tasow, loida EI0AEAT Woomi, Foidy 131584021
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McCRrACKEN, PATRICIA
Pace 1 oF 10

To: Department of Energy
June 28, 1999

From: Patricia McCracken
413 Scotts Way

Augusta, Georgia 30908
706-7389451

by fax to 202-556-4078

Re: Spent Fuel (MOX)

To date no one at any public meetings or at the library
sources can show a comprehensive transportation alternative
study regarding any of the programs. People just talk
about transportation but no documents seem to exist. One
would want to know more about the design and structure of
the DOE truck that is displayed at various meetings. What
alternative modes of transportation exist in the nuclear
world?

I attended a meeting on June 24, 1999 at the Gressette
Building State House Complex, Columbia, South Carolina
hosted by Senator Phil Leveritis. I called the Office NEPA
Compliance and Outreach for a handout of the program and
nothing existed in Washington or at the meeting. After the
meeting, I was still not sure what we were commenting
about. Questions were difficult for the representative
from Cogema, as we needed an interpreter. Will the Cogena
representatives who build the MOX building speak English?

I was unable to get some clarification from the DOE
representatives from Washington because of the bully police
type persons at the meeting, with no badges, who indicated
no one could approach the group. However, other persons
with some hearing devices and npo badges or identification
escorted around certain members of the audience. What are
those gadgets in theix ears and whom were they
communicating with at the meeting. I did get to ask Mr.
Stevenson to explain what the representative from Cogena
said about his military comnections and France’s pPlutonium
depletion policies. Mr. Stevenson was rushed and I did not
really understand the answer.

Please indicate how we can get answers from the man from
Cogema? I am particularly interested in the energy
consumption comparison numbers for various alternative DOE
projects including the MOX plant. No one on the panel

FR014-1 Transportation

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 as described in Appendix L..3.2. This
involves having couriers that are armed Federal officers, an armored tractor
to protect the crew from attack, and specially designed escort vehicles
containing advanced communications equipment and additional couriers.
While DOE prefers to minimize the transportation of plutonium that is still
desirable for weapons use, plutonium is routinely and safely transported in
the United States. As described in Appendix L.3.3, transportation of nuclear
materials would be performed in accordance with all applicable DOT and
NRC transportation requirements. Interstate highways would be used, and
population centers avoided, to the extent possible.

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. 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.

Alternative modes of transportation exist in the commercial nuclear world
and consist of specially designed trucks and rail cars. However, the universal
requirement for the transportation of most nuclear materials is the NRC-
licensed shipping cask. NRC requires that shipping casks be able to survive
a sequential series of tests that are intended to represent severe accident
stresses. The tests are a 30-foot drop onto an unyielding flat surface, a
shorter drop onto a vertical steel bar, engulfment by fire for 30 minutes, and,
finally, immersion in 50 feet of water.

FR014-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE regrets the difficulty encountered in obtaining information on the meeting
hosted by Senator Leventis. This meeting was not arranged by DOE but at
the invitation of Senator Leventis. DOE attended and answered questions
regarding the surplus plutonium disposition program. Additional information
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on the program can be found on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com
orby calling (202) 586-5368.

The MOX facility would be built at one of four candidate DOE sites in the
United States by DCS should the decision be made in the SPD EIS ROD to
pursue the MOX approach. Personnel involved in planning, constructing,
managing and working at the MOX facility would communicate in English.

FR014-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The meeting in Columbia, South Carolina was sponsored and coordinated by
Senator Leventis® office. The senator’s office was responsible for the meeting
logistics, including the security arrangements. Mr. Stevenson tried to explain
that there is no connection between COGEMA and the French military.

FR014-4 Infrastructure

Questions for COGEMA should be directed to Ms. Christi A. Byerly. Her
address is: 7401 Wisconsin Avenue; Bethesda, MD 20814. She may alsobe
contacted by telephone at (301) 941-8367. Her fax number is (301) 652-5690,
and her email address is cbyerly @ cogema-inc.com.
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could answer the question nor did they have any reference

did spell the name of the French oil company Total that
owns 20% of Cogema, 80% being the French government.

Does the MOX process require 0il?

The first and only time I saw Mr. Nulton, he was telling an
audience about how we needed British Nuclear Fuel Limited
to help our country with nuclear management (MOX). Now I
see Mr. Nulton again with the French company Cogema. Their
new contract apparently includes constructing the MOX plant
at SRS. Who else do we need to help us with a process that
we developed in 1969. The DOE has many experiences with
blending of nuclear materigls. Out of approximately

needed ancther MOX group te kelp us build a building. Did
we buy ard import a process or a building design plan from
Cogema? Did the contract reviewers know the US process
from 1969. BNFL has built a plant and DOE has visited and
hired BNFL. Did the twelve people who selected Cogema know
that BNFL is already at SRS?

According to DOE/MC-0008 page 8, “In 1969, reactors at Big
Rock Point ran for about a year using MOX fuel. They had no
problems. This is not an experimental technology. It is 25
years cld. *

If we have so much extra plutonium then why have some
commentaries stated that we have been buying plutonium from

plutoniuvm. Plutonium I am sure has various properties.
Wny isn’t the French military depleting their plutonium?
their weapons grade plutonium.

While the bully DOE police kaep the public from asking
questions at public meetings, who is policing and guarding
our environmental technologies being developed at the
facilities? Apparently all contractors have the ability to

the technology. Maybe the buily pelice should be guarding
something besides the public meetings. According to the
GAO/RCED-24-172 report nuclear technologies are needed
throughout the world. Many epinions exist .in this report.

FRO14

materials at the meeting. The representative from Cogema 4

160,000 nuclear persons twelve people decided that we 5

other countries? The comments give some broad terms for 6

The military apparently does not use Cogema to reprocess 7

patent anything they develop with government money and sell 8

FR014-5
The MOX process does not use oil.

MOX Approach

Duke Engineering & Services, COGEMA Inc., and Stone & Webster formed
a team, DCS, to respond to DOE’s Request for Proposals for MOX Fuel
Fabrication and Reactor Irradiation Services (May 1998). Through this
competitive procurement process, DOE awarded the contract to DCS to
construct and operate the MOX facility on the basis that their proposal was
determined to be the most responsive, best value offer submitted.

The commentor is correct that MOX fuel fabrication technology is not new.
A small amount of MOX fuel was fabricated and tested in the United States
in the late 1960s and early 1970s. DOE is not “importing” the MOX technology.
However, COGEMA is one of only a few companies with recent commercial
MOX fuel fabrication experience, and this experience will contribute to the
success of DOE’s MOX fuel fabrication effort. BNFL’s contract for work at
SRS is completely separate and different from its MOX fuel fabrication efforts
in the United Kingdom. The team that selected DCS to build and operate the
MOZX facility, should the MOX approach be chosen in the SPD EIS ROD,
was aware of BNFL'srole at SRS.

DOE is not sharing information about U.S. weapons with COGEMA. The
plutonium will have been removed from the pits and converted to an
unclassified plutonium dioxide before it is transferred to the MOX facility.

Awarding the contract to DCS does not make the United States dependent
on foreign entities. DCS is a U.S.-based company and the majority of the
companies that comprise DCS are American.

FR014-6 Other

DOE is unaware of the source of the commentor’s information that the United
States is buying plutonium from other countries. The United States is not
buying plutonium from other countries. If the United States were to buy any,
it would only be done to keep the material from ending up in the hands of
terrorists or rogue nations seeking nuclear weapons technology.
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FR014-7 Other

This SPD EIS addresses the disposition of approximately 50 t (55 tons) of
plutonium that President Clinton has declared surplus to national security
needs. Russia also agreed to remove the same amount from its stockpile
during a Moscow summit held in September 1998. (See Appendix A of
Volume II). Plutonium belonging to France is not within the scope of this
SPD EIS.

FR014-8 DOE Policy

DOE’s policy is to transfer technology that has been developed at its
laboratories and other facilities to the private sector if these technologies are
thought to benefit society. DOE encourages, supports, and enables the
transfer of unclassified technologies that have applications outside the DOE
programs to the private sector and in return receives royalties or other forms
of payment for the rights to use Government-developed technologies.
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Is this a 5% process of plutonium and what is the
percentage that Cogema uses in France?

Historically the disposaltpzocess was developed for
domestic waste and somehow this concept has broadened
beyond the oxiginal scope of the legislation.

We stated at the meeting that we were grateful that Duke
Power is participating and we wonder where the rest of the
nuclear community is during this process. They have been
given a lot of help and we are developing a disposal
facility and working on other nuclear technologies that
could help the industry and they don’t even offer an
advisory board or anything. Just where are they and why are
they not accountable for participation? The DOE comment
books do not even say who says the comments. Who at GAC
made those trips around the world to see the plants? Why
don’t they comment during this process? How can we ask
them questions?

The GRO report states something like this under the British
Waste Program heading on page 57: *“The utility plans to
construct a dry storage facility to hold spent fuel for up
to 100 years. Some environmental groups in the United
Kingdom consider aboveground storage to be the *least-—
worst” option for managing high-level waste. They believe
that additional study of varidus disposal options is needed
before a method is selected.* Who are these environmental
groups and who are their spokespersons? We hear that the
United States is already dependent on buying electricity
from nuclear plants in Canada. We apparently are importing
technology and importing enexgy €rom other countries. Why
isn’t this discussed at the public meetings?

The notice we received to attend a workshop on the
technical documents was not conducted.

Page 41 of the GAO/RCED-94-172 states that because the
Japanese plan to store their waste for 30 to 50 years
before disposal, officials said they sense no immediate
urgency to dispose of the waste. The report further states
that the Japanese have not yet developed safety standards
for disposing of high-level waste. So maybe somebody might
sell them some technology! Other countries like Russia
were mentioned as needing techneiogy. Sweden uses ships
for transporting. So where is oux transportation plan,
explaining all the modes used throughout the world?

10

11

12

13

14

15

FR014-9 MOX Approach

Reactor MOX fuel in Europe is fabricated to similar enrichment levels (about
5 percent plutonium 239) to the levels being proposed for the U.S. reactors
that would be used to irradiate MOX fuel.

FR014-10 DOE Policy

DOE believes the commentor is referring to disposal of spent fuel in a potential
geologic repository. Irradiated MOX fuel would be spent fuel and would be
managed as such by the licensee for the reactor in which the fuel was irradiated,
and so would not be beyond the scope of the legislation.

FR014-11 MOXRFP

As discussed in response FR014-5, DOE selected DCS, of which Duke
Engineering & Services is a member, to construct and operate the MOX
facility. DOE does not believe that the involvement of other members of the
nuclear industry is needed to implement the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition program.

As discussed in response FR014-7, this SPD EIS addresses the disposition
of 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium. Disposal of waste generated by other
government agencies, or generated as a result of any activity other than
disposition of this surplus plutonium, is not within the scope of this SPD EIS.

FR014-12 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
GAO trips to review nuclear technologies unrelated to the surplus plutonium
disposition program are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. Information on
these trips can be obtained from the GAO Web site at www.gao.gov.
FR014-13 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
The British waste program is unrelated to the surplus plutonium disposition
program and is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.

FR014-14 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE is unaware of the workshop referred to by the commentor.
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FRO14-15 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s suggestion of selling technology to

the Japanese for safe disposal of their HLW.

DOE will continue to discourage Russia from reprocessing its spent nuclear
fuel and starting a plutonium cycle but this issue, and the issue of Japan

building a reprocessing facility are beyond the scope 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 uraniumto produce
new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with the 11.S.
nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was produced

for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national security

needs is never again used for nuclear weapons.
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For the record nobody at the North Augusta Scoping meeting
explained fully why we were going to send plutonium to

Britain for reprocessing because we didn’t plan for our own
facility.

One comment stated that mixed oxide fuel is dirty. It
involves four technologies used in Western Europe, some
countries have been doing it for 30 years. What does dirty
mean? Does it mean impurities as opposed to a higher grade
of material?

Surely with so much money involved, we would try to develop
some technologies to better manage the negative impacts of
this process rather than importing somebody else’s known
problems. Why doesn’t the French government put up some of
the money? What is the procurement process for this deal?

SRS has a cooling tower (billions of dollars) that nobody
knows what to do with and ean §t be incorporated in any of
the plans?

Why are we telling a French oil company all about our
weapons? The Irench government is apparently not
discussing their weapcns plutonium with our group.

Is this process a once through fuel cycle, with no
reprocessing and subsequent reuse of the spent fuel? Can
the fuel be blended again? Will this reduce waste from the
spent MOX fuel? Would several cycles reduce the weapons
grade of the material?

If Russia is already reprocessing material, then how does
that fit in those stockpile reduction agreements. I read
where the DOE couldn’t even get a set of fire suits for the
nuclear plants in Russia without them being stolen. How do
we know if they are blending up or down?

Will Cogema be asking for amendments to the NPDES permit
and other permits for SRS? Does France have the same
regulatory reviews? I thought Bechtel was the construction
contractor? What is BNFL doing with the MOX process? who
is the MOX process boss? Which one of the 81 outfalls, and
41 stormwater outfalls will be addressed by the new
facilities? What is the water usage rate for the new
facilities at SRS and where will the withdrawal be located?

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

FRO14

FR014-16 MOX Approach

DOE does not have any plans to send surplus plutonium to Britain for
reprocessing. There are no plans to reprocess MOX spent fuel if that is what
the commentor is referring to.

FRO14-17 MOX Approach

DOE is not aware of a comment referring to MOX fuel as dirty. It could be that
the comment refers to the fact that reprocessed spent fuel is used in the
production of European MOX fuel, and so has more impurities than the
surplus plutonium that would be used in U.S. reactors under the MOX
approach. DOE is not “importing” problems, but rather taking advantage of
the recent European expertise.

FR014-18 MOXRFP

The surplus plutonium belongs to the U.S. Government. There is no need for
the French government to contribute financially to this domestic,
U.S. Government activity. France and the other G-8 nations (Group of Eight
industrialized nations: Canada, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan,
Russia, and United States) are, however, contributing to Russia’s surplus
plutonium disposition activities.

The procurement process for U.S. MOX fuel fabrication activities was a
competitive process. DOE issued a Request for Proposals for MOX Fuel
Fabrication and Reactor Irradiation Services in May 1998. Responses
were submitted in August 1998, after which a DOE source selection board
reviewed the submitted proposals and awarded DCS the contract.

FR014-19

None of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition processes or facilities
generates enough heat to require a cooling tower like the one referred to
at SRS.

Alternatives

FR014-20 MOX Approach

MOX fuel, similar to traditional LEU fuel in the United States, would be used
once. Technically, the fuel could be reprocessed and reused, but the United
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States has a policy against reprocessing its spent fuel, and therefore does
not reuse any of its spent fuel. MOX fuel is proposed for only two cycles
versus three reactor cycles for some of the LEU fuel in the reactor. Two
cycles would allow sufficient time for the MOX fuel containing the weapons-
origin plutonium to be irradiated to a point that the plutonium cannot readily
be extracted from the spent fuel and returned to weapons use.

FR014-21 Nonproliferation

The Joint Statement of Principles signed by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin
in September 1998 provide general guidance for achieving the objectives of
a future bilateral agreement to disposition surplus plutonium in the United
States and Russia. Sensitive negotiations between the two countries have
indicated that the Russian government accepts the technology of
immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing materials, but that
the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity feed materials.
DOE will continue to discourage Russia from reprocessing its spent nuclear
fuel and starting a plutonium cycle but this issue is beyond the scope of this
SPD EIS.

FR014-22 Water Resources

If the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities necessitate
modifications to the SRS NPDES Permit, the DOE SRS Office, working with
the SRS environmental personnel and DCS, would request the modifications.
At this time, the potentially affected outfalls have not been identified. None
of the MOX activities, or any other surplus plutonium disposition activities,
including construction, would be subject to French regulatory reviews.
Bechtel is the SRS site construction support contractor, but construction of
large, new structures are contracted for competitively. Major capital projects
are not within the scope of the Bechtel contract. BNFL is not involved in this
surplus plutonium disposition effort. As discussed in Section 4.26.4.2, the
maximum amount of water used during construction of the proposed facilities
is estimated to be 126 million I/yr (33.3 million gal/yr); during operations, the
maximum water usage is estimated to be 216 million I/yr (57.1 million gal/yr).
As discussed in Section 3.5.11.2.3, the source of this water is groundwater. If
the proposed facilities are built at SRS, they would be located in F-Area.
Sanitary water at SRS is supplied through the central domestic water system,
and process and service water is supplied through deep-well systems within
individual site areas.
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The EIS indicates that Hanford has Pu residues with less
than 50 percent Pu. That information was not technically
explained as the text was deleted. If the percentage is
not very great, then why it is listed for no further
action? What is the difference in percentage of that and
the‘MOX spent fuel? Many sites had Pu waste that was said
tg ;Esignificant in quantity. Is quantity the criteria for
risk?

How will Duke Power be protected, if Cogema’s government
orders them home? Will Duke Power get all the patents? We
hope that Duke Power and North Carolina get the technology
rights rather than the French. We are cheering for our
team. We hope our country retains some technology and
people in case of an emergency situation. I don’t think
other governments or oil companies will be working on any
clean-up problems. The GAO/RCED-99-173 report stated that
Fhe Department of Energy receives much of its royalty
incomes from inventions created in its laboratories by
contractors, even though the inventions themselves are not
government-owned. Where is the list of payers to the
Department of Energy? Who got the MOX technoclogy of 19657
Did SRS give the land for the MOX plant and other projects?
The original withdrawal of land maps do not match the
present maps given out at the public meetings.

Will Duke Power be given the same modification money as
apparently was going to be given to those Canadian groups
in the technical material?

Why does SRS import so much emnergy? I thought the national
policy.was to export. We have all these nuclear power
companies in our area and we import. This policy does not
go along with NEPA at all. We are terminating nuclear
persons. Are we going to train them to be coal mine
workers or work at oil terminals?

Certain regional nuclear facilities seem to have an excess
capacity to bid on DOE projects but failed to participate
Wwith this project. 1 assume Ehey want the disposal
benefits but do not want to help with figuring out other
processes. 2Apparently they do net even help with the
disposal facility. Have they ever visited the disposal
site that the American people axe building for them? Do
they do anything besides go to court? In other countries
the operators have responsibility for the repositery
programs. Where arxe the proposals or preferred

23

24

25
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FR014-23 Alternatives

Section 2.2 describes the materials that have been declared surplus and are
being analyzed in this SPD EIS. In general, if the plutonium residues are
greater than 50 percent they are considered part of the surplus plutonium
disposition program. In some cases, residues with less than 50 percent
plutonium are of concern because the plutonium could be easily concentrated
to higher percentages. MOX spent fuel would have a relatively low percentage
of plutonium,; less than 10 percent. Other plutonium-bearing materials are
beyond the scope of this EIS, but are addressed in other NEPA documents
such as the Final Environmental Impact Statement on Management of
Certain Plutonium Residues and Scrub Alloy Stored at the Rocky Flats
Environmental Technology Site (DOE/EIS-0277F, August 1998).

FR014-24 MOXRFP

MOX fuel fabrication technology is being transferred from the MELOX plant
in France to the United States. Because the MOX approach would be relying
on the French technology, a clause was added to the special considerations
of the contract to ensure that the U.S. Government, or anyone the Government
hires to replace COGEMA, should a termination occur, has the right to use all
proprietary data and restricted computer software necessary for the design,
construction, operation and use of the MOX facility and provision of the
MOX fuel irradiation as specified in the contract. Duke Power would negotiate
a subcontract with DCS, the prime contractor to the Government. That
subcontract would contain the rights Duke Power would have to retain patents
developed under their subcontract with DCS. Although the GAO report is
beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, in general, royalties are not paid to DOE
for contractor-owned inventions and hence, there is not a central DOE list of
such “payers.”

The land identified for the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities
at SRS is currently owned by DOE and will remain within the ownership
of DOE.
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alternatives of the nuclear industry? Has anybody seen any
scientific proposals from the Department of Defense
outlining their preferences for their waste? Eow about NASA
proposals?

The GAO report Nuclear Waste Foreign countries’ dpproaches
to High-Level Waste Storage and Disposal states on page 30
that because France has adequate capacity for storing its
wastes, developing a repository is not urgent. You may
want to discuss this issue further with Cogema.

This report further states that Japan plans to increase its
reliance on nuclear power over the next few decades in a
continuing attempt to improve the country’s energy
dependence. * As part of their move toward energy
independence, the Japznese plan to build a facility for
reprocessing spent fuel from their nuclear power plants so
that the recovered uranium and plutonium can be used as
fresh reactor fuel.”

We also heard from the DOE panel meeting with Mr. Nulton
that Russia is now reprocessing nuclear fuel.

Will the MOX plant be based on the NRC's move to an
approach-termed risk-informed regulation-that considers
relative risk in corjunction with engineering analyses and
operating experience to ensure that plants operate safely.
We reference the GAO/RECED-93-95.

Let recap this picture. Our government has imported
British and French technology for our nuclear needs. We
also are importers of emergy for the projects. That policy
should make our country totally depend on others. And
didn’t I read in the news that we sold off all our oil
reserves. What are the education institutions doing that
have contracts with DOE? Just to make things even better,
the contractors we hire and pay can take all the technology
and patent the science and sell it to others.

Please somecone explain this picture to me.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

1

15

26

FR014-25 Infrastructure

Asdiscussed in Sections 3.5.11.1.2 and 3.5.11.1.3, SRS purchases its electricity
locally, and generates process and heating steam at onsite coal- and oil-fired
steam plants. U.S. policy on oil and energy production, and the nuclear
industry and its workers are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.

FRO14-26 MOX Approach

The MOX facility would be licensed by NRC under 10 CER 70. The application
would be accompanied by detailed engineering information and safety
analyses that would have to demonstrate that the MOX facility could operate
safely and not pose a significant health and safety risk to the workers, the
general public, or the environment.
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Step, PETER Fox
PaGge 1 0F 2

Juge 14, 1999
To Whom this concerns:

1 live in Richmond County, Georgia. Plant Votgle in 30 miles South and East of me. Due
east is infamous SRS.

On Fcbruary 24, 1999 at a MOX meeting sponsored by Nuclear Information & Resource
Service in Augusta, GA I heard Mr. David Lochbaum tell us about his 17 years
experience with commercial reactors. Mr. Lochbaum is now employed by Union of
Concerned Scientists. Mr. Lochbaum says Plant Votgle nor any of the other reactors in
our still beautiful country are not designed to burn plutonium. Mr. Lochbaum says
plutonium would damage the reactors. Also he says plutonium is 10 times more
expensive than uranium.

My light bill is already high enough. And y’all want it to go up!?!

No. Just No.

1 want you all to know, 1 am highly insulted. A critical issue as this and no meeting
hosted by you here in the Southeast? Humph!

This is the last straw. Only through a dear friend am I getting a chance to write.

There are many of us herc in the Southeast who are going to unite. We are not going to
just sit idly by any more.

Just as sure as gravity of the Sun is holding the planets in orbit, you will feel our
presence.

Yours Renewably

Peter Fox Sipp

DCR004

DCR004-1 MOX Approach

Although no U.S. commercial reactors are licensed to use plutonium-based
fuel, several are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can easily and safely
accommodate a partial MOX core. These commercial reactors are capable of
safely using MOX fuel. Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the environmental
impacts of operating the reactors that would use MOX fuel.

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
generate electricity. 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.
DCS, the team contracted to fabricate and irradiate the MOX fuel, would not
have to continue to use MOX fuel to support the surplus plutonium
disposition program if it determined that it was uneconomical to operate the
reactors. This would ensure that the taxpayers were not underwriting
otherwise uneconomical electricity-generating assets.

DCR004-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for a hearing in the Southeast
to discuss the use of MOX fuel in reactors. It should be noted that meetings
were held in North Augusta, South Carolina on the SPD Draft EIS. After
careful consideration of its public involvement opportunities, including the
availability of information and mechanisms to submit comments, DOE decided
not to hold additional hearings on the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS. In
addition to the public hearing on the Supplement held in Washington, D.C.,
DOE provided other means for the public to express their concerns and
provide comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web
site. Also, at the invitation of South Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis,
DOE attended and participated in a public hearing held on June 24, 1999, in
Columbia, South Carolina. Moreover, interested parties would likely have
the opportunity to submit additional comments during the NRC reactor license
amendment process should the MOX approach be selected.
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The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as well
as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan (i.e., Congressional
representatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public interest
groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilities,
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate the
proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia)
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD.
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WiLcox, RoBerT H.
Pacelor1

Thank you for sending me this document. I have no
substantive comments on it. As a taxpayer, I object to the
need to devote the government’s money to documents of
this nature. It really serves little useful purpose. The DOE
and CEQ should find a simpler way of fulfilling NEPA and/or
should suggest that Congress amend that Act.

1S-v

WR004-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s suggestion that the NEPA process be
improved. DOE works carefully to strike a balance between keeping the
public informed about potential impacts from its proposed actions and
controlling cost of the NEPA process.
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STATEMENT FOR THE DOE HEARING ON MOX NUCLEAR FUEL
June 15, 1899

t am Joan O. King. | am a member of WAND, Women's Action for New
Directions. | work on nuclear Issues for WAND and with other organizations in the
Southeast. Thers is & wide network of individuals and NGOs In our area who are
deeply disturbed by-the DOE's plan to tum weapons-grade piutonium Into nuclear fuel
and burn It in commercial reactors.

There a number of reasons for our concern. We are not reactionary. We have
studled the Issue In some depth, but there is {ittle point In going over the details. You
are aware of the facts. The problem is, you don® appear to be paying much attention
to them.

Everything we read indicates that some form of kmnobflization is a cheaper,
fastar way to handle the plutonium disposition problem. The excuse we hiear from the
DOE is that the Russians don't trust knmobilization.....that they want a MOX solution.
But we talk to the Russlans too.

Their activists have been in Alianta and the Southeast, and they tell us the
Russian people don't want any more nuclear problems, the kind of problems that come
with government nuclear programs and the ever Increasing accumulation of poliuting
radioactive waste.

In the U.S. not one out of a thousand people has any idea what MOX stands for,
but whan they find out, they don't like it either. One Indication of this Is what happened
at a recent Duke Energy Stockholders meeting when a stockholders inltiative was
introduced opposing the utility’s plan to use MOX fuel In Duke reactors,

The Initiative got close to eight percent of the vote, more than twice that needed
to keep it on the baliat in the coming year. Since very few people aven look at
stockholder’s petitions when they sign their proxy, and even fewer oppose the boards

DCRO10

DCRO10-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the use of weapons-
grade plutonium in MOX fuel and irradiating it in commercial reactors. DOE
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach which includes
both immobilization and MOX fuel. As shown in the cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), it is expected that the hybrid approach
would be more expensive than the immobilization-only approach. However,
pursuing the hybrid approach 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 Joint Statement of Principles signed by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin
in September 1998 provide general gnidance for achieving the objectives of
a future bilateral agreement to disposition surplus plutonium in the United
States and Russia. Sensitive negotiations between the two countries have
indicated that the Russian government accepts the technology of
immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing materials, but that
the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity feed materials.

Although the people of Russia may oppose any further nuclear programs,
this issue is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. Since the inception of the
U.S. 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 at various locations around the
country, not just near the potentially involved DOE sites, to engender a high
level of public dialogue on the program. The office has also provided the
public with substantial information in the form of fact sheets, répoﬂs, 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
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recommendations, the Duke vote is very significant. | can just about guarantee you
stockhoider opposition will grow.

For forty years nuclear engineers have tried to close the nuciear fuel cycle. itis
an arlicle of faith with them that eventualy the problem of radleactive waste will be
solved and somehow nuclear power can be made economically sustainable. MOX is
Just one more attempt. 1t Is another step by the nuclear industry toward a plutonium
aconomy, bk the public Isn't buying. That should be obvious by now.

Nuclear technology has NOT produced “....enargy too cheap to meter.” instead
It has produced energy 100 expensive to use, and NO solution to radioactive waste.
The DOE dosesn't have a very good track record, and the public doesn't want to see
them expand into & new and very expensive nuclear program, one that will produce
even more radioactive waste.

MOX is just one more subsidy to a falled industry. Our government owes the
pubfic something better than this.

13 4

DCRO10

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.

DCR010-2 DOE Policy

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

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.
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" Citizens Advisory Board
1daho National Engineering and Envir I Laboratory
v
99-CAD082
t
Tune 11, 1999
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materjals Disposition
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, DC 20026-3786
Dear Sirs:
Caic X The Site-Specific Advisory Board (SSAB) for the Idaho National Engineering and
Charies M. Rice Environmental Laboratory (INEEL), also known as the INEEL Citizens Advisory
5 Board (CABY), is a local advisory committee chartered under the Department of
Yies Qi Energy’s (DOE) Environmental Management SSAB Federal Advisory Committee
Stanley Hobsoa Act Charter. e
Em; For quite some time, the INEEL CAB has been interested in the DOE's efforts to
Bobo prepare envil 1 d jon for the disposition of surplus pl jurm,
James Bond\m Although the INEEL CAB did not submit comments during the scoping period for
Ben F. Collins 1 . 8 AR N 4
: " the Surplus P Disp Env Impact (EIS), the
Bitl Davidson ! e Y
Dieser A, Knect CAB did reach ona providing an the scope
Dean Mahioncy of the EIS in November of 1997. A copy of that recommendation is included as
2.D. Maynard Attachment 1.
Roy Mi}fklzm The INEEL CAB submitted a request for copies of the draft EIS via c-mail on
F. Dave Rydakh August 6, 1998. The e-mail is included as Attach 2. Unfor ly
EJ Smith and inexplicably, no copies were provided. The CAB was able to obtain a copy of
Mone Witson the draft EIS from someone who did have access to a copy, however. The CAB
hed onat dation providing on the Draft EIS in
g September of 1998. A copy of that dation is included as Attach i
Kathileen Trever 5 R .
Wayne Pierre The INEEL CAB scnt a request for information about the Supplement Analysis
Gerald C. Bowmman via e-mail on April 28, 1999. A copy of that e-mail message is included as
Attach 4. Aresp from Bert plained that the Suppt
Jason Staffs Analysis would be sent in the near future to the same mailing list as used for the
Carol Cole Draft EIS. He also stated that DOE would solicit public comment on the
Loci Deluca Supplement Analysis for a period of 45 days. A copy of Mr. Stevenson’s message
Amanda Jo Edetmay is included as Attach 5.
Kathy Grebstad
Kevin Harris Because the INEEL CAB suspected that we might not yet be on the mailing list, a
Wendy Green Lowe request for copies of the Supplement Analysis was submitted via ¢-mail on May
28 1999. A copy of that e-mail isincluded as Attach 6. Despite
that request, copies of the Supplement Analysis have not been mailed to the
INEEL CAB.
Tason Associates Corporation * 477 Shoup Avenue, Suite 201 « Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402
Phone * (208) 522-1662 Fax « (208) 522-2531
httpz//www.ida.net/users/cab
)
191
n

FR001-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE regrets any inconvenience by the INEEL CAB in obtaining copies of
the SPD Draft EIS and the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS and has taken
measures to ensure documents will be sent in a timely fashion to individual
members. Response to the consensus on a recommendation on the
SPD Draft EIS by the INEEL CAB is provided in Volume III, Chapter 3.

Although it did not extend the comment period, DOE did consider all comments
received after the close of that period for the Supplement. All comments
were given equal consideration and responded to as presented in Volume II,
Chapter 4.

Since the inception of the U.S. fissile materials disposition program, DOE has
supported a vigorous public participation policy. The office has 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 onrequest. 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
public dialogue.
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Although Mr. Stevenson's message specificd that the Supplement Analysis would be available on
the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition homepage, we emred by pting to locate it on DOE’s
NEPA homepage. We therefore did not find it until June 11, 1999.

On June 8, two postcards were received by the INEEL CAB. Both were post-marked June 3, 1999,
One indicates that DOE will hold a public meeting on the “Supplement to the Draft Surplus

Plutonium Envi 1St 1" (sic) on June 15, 1999 in Washington, DC. The other
indicates that DOE has issued the Supplement Analysis, describes how copies of the document may
be obtained, and states that the comment period on the document will run from May 14 to June 28,
1999. Copies of the two p ds are included as Attach 7and 8.

The INEEL CAB questions how a 45-day public comment period that is scheduled to end on June
28, 1999 can be adeq ifi d stakeholders are not notified until June 8, especially if copies

of the document are not provided.

The INEEL Citizens Advisory Board hereby respectfuily requests an extension in the public
comment period. The INEEL CAB meets every other month for a period of two days. Our next
mecting will be on July 20 and 21, 1999. As the INEEL CAB uses building p o
develop its dations, we would appreciate the opportunity to wait until our mecting to
finalize our on the Suppl t Analysis. That would require an extension in the
comment period of 23 days.

We are frustrated that DOE has yet to acknowledge our intcrest in disposition of surplus glutoniu.m
as documented by the fact that we have yet 1o be added to the distribution lists for the project.

The Notice of Intent to prepare a supplement to the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft EIS
published in the Federal Register on April 6, 1999 indi that the Suppl Analysi§ “will .
update the SPD EIS by ining the potential envi | impacts of using mixed oxide fuel in
six specific commercial nuclear reactors at three sites for the disposition of surplus weapons gr"ade
plutonium.” Without the benefit of reviewing the Supplement Analysis, we nonetheless question the
need for conducting such an analysis in advance of the Record of Decision for the disposition of

surplus plutonium. This perp our exp d in our dation on the Draft
EIS (Attachment 3), that DOE has “decided to pursuc the MOX disposition option without the
benefit of adequate analysis.”

In addition, the INEEL CAB questions the adequacy and approp of DOE's strategy for
complying with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). As communicated in our
recommendation on the draft EIS (Attachment 3), the INEEL CAB felt DOE “conducted a less-than-
rigorous analysis of the full immebilization alternatives.” We went on to reccommend that “the total
immobilization options be given full ideration and rig di ion in this EIS.”

Finally, the INEEL CAB is genuinely concerned about DOE Headquarters’ (DOE-HQ) commitment
1o public involvement in general, and specifically the i to the ingful involvement of
the SSABs, in this and other significant issues. The INEEL CAB is still not on the mailing list for
the Surplus Plutonium Disposition EIS despite two consensus recommendations and three e-mail

messages.

Jason Associates Corporation * 477 Shoup Avenue, Suite 201 * Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402
Phone * (208) 522-1662 Fax = (208) 522-2531
hetp:/iwww.ida.nevusers/cab

FRO001-2 Alternatives

DOE conducted a procurement process in accordance with DOE NEPA
regulations 10 CFR 1021.216. 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. The purpose of
the Supplement was to give the public the opportunity to comment on the
reactor-specific information that was not available at the tine the SPD Draft EIS
was published. The Supplement also included information from DCS. As
stipulated in DOE’s phased contract with DCS, until and depending on the
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition are made and announced in the SPD EIS ROD, no substantive
design work or construction can be started by DCS on the MOX facility.
Should DOE decide to pursue the No Action Alternative or the immobilization-
only approach, the contract with DCS would end. The contract is phased so
that only nonsite-specific base contract studies and plans can be completed
before the ROD is issued, and options that would allow construction and
other work would be exercised by DOE if, and only if, the decision is made to
pursue the MOX approach.

Both the draft and final SPD EIS analyze immobilization-only alternatives
where all 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium would be immobilized at either
Hanford or SRS, with pit disassembly and conversion taking place at either
Hanford, Pantex or SRS. A total of four immobilization-only alternatives
(Altematives 11A, 11B, 12A, and 12B) are analyzed, all of which will be given
full consideration prior to making a decision on the approach to surplus
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

At this time, 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
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Recently, DOE failed to resp d to repeated requests for i fc ion regarding the April 1999
shipment of transuranic waste from INEEL to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. (Specifics of that
experience are addressed in Attachments 9 and 10.) The INEEL CAB is not blaming the Office of
Fissile Materials Disposition for this latter situation. Both nonetheless fall within the responsibility

of the DOE-HQ.

Considered together, the two appear 10 establish a most disturbing trend of a failure to provide the
INEEL CAB with timely information. They evidence a lack of g inc op and responsiveness
within the Department as a whole.

The undersigned will attend the public meeting in Washington, DC on Tuesday, June 15, 1999 to
communicate our concems in person. Please make every effort to ensure he is afforded an
opportunity to speak during the moming session of the public meeting so that he may retum to Idaho

promptly.

Sincerely,

s

Chuck Rice
Chair, INEEL CAB
Attachments:

1. INEEL CAB Letter (97-CAB-1 12) dated November 30, 1997 and INEEL CAB
Recommendation #31: Issues for Consideration in the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Envi ] Impact dated N ber 19, 1997.

&

2. E-mail message dated August 6, 1998 from Wendy Green Lowe (NEEL CARB Facilitator) to
Bert Stevenson.

Recommendation #46: Surplus P} P Draft Ei 1 Impact
Statement, dated September 15, 1998.

3. INEEL CAB Letter (98-CAB-206) dated September 16, 1998 and INEEL CAB
Dispositi "

4. E-mail message dated April 28, 1998 from Wendy Green Lowe to Bert Stevenson.
5. E-mail message dated April 29, 1998 from Bert Stevenson to Wendy Green Lowe.
6. E-mail message dated May 28, 1998 from Wendy Green Lowe to Bert Stevenson.

7. Postcard regarding public meeting.

8. Postcard regarding release of the supplement to the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Envi 1 Impact Stal

Tason Associates Corporation * 477 Shoup Avenue, Suite 201 ¢ 1daho Falls, 1daho 83402
Phone * (208) 522-1662 Fax ¢ (208) 522-2531
hnp;/lwww.ida.nﬂlu.scrslcab

that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonjum in nuclear weapons
again. Because the Russians have expressed concern that immobilization
would not destroy any plutonium, it is conceivable that the Russians would
not disposition their surplus plutonium stockpile if the United States were to
implement an immobilization-only approach. Sensitive negotiations between
the two countries have indicated that the Russian government accepts the
technology of immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing
materials, but that the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity
feed materials.
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9. INEEL CAB Letter (99-CAB-034) dated March 19, 1999 and INEEL CAB Recommendation
#57: The Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory Citizens Advisory
Board's Position on the Potential Violation of the April 30" Milestone under the Idaho
Settlement Agreement, dated March 17, 1999.

10. INEEL CAB Letter (99-CAB-008) dated January 27, 1999 to Secretary William B.
Richardson.

cc: Stanley Hobson, INEEL CAB Plutonium Committce Chair

Beverly Cook, DOE-ID

Laura Holgate, DOE-HQ

Carol Borgstrom DOE-HQ

James M. Owendoff, DOE-HQ

Martha Crosland, DOE-HQ P

Fred Butterfield, DOE-HQ

Other SSAB Chairs

Larry Craig, U.S. Senate

Mike Crapo, U.S. Senate

Mike Simpson, U.S. House of Representatives

Helen Chenowith, U.S. House of Representatives

Laird Noh, Chair, Idaho Senate Resources and Environment Committee

Golden C. Linford, Chair, Idaho House of Representatives Resources and Conservation
Committee

Jack Barraclough, Idaho House of Repr ives Envi [ Affairs Committee

Gerald Bowman, DOE-ID

Kathleen Trever, State of Idaho INEEL Oversight

Wayne Pierre, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region X

Jason Associates Corporation * 477 Shoup Avenue, Suite 201 * Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402
Phone * (208) 522-1662 Fax ¢ (208) 522-2531
http://www.ida.net/users/cab
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Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION IN THE
DRAFT SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

RECOMMENDATION

The INEEL CAB acknowledges that the scoping period for the Surplus Plutonium Disposition EIS has
ended. Our interest in the issue is ongoing, and we respectfully submit this list of concerns in hopes that
they may be addressed in the Draft EIS when it is released. Board members have concerns regarding:

e The need for and safety related to P ion of the pl ium across the Fort Hall Indian
Reservation and elsewhere in the nation,

e Comparati lyses of envil | impacts and costs at each of the four alternative sites,

«  Safe handling, storage, and transportation of all materials,

« Disposition plans for any and ail wastes that will result,

«  Security plans, i

o Plans for where and how the mixed-oxide fuel will be used (including a demonstration of
marketability),

+ Environmental protection,
Worker and public health and safety,

»  Operation of all related Facilities in full pli with all rel envil 1 regulati
including the [daho Set! A

8

o  Whether the mission would bring funding to ldaho (to help support the existing infrastructure)
without detracting from the site's ability to meet compliance schedules, and

«  The costs associated with handling spent mixed-oxide nuclear fuel (e.g., storage and disposal).

The Board feels that DOE could do a better job at d ing the rationale for its decision to pursue
mixed-oxide firel fabrication instead of vitrification. In particular, the Board feels DOE must offer a
complete and sound comparison between mixed oxide fucl fabrication and vitrification that substantiates
DOE's proposed path forward in the Programmatic EIS ROD, including whether:

. mixed-oxide fuel fabrication is superior to vitrification at achieving nonproliferation,

- mixed-oxide fuel fabrication can be implemented cost-effectively,

. mixed-oxide fue! fabrication renders the plutonium into a form that cannot be utilized in the future

for weapons production.

RECOMMENDATION #31 NOVEMBER 19, 1997

FRO01
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Citizens Advisory Board
|daho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL FIMPACT STATEMENT

The 1dsho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL) Citizens Advisory Board
(CAB) reviewed the U.S. Department of Enetgy (DOEY's Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft
Envi | Impact (E!S), although it was difficult to obtain copies to support our review,
We regret that the INEEL CAB was not on the distribution list for the document—despite the fact that
we itted & dation addressing the ongoing EIS in the fall of 1997, Our request for copies
of the Draft EIS (sent via the DOE's National Environmental Policy Act Internet homepage) similarly
did not affect & response.

We submit the following dations and 10 support DOE's efforts to develop tegally
fensibl i 1 d ion for decision making related to the nonprofiferation mission.
We recommend that the Department respond to all comments on the Draft EIS received duriog
this comment period in order to ensure that the Final EIS will be able to support 2 decision by the

Secretary of Energy on this important mission.

GENERAL COMMENTS
The INEEL CAB notes that Chapter One of the Surplus P jum Disposition Draft EIS & fudes the
following quotation:
“The Record of Decision for the Srorage and Disposition Prog ic Envir !

Impact Statement (PEILS) issued January 14, 1997 outlines DOE’s decision to pursuc an
pproach to pl i isposition that would make surplus weapons-usable phitonium

inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use. DOE's disposition strategy, i
with the preferred alternative analyzed in the Sroroge and Disposition PEIS, allows for
both the immobilization of some (and potentially all) of the surplus plutonium and use of

- some of the surplus plutonium as mixed oxide (MOX) fuel in existing domestic,
commercial reactors.”

The statement suggests that DOE believes that both approaches would render surplus plutonium
(weapons-usable plutonium that has been deemed surplus) inaccessible and unattractive for weapons
use, thereby achieving DOE’s objectives.

Our analysis of the information presented in the Draft EIS leads us to a conclusion that DOE conducted
2 less-than-rigorous analysis of the full immobilization alternatives. We note that DOE conducted more
extensive analysis for ail of the hybrid altematives (those that would involve implementation of both
approaches).  This leaves the reader with an impression that DOE decided to pursue the MOX
disposition option without the benefit of adequate analysis.

Similarly, the INEEL CAB notes that the description of the al ives is unclear regarding how
immobilization would achicve the standards set the National Academy of Sciences. {t has not been
demonstrated, for example, that high-leve! waste can be used in the can and canister immobilization

RECOMMENDATION # 36 SEPTEMBER 15, 1998
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method to achieve a radiation barrier. The INEEL CAB recommends that the total immobilization
options be given full consideration and rigorous discussion in this EIS. Such an amlysis will make
the Final EIS less vulnerable to legal challenge and allow the Secretary of Energy greater leeway in
selecting the mast appropriate path forward for the disposition of surplus plutonium,

The members of the INEEL CAB are divided on whether national and/or i ional i would
be better served by selection of the total immabilization or the hybrid approach, partly because we lack
confidence in the adequacy of the analysis. Improved analysis may reveal that the hybrid approaches

- will result in greater impacts on the environment, human health, and security. The hybrid altemative
could also take a much longer petiod of time, require more transportation of radioactive materials, and
produce greater quantities of wastes. We note that some of the altenatives propose using & 1954
facility for plutonium conversion and immobilization, which could involve permitting challenges that
are not adequately addressed in the EIS.

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

The Draft EIS and presentations by DOE related to the document imply that the intemational
community will not be satisfied with U.S: nonproliferation efforts in the absence of MOX. In light of
the fluid political situation in Russia, the INEEL CAB ds that the ptions (that the
U.S. has no choice but to pursue the MOX alternative in order to ensure that Russia will take
reciprocal action) should be periodicaily confirmed. The INEEL, CAB further recommends that
implementation of U.S. acﬁons, regardless of which alternative is selected, should proceed
eoneumnt}y with impl of parable actions in Russia.

While the éntire INEEL CAB wholeheartedly supports DOE’: efforts to achleve nonproliferation
objectives and wonld not argue in favor of a decision that would jeop ian cooperation,
the INEEL CAB recommends that DOE base its decisions on complete information and sound
anatysis. In the spirit of the National Environmentat Policy Act, this EIS must documnent the decision
in a publicly defensible manner.

WawWADIS 1ondu] (pruawuosIaug (ould uoyisodsiq wntuonyg snding

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

The INEEL CAB regrets that the cost analysis of the various altematives presented in the Draft EIS was
provided in a sep that was ively ilable. The ab: of cost information in the
Draft EIS itself leaves the reader to a conclusion that elthcr (1) the costs of mplemermng the
alternatives do not differ or (2) DOE will not consider costs in selecting from the various alternatives.
Neither Tusion seems reali pri The INEEL CAB recommends the inclusion of

more information about costs in the body of the Final EIS.

4 d

Review of the cost analysis d allows an impi ing of the costs associated with
implementation of the surplus plutonium disposition decision. The INEEL CAB believes the cost
analysis is based on a questionable methodology, as it appears that the costs were not fully evaluated.
We question why the emmates of total costs do not appear to include certain categories of costs

(nuclear reactor modifi and irradiation services, for le) based on an ption that they
will apply uniformly across all altematives. Itis h:u-d to believe !hat nuclear reactor modifications will
be required under the full immobilization al , h . Calculation of fuel offsers and
RECOMMENDATION ¥ 46 SEPTEMBER (5, 1998
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inclusion .of those offsets in the estimates of total costs is questionable and the definition of those

- offsets is not clear, which further complicates the reader’s ability to understand the analysis of costs for

the various altemnatives,

Similarly, we have about the adeq of cost esti for immobilizaticn as they are based
on less thorough process design and experience than the MOX option. We alsa noted that they do not
include cost estimates for several undetermined aspects of the plutonium ceramic fabrication process.
Potentially significant costs that would be required to ensure that the glass product can meet the

jonal Acad of Sci =spent fuel standard” for making weapons plutoni “sufficiently
unattractive to proliferation.”  Finally, recent developments at the Savannah River Site indicate that it
could be significantly more expensive to mect nonproliferation standards using the immobilization
approach than with one of the hybrid approaches.

The INEEL CAB recommends that the cost analysi include calculation of all expected costs
associated with each of the alternatives—including appropriate offsets (thase that result in real
reductions in the costs to the US. government). The INEEL CAB further recommends an
independent veview of the cost i by p cost 1y ring the suggested
recalculation. Improved cost esti are imp to support selection of the most appropriate
atternative for inclusion in the Record of Decision following completion of the Final EIS.

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

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

With regard to the post-irradiation examination of the lead test assemblics, the INEEL CAB believes
that ANL-W is uniquely qualified for conducting the needed examinations. The Hot Fuel Examination
Facility has fully pleted similar missions and has appropriate facilities to handle alt aspects
of the work.

The INEEL CAB recognizes that fabrication of lead test assemblies will involve transportation of
plutonium to the INEEL and fabricated fuel rods to the commercial power plant where itradiation will
occur. In addition, we gnize that the post-irradiati ion phase will involve shipment of
imadiated fuel rods to and from the site. The shipments to and from ANL-W, if the facility is selected
ta conduct cither phase, will likely cross the Fort Hall Indian Reservation.

The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE-ID develop an ag with the Shosh
Tribes to allow and appropriately masage the transport of plutonium and other radioactive
materials across the reservation. We further recommend that such an agreement be achieved
before decisions are made on the siting of the lead test assembly fabrication and the post-

jrradiation evalnation phases.

With regard to the potential siting of both the lead test bly and the post-irradiati
at ANL-W, the INEEL CAB makes the following recommendations to help ensure that neithec
will jeopardize compliance with the Idaho Settlemnent Agreement:

RECOMMENDATION ¥ 46 SEPTEMBER 15, 1998
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1. The INEEL CAB und: ds that the plutonium involved in both of the phases can meet residence
imitati imposed by the Settl Agl We r d that DOE confirm that
interpretation with Governor Batt’s office.

2. The INEEL CAB recommends that the timing and quantities of plutonium shipments to and
from ANL-W for the lead test assembly fabrication and the post-irradiation examination phases
should be clearly defined in the final EIS.

3. The Board recommends that disposition plans should be in place for all waste streams from all
activities before the Record of Decision is signed to ensure that the decision will be consistent
with the Idaho Settlement Agreement. The Draft EIS reports that the fabrication of lead test
assemblies would produce 132 cubic meters of transuranic waste, 736 cubic meters of low-level,
waste, and 4 cubic meters of mixed low-level waste. No estimates of waste streams produced were”
inctuded for the post-irradiati inati ission; the final EIS should specify that information.
In addition, the INEEL CAB recommends that DOE provide a clear exit path and timetable for
al] waste streams, as well as residaal plutonium, before it enters Idaho if ANL-W is selected for
either phase.

4, With regard to the disposal of the lead test assemblies after the post-irradiation examination has been
completed, how will the irradiated and archived fuel rods be d and disposed? Will the INEEL
be expected to store the rods until Yucca Mountain opens? What will happen if Yucca Mountain
doesn't open? The Board recommends that the Final EIS answer these questions.

RECOMMENDATION # 46 . SEPTEMBER 15, 1998
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Citizens Advisory Board S
Idaho National Engineering and Envir 1 Laboratory %
99-CAB-034 a
March 19, 1999 %ﬁ
William B. Richardson =
Secretary of >
U.S. Department of Energy, Headquarters fats
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W., MS 7E-079 S
‘Washington, DC 20585 ~
Dear Secretary Richardson: E’
i 17 . Brwe, ;
Caries M. Rice On January 27, 1999, the Idaho N and | =.
Laboratory Citizens Aév:soty Board (INEEL CAB) sent a letter to you requesting 8]
v : information regarding an issue of grave concem to our Board. We have yet to =
m_mt s receive a response. =
)
AtuurMamhl999meeung theﬁxllmembashxpofﬁtINEELCABmdnd =
Menber: onthe ion. It was a difficult recommendation to S
Bob Bobo develop as om' members had widely diverse opinions on the subject it addresses. ~
James Bondurant ‘We were able to find areas of agreement, however, and they form the basis for the ~
Ben F. Colins recommendation. 3
Bifl Davidson . 5 ! S
Staniey Hobson We await your resp to this d: Q
Dieter A. Knecht . 2
Dean Mahonoey . Sincerely, [
RD. Maynard . =
Linda Mifam 8
Roy Mink ]
F. Deve Rydsich 3
EJ. Smith Charles M. Rice S
Morge Wilson Chair, INEEL CAB -
Ex-officioy; ce:  Stan Hobson, INEEL CAB Transuranic Waste Committee Chair
Kathleen Trever ‘Warren Bergholz, DOE-ID
Kbl Nineoa Crosleg DOE-HQ
ros| -HQ -
Gerald C. Bowman Fred Bunerfield, DOE HQ
3 Larry Craig, U.S. Senate
Jxso0 off; Mike Crapo, U.S. Senate
c'?l Cole Mike Simpson, U.S. House of Representatives
Lori Deluca Helen Chenowith, U.S. House of chresemaum
Amands Jo Edetmayer Laird Noh, Chair, Idaho Senate R
Wendy Green Lawe Golden C. Linford, Chair, Idaho House of R:pnscnmnva Rmum and
Kevin Harris Conservation Committee
Jack Barraclough, Idaho House of Representatives Environmental Affairs
Commitiee

Gerald Bowman, DOE-ID
Kathleen Trever, State of Idaho INEEL Oversight
Wayne Pierre, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region X

Jason Associates Corporation * 477 Shoup Avenue, Suite 201 * [daho Falls, Idaho 83402
Phone « (208) 522-1662 Fax + (208) 522-2531
hitp//www.ida.net/users/cab
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Citizens Advisory Board
[daho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory
The Idaho Natiooal Engineering and 1 Laboratory

Citizens Advisory Board’s Position on the Potential Violation of the
April 30* Milestone under the Idsha Settlement Agreement

RECOMMENDATION

The Idaho National Engir

i 11 y (INEEL) Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) sees only

and
two possible outcomes o 2 fast approaching deadline under the [dsho Settlement Agreement. Either the Us. -
Department of Energy (DOE) is on the brink of violating a significant, legally binding milestone or the Department
is about to ship ransuranic waste somewhere without the benefit of public involvement in its decision to do so.

The Settlement Agreement was signed on October 16, 1995 under the auspices of the United States District Court

on the A inctode those of Thomas P. Grumbly (on behalf

for the District of 1daho.

of DOE), Admiral BmetD:Mm(forﬂ}eU.S.Navy).:\d 1daho Governor Philip E. Ba.  Among the various
Asions in the Settd Agr DOE h

d to begin shipping transuranic waste out of Idaho by April

po

30, 1999. DOE's preferred strategy for meeting that milestooe was to ship ransuranic waste from the INEEL to the
Waste Isolation Pilet Plaat (WIPP) near Carisbad, New Mexico. At the INEEL CAB'’s January 1999 mecting,
DOE-ID confirmed that DOE has made essentially no effort to identify aiternatives its preferred strategy. Asa

qt w©
effect its preferred stiategy before April 30, 1999.

h ited opening of WIPP will likely prechude DOE's ability to

WebelizvethaDOE‘spmﬁal&ihmmmectm' p il under the Agr isa
development of grave tocal and national significance and one that deserves our attention and consideration. As®

bou\tw:fedili:wmpcnsibﬂi:ynobomDOEmdourfellowchiz:n: in

advisory
Idabomnnkumcmmmdaﬁmmmc federal agency we serve. On the eve of this potential violation, however,
the members of the INEEL CAB find ourselves unable to fulfill what we believe to be our function.

The INEEL CAB is chartersd to provide advice 1o DOE from vasious perspectives held by the citizens of Idaho. In
fulfilling our charter, we frequently require information from DOE 10 support our deliberations. This circums@nce
is no exception. TheBouﬂuntalemmSmmryBillechxdsonouhnmﬂ. 1999 that described our

dilemma and req 0 gies for tying with the April 30* milestone. We
have received no respoase.
Despite its efforts to open WIPP, DOE has made oae grave mistake. The Dep has dt; d d

Lg 24 i
of public i ingfal in by the INEEL

and under-vahued the imp

the facility will ailow for safe

t .
CAB on this topic demonstrates that DOE persists in its failure to embrace the concept that public
involvement is a legitimate and appropriate mechanism for informing its decision-making processes within 2
democratic political system. It also reveals an organizational inability to learn from past mistakes.

DOE's unwillingness to respond to our request for information has crippled our ability to advise the Department.
Although we are disappointed that DOE has chosen to preclude the possibility of more meaningfut participation for
the CAB, we sand united in making several observations about the present situation. We offer the following
observations in partial fulfillment of our duty to DOE and to our fellow citizens.

The INEEL CAB lully supports DOE's efforts ta open WIPP and we believe that DOE has demonstrated that

dispasal of traasuranic’ wastes. We also respect the rights of the citizens of New

Mexica to manage a permitting procsss consistent with federal law and the interests of the state.
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The INEEL CAB has consistently advised DOE to develop contingeacy plans for programs that carry
significant programmatic risk. DOE has responded to our dations to that effect by stating
chat develop of detailed i plans would be too expensive under tight budgetary constraints.

for example, our dation on the Draft Accelerating Cleanup: Paths 1o Closure document, dated April 30,
1998, noted severai conditions that we p ived as vulnerabilities in INEEL's transuranic waste program. DOE's
apparent reliance on timely resolution of legat actions and issuance of a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
permit to support shipment of INEEL waste to WIPP prompted a recommendation that DOE develop contingency
plans o ensure its ability to comply with the Settl Ag DOE dismissed the dation as 2
choice “nat to expend the considerable respurces that would be necessary to develop detailed contingency plans.”

We conclude that DOE’s unwillingness to develop contingency plans contributed to the potential violation of
the April 30, 1999 milestone. The present situation was simply too pr dictable for it to be bl

The Settlement Agreement does not require shipment to WIPP. We believe the choice of wording that would
altow shipment ta an “othet such facility” was deliberate. -

The Settlement Agreement fell under scrutiny when its opponents argued that DOE would not uphold its
i Those opp fuily petitioned to put it before Idaho voters in the fall of 1996. In a

statewide referendum, 1daho citizeas demonstrated overwhelming support for the Settlement Agreement,

thereby confirming the Governor's position and demonstrating their trust that DOE would not rencge.

As a federally chartered citizens advisory board striving 10 represeat a range of perspectives held by fdaho citizens,
we cannot support DOE's failure w0 comply with the Settiement Agreement. DOE has failed to meet too many of its
past commitments to Idaho for that to be a defensible position. The INEEL CAB cannot condone or advocate
aon-compliance with the legally binding Settiement Agreement.

At its Janvary 1999 meetng, the INEEL CAB idered ping a dation that DOE should
implement an alternative swategy for meeting the April 30 deadline. pecifically, we discussed the possibility of
recommending that DOE make a shipment of wansuranic waste For interim storage until WIPP opens. We noted
Rocky Flats, Los Alamos Wational Laboratory, and a Waste Control Specialists facility in Andrews County, Texas,
as possible options. Although we noted these possible options, we have not been able to learn {rom DOE if
they, or any other alternatives, are indeed being considered or are viable.

JuataID)S Jondii] [pINAWU0IAUT (DUl womnsodsiq wnioin]d snding

The INEEL CAB believes that the waste that would be eligible for shipment to an interim facility is presently stored

in A safe ahd responsible mamner. Itis possible that altemnative facilities exist that can store ransuranic waste safely

and responsibly. In the absence of additional information about viable alternative sites and assurances that at least .
one option presents no more risk lo human health and the eavironment than that posed by leaving the waste where it

is presently stored, however, the INEEL CAB cannot consider supporting an alternative stralegy. We are unwilling

to support imposition of an unsafe situation on another ity, just to get it out of Idaho.

[mplementation of a contingency swategy would require shipment of the waste twice, rather than once, to get it from

INEEL to WIPP, potentially resulting in higher shipping and ing costs, more radi p and greater
transportation hazards o waorkers and the geaeral public.

Some of our bers fear the ini blocks to the opening of WIPP could prevent the facility from ever
opening.  These members lect that it would be negligent for the INEEL CAB to support shipment to a storage
facility that might become a de facto disposal facility over time, especially if that facility is nat appropriate for long
term stewardship. .

The INEEL CAB cannot condone or gdvocate an alternative strategy for complying with the April 30
milestone without additienal information.

RECOMMENDATION # 57 March 17,1999
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Citizens Advisory Board

Idaho National Engineering and Envir I Lab y
99-CAB-008
- January 27, 1999

William B. Richardson

Secretary of Energy

U.S. Deparmment of Energy, Headquarters

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W., MS 7E-079

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:
Cheic The [daho Nati Engineering and Envi: | Lab y (INEEL) Citizens
Charles M. Rice Advisory Board (CAB) understands that consideration is being given to alternative

strategies for mecting the requirements of the [daho Agr [n parti
Vice Chair: we have been told that one option would involve shippin% transuranic (TRU) waste from
Max Daki INEEL to a location other than the Waste [solation Pilot Plant (WIPP). Aslam sure you

Dakdns are aware, the legally binding ldaho Settlement Agreement requires the U.S. Department

of Enetgy to make a shipment of TRU waste out of I1aho by April 30, 1999.

Bob Bobo The uncermainty of WIPP opening in time to receive Idaho’s initial shipment gives dise to

James Bondurant concems that DOE's Idaho Operations Office (DOE-ID) will not be able to meet that
critical compliance deadline. Such a failure to meet the commitments in the 1daho

Ben F. Collirs Serdement Agreement will not sit lightly with the Idaho citizens. The INEEL CAB
Bilt Davidson recognizes the magnitude of the dilemma DOE faces should WIPP disailow or delay the
Staniey Hobson INEEL shipment past the April 30, 1999 deadline.
Dicter A. Knecht R
Sean Mahoney We are also alert to DOE’s plans for receipt of foreign research reactor spent nuclear fucl
RD. Mﬂ)"‘f‘; SNF) from Savannah River Sits to the INEEL in the Summer of 1999 and the fact
) that non-compliance with the April 30, 1999 milestone will preclude receipt of that
Linda Milam shipment ar the INEEL.
Roy Mink
F. Dave Rydalch The INEEL CAB izes the additional and perhaps sigr leverage that
EJ. Smith prohibiting receipt of the FRR SNF would add to existing pressures to open WIPP.
Indeed, we contemplated making a CAB dation to Tude ideration of any
Monte Wilson . " i
altematives to WIPP in order 1o

the pressure on DOE o do everything possible to get
WIPP open. In lightof the [NEELREAB's aumerous expressions of strong support for the

Ex-officios: Idaho Scttlement Agreement, however, we found ourselves in 2 dilemma. We concluded
Kaehleen Trever that it would be irresponsible for the CAB to condone or ad! pli with the
Wayne Plerre legally binding [daho Scttlement Agreement Doubtless such 2 position would severely

Gerald C. Bowman jeopardize our integrity a3 a citizen advisory board.
The INEEL CAB has ardently supported the opening of WIPP based on considerable

lasonSaff deliberation, and we want to do what we can (6 support efforts to open the facility. We
Carot Cole recognize that the [daho Settlement Agrevmeat does ot require shipment to WIPP, but
Lori Delucz allows shigging to an “other such facility.” Despite a presentation by DOE-ID at our
Asmanda Jo Edetmayer  Jonuary | Board meeting (which we believe conveyed as much information as DOE-ID

rendy Green Lowe staff felt was appropriate), we find that we know toa little about any alternative strategics
v': ufd’" ) for complying with the Idaho Settlement Agreement. We believe that any shipment of
nuclear materials to any location should not increase risks 10 human health or the

i during portation and/or subseq; intesim storage. Said another way.
we believe that shipment and storage risks at an altemative site should provide advantages
to continued in-place temporary storage at the INEEL.

" The INEEL CAB has et to achieve that any altemative to WIPP is acceptabl
We will not even attempt trying to achieve consensus on an alternative site again until such

Jason Associates Cosporation « 477 Shoup Avenue, Suite 201 + Idaho Falls, idaho 33402
Phane * (208) 522-1662 Fax ¢ (208) $22-2531
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time as we have received additional i ion about viable altemative site(s) and assurances that the
site(s) would present na more risk to human health and the environment than the risk posed by leaving the
material where itis p I ily stored. [n addition, some of our members note that the

ini dblock: p of waste at WIPP altow a conclusion that it might never open. At least
some of our members feel that it would be negligent for the INEEL CAB to accept shipment to a storage
facility that might become ade facto disposal facility in time, especially if that facility is not appropriate
foc long term stewardship.

In sum, we are not yet able to support a strategy that would involve shipping even a small quanticy of TRU
to an alternative site. Until such time as we can reach consensus in support of 2n alternative to WIPP, we
will therefore continue to urge DOE to make every effort to accelerate WIPP opening and to make every
effot to comply with the [daho Settlement Agreement. In light of the expected scquence of events, we are
Frustrated and disappointed that we cannot pro ide advice to DOE on this issue. Very few challenges faced
by DOE are of this magnitude, and we would be.negligent to ignore the situation.

We theref tfully request 2 p at our March meeting to provide us with an enhanced
understanding of the options that DOE might consider for complying with the 1dsho Settlement
Agreement, assuming that WIPP will not open in the near term. We need such a presentation to meet our
members needs for additional information before we can try to reach consensus on what we think DOE
should do to resolve this apparent dilemma. We are directing this request to DOE-Headquarters as we
believe we have already received as much information from DOE-ID as we will be able to get.

‘We interpret our tto as requiring active ideration of the i i ilable to
support a rational conclusion. Asa rule, we do not support DOE decisions in the absence of information
that would allow us to conclude that DOE has, in fact, selected the best option. As a result, we would tike
sufficient information about a full range of options to allow our entire membership to determine how
comfortable they are with each option.
We understand that DOE might not really want our advice on this pending decision. We gnize that a

Iitude of political and social p will come to bear and that the decision may fall outside the

cnt’s purview. We urge you to embrace this request in its sincerity and allow us to serve you as

originally intended—as an independent body of citizens that provide advice on issues of relevance and
importance.

We await your reply and stand ready to accommodate the needs of the presenter of your choosing.

Sincerely,

Charles M. Rice
Chair, INEEL CAB

ce:  John Wilcynski, DOE-ID
James Owendoff, DOE-HQ
Sean Hobson, INEEL CAB Transuranic Waste Committee
Martha Crosland, DOE-HQ
Fred Butterfield, DOE-HQ
Jerry Bowman, DOE-ID
Woody Russell, DOE-ID
Patty Natoni, DOE-ID
Wendy Green Lowe, INEEL CAB Facilitater

LL-¥

Tason Associates Corporation * 377 Shoup Avenue, Suite 201 * Tdaho Falls, [daho 83402
Phone + (208) 522-1662 Fax * (208) 522.2531
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Citizens Advisory Board
Idzho National Engincering and Environmental Laboratery

Supplement to the Surplus Plutorium Disposition
Draft Environmests) Impact Statemeat

The Surplus Plutoaium Disposition (SPD) Environmental Impact Statement (E1S) is heing
medlowpatlheUS.DcpwlmmtofEnm's(DOE)docisimmlamdlnthemamgemml
mddispodtimoftumhsplmmﬁum. The Jdaho National Engineering and Envi !
Laboratory (INEEL) Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) has persistently requested copics ofthe
SPDE!Sandmlaneddocummuﬁon.1nc1udinglhe$upplemaﬂ!oﬂ\ednﬁ£l$xhatwasnlused
for public comment on May 14, 1999. In addition, the CAB has submilted two conscasus
recommendations to date on (he EIS.

DOE’s roluct: to'provide adeq) bers and imely distribution of the Supplemcnt leads
this Board to concludc that the DOE is disi din B d by citizen groups.
Additionally, it is this Board’s distinct impression that the Office of Fissite ‘Matcrials Disposition
&uMnMﬂmmmemmof-Simpriﬁcmeondmndﬁmded
under the U.S. Department of Encrgy’s (DOE) Environmental Management program. The
INEEL is considcred as an alternati < for two of the three facilities evaluated in the EIS,
incloding a facility o disasscmble pits and another to fabricate plutoniwn dioxide. INEEL is not
cnmidendaymfened:itefwdthﬁfadlityamﬁspoiminﬁme. We are nonctheless interested
in this important decision.

Wewdemmdlhnowpxiotrewmmmdaﬁonsomhemmaybcmﬂedndinthawmmml
p d t that will be included with the final EIS. We arc disappointed, however, to
find no cvidence in the Supplement that our prior dations are being considered. We
had recommended that the EIS provide vig amalysis (equival t to that provided for the
other allernstives) of 8 “full immobilization ive™ involving immobilization of the extire
wy (50 tons) of wesp usablc plutonium. Owspeciﬁceommu:lonthebnﬂEISwu
“The INEEL CAB recommends that the tota) immobilization option be given full consideration
and rigorous discussion in this ETS.”

The Supplement offers further evidence that DOE prefers the “hybrid™ alteratives (thosc
hmlvingfhbuiaﬁenofmcinvumumked oxide fuc) [MOXY]), despite the fact that the
DnﬁE!Sdidno‘includeatﬂlyﬁsoﬂhefhu immobilization altemative. DOE’s awarding of a
$130 million contact to *further develop the MOX options™ (involving actions ihat would be

completely unnecessary under the full i bilization alt ) pr further ‘_’ that
a decision has already been made, In addition, the contractor has suggested modifications of
processes within the alternatives and DOE has madc those modifications.

FR019-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Since the inception of the fissile materials disposition program, DOE has
supported a vigorous public participation policy. Approximately 1,300 copies
of the Supplement were mailed, and Notice of Availability postcards were
mailed to an additional 5,800 members of the public. Various means of
communication—public hearing, mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, anda
Web site (http://www.doe-md.com)—were provided to facilitate the public
dialogue. The channels of communication were open to all interested
individuals and organizations.

FR019-3 Alternatives

The purpose of the Supplement was to give the public the opportunity to
comment on the reactor-specific information that was not available at the
time the SPD Draft EIS was published. The Supplement included the
Environmental Synopsis (prepared on the basis of the Environmental Critique
which DOE also prepared for the source selection board to consider prior to
the award of the MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services contract), a
description of the affected environment around the three proposed reactor
sites, and analyses of the potential environmental impacts of operating these
reactors using MOX fuel (Appendix P and Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of this
SPD EIS, respectively). Comments on the SPD Draft EIS and their responses
are presented in Volume III, Chapter 3.

Both the draft and final SPD EIS analyze “full immobilization alternatives”
where all 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium would be immobilized at either
Hanford or SRS, with pit disassembly and conversion taking place at either
Pantex or SRS. In this SPD EIS, a total of four “full immobilization alternatives”
(Alternatives 11A, 11B, 124, and 12B) are analyzed, all of which have been
given full consideration.

FR019—4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively). The
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of proposed
surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potential

JUaWAIDIS 10Ddul] [DIUPUWNCIAUT [OUL] uosodsq wniom]d snjding
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The INEEL CAB und d that the National Envi 1al Policy Act (NEPA) requires
federa) agencies to (1) evaluate the impacts of a full range of reasonable altematives and (2)
provide the public an opportunity to Teview and commecat on the results of that analysis before

jts preferred course of action behind closcd doors, prior to completing its analysis of a full range
of altcmatives and without the benefit of public participation. fTence, the INEEL CAB suggests
that DOE’s strategy for compliancc with NEPA is flawed.

The Supplement states that {he facilities and associated work forces will be much larger than had
been indicated in the draft EIS. Such adjustments may be proper and appropriate. Wc question,
however, how a doubling of floor space and a significant increase in the work force would have,

that the Fina) EIS provide sdditional explanation as o why DOE bclieves the increascs are
necessary. Tbe CAB also recommends the addition of an explanation as to why the
{mcreases would pot resultin any increase jn the rate of treatment nor the rate of total

output of treatment.

The INEEL CAB rccommends that the final EIS Inclade a thorough prescntation of all
costs associated with making the MOX fuel (that would be fabricatcd under the hybrid
alernatives) viable for use by the private power Industry. Such costs could inctude 1)
retrofinting of reactors (i ded), 2) reli
finapcial incontives 1o EnCOUMES the power industry to bun MOX fuel instead of other, less
expensive fuels. Such information is needed to allow the public to compare among the
alternatives considered and cvatuared,

RECOMMENDATION # 60 Joly 20, 1999
Page2

FRO19

18—

making a decision that might have significant environmental impacts. It appears that DOE chose 4

1o effcet on the rate of treatment or on the rate of total cutput. The INEEL CAB recommends 5

ing of (when y), and 3) providing 6

environmental impacts. DOE has analyzed each environmental resource area
in a consistent manner across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison
among the alternatives and among the candidate sites for the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities. As discussed in Section 2.1, the
disposition facility alternatives, immobilization technology alternatives, and
MOX fuel fabrication alternatives evaluated are consistent with the decisions
given in the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PELS. Impacts for both
technologies and all alternatives are summarized in Section 2.18 and Chapter 4
of Volume I, and complete analyses are provided in the appendixes.
Alternatives 11 and 12, the 50-t (5 5-tons) immobilization cases, are
fully analyzed.

DOE conducted a procurement process in accordance with DOE NEPA
regulations 10 CFR 1021.216. 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. As stipulated
in DOE’s phased contract with DCS, until and depending on the decisions
regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition are
made and announced in the SPD EIS ROD, no substantive design work or
construction can be started by DCS on the MOX facility. Should DOE decide
to pursue the No Action Alternative or the immobilization-only approach,
the contract with DCS would end. The contract is phased so that only
nonsite-specific base contract studies and plans can be completed before
the ROD is issued, and options that would allow construction and other
work would be exercised by DOE if, and only if, the decision is made to
pursue the MOX approach.

FR019-5 Immobilization

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, increased space requirements were incorporated
into this SPD EIS to accommodate several refinements to the immobilization
and MOX facilities designs analyzed in the SPD Draft EIS. Changes to the
immobilization facility design include lengthening the process gloveboxes;
doubling the material conveyor length; changing toa vertical ceramification
stack; increasing the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems and
electrical support to correspond with the increased process space; enlarging
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the space required for maintenance activities; and increasing the size of the
canister loading facility. These design changes correspond with increased
operating workforce requirements of approximately 24 to 33 percent, on
average, at Hanford and SRS.

The increased space requirements associated with the revised MOX facility
design reflect additional space proposed by DCS; incorporation of a
plutonium-polishing capability; and incorporation of administrative space
that had been proposed within separate support facilities in the SPD Draft EIS.
Although the size of the MOX facility has increased, DCS proposes to operate
the facility with approximately 11 percent fewer workers.

None of these modifications are associated with increasing (or decreasing)
the total capacity or throughput of either facility; rather, they simply reflect
refinements to each facility’s proposed dimensions, process design, and
associated workforce. As stated in Section 2.4, the immobilization facility
would still disposition up to 5t (5.5 tons) per year over a ten-year period to
accommodate alternatives for immobilizing all 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium.
The same facility would immobilize an average of 1.7 t (1.9 tons) per year
over a ten-year period under the hybrid alternatives. Similarly, the MOX
facility would still process an average of 3.3 t (3.6 tons) per year over a
ten-year period under all hybrid alternatives.

FR019-6 Cost

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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CoALITION 21
GEORGE A. FREUND
Pacelor1

Coalition 21 has previously whole heartedly supported the
MOX strategy for disposing of surplus-weapons-useable
plutonium. Nothing in the Supplement to the DEIS causes us
to waver in that support. MOX not 2 bomb project but a true
example of the Atoms for Peace concept visualized by
President Eisenhower. Of all forms of plutonium, surplus
weapons-useable plutonium presents a threat to proliferation
of nuclear weapons second only to theft of existing nuclear
weapons by terrorists. The nuclear fuel produced by the
MOX process would be used “once-through” in commercial
nuclear power reactors. This step would eliminate much of
the plutonium. The remainder would achicve the standard
recommended by the National Academy of Science to make
plutonium unattractive for use in weapons. The end product
from this use would merely replace an equivalent amount of
spent nuclear fuel that meets the same standard. The
argument by MOX opponents that this sirategy furthers a
“plutonium economy” is at the least overblown. Russian
scientists argue that immobilization (the alternative preferred
by MOX opponents) leaves the plutonium in a weapons-
useable form that can be chemically retrieved. Simply put,
immobilization might deter terrorists from attempting to
retrieve the plutonium but it would not discourage a
government (including our own in Russia’s eye) from doing
so. We see merit in that argument.

£8-Y

Alternatives
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WRO005-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the MOX approach.

Itis DOE policy to encourage public input into these matters of national and
international importance. 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.

Subject: Plutonium disposition via electric power reactor
Comments: In over thirty years of environmental activism as
a private citizen (in probably a hundred formal public hearings
in the Western U.S.) I have learned several almost immutable
facts. Bear in mind these hearings were primarily on natural
resource issues regarding dams, timber cuts, mining, fish and
game issues, etc. but a small percentage were also DOE
hearings.

1) There are those whose call themselves
“environmentalists,” and assume this fasle identity when
attending DOE hearings. They apparently cloak themselves
in this assumed identity to provide a false a false mantle of
respectability and responsibility. The rest of the time they
refer to themselves in such terms as “nuclear watchdogs” or
“peace and .....” advocates. 1
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2) In these hundred or so hearings, NOT ONCE did I hear
even one representative of these ad hoc “environmental”
groups appear, and provide a statement when natural
resource issues were the subject of the hearing. These ad
hoc “environmentalists” only seem to “come out of the wood
works” to belabor the DOE whenever the Department has
proposals to accomplish something.

3) Although some representatives of these groups are expert
at pointing picayune details and minor flaws in DOE plans
(which some might consider a useful service) I have yet to
hear them provide even ONE significant constructive
comment that would help resolve the issue being discussed.

WRO005
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4) There are a few of these groups that apparently have any
people with credentials in the issues being discussed; the
representatives are long on rhetoric and pitifully meager in
specifics or in related facts. 1 have been a representative of a
venerable (since 1932) environmental organization at recent
regional and national “stakeholder” meetings on nuclear
waste sponsored by the League of Women Voters. Although
the LOWV meetings were well organized, I found few
attendees of the “environmentalists/nuclear watchdog” _
variety who wanted to even hear facts about nuclear wastes,
much less discuss them.

5) Iunderstand that a coalition of some 100 international
non-government groups have gone on record opposing the 1
plans to convert former weapons-grade plutonium into
nuclear reactor fuel for commercial nuclear nuclear power
plants. When viewed objectively, as well as from a realistic
environmental perspective, the opposition to such plans that
directly support international peace objectives is mystifying.
I do not understand why such construction plans are
opposed by any rational person or group.

In view of the above facts and observations, I recommend
that the DOE respectfully review the statements of those
opposed to ridding the world of weapons grade plutonium in
nuclear reactors, then dismiss them for the demagoguery and
untruths that they truly are.
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Subject: Solve the Problem

Comments: The use of surplus weapons grade PU in the
production of MOX and the burning of that MOX fuel in
commercial reactors is the only proposed alternative that rids
the earth of weapons grade PU. Vitrified weapons grade PU
can safely be converted back to a weapons usable PU in a
bath tub. Thus, the non MOX alternatives require storage
and heavy security protection for thousands of years. Iand
all my family, associates, and friends strongly support the
MOX alternative.

WR009-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s full support of the MOX approach.
NAS is currently conducting studies to confirm the ability of the ceramic
can-in-canister immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard.
DOE is confident that immobilization remains a viable alternative for meeting
the nonproliferation goals of the surplus plutonium disposition program.
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FRO011-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s preference for the No Action Alternative
and concern about the shipment of nuclear material and waste. Continued
onsite storage would only defer a decision regarding the disposition of surplus
plutonium, and therefore would only defer the impacts of plutonium disposition
activities. Eventually, these materials would have to be disposed of. In
addition, continued storage of surplus plutonium at the sites where it is
3 currently located could delay site cleanup and closure.
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Section 2.18 and Table L6 summarizes the transportation impacts associated
with all the alternatives. These estimates show that additional fatalities are
unlikely. As stated in Appendix L.3.2, DOE has accumulated more than
151 million km (94 million mi) of over-the-road experience transporting
DOE-owned cargo, including plutonium, with no accidents that resulted in a
fatality or release of radioactive material. The transportation of routine
shipments of wastes are discussed in Appendix L.6.4.

FRO11-2 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. Use
of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
advocate a plutonium economy. 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.

Chapter 4 of Volume I provide the results of detailed impact analyses of the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities and reactors. Risks and
consequences are addressed. The impacts on workers and the general
population associated with normal operations and postulated accidents are
included in these analyses, as well as the potential impacts on the environment.
The impacts associated with each alternative are summarized in Section 2.18.
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FR011-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s view that communities near the
proposed reactor sites that would use the MOX fuel have the right to express
their wishes. During the 45-day public comment period on the Supplement
to the SPD Draft EIS, DOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
TJune 15, 1999, and invited comments. For those interested parties who could
not attend the hearing on the Supplement, DOE provided various other
means for the public to express their concerns and provide comments: mail, a
toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Also, at the invitation
of South Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis, DOE attended and participated
in a public hearing held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina.
Moreover, interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit
additional comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD.

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.

FRO11-4 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach which
includes both immobilization and MOX fuel. As shown in the cost report,
Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable
Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), it is expected that the
hybrid approach would be more expensive than the immobilization-only
approach. However, pursuing the hybrid approach provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing
either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best
opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar
options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends
the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce
stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that
would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.
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Although no U.S. commercial reactors are licensed to use plutonium-based
fuel, several are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can easily and safely
accommodate a partial MOX core. These commercial reactors are capable of
safely using MOX fuel. Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the environmental
impacts of operating the reactors that would use MOX fuel.
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Comments of Lisa Ledwidge, Institute for Energy and Environmental
Research, at the U.S. Department of Energy public hearing on the supplement
to the\§urplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Tmpact Statement,

J*v’d@r June 15, 1999

My name is Lisa Ledwidge. I am the Outreach Coordinator at the Institute for Energy and
Environmental Research, a non-profit organization in Takoma Park, Maryland. 1 coordinate a
project that provides technical assistance to grassroots groups around the country on nuclear
issues.

| have three questions and a comment for the Department of Energy (DOE) regarding the
supplement to the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Envirc al Impact 1t
,&.aﬁ-

1. 'When will the DOE grant the public access to the home-country cnvironmental and public
and worker health record of Cogema (the French company that is 2 member of the consortium
that DOE contracted for mixed-oxide [MOX] fuel fabrication and irradiation)? The American
people have a right 1o access this information on the same basis that DOE documents would be
available to the public here in the U.S.

2. Who holds the liability for potential accidents with or failures of the MOX program in
Russia? This question has nat been addressed in any DOE public document as far as T am aware.
However, it is a very important one, given the economic sitvation in Russia, the questionable
safety status of Russian reactors, and the current or potential role of the US in financing or

important question in light of the fact that the Russian MOX program will use light water
reactors, a plan the Russian government is adopting at the urging of the U.S. Minatom (DOE's
Russian counterpart) would actually prefer 10 use breeder reactors.

3. How does the DOE justify the militarization of civilian nuclear power plants in which it
proposes to irradiate MOX fuel? (By militarization, I refer to the transportation and storage of
MOX fuel, made with military plutonium, to and at commercial nuclear power planis. Some may
think this too strong a term, but in reality what DOE is proposing to do is locate fuel made with
military plutonium at civilian sites.) In addition, what provisions are planned for the significant
change in status of civilian nuclear power plants fo military or quasi-military sites, since they
will at least temporarily be storing unirradiated MOX fuel which can, relatively readily, be
converted to weapons-usable material?

One final comment. 1t is beyond my understanding why the DOE would deny, after repeated
requests, public hearings in the communities around the North Anna, Catawba and McGuire

held on this EIS, and people can comment in other ways. If DOE has held 80 hearings, then why
were not a few of them held in reactor communitics? Alternatively, if DOE has held 80 hearings,
how much trouble could havc been three more?

1 look forward to answers to these questions in the near future. Thank you very much for this
opporttunity to comment.

DCRO16

otherwisc promoting the joint U.S.-Russian MOX disposition plan. This is an especially 2

reactors. The DOE has responded to this with something like, Morc than 80 hearings have been 4

DCRO016-1 MOXRFP

DOE considered past environmental performance of COGEMA in awarding
the contract for MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services. The operating
experience at MELOX is being factored into the MOX facility design and was
used to update information in this SPD EIS as discussed in Appendix P.
More information on COGEMA’s environmental record can be found on their
Web site at http://www.cogema.com or by contacting Ms. Christi A. Byerly.
Her address is: 7401 Wisconsin Avenue; Bethesda, MD 20814. She may also
be contacted by telephone at (301) 941-8367. Her fax number is (301) 652-5690,
and her email address is cbyerly @ cogema-inc.com.

DCR016-2

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the liability for
potential accidents or failures of the MOX program in Russia, although
programmatic and policy issues such as U.S. policies toward plutonium
disposition in Russia are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. The scope of
this SPD EIS is focused on analysis of alternatives on whether and how
much U.S. surplus plutonium should be used as MOX fuel, which technology
should be used for immobilization, where to construct the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities that are needed, and where to perform lead
assembly fabrication and testing.

Nonproliferation

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

Understanding the economic dilemma in Russia, the U.S. Congress has
appropriated funding for a series of small-scale tests and demonstrations of
plutonium disposition technologies jointly conducted by the United States
and Russia. For fiscal year 1999 (starting October 1998), Congress further
appropriated funding to assist Russia in design and construction of a
plutonium conversion facility and a MOX fuel fabrication facility. This funding
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would not be expended until the presidents of both countries signed a new
agreement. Although the amount appropriated by Congress is not sufficient
to fund the entire Russian surplus plutonium disposition program, the
United States is working with Russia and other nations to resolve this issue.

Breeder reactors are designed to create plutonium as they burn MOX fuel.
The plutonium in the spent fuel is then separated for reuse (reprocessed) as
new MOX fuel. Since using MOX fuel in breeder reactors would produce
plutonium, DOE believes there are significant nonproliferation concemns
regarding the use of breeder reactors for the disposition of surplus weapons-
usable plutonium.

DCRO16-3 DOE Policy

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.

In order to address security against terrorist-related incidents, all intersite
shipments of weapons-usable plutonium for the surplus plutonium
disposition program would be made using DOE’s SST/SGT system. This
involves having couriers that are armed Federal officers, an armored tractor
to protect the crew from attack, and specially designed escort vehicles
containing advanced communications equipment and additional couriers.
Further, DOE does not anticipate the need for any additional security measures
atreactor sites, other than for the additional security applied for the receipt of
fresh fuel. Commercial reactors currently have armed security forces, primarily
to protect against perimeter intrusion. There would be increased security for
the receipt and storage of fresh MOX fuel, as compared with that for fresh
LEU fuel, for additional vigilance inside the perimeter. However, the increased
security surveillance would be a small increment to the plant’s existing security
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plan. Afterirradiation, the MOX fuel would be removed from the reactor and
managed with the rest of the spent fuel from the reactor, eventually being
disposed of at a geologic repository built in accordance with the NWPA.

DCR016-4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that DOE has denied repeated
requests for public hearings near the proposed reactor sites that would use
the MOX fuel. After careful consideration of its public involvement
opportunities, including the availability of information and mechanisms to
submit comments, DOE decided not to hold additional hearings on the
Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS. In addition to the public hearing on the
Supplement held in Washington, D.C., DOE provided other means for the
public to express their concemns and provide comments: mail, a toll-free
telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Also, at the invitation of South
Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis, DOE attended and participated in a
public hearing held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina.

The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as well
as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan (i.e., Congressional
representatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public interest
groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilities,
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate the
proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia)
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD. Further,
interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit additional
comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process.
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This is Lisa Ledwidge with the Institute for Energy and
Environmental Research. My telephone number is

(301) 270-5500. I would like to register for the hearing on
June 15th. I"m not sure if you need me to say whether I will
go to the earlier or the later one. I'll probably go to the 9:00
AM one. Also on a second point, I'd like to leave is a
request for more hearings in the areas affected by the
Supplemental, including the reactor communities and the
transportation corridors. Thank you.

PRO01-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for additional public hearings
in areas affected by the use of MOX fuel, including the reactor and
transportation corridor communities. After careful consideration of its public
involvement opportunities, including the availability of information and
mechanisms to submit comments, DOE decided not to hold additional hearings
on the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS. In addition to the public hearing
on the Supplement held in Washington, D.C., DOE felt there were sufficient
other means provided for the public to express their concerns and provide
comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site.
Also, at the invitation of South Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis, DOE
attended and participated in a public hearing held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia,
South Carolina.

The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as well
as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan (i.e., Congressional
representatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public interest
groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilities,
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate the
proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia)
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD. Further,
interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit additional
comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process.
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Comments of the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research (TEER) on the on
Supplement to the Swplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Envi Impact
(DOE/EIS-0283-DS, April 1999)
by
Arjun Makhijani
28 June 1998

The Final EIS should include the features described in the comments below.

1. A ding to various of the Depariment of Eaergy (DOE) and its
comtractors, the proposed use of mixed oxide fucl to disposition swrplus plutonium
from the US nuclear weapons program is based on the expetience of the use of MOX
in European light water reactors (LWRs). The DOE should explicitly analyze reactor
control, cost, and accident-probability and 4 issues with this in mind. It
has not done so in the Draft Supplemental E{S. DOE should specify exactly what
European experience it is relying on for making its Qecision on its MOX program,
‘what reactors use MOX in Europe and how they pond to the proposed
in the United States in terms of safety features, control rods, etc. DOE should make
this European data public as part of its Final EIS. The DOE should provide a detailed

parison of the of the proposed vendors Duke Power and Virginia Power
with the French reactors in which MOX fuel is used in terms of their (i) safety
features, (ii) control rod design and quantity as well as other reactor control featurcs;
(iii) design aspects related to emergency core ¢ooling and containment of an eccident.
For instance, unlike some US reactors, the reactors in France's MOX program do not
rely on ice condensers as a safety feature.

2. 1£DOE believes that the safety features of US and French and/or other Evropean
reactors are materially the same it should so state, and provide the jmﬁl’ncauon.for it
If the DOE is relying on French or European reactor safety experieace and .demgn
Features, it should justify this. In that case tho DOE should make an explicit
commitment that whatever safety issucs come up in the in the future in the French or
European MOX programs (respectively) would also be addressed in the US
disposition program. The DOE should make a.comumitment to scek approval from the
NRC about its assumptions regarding the similarities and ditferences in the safcty and
control features of the French reactors relative to the six reactors now proposed to be

{uded in the MOX program as well as any reactors that might be added in the

future.

FR004-1 MOXRFP

The proposed reactor utilities will use existing accident-probability and
consequence analysis tools, techniques, and data in the development of
their NRC license application amendments. These tools include approved
PRA models and modeling techniques. Techniques include the assessment
of various failure modes, root cause analysis, site-specific conditions and
plant equipment, systems, and components. Data will include appropriate
national and international information.

The plant and site-specific information will include the analysis of the “defense
in depth” methodologies which provide specific boundaries for the
radionuclides. The first boundary is the fuel rod itself. The second is the
reactor and steam supply system. The third is the reactor containment vessel.
There are several fuel designs, reactor types, and containment types. The
“ice condenser” containment is only one type.

European reactors of various designs use MOX fuel. French and Belgian
reactors are based on a Westinghouse design, and are similar to the McGuire,
Catawba, and North Anna reactors. European nuclear regulatory authorities
in France, Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Switzerland have reviewed
MOX fuel use in reactors of varying designs.

Before any MOX fuel is used in U.S. reactors, NRC must perform a
comprehensive and public safety review and issue a revision to the reactor
operating licenses. Under NRC regulations, the utilities would have to provide
information in their licensing submittals, which would prove their ability to
operate within existing specifications.
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3. The Final Supplemental EIS should state that the percentage of’ plutonium-239 in the
core of the reactors proposed to be used in the disposition program will not exceed
the typical conditions that have prevailed in the European MOX program and for
which there is substantial experience. These levels are about 5 pereent total
phutonium content (all isotopes), using reactor grade plutoniuni, which has about 60
percent plutonium-239, a far lower fraction than weapons grade plutonium (about 94
pevcent). This restriction is y for safety since the proportion of
dclaycd neutrons upon which reactor control dopends is much lower for plutonium-
239 fission that for uranium-235 fission. The table below shows two examples of
how the restriction of equivalent phutonium-239 content in the core reduces the
percentags of weapons-grade plutonium that can be used in the MOX fuel of the

disposition program.

MOX |Pu-total | Pu-239 core
Core |inMOX,! loading, %
foading %
fraction,
%
Reactor grade| 30 53 1.0 2
MOX, France,
typical
Weapons- 30 34 1.0
grade MOX
Weapons- 40 25 1.0
grade MOX

Note: Calculations are based on a plutonium-239 content of 6¢ percent for reactor-grade
| ium and 94 y t for weapons grade plutoni

s

Tn the first example, for a 30 percent MOX fuel core loading in the disposition program,
the weapons-grade phstonium conteat in MOX fucl would be restricted to 3.4 percent.
For forty- percent core loading, it would be restricted to 2.5 percent plutonium. DOE
should make these restrictions explicit in its Suppl al EIS. We note hut alihough
Plectricite de France has asked for authorization to increasc the total plutonium
enrichment of reactor grade plutonium in MOX to about 7 percent, there is no substantial
experience with this. This should not be used as the basis of the US disposition program.
It would be contrary to repeated assurances thal the US disposition program is based on
extensive Buropean experience.

4. The DOE should calcutate the schedulc and cost impliations of the rcstrjctiens inthe
MOX loading and plutonium content as described above. It should specifically 3
analyze at least the two examples in the table above.

S. The DOE should provide dctailed safety justification for any increase in plutonium- )
239 content above one percent in the core (see table above). ifthe DOE's Rncqrd of 4
Decision is to proceed with MOX (which IEER opposes), the DOE should require

FRO04

FR004-2 MOXRFP

There is no NRC restriction or limit concerning the amount of plutonium 239
in the reactor core at this time. The DCS Team is proposing to accomplish
DOE’s plutonium disposition effort using a partial MOX core with
approximately 4 percent plutonium 239. DOE recognizes that European MOX
programs use different enrichment levels and reactor—grade plutonium. If
any specific safety limits or restrictions on the proposed enrichment level are
required, they would be identified by NRC during the license
amendment process.

FR004-3 MOXRFP

DCS has proposed a partial MOX core with approximately 40 percent MOX
fuel. As discussed in response FR004-2, there is no NRC restriction on
plutonium 239 levels at this time. Since DOE does not anticipate NRC
restrictions which would significantly affect the proposed plutonium 239
levels or proposed MOX loading, DOE has not evaluated the cost and
schedule implications of the commentor’s suggestion. Should significant
changes in the proposed plutonium 239 content be required by NRC, DOE
would conduct additional NEPA, cost, and schedule analysis, as appropriate.

FR004—4
This comment is addressed in response FR004-2.

Facility Accidents
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reactor operators to seck explicit license approval on this specific issue, besides other
Ticensing issucs. The DOE should factor in increased risks of veactor secidents for
increases in plutonium-239 content beyond the typicat European experience. The
DOE should also provide a detailed analysis of the various scenarios it is proposing
for the plutonium-239 content in reactor cores in the US disposition program relative
to the Enropean experience. This analysis should include details on what steps the
DOE and its contractors plan 1o take to address safely issucs if the plutonium-239
content of the MOX cores in the disposition programs is greater than has been the
case in typical European experience.

. Gelling a disposition program in place in Russia is a central reason that has repeatedly

been put forward to justify the MOX program in the United States. The use of MOX
in Russian light water rcactors is likely to have some US finding, since Russia insists
that it will not carry out such a program without external funding, MOX use in Russia
will also have non-proliferation consequences for the United States, especially given
that, unlike the United States, Russia plans al some time in the fature to reprocess
MOX spent fuel. Further, some of he radioactive fallout from a severe accident ina
Russian reactor using MOX, should one occur, may alfect the Untied States, as did
the fallout from the Chemobyl. Therefore, the Supplemental EIS should analyze the
environmental consequences of MOX usc in Russia.

FR004-5 Nonproliferation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the disposition of
surplus Russian plutonium as MOX fuel, although programmatic and policy
issues such as U.S. policies toward plutonium disposition in Russia are beyond
the scope of this SPD EIS. The scope of this SPD EIS is focused on analysis
of alternatives on whether and how much U.S. surplus plutonium should be
used as MOX fuel, which technology should be used for immobilization,
where to construct the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities that
are needed, and where to perform lead assembly fabrication and testing.

Understanding the economic dilemma in Russia, the U.S. Congress has
appropriated funding for a series of small-scale tests and demonstrations of
plutonium disposition technologies jointly conducted by the United States
and Russia. For fiscal year 1999 (starting October 1998), Congress further
appropriated funding to assist Russia in design and construction of a
plutonium conversion facility and a MOX fuel fabrication facility. This funding
would not be expended until the presidents of both countries signed a new
agreement. Although the amount appropriated by Congress is not sufficient
to fund the entire Russian surplus plutonium disposition program, the
United States is working with Russia and other nations to resolve this issue.
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MARYLAND Office of Planning
Parris N, Glendening Ronald M. Kreitmer
Governor Director
May 10, 1999
Ms. Laura S. H. Holgate
Director
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, DC  20026-3786
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW - SPECIAL
Statz Application [deatifier:  MD990505-0415
Project Description: Draft Envi Impact - to the Surpius
Plutonium Disposition (Sec MD980727-0797): an analysis of
cummercial reactor sies in 10 states that are propesed to irradiate
mixed oxide fuet
State Cleari Contact: Bob
Dear Ms. Holgat:

Qlearinghouse.

LCJ:BR:mds

Enclosure

{* indicaics wih stsciwacon)

o *MDE - Steve Bieber
*DHCD - Lucinder Jones
*MDSP - Cari Banaszewski

Nate

This is to acknowledge receipt of the referenced project. By copy of this leter, we are providing cupies of the
Pproject to appropriate agencies, ard requesting ¢hat they contact your agency directly with any comments or
concerns by June 01,1999, and that they forward a cormpleted response form and any comments 1o the

Please comgplete the attached form and retara it to the State Clearinghouse upon receipt of notification that
the project has been approved or ot approved.

Please be assured that after June 01,1999 all intergovernmental review requirements will have been met in
accordance with the Maryland Intergovernmental Review and Coordination Process (COMAR 14.24.04).

Wsmm .' C.M

Linda C. Janey, ).D.
Manager, Clearinghouse & Plan Review Unit

*DNR - Ray Dintaman *0OPC - Mary Abrams
*MDOT - Ronald Spalding “CPM - Bob Rosenbush
*MEMA - Ruth Mascari

301 West Presion Straei » Raltimore, Maryland 21201-2355
i : (410 7674890 bax: 767-4450

MRO001-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS describes the potential environmental
impacts of using MOX fuel in the six reactors selected in three States: Catawba
Nuclear Station Units 1 and 2 in South Carolina, McGuire Nuclear Station
Units 1 and 2 in North Carolina, and North Anna Power Station Units 1 and 2
in Virginia. The Supplement also describes other program changes made
since the SPD Draft EIS was published.

DOE acknowledges the State’s receipt of the Supplement and entry into the
Maryland Intergovernmental Review and Coordination Process. DOE will
submit the form provided upon publication of the ROD.
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Commeat on Supplement to the Surplua Plutonium Disposition
—Dralt Baviroomental Impact Statemeat (DOK/RIS-0283-DS)
From: Robin Mille, Director of the Maryls nd Safe Energy Coalition
MWall: P.O.Box 33111, Baltimore, Marylaad 20248
Phone: (410) 662-8483
Fax: (410) 235-532%
Residence: 1443 Gorsuch Ave., Baltimore, Maryland 21218
E-mail: rmills4@bepl.net

fo: Department of Energy, Office of rissile Materials Disposition
¢/o Supplement to the SPD EIS
P.0. Box 23788, Washington DC, 20026
Phone: 1-800-820-3136
Fax: 1-800-820-5136
E-mail: http://www.doe-nd.com

Date: 28 June 1599

Dear Bureaucrats,

I request that the Supplement (DOE/EIS 0283-D3S) be withdrawn
and rewritten due to errors and omisaions in the document which
prevent the public from accurately sasessing environmental riske.
Details of those errocs and omissions follow.

L+ Earthquakes

The environmental synopsis section of the report, page 7, says
®The frequency of an earthquake of this magaitude is estimated
to be between L in 100,000 and L in 10,000,000 per year." No
reference or supporting material is supplied to support this false
claim. In fact, Charleston has suffered tws devastating sarthquakes
since the city was founded in 1670. Charleston is approximately
one hundred wiles from the Svannah River site (SRS)., Because both
earthquakes occurred before modern methods for messurement ware
developed in 1903 or the Modified Mercatli Intensity Scale was
developed (1931), the exact magnitude of these quakes is unknown.

@

MRO12-1 Facility Accidents

The earthquake that damaged or destroyed the majority of structures in
Charleston, South Carolina occurred on August 31, 1886, and measured 6.6 on
the Richter scale. Sixty people lost their lives and property damage was
estimated at 5 to 6 million dollars. Effects in the epicentral region included
about 80 km (50 mi) of severely damaged railroad tracks and more than
1,300 km? (502 mi?) of extensive cratering and fissuring. Structural damage
was reported several hundred kilometers from Charleston (including central
Alabama, central Ohio, eastern Kentucky, southem Virginia, and western
West Virginia).

DOE Standards 1020-94, Natural Phenomena Hazards Design and
Evaluation Criteria for Department of Energy Facilities (April 1994),
and 1022-94, Natural Phenomena Hazards Characterization Criteria
(Change 1, January 1996), discuss the need to assess construction design
requirements against maximum historical earthquakes in a given region or in
tectonically analogous regions. The proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities would be designed against seismic loading assocjated with a return
period of 2,000 years (Performance Category PC-3).

The commentor is incorrect in presuming an equivalence between earthquake
magnitudes that may be considered historically significant and those that
would collapse the proposed MOX facility. As discussed in Appendix K.1.5.1,
Accident Scenario Consistency, the frequency of seismic-induced total
building collapse is developed as a margin below the frequency of seismic
event against which the facility would be designed and constructed. The
design-basis performance goal is that occupant safety, continued operation,
and hazard confinement is assured for earthquakes with an annual probability
exceeding approximately 1.0x10 per year. The transition from this criteria to
a condition of total facility collapse has been qualitatively estimated using
expert judgement to span at least an order of magnitude in frequency, resulting
in an upper-bound estimate of 1.0x10° per year for total facility collapse.
Given the large uncertainties in seismic behavior at such high magnitudes,
accommodation has been made for the reasonable possibility that the
frequency of total collapse may be significantly lower, hence the 1.0x10” per
year lower bound.
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I offer two references. vEarthquekes” by George A. Eiby,
1980, LCCON # 80-10788, by publisher Yan Nostrand Rekahold Co.,
New York City, page 168,

"Agother part of the United States notl usually considered
liable to earthquakes is South Csrolina, but Charleston was badly
domaged in 1886. This shock was ons of the first to be the subject
of an extended geological report, end thers are some excellent
photographs.* ¥ add that on page 189 this book iiats the
earthquake as having occurred oa August 31, 1888.

#Higtaric Charlestoa” by Shiriey Abbott, 1988 published by
Oxmoor House Inc., Birmingham, Af. 353201, on page A7, says,

"Earthquakes have come with terrible regularity, the worst
perhaps in 1812 and 18883 ..." On page B this book Listm the
founding of Charlieston as 1670.

Two major earthquakes in 329 ysars of recorded history
in the mrea. Thin evidence scems to indicate what the rimk of
future earthquakes might be, an average of one major quake
every 165 years. If the MOX facility is to operate for 23 years, 1
then the risk should be 25 in 165 or about one chance is seven.
The supplement states, "an earthquake of sufficient magnitude
to collapss the MOX facility." No data or refence is supplied
to support the contention that the risk is la‘:tltod. but the
historical record indicates the frequency might be much higher
than the supplement admits.

The supplements stated riak of 1/100,000 to 1/10 mililon
per year should be stated io terms the public can understand,
by multiplying by the estimated facility Lifetime, 25 years (1).
Thua, the risk stated could be am low ar ons in four thousand
that the MOX facility wiil collapse from an earthquake.

The wholie treatment of the risk from earthquakes in the
supplement is inadequate, obacures the risk to the public, does

not supply proef or refences for its ascertations, and must,

in my opinion; be withdrawn and rewritten,

The commentor is correct in stating that, for an assumed 25-year facility
lifetime, the risk could be as high as 1 in 4,000 using the above factors.
However, the MOX facility is projected to operate between 10 and 15 years.
Therefore, the lifetime risk would be between 1in 6,666 and 1 in 1 million. Per
DOE NEPA guidance, frequencies are reported on a per year basis because
the duration of one year is the basis most commonly used for comparing
accident frequencies.
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2. (miasions in Core Inventory lsotopic Ratios

The table XK-2, on page K-3 in the Facility Accidents
Appendix contsiam errors or omissione which do not ailow the
public to correctly aesess the risk the proposed action requeste,

The tnhh. 1ists Curium 244 ratio at .94, which is facorrect.
The table correctly Liets higher core inventoriea for all the
transuranic elements, Pu 239, 240, 241, Am 241, snd Curium 242,
This makes sensd as MOX, startiag at ‘4 atomic mass units Larger
than uranium 238 fuel, and having a larger capture cross section
(Pa 239 capture cross section = 269 barns whers Uranium 233 capture
cross ssction = 90 barns) would tead to forw more large transuranic
isotopes in the .coro inventory. For Curium 244 to be less abundant
in MOX fus) as compared to ursnium fuel would defy the laws of
probability. T add, that the supplement suppties no refersace for
where this table X-2 cams from or how it was determined, thus
adding to the ilegitamacy of its information.

This table is very important to understanding the safety
of MOX fuel, mnd omissions in thia table do not aliow m eorrect
assessment. The quantity of delayed neutrone produced by plutonium
is much lower than the gquantity produced by uranjus fuel. This
dearth of delayed aeutrons would be apparent to the publie if the
core inventory ratioe were made available for delayed neutroa
precursors {those isctopes that produce delayed neutrons).
The primary sources of delayed neutrons are the isotopes of
Bromine 87, 88, B9, 90 and O1 and Iodine 137, 138, 139, 140 and 141.
None of these isotopes iz iacludud in table X~2{., The DOR can not
argus that the omission is due to the short half lives of thess
isotopes, because they liat other isntopes of short half Life, and
thesa particular isotopes are crutinl to reactor safety. Their omissien
invalidates the whole report in my opinion.

I even suggest that failure to include the Bromine isotopas

might have been done on purpoae becauss the resuits might throw
the whole safety of the HOX progras inte Jeopardy.

MRO012-2 Facility Accidents

The curium 244 inventories shown in Appendix K were extracted from the
output for the ORNL Isotope Generation and Depletion Code (ORIGEN)
cases. Because the rate of curium 244 production is strongly dependent on
burnup, it has a higher inventory level in LEU assemblies that are left in the
reactor for three cycles than MOX assembilies that are left in the reactor for a
maximum of two cycles. As aresult, at the end of acycle the ratio of curium 244
in a 40 percent MOX core would be about 6 percent lower than the ratio of
curium 244 in aLEU core because more of the LEU core would be made up of
assemblies that have been used for three cycles (33 percent of the core
versus 20 percent of the core for the proposed MOX core).

It is true that burnups of 40 GWD/t or more result in higher fission gas
production than LEU fuel at the same burnup. However, this does not
automatically result in higher doses from reactors operating with MOX fuel.
MOX fuel assemblies are engineered to accommodate this additional gas. In
the event of a leaker, the gas is released into the reactor coolant and scrubbed
through a series of filters that capture nearly all of the radionuclides so that
any impact on dose would be expected to be small. Appropriate MOX fuel
burnup limits will be established in concert with the NRC following a thorough
safety review. It should be noted that reactors in Belgium and Germany
typically use MOX fuel to burnups between 45 and 50 GWD/t and that while
current French burnup limits are lower than that, French burnup limits for
LEU fuel are also lower than those for U.S. reactors.

This SPD EIS analyzes offsite consequences and risks in terms of LCFs and/
or prompt fatalities. Previous studies have determined that certain
radioisotopes are primary contributors to offsite consequences due to their
effects on humans and the environment. These radioisotopes are included
in Table K—27. Radioisotopes bromine 87 through bromine 91 and iodine 137
through iodine 141 are not included in Table K-27 because they are not
significant contributors to offsite consequences. Bromine 87 through
bromine 91 and iodine 137 through iodine 141 are delayed neutron precursors
with half-lives of less than 1 minute. They were included along with the
hundreds of other isotopes in the ORIGEN analysis done to support this
SPDEIS.
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I refersnce Chart of the isotopes by Knollse Atomic Power
Laboratory, 13th edition July 1983. F[Fhis chart shows the relative
abundance of iactopes of particular atomic weight resulting from
both the fission of uraniua 235 and plutonium 239. From that chart,

U-23% fission prod. Pu-239 fimsion prod. ratic

Percent w 87 amu 2.56% 89X .38
Percent w 88 amu 3.63% 1.36% 37
Fercent w 89 amu 4.88% L.71% 38

Because the plutonium 239 atom is 4 atomic mass units {amu)
farger than uracium 235, the average fimsion preducts are also
larger. In fact, that amsller of the two usual fission products
from plutonium 238 is on avarage 5 amu larger tham the smaller of
the two fisaion products from uranium 235 fissions, Thie resuits in
a much smaller production of bromine isotopea which produce
delayed neutrons.

The Knolla Atomic Power Lab chart refersnced above does not
give the amount of Bromine deifayed nestron precursore, but only
gives the abundance of all isotopes of that particular weight. The
tailure of table K-2 im that a more accurate assessment of the
reduction of delayed neutrons is mads imposeible by the exclusion
of crutial imformation from the table.

Another omission from the table is of even more significance.
Tritium production ks exciuded. And any assessment of total
fission product gas production ie also totally sbsent from the
supplement. Page 1l of the Environmental Synopsis provided by the
reactor owner and MOX vendors states that the snnual dome to the
public would be the same with LEU fuel and WOX fuel. I dispute

that.

I reference Irradiation Behavior of Uozll’u(:lz Fuel in Light
water Reactors by ¥. Gotl, H.P. Fuchs, R. Mangel aund F. Schlemmer
appearing in Nuclear Technology, April 1983, page 28 ang
MOX Fuel E:xi:er!.encc in French Power Planta by P. Blanpain,

X. Thibault and M. Trotabae appearing in Proceedings of the

Tritium is a significant contributor to offsite consequences. The MOX/LEU
ratio for tritium was calculated to be 0.95. Since this value is lower for the
MOX core than an LEU core, the current analysis is conservative with respect
to tritium.

Xenon 135, the most important reactor poison, with a thermal absorption
cross-section 60 times greater than samarium 149, is included in Table K-27.
Samarium 149, a stable (nonradioactive) isotope, is not included because it is
not a significant contributor to offsite consequences.

The assertion that “the radiation dose from normal operations to the
surrounding population at the reactors is not expected to change” is supported
by doses at the Electricité de France plants in France where the dose to the
public has not increased since these plants started to use MOX fuel. While
it is conventionally accepted that there are differences in fission product
inventories and activation products between an LEU and MOX core during
a fuel cycle, these differences would be small enough that essentially no
dose differential could be observed to members of the public. Itis necessary
to recognize that even though the concentration of plutonium would be
different in the two reactor cores during a given fuel cycle, the quantities of
“key” radionuclides (i.e., radionuclides that typically account for the majority
of public dose) released to the environment are expected to remain essentially
the same; such radionuclides are: iodine 131, cobalt 60, cesium 137,
and tritium.

NRC Regulatory Dose Limits to the Public (as established per 10 CFR 50,
Appendix I) are based on derived annual values (e.g., 3 mrem/yr from liquid
effluent); to show compliance with these values, the calculated reactor doses
are presented in a parallel (i.e., annual) format. In support of this approach,

site environmental effluent reports are also published on an annual basis and
accordingly provide annual dose values associated with reactor operations.
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1904 International Topic Meating, Light Water Reactor Fuel
Performance, page 718, both references which clearly point to
» vastly greater fiasion product ges production from MOX fuel
as compared to LEU fuel. If gas production is nigher with MOX
fuel, then the release of gae to the environment would alao be
higher, and thus the statement on page !l of the vendor supplied
jinformation is incorrect and muat be withdrawn and reasssesed.

During the Chernoby?} accident, the operators allowed reactor
power to fall which increased the accumulation of reactor poimons.
1t was attempting to dring power back up, and cvercoms the poisons
that caused the operators to withdraw control rods beyond design
npecifications, causing the sccident. As such, it is of fnt:r--t..
with reguard to reactor safety and accidenta, to know the production
of reactor polsons produced by MOX fuel as compared to uraniua faels
The table E-2 again fails to inform the public of the true
situation, especially by excluding Samarium production. The publie
is unable to asssss the risk, or to even coment on the differences,
because of this omission.

In summary to objection #2, the supplement falls to includes
Delayed neutron precursors production omitted
Fission product gaa production, eepecially omitting Tritium
Fission product poison production omitted
Curium 244 productios incorrectly stated
Source for the Core Inventory Isotopic Ratios info not stated.

3. MOX Accident Frequency Dats.

On page 33 of the supplement the statement is wmade that,
"Although it has been suggeated that the [requency of these
accidente would be higher with MOX fuel present, no empirical
data is available to support this.® It im my contention that
there is emirical data which DOE is overlooking, presenting e

clear case of bias by the DOE officials.
I here 1list 12 specific ampects whers MOX fuel Lowers safety.

MRO012-3 Facility Accidents

The commentor makes a series of 12 statements that he uses to deduce that
MOX fuel is less safe than LEU fuel. The specific comments are addressed
as follows:

The commentor’s first through fourth and seventh through tenth statements
discuss physical parameters that are different between LEU and MOX fuels
and/or plutonium 239 and uranium 235 nuclei. The stated differences are
correct: MOX fuel melts at a slightly lower temperature than LEU; plutonium
does not conduct heat as well as uranium; fission gas release from pellets to
the plenum is greater for MOX than LEU, at least for higher burnups (beyond
35,000 MW-day/MTHM); control rod worths are reduced with MOX fuel;
the moderator coefficients are different; the neutron spectra are different and
the lifetimes differ; and MOX fuel decay power is greater than LEU fuel in the
long term (i.e., well after reactor shutdown). All of these facts are known and
are incorporated in nuclear design packages that have been used to design
fuel for reactors that are operating in Europe.

The fifth statement relates to power peaking. Power peaking can be an issue
in partial MOX cores because of the neutron flux gradient between LEU and
MOX assemblies. As noted by the commentor, the peaking issues in partial
MOX cores are resolved by increasing the enrichment of uranium 235 at the
edge of LEU assemblies that are adjacent to MOX assemblies and by
decreasing the plutonium concentration at the edge of MOX fuel assemblies
thatare adjacent to LEU assemblies. These changes mitigate the flux gradient
that would otherwise exist between adjacent LEU and MOX assemblies.
DCS has proposed using graded enrichment fuel for the MOX assemblies
only. The enrichment will vary by fuel rod within an assembly, not within
individual fuel rods. DOE does not agree that this solution introduces
opportunity for errors that would lead to an increase in accident risk.

The sixth statement relates to the degree of mixing of plutonium and uranium
in MOX fuel. Whereas LEU fuelis inherently homogeneous on a microscopic
scale, MOX fuel is not. However, the degree of mixing that is required need
only ensure that plutonium islands in the MOX fuel are sufficiently small that
adequate heat rejection to the rest of the pellet may ensue. The Micronized

TUPLHDIDIS JODTUL] [DIUBUUOLIAUT JOUL] UOIISOASIT WHIHOI]S SHIAUNS




SOT—¥

MARYLAND SAFE ENERGY COALITION
RoBIN MILLS
PaGeE 6 OF 12

l.) Lower melting point.

The Plutonium Handbook, by O.J. Wick, editor, 1880 by the
American Nuclear Bociety atates on page 263, section (c){1),
"Melting Behavior. The melting point of 002 has beea reported
many times in the fiterature and values ranging from less than
2700 C to mhout 2823 C can be found. At Hanford a value of
2730 + 30 C has been consistently observed for 002. Only four
melting pointe have been reportsd for Puoz - 220q C, 2295 C,
2280 C, and 2400 C.* ’

This is empirical data showing plutonium oxide has a Lower
melting point as compared to uranfum oxide. This lower meliing
point does have an effect on safety, as a meltdown will occur at
iower temperstures with fuel containing plutonium. «hen mixed
with uoz. the melting point of the mixture should exhibit a
melting point somewhere between the two elements, which means,
the melting point of MOX fuel will always be lower than the melting
point of LEU fuel. Thim is a reduction in safety margin, and
there is adequate empirical data available to prove this point.

Furthermors, this lower melting point is impacted by other
adverse safety features of MOX fuel, such as corresion attack on
the cladding by plutonium at high temperatures, increased fission
ptoduct?ﬁ%gductton and power peaking at the MOX fuel boundaries,

which taken together greatly increase the risk of release of
plutonium and fisisn products into the cooclant.
2.) Lnuer.h:at conductivity.

The Reactor Handbook, section Plutonium and Its Alloys
C.R. Tipton editor, Volume 1, 2nd edition by Interaciencs Pub,,
1960, New York, pagea 280-1 found that the thermai conductivity
of plutosium-uranium alioys was somewhat ilower than that found

for pure uranium. If so, and there is other evidence avmilable

to support this mscertation, then the temperaturs inside ths
MOX fuel rods will be higher than in the LEU fuel rods, as the
transfer of heat will be slower. In concert with the increass

Master (MIMAS) fuel fabrication process assures a well-mixed inventory of
plutonium and uranium on a scale that precludes islands of plutonium particles
in the uranium matrix from exceeding established size limits. The mixing
operations in the MIMAS process ensure adequate mixing of the oxides; in
fact, the MIMAS process was developed commercially in Europe with exactly
this issue in mind.

In relation to the eleventh statement, worker exposure will increase marginally
asreported in this SPD EIS. The increased dose, which is small and still well
within NRC requirements, would result from handling and inspecting the
fresh MOX fuel assemblies which are inherently more radioactive than fresh
LEU fuel assemblies.

As to the commentor’s concern about reactor vessel embrittlement, analyses
performed for DOE indicated that the core average fast flux in a partial MOX
fuel core is comparable to (within 3 percent of) the core average fast flux for
auranium fuel core. All of the mission reactors have a comprehensive program
of reactor vessel analysis and surveillance in place to ensure that NRC reactor
vessel safety limits are not exceeded.

The twelfth statement is an attempt to roll the previous statements together
and conclude MOX fuel is not safe. The commentor mistakes design
constraints and challenges for using MOX fuel as indicators of inherent
decrements in safety. All of the differences between the two fuel types can
be accommodated by proper engineering without any significant decrement
in safety. Rigorous safety analyses and operational parameter assessments
would be conducted, and a license amendment approved by NRC, prior to
the use of MOX fuel in any U.S. reactor.
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in fission product gas production, the creation of a ges gap QJ
between the fuel and cladding combined with lower heat conductivity a_

leads to a much larger risk for loculized fuel failure and Tg
melting. E.

S.) Higher fission gas production S.

Increased gas production threatens safety in at least three
separate ways. The gas threatens the creation of a heat insulating
gas gap between the fuel and cladding causing localized ruoi.
molting, the gas createa pressure inside the fuel rode threatening
cladding failure from bursting, and the gas threatens increased
radioactive gas releases to the environment leading to an increase
in locml population exposures. The failure of DOE to admit to
8 doubling of Tritium production im MUX fuel, increased production
of other gasnses especially at higher burnups, and the threzat this
situation poses, should be & scandle.

The Plutonium Handbook (ibid)} section on the Irradiation
Behavior of UO,-Puo, (section 20-3.2, pages 684-668) part (b)
last senteace states, ALl the irradiation specimens with the 3
exception of two had a fisaion gas plenum to prevent excessive
internal gas presaures at the high burnupe.”™ I quote this to
point out that nuclear engineers have known about the fiasion gas
production problem of plutonium fuels for a long time.

4,) Control Rods and Boron worth Reduction

JUIUIIDIS JIVAUL] JOIUIHUOLIAUT [DUL U

Both uranium and plutonium can either fisaion or absord

neutrons. The likelyhood that either will occur is expreased

by the unit barns, which technically is 10" B uetera squarad,

or alao 10'2‘ centimeters aguared, or a cross secticnal arem
measuring s trillionth of & centimeter squared. Both uranium
and plutonium have cross aections for both Iission and for
capture. It turns out that plutonium is much more likely to
absorb neutrons in the thermal energy region than uranium,

ar more precisely, the cross section for capture is 99 barns

for uranium 233 and 269 barns for plutonium 239,
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Because plutonium absorbs so many thermal neutrons, the
average energy (speed) of the remaining neutrons is higher (faster).
The control rods are not as effective with faster neutrons, thus
there is reduced control rod worth. There is aleso reduced boron
worth. Boron is often added to the reactor water to help control
the reactor. (called a shim) As a result, it has been decided to
add additional control rods to reactors using MOX fuel.

4 reduction in control rod effectiveneas is emplirically
proveable and it definitely has an effect on reactor safety.

This aspect is so important that it has already been decided to
increase the number of control rodw in MOX fueled reactora.

The supplement should atate that there im indeed a mafety problem,
and should state what exactliy the DOE pians to do to reduce this
safety hagard. Jt is my contention that even with additional
control sods, the reduction of control rod and boron worth will
make MOX fueled reactors inherently less aafe.

5.) Power Peaking Problems

Due to intense absorbtion of thermml neutrons by plutonium, 3
there is a tendency that an irregular power distribution results
inside the core, producing a large power peak at the water-MOX
fuel interface. This effect of Fick's Law can be stated that the
rate of flow of the -olu‘o is proportional to the negative gradient
of the solute conceatration. 1n simply terms, bscause plutonium
absorbs so many neutrons, there is a flow from uranium skements
towards MOX elements (of neutrons) creating higher power lavels
around the MOX fuel elements.

I do not argue that this problem is unsolvable, but rather
that solving this problem introduces a factor into the MOX fuel
calculation which increases the riek of an accident. The solution
is to create zonea within ecach fuel rods which have differing
grades of plutonium concentration to offset the power peaking

problem. The complexity of this solution introduces the possibility

of errors in fuel construction, labeling, shipping and loading.

LOT—¥
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6.) Stoichiometry of MUX Fuel

The Plutonium Handbook (idid) in the section on Uoz-Puoz
fuels states on page 665, "Uniform solid solution assures a
short heat tranefer time constaant so that the negative Doppler
effect of U-238 can offeset the positive offect of Pu-239."

This is evidence that Pu-239 has s positive Doppler effect.

The Doppler effect is the fuel temperature coefficient of
reactivity, and is aleo sometimea cailed the prompt temperature
coefficient. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission requires that

the overall temperature coefficient be negative. The consequences
of a positive cosfficient mre dire. If m coefficient is positive,
then an increase in temperature caumes an incressss ia reactivity
which in turn increases temperature, producing a positive feedback
Loop that could cause rapid reactor dissasseably. By NRC requirements
the combined temperature coefficients must be aegative so that an
increase in temperature causes o decrrase in power thus limiting
potentially dangerous transients.

The above evidence quoted is that Plutonium 239 has a positive
Doppler coefficient. This can be compensated for by properly mixing
the plutonium oxide with uranium 238 oxide. According to the literature,
graine of plutonium larger than about ten microns will cause Doppler
coefficient probiems. The problem is, an iacrease in tamperature
leading to an increase in reactivity. This ia a safety problem.

The problem is atated, the evidence is clear, there is a
solution, but there is an increased risk thet a batch of MOX fuel
won't be properly mixed. The word stoichiometry refers to whether
8 solution is completely uniform in mixture, MOX fuel wust de.
7+) Moderator Coefficient

Nuclear Redctor Engineering by S. Glasstone and A, Sesonske, 1984
Pub. by Chapman & Hall, maya on page 280, sectfion 35.103, "Hence,
there will be a tendency for the initiaml negative contribution to
df/dT (from uranium-235) to become positive (fLrom plutonium-230).%

In english that means trouble.

8.} Decay Heat
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9.) Delayed Neutrons

Nuclear Reactor Engineering (ibid)} page 110 pute the fraction
delayed at Uranium 235 = .0085% versus plutonium 239 = ,0020%.
Uranium fission produces ovver three times as many delayed neutrons.
Delayed neutrons control the reactor period, the speed with which
changes in power can be made. A reactor with only prompt neutrons
could not be controlled the reactor period would be too short,

a matter of milliseconds, The reduction from MOX fuel causes the
DOE and other countriem Lo rely on onky one third MOX reactor cores.
Thus, there has already been eome concession that thia im a problem.

The reduction of delayed neutrons meana that one third MOX cores
will always have [ewer delayed neutrons, by meveral percent. This
difference im not explored iu any way in the supplement and thia
difference would tend to make the distance to an accident closer.
10.) Prompt Neutron Lifetime .

The faater neutrons in MOX fuel already explained in #4.) have
another effect. The average time it takes for a neutron to be
emitted until it is absorbed or causes fission is the prompt
neutron lifetime, typically about 24 millionths of a second for 3
uranium fuel. The omission of the reduced safety margin from
a shorter neutron Lifetime should be included in the supplement.

1 say the increase in genern.tions per second will be from

TUPURIDIS JODAUL [OIUUUOLIAUT JOUL] UOTHSOASI(T MnNIHOM] SNIAing

about 41,000 generations per second of prompt neutrons to
49,000 generations per second for MOX fuel, an estimated (8%
increase in generations per second. This will decrease reaction
times slightly during transients, thereby decreasing the safety
margin to an accideat.
11.) Embrittlement and Exposures

Faster neutrons travel through more shielding. The supploment
fails to account for the increased exposure to workers and incremses
in neutron embrittiement to reactor components.
12.) The Synergy Effect

Just one.of the preceeding problems might not cause an accideat,

or significantly increame "the frequency of these accidents"”, but

together:
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Summary of the ways MOX fuel is Less safe in reactors

1. Plutonjum haas a lLower melting point.
2. Plutonium doea not conduct heat as well.
3. Fission product gas production is higher.
4. Control rod and boron worth is reduced.
5, Power peaking im more difficuit to control.
6, Hixture of the fuel sust be perlect.
7. The much different moderator coefficient is troublesome.
8. Decay heat production compticates shutdowns and dimpossl.
9. Delayed neuiron reduction reduces safety margin.
10. Hore prowmpt neutron liletimea reduces the safety margin.
L1, ¥orker exposure increasem and reactor embrittlement increase.
12, Taken together there is m preponderance of svidence that
MOX fuel might not bs am safe as uvanium fuel.
1 therefore challenge the catagorical statement made on page
33 of the supplement that, "there is no empirical data available to

support this.” I have presented several expert sources of the subject
to show that thers are concerns about these problems among experts.
One mapect of the plutonium disposition process that can not be
brought before experts is superatition, the thirteenth reason HOX
is leas safe. Plutonium is named after the god of the underworld
Pluto, an object of fear and death. [ fear that the greed of the
auclear industry will cause a huge catastrophe if they proceed.
Mixing profit motive with plutonium is unlucky. I'm not afraid
to use any arguement that happens to favor my position.

To summarize my main pointa about the supplement, the risk of
earthquakes is lacking, the table of fission product ratios is

lacking, and the catagorical statement about accident frequency

needs to be reexamined.

Hoto. Wlle
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Question/ Information
Request Card

RoBIN M/LLS

Name:
Address: [£4-3 GoRrspch AVE .
B-More MmO K28

E-mail:

Phone: (¢4¢) 66 R- 8453 Fax: Go)R 35 - §5’.2§

rmills 4 @ bca/ net

Question/ Request: _(A m&‘é, s<, Jﬂg
oL “%M in /S TT,

L

MJ‘ZSC

For Turiher informifion cbntact:

. SW,
1-800-| 52&5158

U.S. Dspartment of Enargy. Otfice of uuln Materiais Dxlpom[i’on MD-4

Bullding, 1000 C. 20585

DCRo02

DCR002-1 Geology and Soils

The earthquake that damaged or destroyed the majority of structures in
Charleston, South Carolina occurred on August 31, 1886, and measured 6.6 on
the Richter scale. Sixty people lost their lives and property damage was
estimated at 5 to 6 million dollars. Effects in the epicentral region included
about 80 km (50 mi) of severely damaged railroad tracks and more than
1,300 km? (502 mi?) of extensive cratering and fissuring. Structural damage
was reported several hundred kilometers from Charleston (including central
Alabama, central Ohio, eastern Kentucky, southemn Virginia, and western
‘West Virginia).

DOE Standards 1020-94, Natural Phenomena Hazards Design and
Evaluation Criteria for Department of Energy Facilities (April 1994),
and 1022-94, Natural Phenomena Hazards Characterization Criteria
(Change 1, January 1996), discuss the need to assess construction design
requirements against maximum historical earthquakes in a given region or in
tectonically analogous regions. The proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities would be designed against seismic loading associated with a return
period of 2,000 years (Performance Category PC=3). In addition, there is a
deterministic element to the process which also requires evaluation against
maximum historical events. Other new facilities at SRS have been assessed
against the Charleston earthquake for design adequacy and the proposed
facilities at SRS would undergo the same assessment.
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Question/ Information
Request Card

Name: ACB/N Mirrs

Address: /443 GCeRSceHd AVE

PALTIMCRE , MO, Z/RI8

Phone:(44/C)442-84S 3 Fax: f/o) 235-535

E-mail:_rmills +(& bepl. net

Questlon/ Request: E,z_mgf @ e pnallr@.

7_:/(&& 2y :a/)w(/ /W«W?‘-zé\ < o,

For turthe: Inlormt{mn contact: K4 7
U.5. Dapa n of Enargy, Oflice ot Fissile Materiais Disposilion, MD-4
Forrestal Bulluinn 100¢ independence Ave., SW, Washingion, D.C. 20585
1-800-820-5156

DCR001

DCR001-1 MOX Approach

Initial evaluations indicate that partial MOX fuel cores have a more negative
fuel Doppler coefficient at hot zero power and hot full power, relative to LEU
fuel cores for all times during the full cycle. These evaluations also indicate
that partial MOX cores have a more negative moderator coefficient at hot
zero power and hot full power, relative to LEU fuel cores for all times during
the full cycle. These more negative temperature coefficients would act to
shut the reactor down more rapidly during a heatup transient.
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DCRO006

DCRO006-1 MOX Approach

The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use in commercial reactors has been
accomplished in Western Europe. This experience would be used for
disposition of the U.S. surplus plutonium. The environmental, safety and
health consequences of the MOX approach at the proposed reactors are
addressed in Section 4.28. In addition, NRC would evaluate license
applications and monitor the operations of both the MOX facility and domestic,
commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel, to ensure adequate margins
of safety.

DCR006-2 Waste Management

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to WIPP and all generation
of new plutonium waste. Only TRU wastes generated by the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be shipped to WIPP. DOE
alternatives for TRU waste management are evaluated in the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). As described in
Appendix F.8.1, and the Waste Management sections of Chapter 4, 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.

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.

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
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characterized as a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent fuel.
DOE has prepared a separate EIS, Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Jfor 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 immobilized plutonium and
MOX spent fuel are included in the inventory analyzed in that draft EIS.

DCR006-3

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding contamination of
water resources in the vicinity of WIPP, although this issue is beyond the
scope of this SPD EIS.

Waste Management

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 remainder of this comment is addressed in response DCR006-2.

PUDIID P —UBUZ]AANS 1] UO SISUOASFY PUD STUIUNIO IUIUUO))



Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental lmpact Statement

STEVENS, BARBARA

PaGE30F 3

4-116



L11-¥

ActioN S1TE TO STOoP CassiNI EArTH FLYBY
JoNaTHAN MARK
Pagelor1

1. MOX is a bad idea

2. DOE should hold hearings in all affected communities —
especially those near the chosen sites.

PSR, along with many environmental and non-proliferation
groups, supports the immobilization option and oppose the
MOX option. For more see PSR’s web site at: http://

www.psr.org/cleanuppage.htm

|1

WRO002-1 MOX Approach

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.

WR002-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for public hearings in all
communities affected by the use of MOX fuel, especially those near the
proposed reactor sites. After careful consideration of its public
involvement opportunities, including the availability of information and
mechanisms to submit comments, DOE decided not to hold additional
hearings on the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS. In addition to the
public hearing on the Supplement held in Washington, D.C., DOE provided
other means for the public to express their concerns and provide
comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site.
Also, at the invitation of South Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis, DOE
attended and participated in a public hearing held on June 24, 1999, in
Columbia, South Carolina. Moreover, interested parties would likely have
the opportunity to submit additional comments during the NRC reactor
license amendment process should the MOX approach be pursued per
the SPD EISROD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the immobilization-only
approach. As discussed in response WR002-1, DOE has identified as its
preferred alternative the hybrid approach.
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4560 Incian Trask n=
China Township, Michigan 43054
M.L_deeaofa (810) 7651145
Supriza FAX 7654080
Jalie Anx Wallece
Gark June 28, 199%
Leong Markel Tnited States Department of Enexgy
Troasirar 0ffice of Fissile Katerfals Disposition
P.O. Box 23786
Robert 2. Allen Vashington, D.C. 20026-3786
Tustes
RE: SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION ENVIROEMENTAL IMPACT
Edward Netman STATRONT
Teustoo.
Dear 3irs:
Daniel Linsday
Trustee let me £irst introduce myself. I am Supsrvisor of
China Charter Towaship, St. Clair Coumty, China, MI.
Mary C. Green Representacive David Sonlor has been on the forafront
Trustes of this very pressing issue 28 ic could impact our

Grear Lakes ares. Our fresh warer lakes are & God-
given gift, somathing to b protected and preserved,

Thare is no vay wve ever want to ses plutonium coming
through this area, passing over the Blue Water 3ridge
inte Canada, or any other route, ba it railway turael,
atc. The danger is too great to take a chance thac
some disaster might occur. I ask, om behalf of wy
constituents, as vell as all those living &n ocur
graat state, but even more far reaching than that;

I ask, for &ll those people across cur great nation
who visit our state to see all of its natural beauty,
but more importantly, for those whe rely on this
fragh-water source.

Hear my ples and act accordingly. For this I shall
be truly grateful.

Si‘r.cer?j- o

&alo <, ‘:xgw-i-/’ .

Linda J¢ &huqihg_tu—« "
China Charter Township Supstvisor

-

<ce/ Represencative David Bonior
Trey Faltman, St. Cleir Ceunty AdminisTrator
Lauren Hager, Representative

FR007-1 Parallex EA

Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel from LANL to Canada were part
of a separate proposed action. DOE has prepared an Environmental
Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment
(DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed August 13, 1999, on
fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to Canada. Because the
Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be under renovation during
the time of the proposed shipment, the route using that bridge was removed
from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be viewed on the MD Web site
at http://www.doe-md.com.
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[o on the S to the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft
Enviornmental EImpact Statement (DOB/EIS-0283-DS)
To the DOE,

At the very least, the EIS should not be finalized UNTIL hearings are
held in the communities close to the reactors that will be using MOX in the
U.S.. It is unbelievable that the DOE would refuse to hold hearings in the
communities that would be most affected.

I am strongly opposed to the use of MOX in reactors, as it does nothing
to stop the production of plutonium. It will be used as fuel to PRODUCE
MORE plutonium. It also will end any pretense the U.S. has had for
stopping the global proliferation of bomb-grade matexials. It is also being
done without the knowlege of most taxpayers in this country. We after all
are the ones who will pay for clean-up, for additiomal cancers and
leukemias, for an increased arms race, for the heightened spread of nuclear
power throughout an ecologically fragile world. We are the ones who will be
left with poisoned groundwater, and soils, as well as having to dedicate
not only our time and money but that of f able future ions to
guarding the end “products" and endlessly repackacking them, when they leak
(if that is indeed possible) lest all of the Earth's waters and soils and
air become a toxic ruin.

The International Joint Commission of the Great Lakes has stated that
there are some substances that are soc toxic they should not be produced in
the Great Lakes. They call those substances persistant toxins. Plutonium
easily meeta the criteria - toxic substances with a half-life of 8 weeks
in water, that bioaccumulate. Plutonium also becomes 1,500 times more
soluble to the human body if mixed with chlorine, according to Water Pit to
Drink, a book found in most libraries in the atate of Michigan. The
Internaticnal Joint Commission stated that the U.S. and Canadian
governements should begin phase-out of radiocactive substances that fit this
ecriteria, and they add that plutonium is indeed a radionuclide of concerm.
The U.S. DOE should heed these words from the International Joint
Commigsion. 1t is one world. Toxins move by air, by water, through the
soil. We should not use plutonium to make more plutonium, when there is no
safe way to dispose of it. and when using it subjects workers to its
possible toxicity. What a legacy we leave for the generations to comet!

What is worse is that this is done without taxpayers kunowlege of the
true costs, and with making a sham of democratic process. To deny hearings
to residents around the three nuclear plants that would use MOX in the U.S.
is a travesty of justice. To award contracts for production of MOX and
irradiation of MOX fuel before the BIS is finalized and a record of
decision is made, shows clearly that the DOE has rendered the NEPA process
meaningless - that they are just going through the motions, and they do not
even respect the taxpayers enough to go through all of them.

-~-- Kay Cumbow
Board Member, Citizens For Alternatives to Chemical

Contamination
Co-Founder, Citizens For a Healthy Planet

My address is 15184 Dudley Road, Brown City MI, 48416

I will send a written copy. signed in the mail.

WRO010-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s view that DOE has refused to hold
public hearings in the communities of the potential reactor sites that would
use the MOX fuel. During the 45-day public comment period on the
Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS, DOE held a public hearing in
Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited comments. After careful
consideration of its public involvement opportunities, including the availability
of information and mechanisms to submit comments, DOE decided not to
hold additional hearings on the Supplement. DOE provided other means for
the public to express their concerns and provide comments: mail, a toll-free
telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Also, at the invitation of South
Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis, DOE attended and participated in a
public hearing held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina. Moreover,
interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit additional
comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process should the
MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD.

As stipulated in DOE’s phased contract with DCS, until and depending on
the decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition are made and announced in the SPD EIS ROD, no substantive
design work or construction can be started by DCS on the MOX facility.
Should DOE decide to pursue the No Action Alternative or the immobilization-
only approach, the contract with DCS would end. The contract is phased so
that only nonsite-specific base contract studies and plans can be completed
before the ROD is issued, and options that would allow construction and
other work would be exercised by DOE if, and only if, the decision is made to
pursue the MOX approach.

WRO010-2 MOX Approach

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. To this end,
surplus plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the MOX facility
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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.

The environmental, safety and health consequences of the MOX approach
in the proposed reactors are addressed in Section 4.28. Analyses in Chapter 4
of Volume I for construction and normal operation of the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at the DOE candidate sites indicate there
would be no discernible contamination to drinking water, either from the
deposition of minute quantities of airborne contaminants into small water
bodies or from potential wastewater releases. Therefore, it is estimated that
no measurable component of the public dose would be attributable to liquid
pathways. Further, because the candidate sites are located in Idaho, South
Carolina, Texas, and Washington, the chances of the Great Lakes being
affected are remote.
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DCRO015-1 MOX Approach
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.
Monday, June 14, 1999 Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel] fabrication provides the United
g P!
Dear S, DO afficits . States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing
" Peoplc inthe Greal Lakes region - in the LIS, and Canada - ase very opposed 10 the use of weapons either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best
platooium in commercial reactors. For years, citizens on botk sides of the border have rallied together fo stop even . . . . N . . « .
the Lot Alarics to Chalk Rives lest shipmeat of MOX from passing through our region, This should have served opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar
Soud otice of our strong opposition 1o the entire proposed MOX program. Such citizen pressure has moved . . . . . .
politicians at afl kevels of government — from cousty commissians (0 8 U'S. Seaator ~and from different partics options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends
(from Dx US P 0. Gov, 10 take stands 3gainst the tesi shipmeat as well. . . . .
From this imemational, grassroots petwork-buikding das sprang the Nuclcar-Free Greal Lakes Action the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce
Camp, taking place this Augusi on the Lake gan shoreling in southwest Mich C citizens groups . . . . .
from Minnesota, Wisconsin, Tllinois, tudiana, Michigan, Ohio, 8nd Oulario have joincd forces to-organize this woek- stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that
Iong:c\ml. Hum;rnqtmﬂwqunpmﬂnmwmumaﬂ‘wnmgme . . . . .
envicoameols], peace, juslict, human rights, 1nd indigenous pooples movemants, sclentists, nd g would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
officials who recognize that MOX is 2 significznt conoern 10 their constituencies. People who have struggled for .
abolition :;g;l;;:npom will join with opponents of muclear power 1o present a unified front against the weapons again.
.mmﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁiﬁm Take ﬁ}‘ﬁ;@?&:ﬁ:ﬁ&%‘mﬁﬁgﬁ The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials through Michigan is
ot Coraion cﬁﬁ%’ﬁfﬁ?’ﬁﬁw ﬁ the Nug&.z‘xmw Prjecin Conoda, wit lead the beyond the scope of the proposed action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments
e asiay ot il ot ot 1 i commis m e U5, 300 Gy~ ; of a small quantity of MOX fuel from LANL to Canada were part of a separate
ducaod sboo he many dangees T MOX., and cquipped with miiog o lunch gl ot MOX. i helt proposed action. DOE has prepared an Environmental Assessment for the
s el ot ot oo sounis v T pasens e g, o Canads Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216,
Milvathon, Wi, O oo i oo o It Ko comidos  peecst January 1999) and FONSI, signed August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX
B s e gl o wis novs st o 1 v, S0 5 Cansreghe _ fuel and its transportation to Canada. This EA and FONSI can be viewed on
o s e ot o of T O Jove) 265 the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
ining larger ities of pl ﬁmr&q:wwm:umwwnmmumowmoxw . l 1 fh . d
MOX the Great i
" %LT | Lakes, wi o D rotect e s o s o n The commercia reacto_rs se ected for the MOX approach include only those
ield i ’ destructi it i jospbere and i
o et s B e T ol Aot ot trcss e reactors whose f)perat!onal .hfe is expected to last beyond the life of the
conteal i rctors 1nd pscing pls To s e o sive vy 04, 0 ek o inpirants - (o surplus plutonium disposition program. Furthermore, although no
immbilzaton of surplus weapons piwonium a0 isolatio froth ving cnvironment is the way to go, a5t U.S. commercial reactors are licensed to use plutonium-based fuel, several
MOX propoesal. Tbe Great Lakes aréa precious source of Hic to tens of miltions of people and . .
cavatss ol Trmsaf . Coscmet i orgnizaions in e V.S, Cnae s dy o prte e are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can easily and safely accommodate
, apartial MOX core.
Strcerely, %Wﬁl( a,,,f,g_/
PS. by onegone vt Ao Kevin Karmps The environmental, safety and health consequences of the MOX approach
JM . )(:‘7;0 e N ng e on Camp at the proposed reactors are addressed in Section 4.28. In addition, NRC
e ' a o mea { ; o R St 43005 would evaluate license applications and monitor the operations of both the
[ S, dor Aprid o - _ > 2 MOX facility and domestic, commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel,
rpolid ﬂmo{ x i Zhe 3"‘0’4}-}7&5’& on Lok ‘*'{A"'*‘J. to ensure adequate margins of safety.
Bl Kot s, oit b pliticndts!
DCR015-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
DCRO15 DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request regarding public hearings in
the Michigan region. The irradiation of MOX fuel as discussed in the

Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS involves proposed reactors located in
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North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia, and not the use of the Canadian
Bruce reactors. DOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
June 15, 1999, and invited comments. After careful consideration of its public
involvement opportunities, including the availability of information and
mechanisms to submit comments, DOE decided not to hold additional hearings
on the Supplement. DOE provided other means for the public to express
their concerns and provide comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line,
and the MD Web site.

In the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD, DOE retained the option to use
some of the surplus plutonium as MOX fuel in reactors (e.g., the Bruce
reactors), which would have only been undertaken in the event that a
multilateral agreement were negotiated among Russia, Canada, and the United
States. Since the SPD Draft EIS was issued, DOE determined that adequate
reactor capacity is available in the United States to disposition the portion of
the U.S. surplus plutonium that is suitable for MOX fuel and, therefore, while
still reserving the CANDU option, DOE is not 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. This action is addressed in the Environmental
Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment
(DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONS]I, signed August 13, 1999. If Russia
and Canada agree to disposition Russian surplus plutonium in CANDU
reactors in order to augment Russia’s disposition capability, shipments of
the Russian MOX fuel would take place directly between Russia and Canada.
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
Crryof PORT HURON
100 MCMORRAN 'BOULEVARD, PORT HURCH, MICHIGAN 48060 -
PHONE: 81Q9848740; FaAx: 810-582-0282

 1999-006595 MAY 3P 4:12

April 29, 1999

Fredrico Pena, Secretary
Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Pena:

I have endlosexd Resolution #0 adopted by the City, Coundl of the
City of Port Huron, in opposition fo the transportation and use of warhead
plutonium throughout the Great Lakes Basin.

Please ensure this resolution of forwarded to the appropriate
department so that our abjection is officially noted.

Sincerely,

U, B,

Steven G. Miller
Mayor
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Resofufion #9
April 26, 1999

Councilmember___Sample-¥ynn offarad and moved the adoption of the following
resalution: )

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy has developed a plan to
*dispose” of a large portion of the Saviet and U. S. stockpile of fissile materials (weapons-
grade plutoniurm and highly enriched aranium) and, in particular, by producing MOX which
is weapons grade plutenium mixed with uranium oxide; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy, along with Russia, pians fo transport and
test MOX at Chalk River, Canada, with the eventual plan to transport much larger amounts
for many years for use {n GANDU reactors, including the Bruce reactors on Lake Huron;
and - .

WHEREAS, fhe Great Lakes Basin contains one-fifth of the worid's fresh waterand
85% of the United States' fresh watar, provides drinking water to 40 million residents,
provides a safe place to live, work and recreate, and provides a home to diverss and
unique wildlife and plants; and . .

WHEREAS, the unpfanned release of plutonium as a result of a traffic or shipping
accident or terrarist attack could have considerable consequences to the Great Lakes
Basin; and :

- WHEREAS, due to a public outcry in 1998, the Blue Water Bridge was successfully
removed from the proposed MOX test routes;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Port Huron CJty Couﬁdt opposes
any and all tests in the Great Lakes Basin of Russian and U. S. warhead plutonium
converted fo MOX that are planned by the United States Department of Energy; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Port Huron City Councll opposes the
transportation and use of warhead plutonium converted to MOX throughout the Great
Lakes Basin; and )

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

ADOPTED/RBIRGIRR  UNANIMOUSLY

I hereby certify that the above is a true and correct copy of a resolution
adopted by the Port Huron City Council at its regular meeting of April 26, 1993.

Qe By

Pauiine M. Repp, CMC/AAE
city Clerk o MR002

MR002-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ opposition to the transportation and
use of weapons-usable plutonium in MOX fuel. In the Storage and
Disposition PEIS ROD, DOE retained the option to use some of the surplus
plutonium as MOX fuel in CANDU reactors, which would have only been
undertaken in the event that a multilateral agreement were negotiated among
Russia, Canada, and the United States. Since the SPD Draft EIS was issued,
DOE determined that adequate reactor capacity is available in the United
States to disposition the portion of the U.S. surplus plutonium that is suitable
for MOX fuel and, therefore, while still reserving the CANDU option, DOE is
not 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. This action is addressed
in the Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture
and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999. If Russia and Canada agree to disposition Russian surplus
plutonium in CANDU reactors in order to augment Russia’s disposition
capability, shipments of the Russian MOX fuel would take place directly
between Russia and Canada.
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I am alarmed at the idea of using surplus weapons plutonium
in fuel for nuclear reactors (known as mixed-oxide or MOX
fuel). A better method of disposition would be to immobilize
the plutonium — that is, to mix it with ceramic or glass and to
provide a radioactive barrier to further prevent theft and
diversion. This would solve some problems without as many
safety risks.

It is not demonstrably safe to use MOX fuel in existing
reactors, almost none of which are designed to run on
plutonium fuel. According to a study released by the
Nuclear Control Institute in January, the use of a one-third
core of warhead plutonium fuel in U.S. nuclear reactors could
result in up to a 37% increase in cancer risk to the public in
the event of a severe accident. That is irresponsible and
unacceptable, and furthermore, no citizen especially wants
the government to give him cancer.

In addition, it is unconscionable to implement such a
program without involving the public on more than the
present superficial level.

Minatom officials claim that plutonium is a valuable energy
resource. Yet by their own estimates, plutonium-based
nuclear energy will be more expensive than uranium-based
nuclear energy for at least several decades. US officials say
that MOX is not being pursued for its energy value but
rather that it has been chosen to facilitate quick disposition
of plutonium in Russia. However, immobilization is likely to
be a much faster and cheaper method of plutonium
disposition than MOX.

WR007

WR007-1 Alternatives

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

DOE does not agree that the MOX approach is inherently more dangerous
than the immobilization approach. DOE and NAS have conducted studies to
compare risks, including the nuclear material security and proliferation risks
of alternatives analyzed in this SPD EIS. These studies include the
Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable Fissile
Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives
(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), Proliferation Vulnerability Red Team Report
(SAND97-8203, October 1996), Management and Disposition of Excess
Weapons Plutonium (NAS, 1994), and Management and Disposition of Excess
Weapons Plutonium, Reactor-Related Options (NAS, 1995). As discussed
in Section 4.28.2.5, studies by NAS have led it to the following conclusion:
“no important overall adverse impact of MOX use on the accident
probabilities of the LWRs involved will occur; if there are adequate reactivity
and thermal margins in the fuel, as licensing review should ensure, the main
remaining determinants of accident probabilities will involve factors notrelated
to fuel composition and hence unaffected by the use of MOX rather than

The environmental, safety and health consequences of the MOX approach
at the proposed reactors are addressed in Section 4.28. In addition, NRC
would evaluate license applications and monitor the operations of both the
MOX facility and domestic, commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel,
to ensure adequate margins of safety.
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WR007-2 Facility Accidents

While it is understood that there are differences from the use of MOX fuel
versus LEU fuel, these differences are not expected to result in substantial
changes in the frequency of severe accidents in MOX-fueled reactors. Because
differences between MOX fuel and uranium fuel are well characterized, they
can be accommodated through fuel and core design. The fabrication of
MOX fuel and its use in commercial reactors has been accomplished in
Western Europe. This experience would be used for disposition of the
U.S. surplus plutonium. Before any MOX fuel is used in the United States,
NRC would have to perform a comprehensive safety review that would include
information prepared by the reactor plant operators as part of their license
amendment applications.

This SPD EIS analyzed several reactor accidents, including both design basis
and beyond-design-basis accidents. For MOX fuel, as compared to LEU
fuel, there is an increase in risk, about 3 percent, for the large-break
loss-of-coolant accident (the bounding design basis accident). The largest
increase in risk for beyond-design-basis accidents is approximately 14 percent
for an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident at North Anna. In the
unlikely event this beyond-design-basis accident were to occur, the expected
number of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390 with a partial MOX core
and prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60. Both of these accidents
have an extremely low probability of occurrence. AtNorth Anna, the likelihood
of alarge-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 48 thousand
per year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident
occurring is 1 chance in 4.2 million per year.

WR007-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until specific reactors had been identified
and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor-specific
information. As part of the procurement process, bidders were asked to
provide environmental information to support their proposals. This
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOE
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopsis
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the public
as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in April 1999. 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

JUIUANDIS JIDAUL] JOIUIUMUOLIAUT [DUL] UOISOSI(T WIIHOIN] L SHIdING




(YA 4

LiNpHOLM, SARAH J.
PaGe3 0oF S

the Supplement, DOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
June 15, 1999, and invited comments. For those interested parties who could
not attend the hearing, DOE provided various other means for the public to
express their concerns and provide comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and
fax line, and the MD Web site. Further, interested parties would likely have
the opportunity to submit additional comments during the NRC reactor license
amendment process should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS
ROD.

WR0074 Cost

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

Operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities is expected
to take approximately the same amount of time for either the immobilization-
only approach or the hybrid approach. The difference in timing for the
hybrid approach is associated with the amount of time that MOX fuel would
be irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors.

As shown in the cost report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for
Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998),
it is expected that the hybrid approach, which includes both immobilization
and MOX fuel, would be more expensive than the immobilization-only
approach. However, pursuing the hybrid approach provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing
either approach by itself as discussed in response WR007-1.
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Fresh MOX fuel in commerce presents a proliferation threat as
the plutonium in it can be removed and used for weapons
purposes. A 1997 DOE non-proliferation assessment of
plutonium disposition found “that fresh MOX fuel remains a
material in the most sensitive safeguards category, because
plutonium suitable for use in weapons could be separated
from it relatively quickly and easily.”

Instead of solving the problem of placing plutonium into safe
and secure forms, a MOX program is likely to promote further
plutonium processing and use, something that is undesirable
on environmental, safety, economic, and non-proliferation
grounds.

Plutonium disposition programs must include significant and
meaningful public input, including access to all information,
including costs and operating records of the various actors
involved in a disposition program. The public in the
communities most directly affected should have ample
opportunity for meaningful input into the decision-making
process. All US funding of Russian programs should be
contingent on compliance with the appropriate environmental
and public process laws.

Sarah J. Lindholm

WR007-5 Nonproliferation

In order to address security against terrorist-related incidents, all intersite
shipments of plutonium for the surplus plutonium disposition program would
be made using DOE’s SST/SGT system. This involves having couriers that
are armed Federal officers, an armored tractor to protect the crew from attack,
and specially designed escort vehicles containing advanced communications
equipment and additional couriers. Further, DOE does not anticipate the
need for any additional security measures at reactor sites, other than for the
additional security applied for the receipt of fresh fuel. Commercial reactors
currently have armed security forces, primarily to protect against perimeter
intrusion. There would be increased security for the receipt and storage of
fresh MOX fuel, as compared with that for fresh LEU fuel, for additional
vigilance inside the perimeter. However, the increased security surveillance
would be a small increment to the plant’s existing security plan. After
irradiation, the MOX fuel would be removed from the reactor and managed
with the rest of the spent fuel from the reactor, eventually being disposed of
at a potential geologic repository built in accordance with the NWPA.

WR007-6 Nonproliferation

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.

WRO007-7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
This comment is addressed in response WR007-3.

WRO007-8 DOE Policy

Forfiscal year 1999 (starting October 1998), the U.S. Congress appropriated
funding to assist Russia in design and construction of a plutonium conversion
facility and a MOX fuel fabrication facility. This funding would not be
expended until the presidents of both countries signed a new agreement.
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In July 1998, Vice President Gore and former Russian Prime Minister Sergei
Kiriyenko negotiated the A greement on Scientific and Technical Cooperation
in the Management of Plutonium that enables the two countries to explore
mutually acceptable strategies for disposing of surplus weapons-usable
plutonium. The U.S. and Russian governments are currently working on
their respective plutonium disposition programs under a Joint Statement of
Principles which was signed by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin on
September 2, 1998, in Moscow. The two presidents agreed on principles to
guide implementation of this program by building industrial-scale facilities in
both countries. In 1999, negotiations are proceeding for a Bilateral Plutonium
Disposition Agreement to enable the United States and Russia to work
together to ensure that the disposition facilities are technically viable and
that progress is made on implementing the selected approaches. Through
these agreements and others that may be negotiated, the United States is
attempting to work with Russia to safely disposition its surplus plutonium.
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June 15, 1999

United States Department of Energy Office of Fissile Materials Disposition Washington, DC

Re: Supplement to the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Envi | Impact S

My name is Louis Zeller. {am on the staff of the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense
League where 1 have studied and commented on nuclear issues since 1986. [ have read the
documents provided by the DOE including the Supplement Draft SPD EIS, Appendices K & M,
the Environmental Synopsis, and materials from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and others.

We oppose the use of plutonium fuel in ial power reactors. The planned use of
mixed oxide, or MOX fuel, in the reactors operated by Duke Power and Virgina Power sets a
dangerous precedent in the nuclear industry by needlessly exposing many people to the risk of
additional radiation exposure from a plutonium fuel-powered plant accident. Safety hazards in
nuclear plants are a combination of human and technical errors. Both types of error are noted in
the Nuclear Regulatory Comunission’s most recent Plant Performance Review of the McGuire,
Catawba, and North Anna reactors. The nuclear dice are loaded because of the inherent hazards
in these plants. DOE witl be engaging in a crap shoot if it moves forward with the MOX plan,

First, I must say that the DOE’s Environmental Synopsis is at least two steps removed
from the original data which the DOE required offerers to submit in its Request For Proposal
(#DE-RP02-98CH10888). Third-hand information does not provide a sufficicat level of detail
required for a thorough independent analysis. 1hereby request that DOE make all information on
the MOX project submitted by DCS (Duke Engineering & Services, COGEMA Inc., and Stone
& Webster) available for review to members of the affected public. Also, [ request that the data
be provided before the close of the written public comment period. These data include:

» DOL's Environmentat Critique

eventual d nination and decc ing of a MOX facility,

e DCS environmental data and analyses for irradiation of MOX fuel in existing domestic,
commercial reactors,

« DOE projections of populations surrounding the proposed reactor sites and evaluations of air
dispersal patterns,

« Oak Ridge National Laboratory data on the expected radionuclide activities in MOX fuel
compared to that in low enriched uranium fuel used in reactor accident analyses, and

» DCS data used in computer models for determining radiation doses from normal operations
and accident scenarios.

Second, the Envi tal Synopsis ins an NRC Sy ic A of
Licensee Performance (page 4) for the Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna nuclear power

stations. The SALP rates the reactors as good to superior. However, the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission has ded the SALP program in favor of Plant Performance Reviews.
Esse quam viSere DCRO005

« DCS environmental data and analyses for design, licensing, construclion, operation, and 2

DCR005-1

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

Alternatives

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. There would be no expected releases of plutonium from the
proposed reactors occurring from normal operating conditions. Furthermore,
annual doses to an MEI at each of the plants are estimated to be small—
i.e., McGuire, 0.3 1 mrem; Catawba, 0.73 mrem; and North Anna, 0.37 mrem.
All of these doses fall within stringent NRC 10 CFR 20 and 10 CFR 50
regulatory requirements and are much lower than radiation annually received
from natural background sources.

This SPD EIS also analyzed several reactor accidents, including both design
basis and beyond-design-basis accidents. For MOX fuel, as compared to
LEU fuel, there is an increase in risk, about 3 percent, for the large-break
loss-of-coolant accident (the bounding design basis accident). The largest
increase in risk for beyond-design-basis accidents is approximately 14 percent
for an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident at North Anna. Both of
these accidents have an extremely low probability of occurrence. In the
unlikely event this beyond-design-basis accident were to occur, the expected
number of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390 with a partial MOX core
and prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60. At North Anna, the
likelihood of a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in
48 thousand per year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems
loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in4.2 million per year.
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PPR's were completed in March 1999 for these reactors and rate all three merely “acceptable.”
The PPR’s note shor ings in ice cond: i and inspection in McGuire and

Catawba reactors and corrosion of service water pipes and auxiliary feedwater pipes (the only
source of water for steam generators when the main feedwater system fails), and examples of

poor engineering performance at North Anna and Catawba.
McGuire NRC Plant Perfy Review, March 25, 1999

These Duke Power plants in North Carolina began operation in 1981 and 1983. The
following exerpts are from the NRC’s PPR:

*...shortcomings in ight of diesel or vendors were noted.”
“Several human performance errors during routine plant evolutions were identified...”

“Minor program and procedure problems still indicate room for imp

. In addition to

core inspections, a regional initiative insp is pl d for ice cond P during
the Unit 2 refueling...”
“An area for improvement was cngineering programs and pr suchas...p d and

work instructions for maintenance and calibration of instrumentation....”
“... some fire protection system maintenance material conditions weaknesses have been noted...”

“Self-identified problems with fire barricr penetration seals were reported to the NRC and
improvements are being made."

Catawba NRC Plant Performance Review, March 25, 1999

These Duke Power reactors began operation in 1985 and 1986. The following exerpls are
from the NRC’s PPR:

“Unit 1 experienced a forced outage of approximately three weeks in duration due to blocked
flow channels in portions of the icc condenser.”

[ -

gineering per inued to be acceptable but declined since the last asa
result of emergent issues rooted in shor ings in ing’s performance.”

“Examples of poorly supperted or non-conservative operability or root cause determinations
were noted.”

“Problems in mai programs and p included ples of surveillance
deficiencies for ventilation systems and ice condensers.”

&Esse quam vibere

DCRO005

Section 4.28 was revised to include information on the latest Plant Performance
Reviews for each reactor. This information was not available at the time the
Environmental Synopsis was prepared. As noted by the commentor, the
reactor operations at each of the plants were assessed by NRC to be
acceptable. (In 1999, NRC began to perform plant performance reviews instead
of the systematic assessments of licensee performance. At that time, NRC
changed its rating system from adjectives of acceptable, good or superior, to
one of acceptable or unacceptable.)

While it is acknowledged that there were shortcomings at the proposed
reactors noted in NRC’s Plant Performance Reviews, these shortcomings
have been evaluated and corrective actions are in place to avoid future
concerns. As part of the plants’ continuous improvement programs, the
results of NRC reviews, and other evaluations, audits and inspections are
continuously reviewed and used to improve plant performance.

DCRO005-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

With regard to the information requested, all of the Environmental Critique
information is included in the Environmental Synopsis in Appendix P. The
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“The engineering performance decline was the result of deficiencies in auxiliary building
ventilation system testing, an overheating event of the upper surge tank, and degraded conditions
in the Unit 1 ice condenser. While the issues were ultimately resolved properly, each had roots
in poor engineering performance.”

Nt NRC Plant Pect Review, March 24, 1999

The North Anna reactors operated by Virginia Electric and Power Company started up in
1978 and 1980. The following exerpts are from the NRC's PPR:

« . several examples of inadequate or untimely problem resolution were noted.”

“A number of human performance problems, especially during refueling outages, indicates a
decline in operations performance during infrequently performed evolutions.”

«...poor material conditions of the auxiliary feedwater pipe tunnels and continued problems with
microbiological induced corrosion in the service water system,...”

« however a negative trend was noted in the area of problem resolution. There were
per based ples of inadegq) corrective actions where equipment problems were -
not aggressively pursued and corrected. The initial proposed corrective action for a violation
involving pipe supports not installed in accordance with the drawings was inadequatc. Only after
NRC involvement was adequate corrective action initiated. Corrective actions to resolve
corrosion of the auxiliary feedwater tunnel pipe supports which had been identified in September
1996 were also inadequate. An AFW safety system engineering inspection (SSEI) conducted in
July 1998 concluded that the system met the design basis requirements, however, mechanical
Tculations had e e

3

The Department of Energy’s selection of DCS and the planned utilization of Virginia
Power and Duke Power reactors must be opened to full public scrutiny. Arc these the best
reactors in the nation? If so, the MOX program is already on shaky ground. Additional
information is required to fully assess the safety of this program.

Finally, please consider additional public hearings in the vicinity of the three reactor sites

speakers who attended a grassroots-sponsored People’s Hearing in Charlotte, NC on February 22,
1999.” Please include their remarks in your decision-making.

Thank you for the opportuniity to present these remarks today. We plan to submit
additional information before the end of the comment pericd.

spectfull itted,

Louis Zeller DOE-SPO-DEIScomments 1539

DCR005

before closing the public comment period. I enclose as part of my testimony a videotape of 3

projections of population around each of the reactor sites are included in
Appendix K along with a comparison of the amount of each radionuclide in
MOX fuel versus LEU fuel. The data used in determining doses from normal
operation is discussed in Sections 3.7 and 4.28 and can be found in publicly
available Final Safety Analysis Reports published by Duke Power and Virginia
Power and referenced in this SPD EIS. Additional data can be found in the
MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility and Nuclear Power Reactor Data Report
(DOE/MD-0015, August 1999). This report is available by contacting DOE
through its Web site at http://www.doe-md.com, by phone or fax at
1-800-820-5156, or through DOE’s public reading rooms.

Before any MOX fuel is used in the United States, NRC would have to
perform a comprehensive safety review that would include detailed
environmental information submitted by DCS and the reactor plant operators
as part of their license applications. The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use
in commercial reactors has been accomplished in Western Europe. This
experience would be used for disposition of the U.S. surplus plutonium.
Further, interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit
additional comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD and the
community near the proposed MOX facility would be able to submit comments
during the 10 CFR 70 licensing process.

DCR005-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for additional hearings in the
vicinity of the proposed reactor sites. After careful consideration of its
public involvement opportunities, including the availability of information
and mechanisms to submit comments, DOE decided not to hold additional
hearings on the Supplement. DOE provided other means for the public to
express their concerns and provide comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and
fax line, and the MD Web site. Also, at the invitation of South Carolina State
Senator Phil Leventis, DOE attended and participated in a public meeting
held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina.

The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as well
as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan (i.e., Congressional
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representatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public interest
groups around the United States) and the utilities” contact lists. The utilities,
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate the
proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia)
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD. As stated in
response DCR005-2, interested parties would likely have the opportunity to
submit additional comments during the NRC reactor license amendment
process. The comments from the videotape of two public hearings are
addressed in the responses identified as DCRO05A and DCRO05B.
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Attachment 1:  Transcript of Blue Ridge Environmental Defense
League Videotape of March 12, 1999

My organization is Women’s International League for Peace and
Freedom, and it is an organization that has branches all over the
world including in Russia, and I hope that maybe we can have a
chance to talk maybe a little about connecting through our
organizations. Now I’m going to take no more time and turn to
Lou Patrie who is with Physicians for Social Responsibility and he
will talk for just a minute about his organization.

Lou Patrie:....including the members who are here to take part in
the evening’s meeting. We have chapters that are nationwide and
we think we have one of the smaller more active chapters in the
country. We are also affiliates with the international organization,
International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War, so
we’ve been involved in many aspects of anti-nuclear campaigns
from the initial claim that there’s no defense against nuclear warfare,
there’s only prevention and I think many of the things we’re here
tonight [to discuss] have to do with that same issue. So we
welcome you all and I turn the meeting over to Fran Macey who is
with Earth Island Institute and take over from here.

Along with Enid Shriver, my colleague, at the Earth Island Institute
in San Francisco, some of you may have heard or seen David
Brower, a great environmentalist and he founded the Earth Island
Institute and at 85 is still very actively President of it and speaking
everywhere. I was happy to be in Atlanta a few years ago and do
a presentation on nuclear guardianship that some of you might

DCRO05A
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have been participating in. Because I’ve been concerned with
nuclear issues for a long time. For 10 years I’ve been working with
Russian environmental activists, including a number who are
guests tonight, so what we’re [doing] this evening is part of a
long program of collaboration between America, Russian, Ukranian,
Jordan environmental activists. It started before the dissolution
of the Soviet Union. We were very inspired that citizens of the
Soviet Union started their own environmental organizations when
it was still dangerous to have independent organizations there.
These were the perestroika days of Modema Choc [sp?] and that
movement has grown and you’re going to meet some of the leaders
of that movement tonight. We have people from 6 different cities
in Russia stretching from Siberia to St. Petersburg and they all are
heading organizations that are in cities in the shadow of nuclear
power plants. And in one case a very important nuclear weapons
complex. So there are big issues for them of radioactive
contamination and the danger of nuclear facilities. These issues
have become particularly sharp recently as the Russian and
American governments have discussed the use of plutonium from
dismantled weapons, warheads, the use of the plutonium in civilian
reactors for the generator of electricity. And we’re very happy
that we have Mary Olson with us tonight who is one of our
country’s experts on this subject of the use of plutonium in reactors.
Which is called MOX fuel, mixed oxide fuel or MOX fuel, and
she’ll next be talking about that and how it affects your particular
region, your particular neighborhood. So this is a very timely
evening, this is a very current issue, both in Russia and in America
and particularly in North Carolina and South Carolina, and Georgia,
and in Virginia where we’re going next for reasons you’ll soon
hear but I have a feeling you already know by the nods I see in the
audience, because you’re well informed of the subject obviously.

DCROO5A
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So I want to briefly introduce our Russian guests who have come
so far and who have spent with us some days in Washington
meeting with many citizen groups and specialists and will be
returning there to meet with members of Congress and their staff
on Thursday the 18" and some White House officials on Friday
the 19", particularly people engaged in negotiations at the
government level. We’ve been engaged at the citizens level in
international collaboration particularly with the leader of this
delegation Lydia Popova, would you hold up your hand....and
she worked for many years in the nuclear industry as a researcher
and a scientist in the Soviet Union, and I consider her a whistle
blower. She decided to leave, and she can tell you the reasons, 1
hope you will, the nuclear industry, which is a very elite, was in
her case, a very elite high status position and she began working
with a non-governmental organization like so many represented
in this room tonight and she now heads the center for nuclear
ecology which I find a fascinating phrase, [it] suggests all the
implications, all the impacts and interactions. Ecology is about
interaction isn’t it? And inter-dependence. So nuclear ecology
points us at all the interactions that the nuclear industry, nuclear
activity can have. So it’s the center for nuclear energy, nuclear
ecology, and energy policy, and she had some network of activists
who are educating the public in many cities around Russia and
Ukraine about nuclear developments and particularly in their own
backyards and most currently about MOX fuel, and plutonium
use in reactors. We also have Oleg Bodrov [who] is a nuclear
engineer, [a] physicist who also worked in an institution of a nuclear
industry in Russia, near St. Petersburg, 50 miles only away in
Sosnovyy Bor, and he is also a whistle blower, he decided that he
wanted to leave, what was a very good research position,
designing reactors for submarines and testing them in order to

DCRO05A
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create an environmental organization called Green World which he
has headed for years and he has been very active in using the
Internet, the whole electronic communication opportunities and
puts out a wonderful bulletin, both in English and Russian, on
nuclear developments in northwest Russia and I am inspired
because he has a vision of a nuclear free Baltic ocean basin, imagine
a vast area like the Baltic involving so many different countries
being without any nuclear weapons or facilities or dangers, in
other words, for the local populations and our grandchildren. We
also have Leonid Piskounov is a PhD physicist from the Ural
mountains which has a very intense concentration of nuclear
facilities. He lives in the city of Eketerinburg and has been studying
with other scientists there on an independent basis, the radioactive
contamination of a particular power plant there, which is the only
one to use plutonium as fuel, at least in Russia. So he is very
knowledgeable about potential consequences of using plutonium
in reactors and he was able to tell the press about that this morning
in a press briefing and did so very well. We have Olga Pitsunova
[sp?]. Olga is from Saratov from the beautiful Volga River that I
had the good opportunity of spending 10 days on one time. And
she heads an environmental organization that’s been working both
on nuclear problems and on the problem of dismantling chemical
weapons. Which they, the government chose to do in the Saratov
area, and her organization has been opposing that. She will talk
about the reactors in her region that are designated to be some of
the 1% experiments with plutonium MOX fuel. We have Irina
Reznikova [sp?] she is from the Don River area and Volgodonsk
city and she has been fighting the construction and opening of a
nuclear power plant for over 8 years and it’s still not been opened,
still not been completed, and she is working hard to get a
referendum there to put that power plant to sleep. Finally we have

DCROG5A
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Vladimir Belaev and he is in the Siberian city of Krasnoyarsk which
is very famous for producing plutonium for nuclear weapons. They
therefore have nuclear reactors there and some of them are still
operating and producing plutonium. Among the only ones in the
world that are still producing plutonium and he is a journalist,
photographer, environmentalist, organizer. He’s organized already
3 international conferences on the environmental consequences
of the nuclear industry. I’ve been able to participate in some of
those and they’ve been very informative and inspiring. SoI hope
you feel with me, that it’s a privilege to be able to meet with them
tonight and to hear their stories and to hear your response to
them. So I'll ask Mary Olson to brief you more on the substance
of this delegation’s trip.

Mary Olson: I’'m going to set my timer, because I want to be brief.
But I want to mention to you that I work for a national organization
based in Washington, DC that works with communities that are
affected by nuclear program, specifically nuclear energy and the
waste from nuclear power reactors. So we’ve had the honor and
privilege of working with the people in North Carolina on so-
called low-level waste issues and also the mobile Chernobyl
proposals in Congress and now we have a new issue facing this
region and this proposal will undoubtedly affect the south east.
The question is, in what ways? And ultimately I think I am here to
tell you a brief story. Because I’'m happy to see people here who
are probably hearing about this for the first time. So those of you
who have heard this story before please understand that we all
need to remember why we’re talking tonight. Back at the time of
the Manhattan Project in 1945 where the Trinity Bomb was tested,
Hiroshima and Nagasaki were destroyed by nuclear weapons.

DCROO5A
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Russia, then the Soviet Union and the U.S. were allies. But as
history would take us forward we entered into the Cold War, and
during those years, like mad men and women, neither country
considered what they would do with all the weapons if one side
were to win the cold war. We kept making more, and more, and
more plutonium, and more and more bombs out of the plutonium
until we had not only hundreds of bombs, not only thousands of
bombs, but tens of thousands of bombs. Now we must remember,
we still have these bombs and we’re even designing new ones, but
it was a wonderful day when President Bush and President
Gorbachov decided to start taking some of these weapons apart,
and I personally am still celebrating that moment because I think it
says something about human nature and our ability to choose life
and the ability to cooperate and work together.

And I think it’s something we have to hold on to in this story now
about the plutonium. Because this decision to take apart the
weapons created a new problem and that problem is what do you
do with the plutonium to keep it from becoming another weapon
again. Many of you have heard that if we had some plutonium
setting here, if it was in the metallic form, we would be very worried
if it was going to explode, but it wouldn’t be something we could
inhale, we wouldn’t be eating it, it wouldn’t be coming inside our
bodies and someone could pick it up and walk out the room and
take it away and make a bomb out of it. So there’s a lot of security
issues around plutonium pits that are dismantled from the warheads.
The problem is how do we take those pits and make them
unavailable. I'm first going to tell you about the alternative that is
only the lesser idea in the U.S. and it’s not currently planned in
Russia at all, but this program is called immobilizing plutonium and

DCROO5A
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by immobilizing it we are taking it and putting it in a form where
someone can not steal it easily and where it will move in the
environment less. 1’m not going to say its going to be safe. I
don’t believe that, but immobilizing, impeding the motion in the
environment. How would we do this? We would actually take the
plutonium and turn it in to a ceramic form. Itlooks like a puck, it’s
called a puck, like a hockey puck, and those pucks are stacked
inside a tennis can, it looks like a tennis can, it’s actually stainless
steel, but the same size and many of these cans would be put into
a large 10 foot tall cannister which is also made of steel, and into
this cannister would be loaded wastes left from making the bombs
in the first place. It’s almost like a re-marriage after a divorce, OK.
We take the plutonium out of the irradiated fuel and we leave
behind these highly radioactive wastes in large tanks at Savannah
River Site and at Hanford in Washington State, Savannah River
Site is in South Carolina. So these wastes are setting here. They
are being currently put into glass form anyway. It is like Pyrex
glass. They take the radioactivity out of the liquid and then they
put into glass and its being put into large 10 foot tall canisters
anyway. So the difference in this picture is we put the plutonium
in ceramic and put it inside there. Now I think that there’s problems
with handling plutonium no matter what, and I work for an
organization that will only report this to you. We will not jump up
and down and say this is the program we should pursue, but I
work with many organizations, including some in this room who
do advocate this as the path forward. So now that’s my halfway
marker. What’s the other plan? It’s the one we’re talking about
tonight. This is the plan where the nuclear cartel, I will call them.
Some are government, some of them are in quasi-private
corporation, and some of them are in private corporations. This
would be Duke Power, Virginia Power, Cogema from France, which

DCROOSA

DUIIOID?) YILON—IUIWBIAANS Y] HO SISUOLSIY PUD STUIUNIO(T JUSUUO)



8vi—+

BLUE RiIpGE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE LEAGUE
Louis ZELLER
PAGE 8 oF 28

is a government corporation, British Nuclear Fuels from England,
the Department of Energy, and Minatom from Russia. They are
planning together, that the idea would be to take this plutonium
from warheads and make reactors fuel out of it for commercial
reactors. So in this picture we’re processing the plutonium again,
the goal is the same, were going to make it highly, highly radioactive
by putting it in the reactor. But there are many steps that are not | 1
the same as immobilization. One of those is the transportation of
MOX fuel from Savannah River Site, where it would be produced
in SC, into NC, and into Virginia. This fuel is a proliferation risk
because it is not highly radioactive yet, and it is weapons-grade
plutonium. It would be on the roads and on the rails in North
Carolina. The second issue is that when we put plutonium into
reactors, these reactors were designed for uranium fuel. Uranium
and plutonium have different physics. I’m not going to go through
that right now, but in our discussion if you have questions about
well what are those differences, I’d be happy to tell you about that.
But, they are different, and we can document this and [ can tell you
that the differences increase the likelihood of a reactor accident.
We’re talking about the Catawba reactors, the McGuire reactors,
and the North Anna reactors in Virginia. Go further, we’re not only
talking about increasing the possibility of an accident, butarecent | 2
study that was just published has shown that the consequences
of an accident, that really was a severe accident and the fuel was
vented, like at Chernobyl. The core with plutonium fuel has much
more radioactivity inside, it has much more plutonium inside, it has
much more heavier than plutonium elements, called actinides,
inside, and if these are vented, the impacts on the population, on
the people, on the communities that would be affected, are greater,
in proportion to the amount of plutonium that is in there. If you
have a full replacement of uranium fuel with plutonium fuel, it will

DCRO05A

DCRO05A-1 Transportation

Weapons-grade plutonium, including plutonium being shipped to the
immobilization facility, is considered a proliferation risk. It would be transported
in DOE’s SST/SGT system. As described in Section 2.4.4 and Appendix L,
the SST/SGT is a specially designed component of an 18-wheel tractor-trailer
vehicle. Although details of the vehicle enhancements are classified, key
characteristics are not, and include: enhanced structural supports and highly
reliable tie-down system to protect cargo from impact; heightened thermal
resistance to protect the cargo in case of fire; deterrents to protect the
unauthorized removal of cargo; couriers who are armed federal officers and
receive rigorous training and are closely monitored through DOE’s Personnel
Assurance Program; an armored tractor to protect the crew from attack and
advanced communications equipment; specially designed escort vehicles
containing advance communications and additional couriers; 24 hour-a-day
real-time monitoring of the location and status of the vehicle; and significantly
more stringent maintenance standards.

DCRO0SA-2 Facility Accidents

While it is understood that there are differences from the use of MOX fuel
versus LEU fuel, these differences are not expected to result in substantial
changes in the frequency of severe accidents in MOX-fueled reactors. Before
any MOX fuel is used in the United States, NRC would have to perform a
comprehensive safety review that would include information prepared by
the reactor plant operators as part of their license amendment applications
pursuantto 10 CFR 50.

This SPD EIS analyzed several reactor accidents, including both design basis
and beyond-design-basis accidents. For MOX fuel, as compared to LEU
fuel, there is an increase in risk, about 3 percent, for the large-break
loss-of-coolant accident (the bounding design basis accident). The largest
increase in risk for beyond-design-basis accidents is approximately 14 percent
for an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident at North Anna. In the
unlikely event this beyond-design-basis accident were to occur, the expected
number of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390 with a partial MOX core
and prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60. Both of these accidents
have an extremely low probability of occurrence. AtNorth Anna, thelikelihood
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be a doubling of cancers from such an accident. If it’s a 1/3
replacement, as the proposals are talking about, it would be a33% | 2
increase, 1/3 more. So its in direct relation to how much plutonium
is in the core. So this program will cost more money, because for
one thing the U.S. is planning to pay not only the costs of utilities
in this country with tax payer dollars, but also the entire Russian
plutonium fuel program. And while helping with plutonium
disposition in Russia is a good idea for some people, there is this
alternative that could be pursued there, as well as here, called
immobilization of plutonium. And we stand here telling North
Carolina that you are an affected community by this program and
that you need to know about this and you need to not leave this in
the hands of the nuclear utilities because they are working with
plutonium interests at the international level to promote this. Now
the last thing I want to tell you is that soon you will hear that a
major contract has been awarded and the only group that is trying
to get this contract at this time is led by Duke Power and Virginia
Power and Cogema and it would all happen at Savannah River Site
in terms of making the plutonium fuel, and also processing the
plutonium prior to that, and also the immobilization program is at
the Savannah River Site. However, this contract is only an initial
phase of the program, it does not have any money in it for large
facility construction, it does not have money for changing the
reactors for using plutonium fuel. That will come in a subsequent
contract, and subsequent contract award. So while there’ll be big
news that the deal is done in fact, we are still in a research and
design phase in the U.S. and we have not yet finished an agreement
with the Russian government which is also a condition for that
second contract. So I'm very excited that we have citizen-to-
citizen contact with Russian people who have reactors in their
communities just as you have the Duke Power reactors in your

DCROO05A

of a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 48 thousand
per year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident
occurring is 1 chance in 4.2 million per year.

DCRO05A-3 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of alternatives that consider
only immobilization. DOE hasidentified 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 United States is not paying utilities to use MOX fuel. The MOX facility
would produce nuclear fuel that would displace LEU fuel that utilities would
otherwise have 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 United States and the other G-8 nations (Group of Eight industrialized
nations: Canada, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, Russia, and
United States) are supporting plutonium disposition efforts, both financially
and by providing technical assistance, in Russia because these countries
consider it vitally important to ensure that weapons-usable nuclear material
does not fall into the hands of terrorists or rogue states. Russia considers the
plutonium a valuable resource that can be used for energy production.
Sensitive negotiations between the two countries have indicated that the
Russian government accepts the technology of immobilization for low-
concentration, plutonium-bearing materials, but that the MOX approach
would be considered for higher-purity feed materials.
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state, that are also affected by this same program. And it’s such a
beautiful place here in Asheville and I'm thrilled to finally see it, So.
Thank You.

........ thank you for coming to meet with us today. Russian people
who are concerned about the global environment and who found
friends in the U.S. with whom they can share these concerns. So
Fran and Mary so nicely introduced us, and described the program
that I should probably better talk about Russian environmental
movement and to tell my personal story, how I got involved, and
what I’m doing now. For 21 years, I used to work for the Ministry
of Atomic Power of the Soviet Union. We call it Minatom now.
Earlier it had a very peculiar name, a secret name, the Ministry of
Medium Machine Building, so no one could guess what they were
doing. Like Manhattan Project, absolutely, and my job was
analyzing nuclear fuel cycle, to look at different kinds of fuel,
whether to use uranium or plutonium in the fuel, and what would be
the impact on the economy and all this stuff. And unfortunately I
could see that Minatom was not interested in the problems which
were emerging in the world, I mean the problem of radioactive waste
management, and the problem of dismantlement of aging nuclear
power plants. I tried to pull this information , which I received from
libraries, from the foreign magazines, from British and American
which were published in English and then tried to draw attention to
these problems and they were totally neglected. So I always loved
nature. My ancestors are from countryside, they were peasants,
and I have a deep affection to the countryside, the forest, to clean
water in lakes, I love it very much and of course what I saw and
what [ heard from the experts, who also worked nuclear industry
about contamination, and dangers, and accidents and they just
were talking between themselves about this, got me more and more
DCRO05A

DCRO005A—4 MOXRFP

The commentor is correct that DOE awarded a contract to the team of Duke
Engineering & Services, COGEMA Inc., and Stone & Webster (known as
DCS), in March 1999 to provide MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services,
and that agreements between the United States and Russia will affect surplus
plutonium disposition in the United States. As discussed in Section 2.1.3,
the services to be provided include design, licensing, construction, operation,
and eventual deactivation of the MOX facility, as well as irradiation of MOX
fuel in six domestic, commercial nuclear reactors. The Request for Proposals
for the contract defined the activities that could be performed prior to issuance
of the SPD EIS ROD. These activities include nonsite-specific work primarily
associated with the development of the initial conceptual design for the fuel
fabrication facility; and plans (paper studies) for outreach, long lead-time
procurements, regulatory management, facility quality assurance, safeguards,
security, fuel qualification, and deactivation. No construction, fabrication, or
irradiation of MOX fuel would occur until the SPD EIS ROD is issued. Such
site-specific activities would depend on decisions in the ROD.

In July 1998, Vice President Gore and former Russian Prime Minister Sergei
Kiriyenko negotiated the Agreement on Scientific and Technical Cooperation

in the Management of Plutonium that enables the two countries to explore
mutually acceptable strategies for disposing of surplus weapons-usable
plutonium. The U.S. and Russian governments are currently working on
their respective plutonium disposition programs under a Joint Statement of
Principles which was signed by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin on

September 2, 1998, in Moscow. The two presidents agreed on principles to
guide implementation of this program by building industrial-scale facilities in

both countries. In 1999, negotiations are proceeding for a Bilateral Plutonium

Disposition Agreement to enable the United States and Russia to work
together to ensure that the disposition facilities are technically viable and
that progress is made on implementing the selected approaches. The United

States does not currently plan to implement a unilateral program; however, it
will retain the option to begin certain surplus plutonium disposition activities

in order to encourage the Russians and set an international example.
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frustrated and I started looking for the contacts with environmental
organizations in Russia and I thought where there is anybody
interested in the environment like with me. And once I saw an
announcement about the socio-ecological union, an environmental
organization, has a meeting and they invite people citizens in
Moscow to come and to see them. So I went, and I was really very
impressed by the presentations of these people, and by themselves,
and when they asked people to give their coordinates if they want
to somehow support the movement and help it, I sent my phone
number and wrote that I am an expert on nuclear power and ’'m
very much interested in alternative energy and people contacted
me in a while and I consulted them on the issues which were in my
field of expertise. And then in 1990, the socio-ecological union
received it’s first grant from the W. Alton Jones Foundation and I
was invited to come and work for that organization full time. And
for me it was really very hard decision because I had to lose some
good medical care, which I could get in the Ministry, for example,
to lose in salary, totally change my life, to have some new job I was
not quite aware of, so I had a lot of space for initiatives when 1
came to work for this organization. But my husband told me, you
are so frustrated that just change your life, its time to change your
life and I did it. And for me it was very new, very interesting
experience and I met all the wonderful people first in, from the
Soviet Union and in Russia and Ukraine and in middle Asia and
some of these people are here. 1 met people, very courageous
people, who live in Siberia in shadow of nuclear military facilities
and they had very good contacts with whistle blowers, so for me
it was a new and amazing transformation that was very closed,
very secret facilities, where people reported who about discharges
of radioactivity, and dumping of plutonium containing waste into
the environment and I did my best to support such people to help
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them and later on when environmental movement in Russian met
their counterparts in the U.S. and I first met Fran Macey and then
I'met Dina Tribeman and there were many other Americans and |
traveled in the U.S. more than 12 times since 1990, and I helped my
Russian colleagues to make such contacts. Fran Macey and me, in
1993, Fran receive grant from some American foundations and we
organized this [team] of the Russian activists who were struggling
[to stop?] production of materials which could be used in nuclear
weapons to the U.S. and then a group of American activists the
next year came to Russian. And this exchange of the delegates, of
exchange of ideas of the delegates, was very, very productive.
And now we saw that its time probably to activate such work
because we saw that we believe that our governments are acting in
not quite the right direction. The disarmament which gave so
much inspiration to citizens was going the wrong way, that
laboratories still continue on designing new weapons, as the
governments are arguing about where the plutonium was smuggled
in Russia, whether the nuclear scientists defected from Russia to
Iran or not. And very little attention is given really to these
dangerous stuff, how to handle it safely and securely, and we

source of energy, was very bad idea and we see that the nuclear
industries in our countries, back-up each other, they want
expansion, they want development, they want to survive, and so
they innovated this new [Love Shares] Program. It’s not [Love
Shares]. Its danger for citizens, its danger for our children and for
our grandchildren because plutonium, it always little by little goes
thru the stacks of the MOX fabrication plants, of nuclear power
plants. It sits in the environment for 250,000 years and until it
decays totally and it effects human health, when it is accumulated
and then inhaled or ingested. And we believe that if it’s not quite

DCRO05A

believe that their idea to use plutonium, dangerous material, as a 5

DCRO05A-5 MOX Approach

DOE understands the environmental and health impacts of plutonium, and
would design, build, and operate the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities using today’s stringent environmental, safety and health
requirements. This SPD EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts
associated with implementing the proposed activities at the candidate DOE
and reactor sites. The results of these analyses are presented in Chapter 4 of
Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18.

The Joint Statement of Principles signed by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin
in September 1998 provide the general guidance for achieving the objectives
ofa future bilateral agreement to disposition surplus plutonium in the United
States and Russia. Sensitive negotiations between the two countries have
indicated that the Russian government accepts the technology of
immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing materials, but that
the MOX approach would be considered for high purity feed materials. Since
it is vitally important to ensure that weapons-usable nuclear material does
not fall into the hands of terrorists or rogue states, the United States has
accepted Russia’s position. Issues related to financing other projects in
Russia are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.
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a good element for production of electricity in our countries we
believe that there are new, there are more other opportunities. In
Russia 50% of energy is just lost in the environment [in leaks], in
heat pipes, appliances, and Russia has very big potential for
energy savings, energy conservation and energy efficiency. And
Russia has big potential for renewables. There are areas where
renewables, where windmills, could be used in the way they are
being used in California for example. So the money that the
government and the industry wants to direct onto the MOX
program we believe could be used in a better way on completion
of the construction of storage facilities for excess weapons | g
plutonium, on energy conservation, energy efficiency, and
renewables, and this will help to activate and to help the Russia
economy, not MOX program. Because MOX program in Russia,
it’s not just burning excess weapons plutonium and forgetting
about it. The nuclear industry will create infrastructure and it
will be in the U.S. the same will create infrastructure for recycling,
they call it recycling plutonium. Can you imaging any other
industry which is allowed to recycle with the production of huge
amounts of radioactive waste? This is only nuclear industry
and we do not think that this is recycling. We think that this is
destruction of the environment and that is why we came here,
and we were very happy when we were invited to come here. It
was not easy because you know that, when the governments
have tense relationships it always reflects on citizens so for us it
was not easy for us to get visa’s to come here. American
Embassy was not very friendly until Fran reached some top
officials in the Embassy and just required that Russians get
visa’s to come to the U.S., but we did it, and we’re here and we
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met very interesting, experience people and we met citizens who are
interested in the problem and who are friendly to their possible
friends overseas. Thank you very much.

I'am scientific support for our delegation, we have Leonid Piskounov
from Ekaterinburg. He is part of the organization which consists of
retired and active scientists and engineers and they do monitoring
of the environmental situation around the nuclear power plants
with is just 35 kilometers or less than 20 miles away from the city of
Ekaterinburg where Leonid lives and they are not only doing
monitoring, they also do their own independent environmental
impact assessment, and with the results they get, while operation
of nuclear power plant, they manage to discover accidents which
were concealed from the public and environmental hazards of these
accidents, and they provided this information to the regional
government, and government announced moratorium on the
construction of a new unit, which the nuclear industry wanted to
build on this site and Leonid will tell how they work themselves.
Thank you.

My name is Alice and [ am translating.

I represent a citizens organization called the Committee for Radiation
Safety. The city is called Ekaterinburg, it’s in the Ural mountains
and we represent the Committee for Radiation Safety. We work on
monitoring radioactivity that’s released from the, even the so-called
peaceful, working of the nuclear power plant there, and what we
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have discovered can be said to have immeasurable effects, not
only on the present population, but on future generations. In the
whole world, including in your country, a great amount of
radioactivity has accumulated. There has still been no safe way
found of protecting the people from the effects of exposure to the
radiation and no way of storing this radioactive material for the
next decades and over the next centuries. Using plutonium as
MOX fuel will only contribute to increasing the radioactivity levels
and not decreasing them. And this will bring about unforeseeable,
horrible results. MOX fuel has already been tested in small amounts
in the Krasnoyarsk reactor near Ekaterinburg where Leonid works.
These experiments have resulted in raising the levels of
contamination from radiation that already exists in the Ekaterinburg
region of the Ural mountains, only this is a new kind of
contamination, this is plutonium contamination. A few months
ago we did research in the city of Ekaterinburg which is a city of
one and a half million residents. We discovered plutonium
contamination in the city. This is a result of the Beloyarsky power
plants normal operation, and accidents which we were formerly
unaware of. This plutonium contamination is two times higher
than the global fall-out from testing of nuclear weapons. The fall-
out in such countries as Italy, Great Britain and other countries.
During the use of breeder reactors, of the type that we have in
Beloyarsky which are not used anymore in the U.S. and the
technology which the U.S. dismisses as a viable technology, is
still being used across Krasnoyarsk as well as a new breeder reactor
of even greater capacity, which is being constructed there. So the
breeders in Beloyarsky are giving off radioactivity as a
consequence of normal operation and even more in cases of
accidents or incidents. There was another case which we still
know only a little about. So this will mean that releases into the

DCROO05SA

DCRO05A-6 Human Health Risk

Radiation concerns associated with experiments in the former Soviet Union
are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. However, as shown in Chapter 4 of
Volume I, the release of radiation from the fabrication and use of MOX fuel in
commercial, domestic reactors is expected to be low in any of the hybrid
alternatives under normal operating conditions. This program is not expected
to increase radiation levels above the very low levels already emitted from
the proposed reactors nor extend their operating lives.
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environment of tritium, which is even more dangerous than
plutonium into the environment. In American reactors and Russian
reactors there’s no possibility yet of containing tritium and
preventing releases of it. We discovered tritium last year in the
drinking water of the citizens of Ekaterinburg. If we continue to use
the breeder reactor there, and even another breeder reactor of greater
capacity, then we could expect an increase in Down Syndrome among
children. This has already occurred around certain reactors in
Canada. You probably know about this pretty well already. We
believe it’s absolutely crucial for the citizens and scientists from all
the countries of the world, especially those that have plutonium
weapons, to work together to prevent using plutonium as reactor
fuel, and to try to prevent further accidents from occurring. You all
know about the catastrophe at Chernobyl and how it affected all the
countries of the Northern hemisphere. If you imagine an accident
of even Y that scale, but using MOX fuel, plutonium fuel, it’s difficult

to even foresee what kind of results could occur. Many kinds of 7

diseases, such as cancer and changes in genetic material could
occur by the release of plutonium into the environment, into the
water, into food. That’s why our Committee for Radiation Safety is
working and speaking out against the use of MOX fuel in the
Beloyarsky breeder reactors. We have 2 scientists working on our
staff who are designers of the Bilibino and Beloyarsky and another
reactor and they perfectly were understand the dangers that such
power plans can create for the people. That’s exactly why they
have come to join our citizens committee to try to protect the populace
from such dangers. Thank you.

DCROO5A

DCRO05A-7 Human Health Risk

Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific analyses and discuss
the potential environmental impacts of using a partial MOX core during
routine operations and reactor accidents. Several reactor accidents were
analyzed including both design basis and beyond-design-basis accidents.
For MOX fuel, as compared to LEU fuel, there is an increase in risk, about
3 percent, for the large-break loss-of-coolant accident (the bounding design
basis accident). The largest increase in risk for beyond-design-basis accidents
is approximately 14 percent for an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident
at North Anna. In the unlikely event this beyond-design-basis accident were
to occur, the expected number of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390
with a partial MOX core and prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60.
Both of these accidents have an extremely low probability of occurrence. At
North Anna, the likelihood of a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring
is 1 chance in 48 thousand per year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems
loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 4.2 million per year.

Human health and environmental impacts from Russian breeder reactor
programs are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.
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I think we shall move to the activist part of the meeting delegation
and we shall ask Olga Pitsunova [sp?] from Saratov from Volga
River, it’s really very beautiful river, to tell about her organization
and the problems they meet and how they cope with the problems.

Olga: Good evening dear friends. I'm very happy to see all of you
at this meeting, and I will try to talk in English, but my English is
not very well, and I hope that it will be understandable for you.
My name is Olga Pitsunova [sp?] I am from Saratov it is a big city
on the Volga River. It’s about 1 million citizens and we have near
Saratov a big nuclear power station 4 reactors with capacity of
one thousands megawatts and I’ll tell you a short story about my
organization and our activities. We started our activities as an
informal environmental group and 1998 - 1999 with the help and
support of many other groups and individuals shutdown the
chemical weapons disposal plant and now the main mission of our
organization is to support [any of those] grass roots communities
and citizens in the protection of their rights for health, environment,
and [for future], Leonid and Mary already say to you why we
confront the nuclear industry in using MOX fuel in civil reactors.
Because nuclear industry and plutonium economy is development
as [to ?] and because both of them are very dangerous for our
environment, health and our future. In 1999, we stopped the
construction of two reactors of Bluvonia station. It was a very,
very successful time for environmental movement. We not only
we, but other environmental activists have success in the activity
and during this time we stopped fuel reactors and [?] against
nuclear power stations. We right now, I mean environmental
movement of Russia, not my organization only. But, now its very
hard very difficult time for Russians and environmental {?] and for
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Russian citizens because nuclear industry became very, increased
their pressure for the citizens. They want to develop their plans of
using MOX fuel or plutonium fuel in civil reactors. They know that
they can get money from America for these plans and so we decided
that we can confront successfully only when we all join together
and we started a wake-up campaign in our region. We went to the
citizens, to the communities and tried to explain to them why this
plan is unacceptable for citizens, why they are dangerous and what
nuclear industry [?] It was the 1 time, last year, that we know about
the plants of using MOX fuel in the Bluvonia power station reactors
and nobody in our region knows about these plans. We know
about these only from our American friends and it formed a bond in
ourregion. And now we try to create a association of villages and,
towns, and communities all villages, towns, communities around
Bluvonia power stations. To confront successfully of nuclear [?]
and [ hope that you will joint efforts and for this. Thank you for
your attention,

We’re going down to the South in Russia, we have an activist Irina
Reznikova [sp?] from Volgodonsk which is maybe about 1,000 miles
to the south of Moscow and she has an organization which for 10
years held off completion of the construction and start up operation
of nuclear reactors which were projected by the nuclear industry
for the use of MOX fuel.

Irina: Our organization, which I represent is 10 years old just as
perestroika in Russia is 10 years old. One might say that at this
moment 10 years ago the anti-nuclear movement in Russia began
tobe born. Radiation knows no boundaries, and radiation is ecology
and not politics. I’'m very pleased to have this opportunity to

DCROOSA

JUSHUBIDIS 1ODAU] JOIUSUUOLIAUT JOUL] HOIISOSIT WRIHOINJ SHAING




651

BLUE RiDGE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE LEAGUE
Louils ZELLER
PAGE 19 oF 28

communicate among the continents, which is an opportunity that
has only arisen recently. So in Russia we say that we now have a
mission as people’s deputies, and non-governmental, non-profit
organizations can now go ahead of politicians. That is the way it
should be, and we must influence the politicians. Because in the
modern world radiation has become politics, political. But all
together we can manage to do quite a lot. In our region, the place
where I come from, we are now preparing a great campaign fora
regional anti-nuclear referendum, and of course this is a little bit
more complex in Russia, than here, because in Russia there are
laws, but they don’t work very well, and when laws don’t work
very well, that’s a scary thing. So this trip, here to visit you, must
have an international resonance. The last words I’'m going to say
are the words of my 7 year old granddaughter when she saw me
off on my trip here. She said grandma I believe that all together
you will win over evil. Here we are on the threshold of the 21#
century, we must bring out progress and not catastrophe.

Lydia: ......and then it will be a story about the weapons production
facility. We have here Oleg Bodrov from Sosnovyy Bor and he’s
a physicist and nuclear engineer as Fran mentioned, but he left his
institute, governmental organization and established, was a co-
organizer of the non-governmental organization the Green World
which basically deals with the problems of radiation safety in the
region and this is really a very, very beautiful region on the shore
of the Gulf of Finland and the shore is called [Grispines ?]and just
maybe 1 hour drive from the nuclear power plant. There is a nature
reserve where swans have to rest they fly to the north and there
are thousands of swans and they will come just a month. The
government had plans to expand the nuclear power plant there
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and to build 6 more reactors designed specifically to be loaded
100% of the core by MOX fuel. But Oleg will tell the story about
the very bad shape of the nuclear power plant, of aging destroying
the walls and equipment. He will show you some photographs
and he will tell more.

Oleg: Thank you Lydia. Ladies and Gentlemen, I arrive here from
St. Petersburg region. This is as you can see the Baltic region, and
this is place where the biggest nuclear power plant in the Baltic
Sea region. There are about 4 nuclear reactors like in Chernobyl
and they continue to produce electricity there, but I'd like to begin
my story, my personal story. 1 was a physicist in research
technological institute in this city, it is a small city Sosnovyy Bor if
you translate to English it is Pine Forest or Pine Wood. Itisa really
nice place and at once when I went to my job to research
technological institute to, we had planned to tests, nuclear reactor
for submarine, but in this morning it was not my duty because at
night was huge explosions and all building was destroyed. It was
state secret 20 years ago, but now it is not any secret anymore. It
was not nuclear accident, but some people was killed in this
moment. It was signal for me that it was not possible to have
absolutely safety nuclear reactors. And I went, and [ changed my
job and I began to investigate ecological situations in eco lab and
we investigated environmental problems around the Leningrad
nuclear power plant and around research technological institute
where 3 nuclear reactors for submaries and during certain years, [
was like researcher, like scientist, in this laboratory and after the
Chernobyl, 1 understood that it was not environmental laboratory,
not ecological laboratory, because we have a lot of information but
it was not published of this information because this lab I receive
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money from Minotom of Russia and in this case I go away from
this lab and begin to be active in Green World, non-governmental
charity organization, and me and my colleague from Sosnovyy
Bor and from St. Petersburg to focus public opinion in our region
that the problem in Sosnovyy with four nuclear reactor like in
Chernobyl and 3 nuclear reactors for submarine. It is not only
local problem for Russia but for the whole Baltic region. There are
in nine countries, about 90 million people and only one accident
on one of the 27 reactors would be great problem for all these
countries, but maybe you know in Sweden, was a referendum and
they decided to close nuclear power plants in Sweden and the
same decision made in Germany, but at the same time Siemens
from Germany, support Russian atomists for the project, was very
very hard [640] nuclear reactors and they plan to use 100% MOX
fuel in this type of reactor and they decided to build this nuclear
reactor in Sosnovyy Bor, t00, so it will be really support for the
export danger rules from Germany to Russia and the main reason
for this to produce electricty in Russia and to export to German.
And in the same time it is not only MOX problem, not only problem
for the Baltic Sea region, because Russian atomists and nuclear
specialist from U.S. suggested to use MOX fuel and in this case it
will be problem not only for the Russians not only for the States
but for our whole planet and I think we need to stop this process
now. Because, if this plutonium economy will start, it will not be
possible to stop this process. Thank you. The problem with the
spent fuel storage in Sosnovyy Bor. During 25 years Leningrad
power plants produced electricity, but they produced not only
electricity, but spent fuel. It is high-level of radioactive waste.
There is not any technology for repetition of this spent fuel and
they collect the spent fuel to the building near the Baltic Sea. In
this picture you will see and there are only 90 meters from this

DCRO05A

DCRO0SA-8 Facility Accidents

DOE is not advocating the start of a plutonium economy. 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.

DUIIOIDY) YLLION—IUIUIIAANS Y] UO SISUOASAY PUD SIUDUNIOT JUSUUO)



91+

BLUE RipGE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE LEAGUE
Louis ZELLER
PacGE 22 OorF 28

storage and the Baltic Sea and 1 will show you the condition of this
building. There are many cracks you will see and this is leakages.

Q: Is the building itself radioactive?

Yes, all spent fuel, about 5,000 stones, it is about 15 [50?] Chernobyl
accidents, like 80-90 meters from the Baltic Sea and in this case
when we asked people to, we need to find solution for this problem,
it is not possible to continue, it’s terrible, but local authorities at
the same time support it they have [no] money for this storage, but
they have money to continue building 640 nuclear reactors with
MOX fuels. So I think it terrible and there’s this place where they
began to build this MOX fuel reactor, a light water reactor. Atthe
same time there are no panics in Sosnovyy Bor, this is nuclear
power plant and these are people at the beach. WHY? Because all
people in this city Sosnovyy Bor, about 60,000 people who are
connected with nuclear industry, 80% percent of the city is nuclear
money and they want to continue this way.

Q: On the map, the little red things are those......7? [QUESTION
CUT OFF]

....to the east now to Siberia, Vladimir will tell about the problems
related to the production of nuclear weapons materials for nuclear
bombs. He lives in the city of Krasnoyarsk which holds 1.5 million
people and it is located 50 kilometers, about 30 miles, away from
this huge plutonium production facility which was built just inside
the mountain, underground. It is totally located underground and
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in one book I read that for construction of this facility the
workers had to excavate the same amount of ground that has
been excavated to produce Moscow Metro, Moscow Subway.
So the story related to this facility is really horrible, but we
have an energetic and optimistic activists who managed when
he was just started, his activity as an environmentalist he
began publishing a newsletter, Environmental Herald. Andin
the 1% issue he published a map with silos of rockets in the
Krasnoyarsk region so I didn’t ask him how he managed to
get his secret information, but he publicized it and KGB was
searching for him, was looking for him and the print shops
where copies of the newsletter were printed but this time
Radgina [?] was lucky he was elected as a Deputy of the
Regional Council so he had immunity and despite all these
interest from KGB which I could also see when Radgina [sp?]
organized the conferences on radiation and nuclear safety in
Krasnoyarsk. But Radgina [sp?] continues his work, as a
journalist, as a photographer, as very active environmentalist.
Thank you.

Radgina [sp?]: We used to have three reactors at our site, in
1992, two of the reactors were closed, the 3 one continues to
operate and produce weapons plutonium. I only know of
three reactors in the world that are creating weapons-grade
plutonium now, and all three are in Russia. Two in Tomsk and
one in Krasnoyarsk. In 30 years of operations of the reactors
in Krasnoyarsk there’s been contamination of the Yenisey
River of the North Sea to the Arctic Sea. The ministry of
Atomic Energy wants to build the largest factory in the world
for reprocessing for irradiated nuclear fuel. Radioactive wastes

are also injected underground in Krasnoyarsk. If we account
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for all of the radioactivity of the waste in Krasnoyarsk region, with
all of the facilities there, it would amount to 70 Chernobyls. And
Minatom still wants to build another storage facility for irradiate
nuclear fuel, and if these crazy ideas of Minatom are brought into
force then we will have something like 200 Chernobyls. So in our
little visit here in America we have found out that the Americans
also want to help bring theses waste to Krasnoyarsk, to develop
plans, for examples for Japan nuclear waste to come to Krasnoyarsk,
Taiwan and South Korea, as well. But I think this could never
happen because our people are very proud and optimistic and our
organization has been around for 10 years and we know how to
fight against Minatom. For example, Minatom put a huge tunnel
under the Yenisey River for carrying radioactive waste under the | 9
river, from one side of river to the other, and thanks to the protests
by the citizens, we stopped this in 1990. So millions of dollars were
thrown to the winds, and this tunnel is just lying there, it doesn’t
really serve anything. We made some new friends here in America
this visit and I hope that we altogether can become even stronger
our actions against the crazy plans of the U.S. Department of Energy
and the Ministry of Atomic Energy in Russia. The bureaucrats in
both American and in Russia think only about today and they
don’t care at all about the future, and where they’re going to live
and how it’s going to be. We have one earth and we have to take
care of it. Thanks for your attention.

Speaker[?]: I’'m all the more shocked at what governments lay
upon us and upon our grandchildren. Can anyone of us imagine
what 240,000 year is? Out written history is what 3,000-4,000 maybe
5,000. It’s just a little fraction, but plutonium, as we’ve heard, has
a half-life of 24,000 year and radioactivity continues for 10 times

DCROO5A

DCRO005A-9 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.

Issues regarding activities occurring in Russia are beyond the scope of this
SPDEIS.
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the half-life. So this plutonium is going to be toxic for all living
organisms, including humans, for 240,000 years. It’s just
unimaginable, its just in effect forever. When the Department of
Energy for example was planning to bury underground radioactive
wastes in New Mexico, all they could think of the longest term the
could think of was 10,000 years. It was going to be dangerous for
at least 10,000 years. So they let out a contract, invited people to
provide warning signs for the nuclear waste depository. They
said the assumption you have to make is that it would still be there
in 10,000 years, that the English language will no longer be used or
known by people living in that area, so your sign has to convey
the danger without using the English language. We’re just dealing
with scales here that humanity has never dealt with before. The
earth has dealt with it, but the human part of the earth has not. So
this really stretches our imagination. But it also needs to inspire
our will. It’s been very dangerous in Russia, in earlier times, to not
only distrust the government, but to speak skeptically about
government policies. These people have been brave enough to
do that before the dissolution of the Soviet Union before the end
of dictatorial power. I must say I feel I’'m not doing nearly as much
as we have freedom to do, to stop this kind of nuclear tractor,
steam roller, that we’re confronted with. So, you may have some
questions or comments and we’d love to hear them and love to
turn this now into a dialogue and you can decide who of the
Russians would be most appropriate to address comments or maybe
Kitty or PSR.
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Speaker[?]: I'm here in American for 8 years, I lived in Ukraine, it’s
not far away from Chernobyl. So that’s one reason also to be here
in American because you want to go away and have no radiation,
you know, [?] a big family and I believe that people who are doing
that are doing a good job. That’s what everybody has to do,
because stuff like this kills people and in my opinion we have to
help each other, not to kill, but to help to survive. I’m very glad to
see people from my country come here and talk about problems
like this and you know I’m proud of that, so they spend their time
and money to do stuff like this and [ hope that we can do something
here in America to help here and there to stop it. I don’t” know
what else to say.....

Speaker[?]: Of organizations that will stop MOX, stop plutonium
fuels in this country, stop plutonium fuel in Russia and so I’m so
pleased with the number of people here tonight but I'm a little
shame faced that we didn’t come away with enough hand-outs for
you so if you have signed up on the sign-up sheet that went
around, we will send you a follow-up packet. There is also some
discussion about a declaration that individuals and member groups
can get involved in. Certainly those of us who are in the Southeast
can work together to break up the Duke Consortium because if we
were able to break up, Duke, Virginia Power, Cogema and the other
members of the consortium then we would strike a real blow to the
plutonium fuels program and help not only ourselves in this
country, but the communities in Russia as well. So we see this as
the beginning of an international campaign and we want every
person here to join in that, and we will continue to strategize
together on how we can cooperate. Our website is going to be in
the materials that you’ll be getting in the mail and we will work out
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details before the delegation goes back home to share with you
and get input from you in ways to solve this problem together.
Watch in the news for the announcement of the design contract
for the plutonium fuels program. Duke and the consortium are the
only game in town, the only applicant for this, and so that means
that we have responsibility here in the southeast and an
opportunity to strike a hard blow. And Mary would you like to
mention international next MOX day?

Mary: Yes and I'm also going to put the Capital switch board
number up, because I earnestly believe that even if there are no
votes on this in Congress, which there aren’t right now, your
delegation needs to hear from you. I have seen three phone calls
change a Senator’s mind. And handwritten letters are like gold.
That is how to reach your congressional delegations 202-225-
3121, and they won’t let you stay on the phone very long and
you always feel nervous when you call the 1¥ time that you’re
going to have a lot to say. Believe me these are very busy people
and they don’t want you to talk long. So all you have to do is call
up and tell them why you’re calling that’s really about all it takes.

Q: What would you suggest we say? [answer cut off]

Q: How is plutonium being manufactured now and how can we
stop the manufacturing of plutonium?

[TAPE CUTS OFF AND COMES BACK]
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We’re going to have by the middle of next week if not early in the
week addition action item, on our web page www.bredl.org Blue
Ridge Environmental Defense League.

May I make a suggestion, for your website, if you could publicize
Duke’s annual shareholder meeting date.

Okay, April the 15%, in Charlotte and we do have stockholders who
are bringing a resolution on the elimination of the MOX or
plutonium fuels program and we have plans to share information
with the public in general, outside the stockholders meeting in
Charlotte, so this is an event that is coming up soon in Charlotte
and we need people to come. A small number of people will be
inside and will focus on the economic impacts of insurance city
and banking city, like Charlotte and also the economic impacts
involving the questions of liability because those are absolutely
totally unanswered.

And I just want to stick in one little thing.....

TAPE ENDS.
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Attachment2:  Transcript of Blue Ridge Environmental Defense
League Videotape of February 22, 1999 Meeting

My name is Jess Reilly and a number of years ago I was active in
opposition to the licensing of the McGuire Plant and later to the
Catawba Plant, and when I first heard about the proposals to convert
plutonium (military plutonium) to peaceful uses it sounded pretty
good. I had no basis for saying whether the plutonium cycle would
be worse than the enriched uranium cycle, knowing that plutonium
forms in it, too. SECC has been very helpful to me with respect to
pointing out that there is almost certainly a significant level
(significantly different level) of risk in the two processes. First, we
heard about the fuel pins burning hotter. Some years ago about
10% of fuel pins were leakers. These leakers provide the radioactive
materials that are picked up by ion exchange resins and filters. This
is what primarily constitutes low-level radioactive waste. You may
read about medical waste in papers and so forth and so on, now
that’s a lot of nonsense. About 95% of the radioactivity is in these
ion exchange resins. That amount will apparently go up with the
fuel pins running at a higher temperature. With respect to the
embriitlement problem, as I'm sure you know the NRC calls for
what they call coupons inside the reactor vessel and these coupons
are small pieces of the same sort of metal as the reactor itself is
made of and they are tested each time there is a refueling to see how
much embrittlement has occurred. And so I sort of wonder is the
increased embrittlement rate due to using MOX sufficiently great
so that significantly greater than normal embrittlement takes place
at a given period of operating time?

DCR005B

DCR005B-1

The percentage of fuel elements that would be expected to leak is much lower
than expressed in the comment. FRAGEMA's (a subsidiary of COGEMA
and FRAMATOME) experience with fabricating MOX fuel indicates a leakage
rate of less than one-tenth of 1 percent. FRAGEMA alone has provided
1,253 MOX fuel assemblies, with more than 300,000 fuel rods for commercial
reactor use. There have been no failures and leaks have occurred in only
3 assemblies (a total of 4 rods). Allleaks occurred as a result of debris in the
reactor coolant system and occurred in 1997 or earlier. French requirements
for debris removal were changed in 1997 to alleviate these concerns. Since
that time, there have been no leaks in MOX fuel rods.

Facility Accidents

DCR005B-2

Differences between MOX fuel and uranium fuel are well characterized and
can be accommodated through fuel and core design. Before any MOX fuel
is used in the United States, NRC would have to perform a comprehensive
safety review that would include information prepared by the reactor plant
operators as part of their license amendment applications.

Facility Accidents

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

Well, if, I've see certain controls on the embrittlement but if the
situation significantly changes and embrittlement occurs much
more rapidly during the operating cycle than it had in the past then
[ see the chances of reactor vessel failure going up. But over long
term it seems to me that it’s not in the utilities interest to use the
MOX fuel because it means that the reactor life will be short. At
least this seems like a sort of stupid thing to do. Not that the
industry hasn’t done a few stupid things aiready. So I don’t want
to stretch time too far here but I did want to say that I think it is
worth expressing concern about going over to this particular change
cycle. I’d hate to see what the economics look like. Are the utilities
going to have to pay for the reactor fuel or are they going to be paid
to use it, or are profits going to go up even higher than they are or

(Unidentified speaker) Paid to use it.

What have we got here? Well, I mean if you’re not particularly
happy about the prices of electricity and you tell the industry and
you can tell the industry is making a pile this may provide a little
additional motivation. But anyway when we consider the whole
picture including the possibility of an accident, seeing transported

I’d be just as happy to see the cycle not happen and instead to see
the glassification process go ahead.

DCR005B

fuel assemblies falling into water and perhaps reaching criticality | 4

DCRO0SB-3 MOXRFP

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. The MOX facility would
produce nuclear fizel that would displace LEU fuel that utilities would otherwise
have 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.

DCR005B—4 Transportation

Analyses in this SPD EIS have demonstrated that no LCFs from radiological
exposures would be expected from transportation associated with
implementation of any of the proposed alternatives. As described in
Appendix L, MOX fuel assemblies would be shipped in DOE’s specially
designed SST/SGT system, inside Type B containers. Type B containers
must be shown to withstand significant forces and temperatures without
being breached. Additionally, SST/SGTs have been shown to have a
significantly lower frequency of accidents than commercial trucks. In the
extremely unlikely event that an accident severe enough to cause breeches in
both the SST/SGT and the shipping cask, the MOX fuel rods still cannot
become critical. NRC regulations 10 CFR 71 require that the maximum amount
of material transported in a single shipment cannot become critical in the
optimum (most reactive) configuration. This analysis would include
configurations in which MOX fuel would be submerged in water.
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My name is Bill Gay. My address is 7301 Leesburg Road, Charlotte
and I’m also Professor of Philosophy and Chair the Department of
Philosophy at UNC Charlotte. Since the early 1980°s I’ve been
researching, publishing, teaching and speaking on nuclear issues.
Particularly about nuclear weapons. So it might be surprising that
I’m concerned about what our local utility company is doing with
nuclear reactors. But I really don’t think it’s all that surprising that
some of what’s been said tonight should make clear. I’ve long
believed that we need to think globally and act locally and several
times I’ve tried to speak out about what first Duke Power and now
Duke Energy has been doing in compromising traditional separation
between military uses of nuclear materials and commercial uses of
nuclear materials. On September 5, 1998, an article appeared in the
Observer about the plans of Duke Energy to use this mixed oxide
fuel. Isent aletter to the Observer that was published on September
9t and so far I’ve only received one response, it was on September
30", A staff member of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, who
had the luxury of not one column inch as he did in the paper, buta
seven page article in which he tried to set me straight. Ialso teach
logic and know that everything in his article was true. It wouldn’t
imply that what I said in my letter was false. I think that the concern
is still genuine and I’m going to pass over repeating many of the
things that were said about particularly proliferation and my
concerns with what’s happening in Russia today and to raise a
slightly different question. Why is Duke Energy so silent about
this potential move? What we’ve seen tonight makes very clear
that we are concerned. It’s not a matter that we’re not concerned.
It’s also clear that we’re smart enough. It’s not the case that we’re
not smart enough to talk about these issues. If we’re smartenough | 6
and if we’re concerned enough why is there the silence? And, I

think there was one hint of this in some of the comments about

DCRO0SB

DCRO005B-5 Nonproliferation

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat
of nuclear weapons 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. This activity permanently
removes nuclear materials from the military arena, and does not compromise
the traditional separation between military and commercial uses of
nuclear materials.

DCRO005B-6 MOXRFP

DOE is working with Duke and DCS on a public education program about the
MOX program to better inform the public about the proposed activities.
However, issues on Duke Power holding a public forum to discuss their
thoughts are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. It should be noted that Duke
personnel participated and answered questions at the June 15, 1999, public
hearing in Washington, D.C. on the Supplement to the SPD Drafi EIS. They
also participated in a meeting held by South Carolina State Senator Phil
Leventis. DOE, DCS, and Duke Power personnel attended and participated
in this meeting held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina.

The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as well
as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan (i.¢., Congressional
representatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public interest
groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilities,
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate the
proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia)
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD. Further,
interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit additional
comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process.
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deregulation. If you look at some of the contracts over the last
several years of DESI (Duke Engineering Services, Inc.), a
subsidiary of Duke Energy, we see evenmore of this kind of activity
going on. An it would seem to me if we have a responsible public
utility that the least they owe to us as the public is to have some 6
open forums in which we can express our concerns and our
intelligence, and, if they don’t do that then the only conclusion
that I can reach is that they’re really guilty of hypocrisy. Thank
you.

My name is Shelley Blume and I live at 604 East Tremont Avenue in
Charlotte. I want to follow up on that point. We lived through the
Catawba and McGuire periods, Jess and 1, and one thing that was
real clear is that Duke Engineering is good, they run real efficient
plants and they epitomize the quality of hubris. They think they
can do it perfectly. Well, they don’t take into account the guy who
does it well alright. They don’ttake anything into account, anything
like the floor buckling on the ice plants. They deliberately went to
ice plants so they could save money on the containment, the total
containment around the plants. The deliberate procedure followed
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in licensing Catawba and
McGuire that Jess and I were for, forced, Duke people have admitted
to me just in passing at a lawyer’s conference or whatever, hasled | 7
to safer plants. We pointed out flaws, they corrected flaws. The
deliberate process also led to the fact that they make movies at the
Cherokee Nuclear Site, under sea movies instead of generating
nuclear power there and there are about, I think, six reactors that
were never built because they weren’t needed as we pointed out
because of the deliberative nature of the process and I think that’s

DCRO005B

DCRO005B-7 Facility Accidents

Before any MOX fuel was used in U.S. reactors, NRC would perform a
comprehensive and public safety review and issue a revision to the reactor
operating licenses. Duke Power (and Virginia Power) would submit individual
reactor license amendment requests to NRC for each of their reactors in
which the MOX fuel would be irradiated. The public would have an
opportunity to review the license amendment requests and comment on
issues of concern. The NRC process of which the commentor speaks would
not be circumvented in any way. Allissues considered by NRC to be important
to safety and the environment would be evaluated during the license
amendment process, and resolved prior to issuance of the amendment.
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what we need is a thorough and slow going look at this before we
trip over our own feet or shoot ourselves in the foot, or just whichever
comes first.

I’mDr. Lou Patrie (sp?) from the Physicians for Social Responsibility
in western North Carolina and my address is 99 Eastnore Drive, |-
Asheville, NC 28805. My wife says that we need a ice cooler for the
plant here and if not she’s going to buckle. But, I’ve heard about
MOX now for quite some time and I really don’t understand the
advantages of it, why it’s justified other than to put money in
somebody’s pockets. I’'m concerned about the production of it in
the plants, where it’s going to be produced, the duplication it seems
is something that could be managed much more effectively through
glassification. I’m concemned about the transportation of it, to it’s
plants where it’s going to be used. I’m even mor¢ concerned about
what happens when it gets to the plants. The problem....(tape went
black) ....I don’t understand the hypocrisy of our foreign policy
that encourages the use of it worldwide when it’s just going to
increase proliferation or at least the opportunity for proliferation of
nuclear weapons. It just seems as if it’s a series of disasters about
to happen.

My name is Breta Clark, I live in Ashville, NC, and my address is
Rural Route 1, Box 738, Candor, 28715. 1 just want to thank the
people who have organized this conference, for having it. We don’t
have enough chances to really share information, to get out our
own thoughts about things and as everybody knows people have
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DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of alternatives that consider
only immobilization. DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid
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.

Alternatives

DCRO05B-9

The plutonium and the fresh fuel would be transported in DOE’s SST/SGT
system that also provides the highest levels of security for the material.
Section 2.4.4 and Appendix L discuss the transportation requirements for
the materials that would be used in the proposed activities. 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.

Transportation

The goal of surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat of
nuclear weapons worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium
in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely manner. Converting
the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial
reactors is an effective way to accomplish this. DOE is not proposing to
reprocess spent nuclear fuel. DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns
regarding nonproliferation. The Joint Statement of Principles signed by
Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin in September 1998 provide general guidance
for achieving the objectives of a future bilateral agreement to disposition
surplus plutonium in the United States and Russia. Sensitive negotiations
between the two countries have indicated that the Russian government
accepts the technology of immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-
bearing materials, but that the MOX approach would be considered for higher-
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been working on this MOX issue, not the people who have been
moving to stop it, but the people to move ahead and I’ve been
trying to keep a really low profile. Youcan understand why, but
it’s important that we just don’t let that happen. So I want to say
thank you to everybody and I just wanted to add my own voice.
Thanks.

My name is Kitty Boniski (sp?) And ’'m also from Ashville, NC. I
live out in the woods in Arden, NC, my address is 1655 Beauvard
Road, Arden, NC28704. I'mhere because I’'m a very selfish person.
I have 3 wonderful grandchildrenand I think about their lives alot.
And, I think about the future ’d like to see for them, and I think
that this is a really major moral question we’re dealing with here.
Nobody’s really touched on that. ' think that we have, in the
world today, a lot of people who are pulling forward certain policies
that are not in the best interest of the whole planet and I think that
those of us who really have opened our eyes and seen this beast
which is the nuclear creature. I think we have a real moral
responsibility to stand up and to speak out for the sake of the
children and for the sake of future generations. What this does to
the gene pool is not discussed a whole lot. I mean we know that
the children in Iraq, for instance, are suffering because of the
depleted uranium left behind from the Gulf War. Our own soldiers
over there have come back with illnesses that the government
likes to pretend are the results of many other things, but that
depleted uranium is certainly a part of the equation, I don’t think
there’s anyway to get away from that. 1lie awake atnightalotand
listen to the BBC on the radio and I heard this thing about the
children of Iraq just a couple of weeks ago where a British journalist
had gone into a hospital over there and was talking about the
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purity feed materials. DOE will continue to discourage Russia from

reprocessing its spent nuclear fuel and starting a plutonium cycle but this
issue is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.

DCR005B-10 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
Comment noted.
DCRO005B-11 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the use of weapons-
grade plutonium in MOX fuel and irradiating it in commercial reactors. DOE
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing both
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States inportant
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 2 manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Impacts to the U.S. and allied troops, and the people of Iraq in the Gulf War,
as well as the children as a result of Chernoby! are beyond the scope of this
SPD EIS. However, Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific
analyses and discuss the potential environmental impacts of using a partial
MOX core during routine operations and reactor accidents.
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number of children that are being born with very, very gross birth
defects and they believe that it’s a radiation caused problem. So I
think that....

(Unidentified speaker) Don’t forget the children of Chernobyl either.

(Kitty) Don’t forget the children of Chemnobyl exactly. I had planned
tonight to stand up here and read a proclamation by our mayorin |
Asheville, NC, she had the courage as a mayor to come out with a
proclamation against the use of MOX fuel and I would like to
recommend to all of you the idea of going back to your own
communities and talking to your mayors and seeing if you can get
them to do this. I mean we have to be political and we have to be
moral and if we have to go to our churches or our temples and talk
to the religious community about this, this is something we all
have a responsibility to do and that’s it.

I’'m Wells Zimmerman and I'm a Staff Scientist in the North
Carolina’s Citizens’ Research Group, 811 Yancey’s Street, Durham,
NC 27701. I want to throw out what I was starting to say and I was
thinking instead, listening to Kitty, about the image that Kurt
Vonneaght after he saw the fire bombing of Dresden in World War
II. He wrote a science fiction book where he imagined time running
backwards so that the bombs would rise up and the destruction
would go away and the bombs would go back in the planes and
then be very carefully taken out and then they’d be put on boats
and taken back to where they were manufactured and then taken
apart very carefully and people would take the components and
bury them deep in the earth, he said, where they would never hurt

DCRO005B
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anybody again. Now plutonium is so dangerous, so horrendously
dangerous, so radio toxic, poisonous, so able to cause and
exacerbate accidents that it may be a little optimistic to think we
could do that with the stuff. But it struck me that in this whole
question of MOX nobody seems to be really asking, is this
necessary? We don’t need to do this to take the plutonium out of
the ability to be a weapon. They’ve already got a glassification
plant down at Savannah River that we’ve already built at taxpayer
expense. Dr. Makhijani has described how this technology for
immobilizing this plutonium in a form that they can’tuse for weapons
is very advanced and somebody said there’s no problem that you
can’t make worse and it strikes me that the nuclear industry as
we’ve heard, a blank check of taxpayer expense and nobody knows
how much it might cost and you can anticipate that they will use
the argument that they are now National Security Facilities and
we’ve got to pay up yet again to do this, this unnecessary thing.
But, also it’s like the nuclear industry seems to be sometimes just
perfectly self-sabotaged. 1 mean think about it, if you’ve got a
very bad reputation so what do they do, they adopt probably one
of the few things that has a worse reputation than nuclear weapons
plutonium and then they propose to use it in a way that - it’s not
that it just compounds their ordinary action at risks, but from
everything I’ve heard tonight, and we’ve certainly heard from some
very competent, and very good speakers, and everything else I've
every learned about this stuff, the worst compounding comes with
the potential for the worst accidents. If the fuel’s running hotter it
makes it easier for the reactor run away, it makes it easier for
overpressure, it makes it easier for you to blow the lid off the
reactor vessel, generate hydrogen, to do all these things that lead
to very severe accidents. I mean when people talk about Chernobyl,
you know the U.S. nuclear industry always says it can’t happen
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DCR005B-12 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. Use
of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is proposed in order 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.
While it is possible to extract plutonium from this spent nuclear fuel, the
process is extremely dangerous, time consuming, and costly because the
plutonium is an integral part of massive spent fuel assemblies that emit large
doses of radiation.

The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would displace LEU fuel
that utilities would otherwise have 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.

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 assumes, for the
purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain, Nevada, would be the final
disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and MOX spent fuel. As directed
by the U.S. Congress through the NWPA, as amended, Yucca Mountain is
the only candidate site currently being characterized as a potential geologic
repository for HLW and spent fuel. DOE has prepared a separate EIS, Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository  for the Disposal
of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes
the environmental impacts from construction, operationand monitoring, related
transportation, and eventual closure of a potential geologic repository. The
immobilized plutonium and MOX spent fuel are included in the inventory
analyzed in that draft EIS.
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here, well let me tell you it can, and the next thing they do, of
course, is pick some of the worst designed plants. I mean they
could try to use this in a GE Mark 1 boiling water reactor, I guess
that would be a little worse than these ice condenser plants.

(Unidentified speaker) They considered it. They wanted 3 of
each.

Zimmerman: What did I tell you. But you know we’re laughing at
it because it’s so crazy, but it’s extremely serious. They’re talking
about spending more of our money in a time, when we don’t have
money to waste. When they’re cutting back all kinds of helpful
government programs because they say we can’t afford them and
where they’re spending a lot of money on the, you know, the
districts of certain powerful members of Congress and all this sort
of thing, and I’m kind of wondering because I don’t think our
members of Congress around here are that powerful. So, I'm
wondering if we’re kind of getting stuck like Nevada, you know,
with the waste because we’re not powerful enough to resist it,
they think although that may be a mistake but I guess what I'd like
to close up with is, you know, one of the great truths of wastes of
all kinds is that what goes around comes around, and looking at
the locations where they’re proposing to use this stuff it struck
me that this is one of the first times the Feds have actually proposed
something that greatly enhances the chance that a really bad
accident could result that would impact Washington, D.C. itself,
particularly if it happens at North Anna and I think that they really
need to go back to the zero base, which is do we really need to do
this, and to do it in a much less complicated way I think Dr.
Makhijani was particularly eloquent on that point. It’s much more
complicated to take the stuff out, try to purify it, try to make it into
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DCR005B-13 Facility Accidents

While it is understood that there are differences from the use of MOX fuel
versus LEU fuel, these differences are not expected to decrease the safety of
the reactors. All of the factors discussed by the commentor were evaluated
by the proposed reactor licensees to ensure that the reactors, including
those with ice condensers, can continue to operate safely using MOX fuel.
These issues will continue to be evaluated. Before any MOX fuel is used in
the United States, NRC would have to perform a comprehensive safety review
that would include information prepared by the reactor plant operators as
part of their license amendment applications.

In April 1999, the NRC staff provided the NRC commissioners with an initial
assessment of potential impacts from using MOX fuel in commercial light
water reactors. Under the section titled “Source Terms,” the staff noted,
“... itappears likely that the probability of severe accidents will not change
and that consequence analyses, rather than full probabilistic risk assessments,
may be sufficient to assess the changes due to the different inventory of
radionuclides” (memorandum dated April 14, 1999, from William D. Travers,
Executive Director for Operations, to the Commissioners, Subject: Mixed-
Oxide Fuel Use in Commercial Light Water Reactors [known as the NRC
White Paper on MOX Fuel]).

NRC has not considered it necessary to restrict operation of any of the other
reactors in the United States that use ice condenser containments. All of the
factors discussed by the commentor were evaluated by the proposed reactor
licensees to ensure that the reactors, including those with ice condensers,
can continue to operate safely using MOX fuel and will continue to be
evaluated. Before any MOX fuel is used in the United States, NRC would
have to performa comprehensive safety review that would include information
prepared by the reactor plant operators as part of their license
amendment applications.

This SPD EIS analyzed several reactor accidents, including both design basis
and beyond-design-basis accidents. For MOX fuel, as compared to LEU
fuel, there is an increase in risk, about 3 percent, for the large-break
loss-of-coolant accident (the bounding design basis accident). The largest
increase inrisk for beyond-design-basis accidents is approximately 14 percent
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fuel, then even though it uses up some plutonium, it makes a lot
more and you may not have much less left at the end plus it’s still
in fuel form which is easier to make nuclear weapons out of. I mean
I just have difficulty imaging a crazier idea. I hope the govermnment
will quit wasting our money on it.

My name is Katherine Mitchell and I live at 5101 Markay Street in
Matthews, North Carolina, and I just want to say as a citizen, [ am
appalled, I’'m stunned and I’'m very angry at the fact that this has
happened in such a way. The silence is unacceptable. The fact
that we could get to this point and have so little information, andI
think that Duke Energy should be ashamed of itself for trying to
shove this down our throats with so little dialogue by the very
people that are going to be impacted the most by this and I would
also like to ask a question. I think that beyond this particular issue,
the MOX question, I really believe that we also need to look at the
industry as a whole, and the secrecy with which they’ve operated
all these years, I think we need to ask why the regulatory body that
is supposed to be overseeing this industry functions more as a
partner and a mouthpiece of the industry as opposed to a regulatory
body. How can we trust this? And, if we can’t trust it, and our
lives, and at the very least our pocketbooks are affected by it, but
certainly the lives, not only lives, but the generations to come, are
so profoundly affected by these decisions. We should be standing
up and screaming about this situation and we should as citizens
demand that changes are made and I think it was a grave mistake to
think that they could slide this thru in this area without public
debate and I think it might have just angered enough people that
they’re going to see a ground swell of resistance to the idea and I
think that we should make sure that happens and I also think that
as citizens we probably need to pay close attention to the press, to
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for an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident at North Anna. In the
unlikely event this beyond-design-basis accident were to occur, the expected
number of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390 with a partial MOX core
and prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60. Both of these accidents
have an extremely low probability of occurrence. AtNorth Anna, the likelihcod
of a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 48 thousand
per year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident
occurring is 1 chance in4.2 million per year.

DCRO005B-14 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the lack of
communication and information available to people who would be most
directly impacted by the MOX approach. Efforts were made to contact
persons living near the selected reactor sites and inform them of the proposed
use of MOX fuel. The Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS was mailed to those
stakeholders who requested it as well as to those specified in the DOE
Communications Plan (i.e., Congressional representatives, State and local
officials and agencies, and public interest groups around the United States)
and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilities, Duke Power Company and Virginia
Power Company, would operate the proposed reactors (located in North
Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia) should the MOX approach be pursued
per the SPD EIS ROD. For those interested parties who could not attend the
meeting on the Supplement, DOE provided various other means for the
public to express their concerns and provide comments: mail, a toll-free
telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Further, interested parties
would likely have the opportunity to submit additional comments during the
NRC reactor license amendment process.

Comments on the role of NRC and the nuclear industry are beyond the scope
of this SPD EIS.
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the media, and demand that they recognize these questions and to
ask why these situations are not being addressed in the media and
try to hold the press accountable as well.

My name is David Swain, I live at 21 Oxford Road, Lake Junaluska,
NC. For 40 years I was privileged tobe a missionary in Japan. 1
was rather good in the language and I was asked by the major
publishing house to work with the cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki
to bring out the first and most comprehensive accounting of the
whole body radiation from the bombings of those two cities. I
mention that only to say I underwent my second conversion
through that process. I have made personal trips to Hanford, to
Savannah River Project, I missed Pantex, but I’ll be there. I wantto
thank all these gentleman and ladies who came and helped remind
us of what is the answer to your question. When the bombs were
first dropped, Lewis Mumford wrote in the Saturday Review, these
lines, “We in America live among mad men, the generals, the
senators, the scientists, the Secretary of State, even the President.
Without a public mandate of any kind, these mad men have taken
it upon themselves to lead us by graded stages to that final act of
madness......skip a few lines, .....to blow the human race off the
face of the earth. We’ve heard about scientific controls, technical
controls, administrative controls, and the key one that remains is
the public, the social controls. Not only the information but of
these processes themselves”. He also wrote “we are mad, too.
Our failure to act is the measure of our madness. We know that the
mad man is still making these machines” and now the waste that
spews out from all their entrails, he didn’t add that line, “and we
do not even ask the reason. Still less do we ask them to bring their
work toa halt.” Now, that was 1946. 1999 is too late to be repeating
these words. Without a public mandate of any kind, it is not
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The SPD Final EIS was not published until the public had an opportunity to
comment on the SPD Draft EIS and the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS.
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 at various
locations around the country, not just near the potentially involved DOE
sites, to engender a high level of public dialogue on the program. Inaddition,
DOE provided various other means for the public to express their concerns
and provide comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the
MD Web site. 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 is DOE policy to
encourage public input into these matters of national and
international importance.

General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
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enough for any President or any agencies under his administration
just to decide to do these things, to withhold information about
them, and we’re mad if we let it continue. I’m not content to live in
any age of madness. 1 want sanity, decency, honesty, openness,
and some degree of democratic control about these insane
practices.

My name is Dr. Pam Wesfilan-Sholler (sp?) and I’'m a medical
oncologist at Arlen county, Forrestville, and Statesville, NC. 708
Parkers Road, Statesville, NC 28677. I feel the only way to impact
cancer deaths, cancer incidents and cancer suffering will be in
prevention. Treatment is very difficult and very expensive. The
use of plutonium will increase the risk thru transportation, thru
processing as we’ve heard tonight, not to speak of accidents in
the nuclear power plants, such as 3 Mile Island and Chemobyl
which can happen here. I believe that if the citizens knew it, that
they would up in arms. This has not had adequate publicity. I
believe the use of MOX is unnecessary, provides unnecessary
expense, unnecessary risks, and this is unnecessary.

My name is Linda Pentz, I'm from the Safe Energy Communication
Council. This is just a suggestion, you mentioned the media, my
job at SECC is to disseminate this message thru the media on a
daily basis. I'would encourage you all, we’ve spent the day going
to the paper at Spartanburg, paper in Rock Hill, the Charlotte Post
and the Charlotte Observer. They may or may not write editorials.
We hope they do, endorsing our position. For all we know they
may write editorials contradicting our position. I would urge you
all if you possibly can to send in what's called opinion editorials,
op eds stating your position. If you don’t feel up to that, send a
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DCRO05B-16 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. The
goal of surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat of
nuclear weapons 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. Before any MOX fuel isused
in the United States, NRC would have to perform a comprehensive safety
review that would include information prepared by the reactor plant operators
as part of their license amendment applications pursuant to 10 CFR 50. As
discussed in response DCRO05B-4, analyses in this SPD EIS have
demonstrated that no LCFs from radiological exposures would be expected
from transportation associated with implementation of any of the
proposed alternatives.

As discussed in response DCR005B—-13, although there is an increase in
both risk and consequences from facility accidents, they have an extremely
low probability of occurrence.

It is DOE policy to encourage public input into these matters of national and
international importance. Efforts were made to contact persons living near
the selected reactor sites and inform them of the proposed use of MOX fuel.
The Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS was mailed to those stakeholders who
requested it as well as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan
(i.e., Congressional representatives, State and local officials and agencies,
and public interest groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact
lists. The utilities, Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would
operate the proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Virginia) should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD.
Additionally, various means of communication—mail, a toll-free telephone
and fax line, and a Web site (http://www.doc-md.com)———have been provided
to facilitate the public debate. Further, interested parties would likely have
the opportunity to submit additional comments during the NRC reactor license
amendment process.
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letter to the editor, but the most important thing is that once this
dialogue is initiated, once this subject is aired at all by the media,
once it airs hopefully tonight on channel 6, NBC, even if it airs for
10 seconds, write letters to the editor, write op eds keep the flow of
information going so that people understand, that newspapers
understand that there is this ground swell of opinion, that you do
feel strongly. That there are public forces that need to be heard
and that’s the best way to utilize this free advertising arm that
exists out there, that should give you space one way or another.
So I just wanted to add that to you.

(Unidentified speaker)

And while we’re in the public service announcement mode, I spent
a little time on Capital Hill and I'l1 tell you the one thing that is read
religiously is the letters to the editors in all the local papers, so
don’t ever think it was a waste of your time.

(Unidentified speaker)

[ was going to add that the letter that was sent asking for these
hearings to the Department of Energy and they declined to hold
them, was also signed by dozens and dozens of groups and
individuals also....(tape cuts off)
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DCRO05B-17 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as well
as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan (i.e., Congressional
representatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public interest
groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilities,
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate the
proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia)
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD. Further,
interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit additional
comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process.
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June 28, 1999

Bert Stevenson

United States Department of Encrgy
Office of Fissilc Materials Disposition
PO Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

fax: 1-800-820-5156

Re: Supplement to the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition EIS
Dear Mr. Stevenson:
[ write to provide additional information on the Supplement to the Draft Surplus Plutonium

Disposition Environmental Impact Stat Please ider these in addition to my
oral and written remarks submitted in Washington, DC on Junc 15, 1999.

The planned usc of mixed oxide {MOX) plutonium fuel is unsafe, uneconomical, and .
unnocessary. International expericnce with plutonium fuel is li ited. The MOX program is
experimental in thal no reactor has ever been operated with fael derived ﬁ-omwupon?gnde
plutonium. Recent reports on Duke Power’s McGuire and Catawba reactors and Virginia
Power's Notth Anna reactors describe human and technical errors which ruise questions as to
safety and reliability. Without modifications of the plants® containment vesscls, inspection

hedules, and mai I dures, the d danger of reactor cmbrittlement may be
hidden by dly normal app Safety gins would be reduced if ial powcr

designed for ium fuc) use pl jum fuel.

“The U.S. Depariment of Encrgy is proposing (o dispase of some fraction of the Notion's excess weapons-grode
plumbymaﬂmmtﬂummomfwmummddndcwwplm There is, however,
wtmmungﬂawyapwmwﬂwcmdmxﬁudnus Fven the expericnce in other
cowmrtes i not extensive.”

20 rom Mvisoy Commirme o& Seacoe Saeguards 1 Hacesr Bepetoeary Comascsun Chairman, Moy I7. 1999

Therefore, we will phcelhexucmrsopa:ledbybukzPowctdeixginilPowermdcra
magnifying glass in order to d i prehensi ‘,thctisklopub!ichcd!hintbe
communities which neighbor these reactors and along potential transport routes. We will slso
gauge fi ial impacts on wtility ratcp ers and to taxpayers in United States. The Department
of Fnergy selection process, Duke, Cogema, Stone & Webster (DCS) and its subcontractors
must also be subject to full public scrutiny. Moreover. the impacts on the people and
institutions of Russia will be fully considercd, as well as the nuclear security of the entire pland
We will inuve to develop our with Russian citixens® organizations in order to gain

better understanding of their views. As we gather new i fi ion, we will inue to inform
you of our findings.

FR005-1 MOX Approach

The major difference between weapons-grade plutonium and reactor-grade
plutonium (i.e., plutonium recovered from spent nuclear fuel) is the level of
plutonium 239. Reactor fuel in Europe is fabricated to similar enrichment
levels (about 5 percent plutonium 239) to the levels being proposed for the
U.S. reactors that would be used to irradiate MOX fuel. There isno NRC limit
concerning the amount of plutonium 239 in the reactor core at this time. The
use of enriched boron, the intended two-cycle MOX fuel use, the use of six
similar Westinghouse-designed reactors, and a single fuel assembly design
provide one method for safely achieving plutonium disposition. Ifany specific
safety limits or restrictions are required, they would be identified during the
process of applying for and receiving NRC approval for operations with
MOX fuel.

FR005-2 MOXRFP

While it is understood that there are differences from the use of MOX fuel
versus LEU fuel, these differences are not expected to result in substantial
changes in the frequency of severe accidents in MOX-fueled reactors. Because
differences between MOX fuel and uranium fuel are well characterized, they
can be accommodated through fuel and core design. For example, MOX fuel
assemblies can be placed away from reactor vessel walls to decrease the
possibility of premature embrittlement. Before any MOX fuel is used in the
United States, NRC would have to perform a comprehensive safety review
that would include information prepared by the reactor plant operators as
part of their license amendment applications. NRC would also consider the
plants’ ability to use MOX fuel safely taking into accounthuman factors and
the material condition of the proposed reactors.

TUaWaIDIS 1o0dUI] [DINAINOAIAYS [DUL] UONISOdSIQ twnuom|d snjding




€81y

BLUE RipGE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE LEAGUE
Louis ZELLER
PAGE 2 OF 6

June 28, 1999 .
Bert Stevenson, US DOE, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

page 2
Plutonium Fuc} Hazards
Atom spliuihg in & reactor releases neutrons which split other atoms. “This chain reaction is what

drives the reactor. The chain reaction must be precisely Aled in order to produce power
safely. Compared to from ium atoms, plutoni 1 more at a higher

speed and energy during the fission process.

“Technical issues that arise In the analysis of risk ai plamis using MOX focus an the
vulnerability af fuel to neutronically induced core disruption and the different inventory of
radionuclides available for release from the fuel during accidenis. The differences in neutronics
and coupling between neutronics and thermal hydraulics result in different responses of MOX
and conventional fuel fo reactivity transients.”

Lt o Aisecy Comminee o0 Reacer Salguards 1 ecar Bogolatsry Connision haieman, My 11, 1999

Adding plutonium ta the reactor in the form of MOX reduces the ability to control the chain
reaction:
e The ratc of fission in plutonium i with temp and the problem is greater with
MOX fuel made from weapons-grade plutonium. MOX fuel in a reactor attains higher
than jum fuel b of the higher quantity of ransuranic clements

P
) o

P d during ir
e The percentage of delayed cmitted ds o after a plutonium atom splits
is just onc-third that of uranium (Pu239=0.2%, U235~0.65%). This means plutonium

1 ahigher a of its is in & single burst and adds to reactor control
problems.
«  Plutonium cay more than uranium, increasing fission and making control
measures lexs effective.
~Brta from Wsiae e Emergy 20d Emvirormental Meseardh, $DA Febrsary 199
Reactor Exbrittiement Problems

Higher energy ncutrons from plutonium are more likely to strike reactor parts such as the
stainless steel containment vessel. This neutron bombardment degrades the motal parts of the
cesctor and the metal becomes brittle. An embrittled reactor may look unchanged, but it will not
perform as well under extreme conditions. For example, an event causes the water level in the
reactor to drop. Normatly, the heated water is replaced by cold water from outside Lhe reactor.
However, ihis cold water bath may causc the embrittled metal part 10 fail and a minor reactor
failure becomes a major one. Embrittlement of reactor parts is a well-known phenomenon and

has caused p g of power The additional neutron
bombardment caused by MOX fuel’s plutonium will i the tendency of parts 10 wear out
and fail.

FR005-3 Facility Accidents

Differences between MOX fuel and uranium fuel are well characterized and
can be accommodated through fuel and core design. All of the factors
discussed by the commentor were evaluated by the proposed reactor licensees
to ensure that the reactors can continue to operate safely using MOX fuel
and will continue to be evaluated. Initial evaluations indicate that partial
MOX fuel cores have a more negative fuel Doppler coefficient at hot zero
power and hot full power, relative to LEU fuel cores for all times during the full
cycle. These evaluations also indicate that partial MOX cores have a more
negative moderator coefficient at hot zero power and hot full power, relative
to LEU fuel cores for all times during the full cycle. These more negative
temperature coefficients would act to shut the reactor down more rapidly
during a heatup transient.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FR0O05-2.

FR0054 Facility Accidents

As noted in response FR005-3, differences between MOX fuel and uranium
fuel are well characterized. For example, MOX fuel assemblies can be placed
away from reactor vessel walls to decrease the possibility of premature
embrittlement. Additional engineering would be undertaken by DCS to ensure
that MOX fuel can be safely used in the proposed reactors if the decision is
made in the SPD EIS ROD to go forward with the MOX approach.
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Reactor Safety

French test resulte suggest that plutonium fuel is more ble than jum fuel. In 19972
MOX [uel rod violentl d when subjected to test conditions designed to simulatc an

Y

accident. The uranium foel rod in that test did not rupture.

“We ave aware of experimental studies that show there 1o be enhanced release of fission gases to
the fuel-clodding gep during reactor operations with MOX relative to conventional fuels. This
may simply be an effect caused by, fuel temperature. We are ala aware of anecdotal accaunts of
the resulis of VERCOURS tests in France dealing with the release of volatile radionuclides such
as cesium from MOX under severe occident conditlons. Results of these tests revealed that
during the early stages of core degradation, releases of volatile radlonuclides from MOX are
more ive than from conventional fuels ot similar levels of burnup.”

~Lomer rom Adviseey Compities o8 Reacow Solegusrks w Mcens Beglatoy Comadsion Chairman, Moy 11, 119

Safety hazards in nuclear plants arc 2 combination of human and technical errors. Both types of
error are noted in the Jear Regulatory C ission’s most recent Plant Performance Reviews
of the McGuire, Catawba, and North Anna reactors.

‘The Department of Energy’s Environmental Synopsis contains a Nuclcar Regulatory
Commiexion § et

Y t of Li Performance (SALP) for the Catawba,
McGuire, and North Anna nuclear power stations. H . the Nuclear Regulatory
C ission has suspended the SALP program in favor of Plant Performance Reviews (PPR’s).
PPR"s were completed in March 1999 for these resctors and rate all three merely “acceptable.”™
The PPR’s note shor ings in ice cond i and jnspection in McGuire and
Catawd and of service water pipes and auxiliary fecdwatcr pipes (the only

source of warcr for steam generators when the main feedwater system fails), and cxamples of
poor cngineering performance at Notth Anna and Catawba. Iinclude excerpts from the Catawba
PPR:

Catawba NRC Plant Performance Review 3/25/99:

“Unit 1 experienced a forced outage of approximately three weeks in duration due to blocked
flow chamnels in portions of the ice condenser.”

® “Problems in maintenonce progroms and processes included examples of surveillunce
deficlencies for ventilation systems and Ice condensers.”

~The engineering performance decline was the result of deficiencies in auxiliary building
ventilation system testing, an overheating event of the upper surge tank, and degraded
condltions in the Unit 1 ice condenser. Whtle the lssues were wltimately resolved properly,
cach had roots in poor engineering performance.”

Catawha and McGuire utilize ice condensers which absorb energy and allow smaller physical
containment structures to contain sccidental radioactive releases from the reactors. lee
condenscrs must work during a reactor COXTRenCy-as an air bag must work during an auto
sccident. The Donald C. Cook nuclear plant uses similar technology and has boen shut down

FRO0S

€sse quam vibere

FRO05-5 Facility Accidents

It is true that burnups of 40 GWD/t or more result in higher fission gas
production than LEU fuel at the same burnup. However, this does not
automatically result in higher doses from reactors operating with MOX fuel.
MOX fuel assemblies are engineered to accommodate this additional gas.
Appropriate MOX fuel burnup limits would be established in concert with
NRC following a thorough safety review. The referenced failure of the Cabn
fuel in the French experiment was not related to the fact that the failure
involved MOX fuel. These tests were conducted on a contrived set of
conditions to explore regions of performance well outside the operating regime
of commercial reactors. The tests were designed to test enthalpies of high
burnup fuels, both LEU and MOX, under severe transient conditions.
Although other factors would also invalidate the application of the Cabri test
data to the U.S. MOX fuel case, the most important characteristic of the test
fuel—high burnup—would not apply because the MOX fuel is planned for
irradiation for only two cycles, resulting in a maximum burmup of about
45,000 MW-day/MTHM. The acceptability of burnups at this level has been
aptly demonstrated in Belgian and German reactors.

FRO005-6 MOXRFKP

Section 4.28 includes information on the latest Plant Performance Reports for
each reactor. This information was not available at the time the Environmental
Synopsis was prepared. As noted by the commentor, the reactor operations
at each of the plants were assessed by NRC to be “acceptable,” however, it
should be acknowledged that this is the highest grade given by NRC under
its revised performance criteria. (In 1999, NRC began to perform plant
performance reviews instead of the systematic assessments of licensee
performance. At that time, NRC changed its rating system from adjectives of
acceptable, good or superior, to one of acceptable or unacceptable.) Itshould
be noted that D.C. Cook has been shut down due to issues unrelated to its
ice condenser. NRC has not considered it necessary to restrict operation of
any of the other reactors in the United States that use ice
condenser containments.
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since 1997 b of icc d probl No nuclear plant should use MOX until these ice
condenser problems are solved.
~The NRC has a mandate to protect public health and safety. The findings from D € Cook indicate that 6

bath of ies snits may not have protected the public had there been on accident. The NRC does not know

about the adeguacy of the other ice condensers. The. people living around these plants should be

protected by solld designs and,  fimctiontng safety equipment, not By sheer huck.”
mmmdwmw-hmwu M

Public Health | From Radiation Eff
MOX fucl has a greater quantities of pl and other hazard dioactive i such as

Amgricium 241 and Curium 242~actinide elements which would cause additional harmful
radiation exposure to the public during a failure of the reactor containment structure.

=Public attention has been drawn to the higher actinide inventories available for release from MOX than from

contequences, Models of actinide relecie now available 1 the NRC staff indicate very small releases of actinides

from comeentional fuels under severe occident condisions.” (emphasis odded)
-mhmm.mw-wwwoim Ty 1. 11

The release of these more toxic radioactive elements would ¢ause more fatalitics immediately
following the accident, and would cause more cancers in the years following the breach. A
recent study by the Nuclear Control Institute estimates that the risk to the public near McGuirc or
Catawba of contracting a deadly cancer following a severe accident will increase by nearly 40%
when the plants start using plutonium fuel.

A recent study by Dr. Edwin Lyman cstimated the number of cancer deaths that could result from

an accident at a plant using MOX fucl: )

e A resctor using weapons-grade MOX fuel in one-third of its core contains, on average, about
three times morc plutonium 239, five times more americium 241, and four times more
curium 242 than a reactor using only LEU (fow enriched uranium) fuel.

e Compared to an LEU-fueled reactor, a severe accident at a reactor with a onc-third weapons
grade MOX core, involving a core meftdown and containment failure or bypass, could causc
approximately 30% more cancer fatalities, corresponding to hundreds or even h ds of
additional cancer deaths, depending on the type of accident,

o The annual risk of contracting a fatal canccr as a result of a severe accident would incrcase by
nearly 40 percent for an sverage individual living near a nuclear plant if the plant were to
load weapons-grade MOX in onc-third of its core.

~achar Conrsl Mursituta MOX Salety Repart, March 1999

~Dvr. Lyman's study indl thai the i in risk jated with the use of weapons-grade MOX in typical U.S.
pauvrudmkafargelha.amdfmwNRquﬂ sgulatory guid an applicution for a license
‘amendment 1o uze MOX world not normally be considered * Ste Office of Nucleor Energy Reseorch. Regulatory
Guide 1.174.7

~Nackar Comarl lesizoce Backgreoed Papes Jaaeary 1. 1999

FRO0S

FRO05-7

Analyses of a 40 percent weapons-grade MOX core indicate there would be
approximately two times more americium 241 and plutonium 239, and slightly
less than one and a half times the curium 242 than a reactor using LEU fuel.
There are differences in the expected risk of reactor accidents from the use of
MOX fuel. Some accidents would be expected to result in lower
consequences to the surrounding population, and thus, lower risks, while
others would be expected to result in higher consequences and higher risks.
There is an increase in risk, about 3 percent, for the large-break loss-of-coolant
accident (the bounding design basis accident). The largest increase in risk
for beyond-design-basis accidents is approximately 14 percent for an
interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident at North Anna. In the unlikely
event this beyond-design-basis accident were to occur, the expected number
of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390 with a partial MOX core and
prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60. Both of these accidents have
an extremely low probability of occurrence. AtNorth Anna, the likelihood of
a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 48 thousand
per year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident
occurring is 1 chance in4.2 million per year.

Facility Accidents
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Transporation Hazards

Emergency response to rail or highway accidents must be well-prepared and rapid. Delaysin
response to accidents which involve the release of radioactive material would expose unknov_vq
numbers of people (o negative health effects. In 1996, 2 DOE Transport and Safeguards Division
Safe Secure Transport (SST) trailer carrying nuclear weapons slid off the road and rolled over in
rural Nebraska. Four hours elapsed before DOE headquarters were notified, and it was 20 hours
before a Radiological Assistance Program tcam determined there was no release. A similar delay
in response 10 a MOX [uel accident could make cffective gency resp lang and .
clean-up impossible. The following comment by the Georgia Environmental Protection Division
citex vehicular tests of powdered ials deposited on roadways and takes issue with the
DOE's approach to emcrgency response to accidental plutonium fuel releases.

=Afler passage of abour 100 cars only o small fracifon of the oviginal contamtination remained on the road swrfac
Unless emergency affictals prompely clnse the accident scene to vehicle irafli (on unlilely situction). emergency
responders may face an incident scene that Is, wnknown 1o them, exmremely hazardovs duc to respirable plutonium.
Poat emergency actions may alca be comy d due 1o the enh d spreud of ination by vehicie traffic. ©
~Georgia Emitmemeanal Protacien Division commens o B0 §70 DEX

Many rural communitics in South Carolina, North Carolina, and Virginis resemble Nebraska in
that fire departments and emergency first-responders are entirely vol This docs not imply
a lack of dedication, but limited do not sllow voluntcers to be prepared for every
possible emergency. | served as & volunteer fireman in NC for many years and our cxpericnce,

ining, quip did not prepare us for radionuclide transport accidents. The SPD-DEIS
does nol address the problems outlined above.

Loss of Democracy

A total of 3.7 million people live with 50 miles of the McGuire and Catawba nuclear power
stations, and another 1.6 million live within 50 miles of the North Anna reactors in Virginia. Yet
the Department of Encrgy did not see fit to have public hearings In those communitics, opting
instead to hold a lone hearing in Washington DC un a weekday during working hours. Our
written requests 1o the Secretary of Energy for additional hearings have so far met with rejection.
The unprecedented veil of y which lopes this civilian project threatens to undermine
free debate on important issues of public policy.

Respectfully,

Louis Zeller
DOE- SP8-DE [add-convmonts 20pad S

Attachments

FRO005-8

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about transporting surplus
plutonium. 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.

Transportation

The subject of emergency response and subsequent cleanup of an accident
that involves the release of nuclear materials, both special nuclear material
and waste, is a topic of continuing discussion and planning between DOE
and State, local, and tribal officials. Several venues, such as DOE’s State and
Tribal Governments Working Group and the Southern States Energy Board,
are being used to facilitate these discussions. DOE’s Transportation
Safeguards Division has a formal liaison program with the States related to
the transportation of special nuclear materials.

No credit was taken for interdiction or other activities that could be taken
after a transportation accident involving a radioactive release, so the doses
reported in this SPD EIS are considered conservative. As indicated in the
revised Appendix L.8.4, mitigative actions would be taken following such an
accident in accordance with EPA guidelines for nuclear accidents. These
actions would result in lowering the actual dose to the surrounding
population. As with any transportation accident, local, tribal, and State
police, fire departments, and rescue squads are the first to respond to accidents
involving radioactive materials. DOE maintains eight regional coordinating
offices across the country, staffed 24 hours per day, 365 days per year, to
offer advice and assistance. Radiological Assistance Program teams are
available to provide field monitoring, sampling, decontamination,
communication, and other services as requested. Dose to emergency
response personnel is accident-specific and can not be globally estimated.
Responders are trained to minimize dose.
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Shortcomings, problems, crrors, and poor engineering performunce

mnummnnmmmmw .

These Duke Power plants in North Carolina began operation in 1981 and 1983. From the NRC's PPR:

«__shortcomings in aversight of dicscl generator vendars were noted.™
~Several humon performance errurs during rovrine plant evolurions were idewsified...

S diric o1

~Minor program and procedire. problems still indicate room  for (mpr In o core by a

regional initiative inspection is planned for ice cundenser inspections during ihe Unit 2 refueling...

“An area for impr was eng. ing prog and procetces swch as ... procedurss ond work instrvesions
libration of instr ol -

“... yome fire pr system material k have been noted...”

~Self-identified problems with fire borrier penetration seals were reported 10 the NRC and improvements are deingy
madi. ™
‘These Doke Power reactors began operation ia 1985 and 1936, The following excerpts are from the NRC's 3

“Unit | experienced a forced outage of opproximately three weeks in duration due 10 blocked flow channels in
portions of the ice condenser.”

~Engineering performonce 4 10 be occepiable but declined since the last as a reswlt of
24
isswes rooted in sh 08 in eng ng s perf

vative uperability or root cause determinations were soted. -

“Examples of poorly supported or

~Frohiems in mai prog and 1
systems and kce condensers.”

tuded wles of 1", def for

~The engineeving performance decline was ihe result of deficiencies in awxiliary building, ventilation system testing,
an overheating event of The pper surge tank. and degraded conditions 1 the Unlt fce condenser. While the isswes
were wltimotely resolved properly. eoch bad rovts in pour engineering performance.”

North Aaas NRC Plant Performance Review, March 24, 1999 .
VkﬂnhEhwkmdeCmm’stmmsmodupm 1978 and 1980. Frotn the NRC's PPR:

“..several ples of inadequate or xntimely probli ¢ were noted.”

A mumber of bnussan performance problems, especially dwring refueling outages, Indicotes a decline in operations
performance during: infrequenily performed evolutions.™

«...poor material conditions of the auxiliary feedwater pipe tunnels and d prodlems with
indwoed corrusion in the service waler system,... "

__however a negative irend was noted In the arca of problem resolution. There were performance-baved exomples
dwwmmlmw"mb-myobkmmzwmhdywwmrmd The
intriol propased corrective action for a viol lving pipe supy not fled tn 2 with the
drawings was Inadequate. Only after NRC involy was adeq ive oction initiated. Correcitve
actions to resolve carrasion of the exxiliary feedwaler tunnel pipe supporis which hod been identified in September
1996 were also inadequare. An AFW safety system eng ing insy {SSED) condxcted th july 1998 h ’_‘
1hat the system mef the design basis requir 3 d hanical calculotions had mumervus discrepancies.

FRO05
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FR005-9 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for additional public hearings
in the communities surrounding the proposed reactor sites that would use
the MOX fuel. After careful consideration of its public involvement
opportunities, including the availability of information and mechanisms to
submit comments, DOE decided not to hold additional hearings on the
Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS. In addition to the public hearing on the
Supplement held in Washington, D.C., DOE provided other means for the
public to express their concerns and provide comments: mail, a toll-free
telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Also, at the invitation of South
Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis, DOE attended and participated in a
public meeting held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina.

The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as well
as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan (i.c., Congressional
representatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public interest
groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilities,
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate the
proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia)
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD. Further,
interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit additional
comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process.
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Phone; 828-254-5489

400 Charlotte St #303
leahRKamen  w-o
28801 email

FAX:  828-254-5489

Friday, June 18, 1999

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Decision-Makers:
Use of Mixed-Oxide Fuel

Since I was unable to attend the June 15th hearing in Washington, DC, I wish to
comment on the proposed plans for disposition of weapons-grade plutoniun

1 strongly oppose the use of weapons-grade plutonium in commercial nuclear I
power reactors, that called mixed-oxide fuel or MOX for short.

The Department of Energy should hold hearings near the potential reactor sites
that would use MOX fuel. Sites were chosen in South Carolina, North Carolina and
Virginia. People living in those areas should have a chance to express their opinion on
the proposals; and you would have a chance to hear from them.

The use of MOX in the United States could encourage other nations to embracea |
plutonium fuel economy. Also, a severe accident at a reactor fueled with MOX could
cause many cCancers.

Immobilization of plutonium in glass costs less than MOX and is successfully | 1
underway already. When utilities use MOX they will be heavily subsidized by the
government; in other words, taxpayers would be paying utilities to use MOX.

Any number of organizations have protested the use of plutonium as an energy
source. Is it not time for the government to listen to its people?

Sincerely yours,
o~ By

H e .f’i . .
‘ s R W A I
‘\(:jv N o, "l 7’1‘4—'\.

(Mrs) Leah R. Karpen MR008

Concerned Citizen

MR008-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. DOE
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. As shown in
the cost report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), it is
expected that the hybrid approach, which includes both immobilization and
MOX fuel, would be more expensive than the immobilization-only approach.
However, pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides
the United States important insurance against potential 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.

MRO008-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for additional public hearings
in the communities surrounding the proposed reactor sites that would use
the MOX fuel. After careful consideration of its public involvement
opportunities, including the availability of information and mechanisms to
submit comments, DOE decided not to hold additional hearings on the
Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS. In addition to the public hearing on the
Supplement held in Washington, D.C., DOE provided other means for the
public to express their concems and provide comments: mail, a toll-free
telephone and fax line, and the MD Website. Also, at the invitation of South
Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis, DOE attended and participated in a
public meeting held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina.

The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as well
as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan (i.e., Congressional
representatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public interest
groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilities,
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate the

TWaID1S Jondu] [DIGIINOLIANT DUl U0HISOdSI(] wniuoin]d snjding




681

KARPEN, LEAH R.
PAaGE2 OF 3

proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia)
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD. Further,
interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit additional
comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process.

MR008-3 Nonproliferation

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.

The Joint Statement of Principles signed by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin
in September 1998 provide general guidance for achieving the objectives of
a future bilateral agreement to disposition surplus plutonium in the United
States and Russia. Sensitive negotiations between the two countries have
indicated that the Russian government accepts the technology of
immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing materials, but that
the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity feed materials.
DOE will continue to discourage Russia from reprocessing its spent nuclear
fuel and starting a plutonium cycle but this issue is beyond the scope of this
SPD EIS.

There are differences in the expected risk of reactor accidents from the use of
MOX fuel. Some accidents would be expected to result in lower
consequences to the surrounding population, and thus, lower risks, while
others would be expected to result in higher consequences and higher risks.
There is an increase in risk, about 3 percent, for the large-break loss-of-coolant
accident (the bounding design basis accident). The largest increase in risk
for beyond-design-basis accidents is approximately 14 percent for an
interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident at North Anna. In the unlikely
event this beyond-design-basis accident were to occur, the expected number
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of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390 with a partial MOX core and
prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60. Both of these accidents have
an extremely low probability of occurrence. AtNorth Anna, the likelihood of
a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 48 thousand
per year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident
occurring is 1 chance in 4.2 million per year.

MR008-4 MOX Approach

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, isto
make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive
for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that
exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.
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June 9,1999
104 Stuyvesant Rd.
Asheville, N.C. 28803

Mr. Bert Stevenson

NEPA Compliance Officer
U. S. Dept. of Energy
P.0, Box 23786
washington, D.C. 20026

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

After reading and hcaring aboul the plans forthe production of
Mixed-Oxide Fuel (MOX) I am writhg to say that I am opposed to
this. It is not the way to safely dispose of the plutonium from
dsmantled nuclear weapons . It would add to rather thian lessen
the inmmense radioactive waste burden. The plutonium shoule be
jmmobilited with the utmost vigilance ia ggass. This lethal
material should not be used and should be rendered as safe as
possible .

I do not want my tax money used to bolster up nuclea
electricity. P r sources of

Sincerely,

Ay U flRe
Llewellyn Perty /)

cc: The President ofthe United Siates
Mr. Frederic Pena, Secretary of Energy
Senator Charles Carter, N.C. Ascsembly
Senator Steve HMetcdlf, " "
~,C., Publice Utilities Commisidon
Duke Power

MRO005-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of alternatives that consider
only immobilization. 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 plutoniumas quickly as possible and in a manner
that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons
again.

MR(05-2 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. Ifthe 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.

puijoanyy YLoN—Iuawaiddng a1 1o sasu0dsay pub SIUaWUNIOC] IUAUUIOD



PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
Lewis E. PATRIE
PAGE 1 OF 2

STATEMENT BY LEWIS PATRIE, M.D., M.P.H, PRESIDENT OF WESTERN
NORTH CAROLINA OF PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

DOE SUPPLEMENTAL EIS HEARING ON PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION

14 JUNE 1999, WASHINGTON, D.C.
presented by Curt Wozniak, Physicians for Social Responsibility

The U.S. Department of Energy's current strategy in developing its Environmental Impact

located in South Carolina, North Carolina, and Virginia.

be aired by citizens who would live closest to where the plutonium fucl would be used .

characteristic of more rapid increase of energy output and the potential for greater

desirable an alternative as the immobilization option.

hearings as I described above.

Lewis E. Patrie, M.D., M.P.H.
99 Eastmoor Drive
Asheville, N.C. 28805

(828) 295-1242 (R)
(828) 258-3500 (o)

Statement is inadeguate in that DOE has never held a hearing near the potential reactor sites
where MOX fuel would be utilized. DOE proposes that most of the 50 tons of plutonjum declared
surplus by the military would be converted into MOX for use in civilian nuclear power reactors.
Already DOE has signed an $130 million contract for the irradiation of plutonium MOX fuel with
DCS, a consortium of contractors including: COGEMA, Inc., Duke Enginccring and Services,
and Stone and Webster. The six reactor sites that have already been chosen for MOX use are

The one remaining public hearing announced by the DOE is scheduled in Washington, DC on
June 15. This is not a satisfactory alternative to holding hearings in Charlotte and Charlottesville
with adequate notice and publicity so that an optimum amount of dialogue and testimony could

Furthermore, the characteristics of MOX fuel, as compared with existing nuciear fuel, with its
increase in energy output, increasing the radioactive bombardment of the reactor chambers, its
release of carcinogenic nuclides in the event of a significant accident all suggest that it is not as

For thesc hatter reasons I oppose the MOX option, but if DOE continues to move forward with
this ill advised plan, it would seem that consistent with our democracy, DOE is obligated to holds

DCRO14

DCRO14-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for additional public hearings
in Charlotte and Charlottesville so citizens living closest to the proposed
reactor sites could provide dialogue and testimony. After careful
consideration of its public involvement opportunities, including the availability
of information and mechanisms to submit comments, DOE decided not to
hold additional hearings on the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS. Inaddition
to the public hearing on the Supplement held in Washington, D.C., DOE
provided other means for the public to express their concerns and provide
comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site.
Also, at the invitation of South Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis, DOE
attended and participated in a public meeting held on June 24, 1999, in
Columbia, South Carolina.

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

DOE conducted a procurement process in accordance with DOE NEPA
regulations 10 CFR 1021.216. 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. As stipulated
in DOE’s phased contract with DCS, until and depending on the decisions
regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition are
made and anmounced in the SPD EIS ROD, no substantive design work or
construction can be started by DCS on the MOX facility. Should DOE decide
to pursue the No Action Alternative or the immobilization-only approach,
the contract with DCS would end. The contract is phased so that only
nonsite-specific base contract studies and plans can be completed before

TUaW2IDIS JoDdW] [DIUAWLONANT [OUL] uon1sodsiq wmuoin]d snyding

ek




PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
Lewis E. PATRIE
PAGE2 OF 2

the ROD is issued, and options that would allow construction and other
work would be exercised by DOE if, and only if, the decision is made to
pursue the MOX approach.

DCR014-2 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.
Differences between MOX fuel and uranium fuel are well characterized and
can be accommodated through fuel and core design. For example, MOX fuel
assemblies can be placed away from reactor vessel walls to decrease the
possibility of premature embrittlement. Before any MOX fuel is used in the
United States, NRC would have to perform a comprehensive safety review
that would include information prepared by the reactor plant operators as
part of their license amendment applications. NRC would also consider the
plants’ ability to use MOX fuel safely taking into account the material condition
of the proposed reactors.

There are differences in the expected risk of reactor accidents from the use of
MOX fuel. Some accidents would be expected to result in lower
consequences to the surrounding population, and thus, lower risks, while
others would be expected to result in higher consequences and higher risks.
There is an increase in risk, about 3 percent, for the large-break loss-of-coolant
accident (the bounding design basis accident). The largest increase in risk
for beyond-design-basis accidents is approximately 14 percent for an
interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident at North Anna. In the unlikely
event this beyond-design-basis accident were to occur, the expected number
of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390 with a partial MOX core and
prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60. Both of these accidents have
an extremely low probability of occurrence. AtNorth Anna, the likelihood of
a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 48 thousand
per year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident
occurring is 1 chance in 4.2 million per year.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response DCR014-1.
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MR003-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process )

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ request for additional public hearings )

in Charlotte, North Carolina, and Charlottesville, Virginia. After careful §

UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST CHURCH OF ASHEVILLE consideration of its public involvement opportunities, including the availability ~b

socmg écg%%nagmz of information and mechanisms to submit comments, DOE decided not to g
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36 Bust-0’-Dawn Drive
Waynesville, NC 28786
June 22, 1999

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
PO Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Friends:

1 write to urge you not to use weapons-grade plutonium in commercial
nuclear power reactions, called mixed-oxide fuel, or MOX. Instead, | urge you
to employ the option of immobilizing the plutonium in glass.

1 believe MOX is a bad idea because it is dangerous, is slower and more
expensive, is not needed, and is not wanted.

1 also urge you--before implementing any policy for disposing of weapons-
grade plutonium-to hold hearings in all affected communties—especially those
near the chosen reactor sites. It is only fair that the people who would be
affected by this dangerous material should have an opportunity to be heard.

incerely, i (_.S/..,T__b\

Dr. Douglas E. Wingeier

MRO010-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. DOE
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. As shown in
the cost report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection Jor Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), it is
expected that the hybrid approach, which includes both immobilization and
MOX fuel, would be more expensive than the immobilization-only approach.
However, pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides
the United States important insurance against potential 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.

MRO010-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for public hearings in all
communities affected by the use of MOX fuel, especially those near the
proposed reactor sites. After careful consideration of its public involvement
opportunities, including the availability of information and mechanisms to
submit comments, DOE decided not to hold additional hearings on the
Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS. In addition to the public hearing on the
Supplement beld in Washington, D.C., DOE provided other means for the
public to express their concerns and provide comments: mail, a toll-free
telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Also, at the invitation of South
Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis, DOE attended and participated in a
public meeting held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina.

The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as well
as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan (i.., Congressional
representatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public interest
groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilities,
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate the
proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia)
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD. Further,
interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit additional
comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process.
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U.5. Department of Eneroy

Offlce of Fisslle Materlals

/o SUPPLEMENT to the SPD EIS

PB.0. Box 28785

¥ashlngton, D.C. 20026-3786

Attention: Dffice of NEPA Compllance
tacsinlle: _[- Q0O £€205/56

June 28, 1999

Dear Admlnistrator:

Pleass consider this correspondence pact of the offlclal record of proceedings on the
SUPPLENENT TO THE SURPLUS DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 1MPACT STATEMENT,
DOE/BIS-0283-DS sutmitted ducing public cosment period.

Although 1 was unable to attend the June 15, 1999 public hearing on the
above-referenced agency proceedings, I appreciate notification ln advance of hearing 23 i
have bsen an interested party 1n agency decislon-gaklng process.

Due to demands from other matters, these comments will address major 153ues and concecns
rather than specifically reference the entire document presented for public review, Areas
of concern include:

1. THE AGENCY’S PROCEDURE FOR DECLARING SOME S0 METRIC TONS OF PLUTONIUM EXCBSS TO
AGENCY NEEDS. (See Attachment 1,) Purthermore, the agency has considerapie vested
tlnanclal program-wide interest In the consldecable funds genecated by the ‘saie* anwor
*transfec’ of the Pu to private, commercial Interests for W auclear pover plant fuel.
*Hyprid Alternative” (disposal as waste of some of the Pu decliared excess to program needs
along with "recyciing® of some allows for multitudes of options by both commerciai
interests in the propecty and the agency.

1]. The agency and the electricity utiiity industry have considerable options by
IdentLfying *hybrid alternativet in the process. Due to same uncertainty in the legallty
of passing "stranded costs® (particularly the investaments In nuciear power) on the
electric utllity consumers, the hybeld option appears to offer considerable advantage to
the nuciear utility lnvestors as flnal decisions on such stranded utiilty costs are being
pade. The agency is mandated to consider the flnanclal impacts of declsions made in
regard to suck monetarily valuable *excess' property.

I11. DOE has identifled three faciiitles required for “hybrid alternative® implementation:
1) plt disassembly and converslon, 2) lmmobilization, and 3) HOX fuel fabcication. DOE
has, should finat decision as 1t appears from Draft EIS Supplement, determined to
construct and opecate BOTH AN IMMOBILIZATION FACILITY which requires disposal site(s) AND
A MOX FUEL FABRIGATION FACILITY vhich can be pcedicted to result in considerable
envlronmental lmpact during both operational and shutdown phases. Obvlousty, a HOX fuel
fabr lcation facllity requices considerable Investment (presumably of public funds oy Dog)
for construction, operation, shutdown, as well as, disposal of radioactlve waste generated
Dy the operatlons. DOE is respectfully requested to consider the amounts of hazaraous,
toxic, and radioactive wastes to be generated by the processes in Its "recycling”
decision. NOX fuel fabrication, in total, adds considerable expenditure of public tunds
directly and incirectly with conslderabie beneflt to the nuclear/electric vtiilty
industey.

FR013-1 MOX Approach

To demonstrate the United States’ commitment to the objectives of the Joint
Statement by the President of the Russian Federation and the President of
the United States of America on Non-proliferation of Weapons of Mass
Destruction and the Means of Their Delivery, President Clinton, in
January 1994, declared fissile materials, including 50 t(55 tons) of plutonium,
to be surplus to U.S. nuclear defense needs. The way in which DOE
determined the specific plutonium to be declared surplus is different fromthe
way in which DOE determines how buildings, facilities and equipment are
surplus. DOE’s methods for determining excess or surplus property is not
within the scope of this SPD EIS.

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 fabrication cost exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced,
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. Financial
considerations are part of the decisionmaking process; however, this EIS
does not address cost issues. Rather, it evaluates the potential health, safety
and environmental impacts of the proposed activities. Cost considerations
are discussed in Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998). 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.

FR013-2 Cost

As shown in the cost report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for
Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998),
it is expected that the hybrid approach, which includes both immobilization
and MOX fuel, would be more expensive than the immobilization-only
approach. However, pursuing the hybrid approach provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing
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i¥. [OB decislon-making process has identified slx (6) site specific reactors for the use
of MOY fuei. DOE contention that *no construction on the proposed MOX fuel facitity would
begin before an SPD EIS ROD is tssued'

(COVER SHEET: DOR/EIS-0283-DS) apparently means that slte-specific construction public
notice galy resains in the inplementation process. DOE has already nade and announced
decisions which require construction vith consldecable lack of public review and oversioht
in the process. DOB should be lntegrating the environmental impacts of siting any such
tacllity into the process rather than wake decislons which REGUIRE THE FACILITY! DOE is
hereln requested to do so in final EIS.

V. The agency has essentially passed the *safety® to workers and general public within
50 mile radius of the proposed six MOX reactor sltes to the Nucisar Reguiatory Comission.
DOE should not nacrow its ceview and conslderation of safety ssues based upon HRC'S
authoclty to ilcense nucleac reactors. NRC has detecmined that “public participation’ In
SRC nuciear power plant licensing be iimited to ONLY pacties living within a 50 mile
cadius of each faciiity, HRC has no authorlty to iimit pubiic particlpatlon by citizens,
taxpayers, and interested partles in the process, although the commission already appears
to have granted Liseif the authority. IR cannot ‘tailgate’ on NRC licenslog of tnese six
tor sone of the slx) nuciear generating faciiities to impiement HEPA vhen DOE has cause to
know In advance that fully Informed public participation has already been removed from HRC
process.

vl. DOE has presentec *risk factors' to nuclear power plant workers and the generai
public from normal operations which suggest simultanecusiy that eaviconmental releases and
cadiologlcai exposures vill increase froo normal plant operations if MOX tuel is used, and
no "significant® risks to workers and/or the general population will result. How many
Increases In fatal cancers andror other related diseases does DO intend to permit as
*1psignificant Impacts® from MOX fuel plant operatlons?

Furthersore, DOE acknowledges that fatallties among the general population wili
increase should nucear accldent occur at these facilitles should the MOX fuei proposal oe
implemented. Increase of )ikely increase in fatatities among the general population
resulting from accldent (partlcularly worst case scenarlo, as DOE i3 mandated to consicer)
are not eastly reconciied wlth "insigniticant’ lapacts to hunan health and the
environment. Any prooabliiity of Lncrease in fatalltles must be considered by DOE as
vsignificant® In £inal BIS, otherwioe DOE actlons resuit In *lowering’ the standard for
public health and safety by the failure to do so in NEPA process.

YI1. DOE is responsible for implenenting declslons protective of natlonal secucity in
pol icy-making decistons on Surplus Plutonlua. It aeema rather obvious that *hypria
alternatives’ (some disposal as vaste/some tecycling) creates considecable vulnerability
Ip accounting for the total 50 metric tons of Pu currently under program disposition
consloeration.

VII1. DOE (and its predecessor agencles) has histocic pattern of under estimating andsor
Jgnoring health risks to cltizens vhen matters of natlonal security appeared to conflict
vith lmplenentation of other agendas. (See Attachment 11,5 FPurthermore, ln practice,
such assignment of lov value to citizens frequently was done on popuiations considered to
be *low-use.' Environmental Justice requires that rural and minority mesbers of the
genecal population receive the same deqree of consideration and protection feom
opecational and accldental radiological and toxlc exposures as other seguents of the U.S.
citizency. DOE six candidate sites appear to avold metcopol 1tan centers In the Rorthern
states, and propose risk at sites withln 50 miie radlus of rucal, Southern populatlons.

- L

FRO13

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 remainder of this comment is addressed in response FRO13-1.

FRO13-3

DOE has evaluated waste management in this SPD EIS. As shown in
Appendix H and Chapter 4 of Volume I, some additional waste would be
generated if DOE decides to convert 33 t (36 tons) of the surplus plutonium
to MOX fuel versus immobilizing all of the plutonium. This can be seen by
comparing Alternative 2 at Hanford (17t [19 tons] immobilized and 33 t
[36 tons] fabricated into MOX fuel) to Alternative 11A (all 50t [55 tons]
immobilized) or Alternative 3 at SRS to Alternative 12A in Section 2.18. These
potential impacts will be considered in DOF’s decision, along with other
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

Waste Management

FR0134 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has not made or announced decisions that would prejudice the outcome
of the NEPA process. DOE has indicated its preference of implementing the
hybrid approach to surplus plutonium disposition and locating the three
proposed facilities at SRS. However, decisions will be announced in the
ROD, and will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. As
explained in Section 2.1.3, a contract was awarded to DCS to design, request
alicense, construct, operate and eventually deactivate the MOX facility, and
provide the reactors to irradiate the MOX fuel based on a competitive
procurement that included evaluation of environmental impacts. The contract
stipulates that there would be no construction, fabrication, or irradiation of
MOX fuel until the SPD EIS ROD is issued. Such site-specific activities
would depend on decisions in the ROD, and according to the Request for
Proposals, DOE’s exercise of contract options to allow such activities would
be contingent on the ROD.
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FRO13-5 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s remarks concerning NRC policies.
However, DOE has no authority in matters pertaining to NRC’s policies
and practices.

Since the inception of the fissile materials disposition program, DOE has
supported a vigorous public participation policy. DOE has conducted public
hearings in excess of the minimum required by NEPA regulations to engender
a high level of public dialogue on the program. With respect to the reactor
sites, DOE prepared a Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS that included, among
other topics, reactor-specific information that was not available when the
SPD Draft EIS was distributed for public review. Efforts were made to contact
persons living near the selected reactor sites and inform them of the proposed
use of MOX fuel. The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who
requested it as well as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan
(i.e., Congressional representatives, State and local officials and agencies,
and public interest groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact
lists. The utilities, Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would
operate the proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Virginia) should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EISROD.
For those interested parties who could not attend the hearing on the
Supplement that was held in Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, DOE
provided various other means for the public to express their concerns and
provide comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web
site. Itis DOE policy to encourage public input into these matters of national
and international importance.

FRO013-6 Human Health Risk

As discussed in Section 4.28, the increase in risk to the general public and
workers associated with the use of MOX fuel is expected to be small. No
additional LCFs would be expected from the use of MOZX fuel under normal
operations at the proposed reactors. The dose to the general public from the
continued safe operation of these reactors, regardless of whether MOX fuel
is being used, is a very small fraction of natural background radiation and is
notexpected to result in any additional LCFs in the surrounding communities.
In the case of reactor accidents analyzed in Section 4.28, there is a small
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increase in risk, about 3 percent, for the large-break loss-of-coolant accident
(the limiting design basis accident). The largest increase in risk for severe
(beyond-design-basis) accidents is approximately 14 percent for an interfacing
systems loss-of-coolant accident at North Anna. Both of these accidents
have an extremely low probability of occurrence. AtNorth Anna, the likelihood
of alarge-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 48,000 per
year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident
occurring is 1 chance in 4.2 million per year.

FRO013-7 Facility Accidents

As discussed in response FR013-6, there is an increase in the risks associated
with some of the severe reactor accidents analyzed in this SPD EIS. In the
case of severe accidents at any of the reactors, the consequences of an
accident would be high regardiess of whether the reactors were using MOX
fuel or LEU fuel. However, the probability of these accidents occurring is
very low so the increase in risk to the communities surrounding these plants
is not considered significant.

FR013-8 Nonproliferation

DOE does not believe that the hybrid approach creates vulnerability in
accounting for the surplus plutonium. The proposed DOE surplus plutonium
disposition facilities are all at locations where plutonium would have the
levels of protection and control required by applicable DOE safeguards and
security directives. Safeguards and security programs would be integrated
programs of physical protection, information security, nuclear material control
and accountability, and personnel assurance. In addition, intersite
transportation of plutonium-bearing materials would be made in DOE’s SST/
SGT system. SST/SGTs are components of an 18-wheel tractor-trailer vehicle
that are specially designed to protect against theft or diversion of nuclear
materials cargo. The amount of plutonium that would be removed from each
pit at the pit conversion facility would be documented, and that documentation
carried forward throughout the disposition process, either immobilization or
MOX fuel fabrication. None of the plutonium used in MOX fuel would be
recycled or reprocessed. It would be used once in the reactor and then
treated as any other spent fuel destined for burial in a potential
geologic repository.
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DOE is cequiced under Presicential Executlve Ocder to avold concluslon that excess .
fatalitles ace any pore *Insigniélcant® on such populations. (¢ a I A &)

DOE is requested to cequire conslderable, verifiable proat that HOX fuet when usea
in the proposed 6 reactors resuits in no increase of probability of worat case acc:dent
tvhich DOE fgenti€ies as 1lkely to result In increased fatalities should it ocour.) DOE
is relying upon cata from Its contractors who have vested flnanclal Interest in HOX cuel
implepentation for reassurance that nothing will go wrong. DOE i3 requested to verity and
oversee the data submltted by Its contractors to adequately protect the public intecest,
safety, and heaith. Pucthermore, as the procurement process 1$ cucrently undecway, the

agency apparently has decided then implemented HEPA process after-the-fact. <Ses Gt bt T,

1X. DOL attentlon to malters of conslderable natlonal security issues hes failed to
include the provable potentlal for sale of flsslie makecials by Its contractors. DGE
Qakrioge Dpecations has Dequn transfer of 3,800 metrlc tons of Low-Enrlchea Uranium ang
Uranium Metal In varlous forms from the Fecnald, Ohlo (PEMP) site to tne Portamoutn
Gaoseous Ditfusion Plant site for *intecim® stocage untll the materials can be permanentiy
housed or sold based upon an Enviconnental Agsesssent oniy! [t would appear rather
ocbvious that United States Enrichment Corpocation has coasiderable likelihood of pecoaing
the “excess fissile/nuclear materials’ sales agent in the process.

DOE has Bore than aaple reason to require stringent accounting for the total
Plutontum presently in agency inventory at various sites matlonwide from Its contractors.
It vould appear that 50 metric tons of Pu declared a3 excess inventory is cather acbitrary
consicecing the agency’s discrepancies in identifying how much Pu is actually located at
various sites natiomwide.

(See Attachment 1¥.) DOE s mandated to consider non-proiiferatlon issues as crucial to
national securlty regacdiess of the ‘market value* of the f1sstle materlal to private
Interests (wo Bay o¢ may not consider natlonal security as a high priocity). (See
Attachment V.)

It would appear to run contrary to logic as well as naticnal Interests to of fer
excess Pu (£lssile mateclal HOT REQUIRED by foreign powers for clvilian nuciear power
generatlon) to forelgn powers Interested In obtalning gloval supecpower status! China,
foc exazple, 13 repocted to have a track record of spreading miss!le technology to
countries who have not at this time achieved nuciear supecpover status, including, Horth
focea, lran, Saudia Arabia, and Pakistan (Attachment V.). It would seem to cun contrary
to logic for the Depactment of Energy to tighten secuclty at natlonal lavs, fund
anti-sigsile delivery systema from hostile foreign povers, and, at the same time directly
o Indirectly allov the sale of nuclear weapons materials to those same powers! The DOZ
Is respectiully cequested Lo avold any such considecable lapse In logic regardiess of
private, comerclal Intecests vho might potentlally benefit. /

IR CONCLUSION:

It is obvlous that conslderable financial Interests would be best served by the
*hybcid aitecnative® including HOX fuel fabcication and use at 6 nuclear reactor aites.
1t is also obvious that DOE is cequired to represent the interests of the public, and the
natlon which ace not best secved by Draft Supplement foc Excess Plutonium Disposition,
DOE |8 respectfully requested to requlate and oversee 1t contractors, as necessary for
natlona) security and public and worker safety. It would certalnly appear that muititvaes
of shoct-tera financially interested pacties have been included in total Pu disposition
proposal. DOE has poth authority (Price-Anderson, for example) and consicerabie
congressional pressure Lo ensure natlonal Interests, public health safety, and securily a3
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FRO013-9

Impacts of the proposed activities on minority and low-income populations
in the areas surrounding all candidate DOE sites and proposed reactor sites
were evaluated in this SPD EIS (see Appendix M and Section 4.28). As
discussed in Chapter 4 of Volume I, none of the proposed activities is expected
to disproportionately impact these populations.

Environmental Justice

FR013-10

Section 4.28 was revised to include reactor-specific information, including
accident analyses. The accident frequencies used are based on the rigorous
analyses that reactor licensees provided to NRC under oath of affirmation.
NRC has reviewed and accepted these licensee analyses as the basis for
continued operation of these plants. DOE believes, on that basis, that this
information is acceptable for use in this SPD EIS to evaluate the potential
impacts of using MOX fuel in the reactors. While it is understood that there
are differences from the use of MOX fuel versus LEU fuel, these differences
are not expected to result in substantial changes in the frequency of severe
accidents in MOX-fueled reactors. Before any MOX fuel is used in the
United States, NRC would have to perform a comprehensive safety review
that would include information prepared by the reactor plant operators as
part of their license amendment applications pursuant to 10 CFR 50.

Facility Accidents

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FR013—4.

FR013-11

No plutonium is being, or will be sold to any entity, foreign or domestic. All
the surplus plutonium, including the amount that would be made into MOX
fuel, would have stringent accountability, safeguards and security
requirements. The primary objective of the surplus plutonium disposition
program is to ensure that these materials are never again used in nuclear
weapons. The market value of this material is not an issue.

Nonproliferation

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FR013-8.

FRO013-12 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the hybrid approach to
surplus plutonium disposition. Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial
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the agency’s highest priocitles In declalon-maklng and project<s) jmplementation. As
auch, the agency must conclude that *recycling® Pu as 3 valuable energy resource fails to
provide long term good judgment In excess Pu management. The cost of waste disposal frum
a BOX fuel fabrication tacllity requires conslderable further environmental degradation
aurlng construction, operatlon, and shut-down phases. A ‘one-tlme run throush® requires
dlsposal sites and facillties. The total plan may offer some Intecests profitable
business cetucns in the shoct term, however, the agency is regquired to consiver the long 12
term costs financially, enviconmentally, to public and worker health, and risks icoa
forelgn povers to national secucity. MOX fuel use at 6 proposed nuclear puwer facllities
has potentlal foc disastrous long term costs and consequences. DOE awst ccusicer the long
term Interests of the nation and all its clitlzens In HEPA and all othes declsion-maklng
processes over speclal Interests.

One zost obvious example of DOE in cooperation with private enterprise with
consicerable advecse (and on-going consequences) occurred at DOE and its contractoc’s site
In Vest Valley, New York. The boundaries of the state of Ohlo have, apparently, somehow
been re-defined to incluge West Valley as part of federal facilitles sltes to be overseen
by the Ohlo Fleld Offlce. DOE is respectfully requested to consider past consequences o 13
private/coamerclal vendoc partnerships In current decislon-making. The agency has ampie
reasons and causes to avold rather than repeat past errors, and I3 respectfully requestea
to do so.

Thank you foc opportunity to comment and particlpate on what I believe to be a most
cruclal agency decision-making process. Please provide a list of partles [n attendance at
the June 15, 1999 heaclngs and list of parties submitting coments to the agency on or
befoce Jume 28, 1999 at your earliest convenience. Also, please continue to incivoe my
name and malling address (provided below) on the agency’s list of intecested parties on
Plutoniua disposition.

Sincerely,

(Lu,wg ¥[7. GLL:: cC

Diana 1. Cahall (Note: restocation of maiden name 2/98, formerly known as
Diana Salisbury)

7019 Ashcidge Arnheim Road

Sacdinia, Ohio 45171

(937) 446-2763 telephone and fax

Mtachoents )/ W W)

VIA TELECOPIER TRANSMISSION TO
APPROXIMATELY _/ - B
postage prepaid on June 28, 1999,

(203) 556- 5075
2 7 B 243 JUNE 28, 1999 AT
; and by the United States Postal Service, reguiar mail,

- 4/.-

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.

FR013-13 MOXRFP

DOE is working hard to ensure that lessons learned from past experiences are
being applied to all of its programs to ensure they are carried out safely and
in an environmentally sound manner. West Valley reports to the Ohio Field
Office, but there are DOE personnel on-site at West Valley who are in direct
control of the activities there. DOE has entered into successful privatization
arrangements, and has an initiative to use privatization in its contracting
efforts when doing so is of benefit to the U.S. Government and does not
compromise health, safety, the environment, or national security.
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GAO

Results in Brief

(tt_t. « Q,L. 184454 )‘I‘C_ ;E_ -

United States
General Accounting Office
‘Washington, D.C. 20548

Resources, Community, and
E [ D

B-280873
November 4, 1998

The Honorablc John R. Kasich
Chairman, Committec on the Budget
House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Chairman:

For fiscal year 1997, the Department of Energy reported that it had
$20.8 biltion in property, some of which is no longer needed o carry out
the Department’s missions now that the Cold War has ended. The
Department reports, for example, that many of the buildings originally
designed and constructed to support its defense mission no longer have
any ongoing or planned mission. The Department acknowledges that it
needs to reduce its i ies of prop and equi and estimutes
that, for its largest environmental management sites, il spends about

20 percent of its annual budget on maintaining the facilities and
infrastrucbure.

You requested that we review the Department of Enengy’s efforts to
identify and dispuse of property that is excess to its needs. Specifically,
you asked us to detenmine (1) the criteria the Department uses to guide
the identification and disposal of excess property, (2) the extent to which
the Department’s property recorts reflect what is no longer needed Lo
carty out its missi; and (3) the chall the Deparunent believes
exist in identifying excess property and the innovative approaches being
used 1o dispose of this property.

Federa! property tnansgement regulations include criteria to detennine
when real prpperty‘ is excess to an agency’s needs. However, neither
federal property management regulations nor the Department of Energy’s
regulations and guidance include specifie criteria to determine when
personal property is no longer needed. When property has been identified

as excess, guidelines for the disposal p ss are well defined for both real
and personal property. For example, the Departnent’s property
lations include guidelines for the ing of excess

personal property for reuse within the Department or other federal
agencies; for the transferring of lab equipment and computers to schools;

and for the sale of property W the public.

"Real property wicludes lnd. i structures, sl furtures. Personal psperty
includes all wihet prupenty except for real propety and includes such tungs as gavemuent-owned
cquipment, computers. and motor vehirkes

Page 1 GAORCED-95-3 DOE's Excesa Property

FR013
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The Department of Energy's preoerty records do not consistently provide
information that wowld help ldenufy pmpeny that is no longer needed.
Recent ch to the D jons require that property
records identily property Lhat has alruady been detenmined to be excess.
In July 1998, the Department modified its real property records system to
identify property that has been deteninined Lo be excess. This system ualso
provides additional information, such as the percentage of a facility
cwrrently in use, that could be used Lo identifly other property that is no
longer needed. Similarly, in May 1998, the Department revised its personal

grul 3 Lo require that contractoss’ records
mdude information on current usage, such as categorizing property as
aclive, in storage, or excess. However, these regulations do not provide
criteria for deterinining when personal property should be placed in Lhese
calegories,

‘The Department of Energy acknowledges problems with its ldenuﬁcauun

and disposyl of excess real and p property. Depa I il
ciled, for exarnple, a lack of ’und.mg for the envirowmental cleanup of (he
current inventory of excess real prop and a lack of i ives to
identify property as cxcess. Because the costs associated with the
maintenance and storage of ded property are Iy not

idenlified, little § ive exists to spend the resources
mc&a.'y 1o dispose of it. chardless of the problems, feld and program
offices have developed some i hes to dispose of

property, such as including a perfum\ance-ba.xd incentive in the site
management contract to encourage the contractor operating the site to
disposc of excuss property during the fiscal year.

Although inost of the Department of Energy's (DOE) real and personal
pruperty is under the contral of its contractors, Several 1ok offices have
Lhe responsibility for smanaging this property. Overall, the office of Field
Managernent is responsible for real propenty management and field
oversight, agd the office of Procurement and Assistance Management is
responsible for personal property. In addition, the Office of Worker and
Community Transition directs various ¢Hons regarding the sale or
disposition of surplus assets and compiles reports for the Congress on
unnceded real aud pmson.-u pmpen:y and pilot projects relative to its
overall resp. itic TOE'S prog; offices, such as the

i. offive of D_fm_e m are responsible for declaring property excess

to dwir ndssions’ nceds. One program office, Environnienta) Management,
is responsible fur the Lleallllp of contaruinated excess property before its

GAOVRCED-99-3 DOE's Eacras Property
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dispusal. DOE's field offices oversce the contractors’ efforts to manage the
property and maintain the property records.

In its fiscal year 1897 financial statements, 00t reported that it held
property, plant, and equipment valued at $20.8 billion®—$12.0 billion of
real property and $5.2 billion of personal property, with construction work
in progress, natural resources, and software accounting for the remaining
$3.6 billion. The property amounts include only those items costing
$25,000 or more. [tems that cost less than $25,000 are expensed for
financial purp DOE ors held an additional

$3.4 billion of such personal pruperty at the end of fiscal year 1997.

In DOE's fiscal year 1997 Federal Managers’ Finanvial Integrity Act report
ing its fir ial the Deparunent indicated that it
had extensive inveniories of real and personal property that is no longer
necessary and that disposal of this property could save future storage,
security, and mai costs. In addition, DOE reported problems with
the of personal proj. . For le, the Rocky Flais Field
Office in Colorado identified problems that included a contractor’s
inadequate pruperty records systems, incomplete inventory records, and
requests made for new work spuce while comparable space at the sile was
being designated as excuss. (See the bibliography for a list of a0 and
Inspector General reports on DOE property management issues.)

Real Property but

fKeal Property

Federal Regulations
Provide Guidelines for  iheir needs and include guidelines for determining when real property is

The federal property nansgement regulations specify that executive
agencies should disposc of real and personal property that is excess o

unneeded or underutilized. [lowever, neither the federal regulations nor
DOE's guidance includes similar specific guidelines for determining when

DOE 5 GUIC[BI’ICF! DOCS personal property is excess. In the absence of criteria in the federal
Not Include Criteria regulations, it is left up to each agency 1o develop guidelines. bog
for Detexmining When implements the overall federal regulations for its real property and has

5 issued suppl \ Y i for C ] property.
Personal Property Is bor's regulations for personal propenty include no criteria for
[xcess Y4 ining wh :

disposal of real property state that each executive agency showld survey
the real property under its vontrol at ieast annually to identify property

TThis repromenia the depreciatot vitlue af the property, plant, amd cquipment the scquisition costs
weree 46,9 billion

Paged GAO/RCED-98-3 DUE's Excess Propenty

FRO13
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Comment Documents and Responses on the Supplement—Ohio
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Comment Documents and Responses on the Supplement—Ohio
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GEARY, B.

e

United States Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Dispasition
PO Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Sirs:

I am writing to corument on the Supplement to the Draft Surplus Plutonium
Disposition Environmental Impact Statement.

As an Oklahoma resident who remember only too well the carelessness with which
plutonium was handled at the Kerr-McGee plant in Crescent, [ view the whole MOX
plan as unrealistic for human beings to use.

The MOX plan would cause plutonium to be considered as a business commedity to
be transported across the country rather than the highly toxic substance which it is
and which needs to be isolated from the human environment.

To claim that the MOX plan would result in a significant reduction in the amount of
plutonium is patently ridiculous. There would be a very smafl net reduction if
plutonium were used in a mixed fuel in nuclear power plants.

The MOX plan for dealing with "surplus plutonium” is 2 plan to play with the stuff
rather than to immobilize it, and it is my understanding that MOX would be a very
expensive toy.

How much would it cost to retrofit aging reactors so that they could utilize the MOX
fael? At what point weuld safety concerns take a back seat to economiic
considerations? Accidents would be more likely, 1 believe, at a retrofitted plant, and
they would certainly be far more dangerous.

Any serious problems with nuclear power would only be exacerbated with the use of
MOX. It is simply terrifying to think of such casual use of plutonium in the U.S.,
where control is imperfect. What about in Russia? MOX would be a bad choice for
the U.S. public, for the nuclear power industry, and for the planet. Get reall

PAGE 1 OF 2
MR020-1 MOX Approach
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. DOE
2545 S. Birmingham Pl Tulsa, OK 74114 pas 1dent1ﬁed as its preferred alterpatiye the hybn'd apprqach. Pmsping both
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
June 28, 1999

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.

MRO020-2 Transportation

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 Chapter 4 of
Volume I and Appendix L.

MR020-3 MOX Approach

It is true that in the MOX approach only a fraction of the plutonium would
actually be consumed in the reactor; but the remainder would be an integral
part of massive spent fuel assemblies. The spent fuel assemblies would be
so large and radioactive that any attempted theft of the material would require
a dedicated team willing to suffer large doses of radiation, along with
substantial equipment for accessing and removing the spent fuel from the
storage facility and carrying it away.

The purpose of fabricating MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial
reactors is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting
the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and
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GEARY, B.
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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 commerciai 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. Furthermore, although no
U.S. commercial reactors are licensed to use plutonium-based fuel, several
are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can easily and safely accommodate
apartial MOX core.

The environmental, safety and health consequences of the MOX approach
at the proposed reactors are addressed in Section 4.28. In addition, NRC
would evaluate license applications and monitor the operations of both the
MOX facility and domestic, commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel,
to ensure adequate margins of safety.

MR0204 Nonproliferation

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

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MR(020-3.
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SPERA, MARCELLA
Pacelor1

I am writing because I am deeply concerned about the
potential deleterious effects posed by the options you are
considering concerning the disposal of plutonium. The
MOX option would threaten the health of many. The
immobilization option is much more sound. Please analyze
both options carefully and come to a responsible decision.
Thank you.

WRO001-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition. 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.

DOE and NRC are committed to protecting the health and safety of the
public. This includes designing, constructing, and operating DOE- and
NRC-regulated facilities (e.g., domestic, commercial reactors) in such a way
as to continually provide a level of safety and reliability that meets or exceeds
established standards. DOE and commercial reactors also have plans and
programs for the safe management and ultimate disposal of their nuclear waste.

The Human Health Risk sections presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I discuss
the applicable human health risks associated with all alternatives considered.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on
environmental analyses (including analyses of human health risks), technical
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input.
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EconoMic DEVELOPMENT PARTNERSHIP
ERrnie CHAPUT
Pacelor2

a:iL
"85 POONOMIC
wangé! DEVELOPMENT

2222 PARINERSHIP

Serving Aiken & Edgefickl Counties
Fred E. Humes
Director
Statemeat for the Record
Supplement to the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Envir 1 Tmpact 8
June 15, 1999

1t is my pleasure to speak in support of the Department of Energy’s important program to
dispose of weapons grade plutonium which is excess to our nations defense needs. My
name is Ernie Chaput, and 1 am with the E: ic Devel P: hip of Aiken,
South Carolina.

As many of you know, the Department’s Savannah River Site is located in Aiken County,
South Carolina. For the past several years the Economic Development Partnership has

luated DOE progr. proposed for lish at the SRS for consistency with
local capabilities and community expectations.

Our community has a Yong history of supporting DOE 1 defense and
management programs. We are proud of the role our site played in winning the cold war,
and we are equally anxious to play a role in reducing the new nuclear danger which has
resulted from excess plutonium being released from military needs. As the prestigious
National Academy of Sciences has stated, “The existence of this material constitutes a
clear and present danger to national and international security.” Disposing of surplus
plutonium from the U.S. and Russian nuclear programs must be a top priority in the
pursuit of world peace and stability.

i the U.S. does not dispose of its surplus plutonium, neither will Russia. Conversely, it is
equally important that the U.S. and Russian programs proceed in paralle] to prevent
concerns about either country gaining a strategic advantage. Together the two countries
have indicated that 100 metric tons of weapons-usable plutonium are surplus to current

military needs and proposed for disposition. The epportuaity to dispose of enough 1
plutonivm to make over 20,000 modern nuclear weapons must been seized apon and

aggressively pursned.

We believe that DOE has wisely chosen a hybrid approach for disposition of surplus
plutonium;

« [sotopically “denaturing” weapons-grade plutonium by irrad in a nuclear reactor

is the surest and most efficient means of destroying this material. By burning
plutonium in mixed oxide fuel, it will undergo ruclear transformation into a product

Post Office Box 1708 Aiken, SC29802 171 University Parkway ~ USCA
(803)648-3362  FAX (803)641-3369  edpsc@sol.com  hutp: edpsc.orz.

DCRO013

DCRO013-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of 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.

Alternatives
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ERNIE CHAPUT
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that is no longer capable for efficient use in nuclear weapons and will make theft and
recovery of the degraded material extremely difficult.

¢ Immobilizing weapons-grade plutonium that contains impurities which make it
unsuitable for burning in nuclear reactors by mixing with DOE high-level waste and
creating solid ceramic and glass-like materials. While this process will not destroy the
“weapons-grade” characteristics of the plutonium, it will make theft and recovery of
the immobilized material very difficult.

We believe that DOE has properly analyzed safety issues and demonstrated that both
options for surplus plutonium disposition can be safety conducted. Oversight by the

Nuclear Regutatory Commission will serve to further assure the safe execution of this
activity. 1

In summary, as DOE considers the proportion of materials for disposition by irradiation
and immobilization, we recommend that the ultimate objective of this program be kept
clearly in focus: Which option provides the greatest surety that the surplus materials
can never be used again in modern nuclear p The Economic Development
Partnership believes that future generations will be significantly more secure if we act
today to destroy our surplus weapons-grade plutonium materials, not just lock them away
and meke them difficult to recaver. Therefore, we believe that buming weapons-grade
plutonium in nuclear reactors should be the first option for disposition of surplus
plutonium, with immobilization being used anly when burning is not possible.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important matter.

DCRoO13
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ENVIRONMENTALISTS INC.
RutH THOMAS
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MR023-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE gave equal consideration to all comments received on the SPD Draft EIS
and Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS. The comments and their responses
are presented in Volume III, Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, respectively. The public
hearing comment summary report for the Supplement and hearing attendance
list has been sent under separate cover. Transcripts of the June 24, 1999
meeting hosted by State Senator Phil Leventis are presented as Appendix A
in Volurme ITL
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ENVIRONMENTALISTS INC.
RutH THOMAS
PAaGE20F 5

Dear Stakeholder,
The Department of Encrgy has released z supplement to the Draft Surplus Plutonium
Disposition Envi [ Irmpact St which fi on information

teveloped as part of the MOX Procurement Process. The comment period for this
document is from May 14 1o June 28, 1999. You may request a copy of this
document as follows:
MAIL FAX/PHONE

United States Department of Energy 1-800-820-5156
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition  Please leave your name and complete
P.O. Box 23786 mailing address on the answering
Washington. DC 20026-3786 machine. -

WORLD WIDE WEB

http:/www.doe-md.com

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

This is to inform all interested parties that the Department of Energy’s Office of Fissie
Materials Disposition will hold a public meeting on the Supplement to the Dralt Surplus
ium Envi ing and aft

P | St Thers will be two identical g
sessions, % 0o
1130

Tuesday, June 15, 1899
8:00am - 12:00pm
and
1:30pm - 4:30pm
Hotel Washingtan
515 15th St, NW
Washington, DC 20004

Preregistering for the meeting may be done at either:

Wais Boal 1 doe-md.com

ttp
P 1-800-820-5135

Office of Fissite Materials Disposition
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Comment Documents and Responses on the Supplement—South Carolina
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‘.:) ENVIRONMENTALISTS INC.
N RutH THOMAS
Pace4 oF 5

NOW AVAILABLE

The Department of Energy has released a suppl to the Draft Surplus PI

Disposition Envirc 1 Impact St which focuses on information
developed as part of the MOX, Procurement Process. The comment period for this
document is from May 14 to June 28, 19/?. You may request a copy of this
document as follows: ‘\Fm ess

MAIL FAX/PHONE
United States Department of Enesrgy 1-800-820-5156
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition  Please leave your name and complete
P.0. Box 23786 mailing address on the answering
Washington, DC 20026-3786 machine.

WORLD WIDE WEB
htip:/fwww.doc-md.com

PUBLIC MEETING

The Department of Energy's Office of Fissiie Materials Disposition will hold a public
meeting on the Supptement to the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Drait
Environmental Impact Statement. There will be two identical moming and afternoon
sas3ions.

Tuesday, June 15, 1999
9:00am - 12:00pm
and
1:30pm - 4:30pm
Hotel Washington
515 15th St., NW
Washington, DC 20004

Preregistsring for the meeting may be done at either:
Website Registration: hitp/iwww.dos-md.com
F ! N 1-800-820-5134

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
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GILBERT, CLAUDE L., Jr.
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CLAUDE L, GILBERT, JR.
1104 Canprewocp Drivs
Hopxins, Souts CArROLINA 29061

US Department of Energy Juna 24, 1999
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
PO Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786
RE:Surplus Plutonium Dlspositian

Dear Sir:

As a native South Carolinian and US citizen, | have followed the events over the past 45 years that have
turned my homeland into a nuciear dump. While the thought of ridding the world of surplus plutonium
sounds good, | believe your decision to use MOX nuclear fuel in commertial reaclors will cause more
problems than it solves.

Why shoukd | believe you when you state that this process is safe?

1) There are unexplained illnesses or “cancer clusters” around 14 of 14 DOE 1acilities in the US.
Gommerdial nuclear reaclors are nothing more than high lavel waste dumps for spent fuel rods. Yucca
Mountain is nothing more than a pipe dream.

2) Westinghouse (aka CBS) after 16 ysars and $489 million have failed to deat with tha waste problerns
already at SRS. {exploding berzine among many mora problems) SC already has radicactive
fish in the Savannah Hiver, deformed wildlife and cortaminated ground water. A MOX facility will
just add to the problem.

3) Cogema has not only contaminated the sea bed off of the coast of France, but also the air is 80,000
times mare ive ihan g i F ing is such a poliuting industry that
Cogema has tumed the air radioactive. Childhood ia has ir

4) BNFL has contaminated the area around Sellafield, England as much as Chernobyl. A slow-motion
accident played oul aver four decades. The seafood is radicactive as well.

5) After many years of mi ing the public, the i of nuctear power have decided to
phase aut this ical failure of ic, hoalth, iransportation and safety issues.
Using MOX fuel and ishing a plutonium with a failed industry will only hurt the US

taxpayer and endanger everyone on the planet.

6) Although MOX fuel has been used occasionally in Eusope, it is not made with such a high percentage
of 239 as is ¢ for the US, This form aof plutonium is the material of choice for
nuctear weapons precisely becausa it is easiest to explode. Obviously, this is not ihe goal in reactor
operation. Compounding the concem about weapons material is the disclosure that the plitonium is
not pure. In order to make the weapans, other ingredients were added 10 the plutonium. One of these
is Gallium, which has not baen put into a reactor core betore, and which inleracts with zircanium, one
of the metals composing the fuel rod's cladding. Compromisa of fuel cladding can cause a host of
problems including greatly i of radioactivity 1o air and water.

7) The plan ta build a MOX plant at US taxpayer expense in Russia will only guarantee that weapons
grade plutonium is spread across the globe under the guise of peaceful nuclear cooperation. Do you
frust the Russians? How about their nuclear supply partners Iran and India?

As you know, these are just a few of the problems worldwide. 1 strongly object to the MOX plan.
1 would be far mora prudent to pursus immobilization.

Thanrk you.

/S Y

Claude L. Giloert, Jr.

MR009

MR009-1 MOX Approach

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

The safety, health, and environmental consequences of the MOX approach
at the proposed reactors are addressed in Section 4.28. In addition, NRC
would evaluate license applications and monitor the operations of both the
MOX facility and domestic, commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel,
to ensure adequate margins of safety.

MR009-2 Human Health Risks

-Epidemiological studies performed to determine if excess health effects have

occurred, or are occurring, in the vicinity of the candidate sites for surplus
plutonium disposition are summarized in the Storage and Disposition PEIS.
Other DOE sites are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. Over the past year,
DOE and the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) have produced
draft plans to determine the future direction of public health activities at
18 DOE sites (including the sites evaluated in this EIS) and naval shipyards
in three States. The plans contain background information on the site;
information learned from previous studies and assessments; current public
health activities conducted by HHS and DOE; gaps in knowledge and
important issues that need to be addressed; and proposed new activities.
These plans may be viewed on the DOE Web site at
http://www.tis.eh.doe.gov/epi.

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

MR009-3 Waste Management

DOE appreciates the commentor’s concern that surplus plutonium disposition
activities not contaminate the environment. DOE and its contractors at SRS
are working hard to remediate existing contarnination. In recent years, seepage
basins have been closed, pump and treat systems have been installed to
remove contaminants from the groundwater, and new wastewater treatment
facilities have been installed. Much is yet to be done, but as described in the
report, Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure (DOE/EM-0362, June 1998),
DOE has an ambitious plan to accomplish the cleanup of SRS.

The SPD 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, indicate that implementation of any of the proposed activities
would not have a major impact on any of the candidate sites. To avoid
contamination that has occurred in the past at some DOE sites, DOE would
design, build, and operate the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities in compliance with today’s environmental, safety and
health requirements.

MR0094 MOX Approach

Recent reports prepared by the French Government have concluded that the
radioactive releases from the La Hague Plant are not the cause of an excess of
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childhood leukemia in the area of the plant between 1978 and 1996. TheLa
Hague Plant is a spent fuel reprocessing plant. 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
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.

European reactors of various designs use MOX fuel. European nuclear
regulatory authorities have reviewed MOX fuel use in reactors of varying
designs and found it to be safe and acceptable.

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
advocate a plutonium economy. 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.

MRO009-5 MOX Approach

Reactor fuel in Europe is fabricated to similar enrichment levels (about
5 percent plutonium 239) to the levels being proposed for the U.S. reactors
that would be used to irradiate MOX fuel.
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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 (including gallium) 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.

MR009-6 Nonproliferation

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

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. Programmatic and policy issues
such as U.S. policies toward plutonium disposition in Russia are beyond the
scope of this SPD EIS.
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807 E..Rollingwood Rd.
Aiken, SC 29301
June 15, 1999

Mr. G. Bert Stevens

Department of Energy FAX 1-800-820-5156
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, MD-4

Forrestal Building

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

‘Washington, DC 20585

CC: Mr. Greg Rudy, Manager FAX 725-1910
Savannah River Operations Office

Mr. Andrew Granger, SR NEPA Compliance Officer FAX 725-4023
5 h River Operations Office

Ms. Mary Flora, WSRC Manager of Public Involvement  FAX 725-4023
Westinghouse Savannah River Company

Re: Public Meeting on Supplement for Surplus Plutoniom EIS

Dear Sir:

1 have beard of na public meeting being scheduled on the suppl ental EIS for
surplus plutonium management in the Aiken Augusta area. 1am disappointed that you do
not consider the stakeholders in the Savannah River Site from South Carolina-Georgia
important to this mission. Isuggest that you reconsider and hold a meeting on this
subject in this area.

1 do not understand the intent of the meeting from your “Second Notice” announcement
bt Savannah River Site seems to be important to this mission so I expect your Office to
keep the SRS stakeholders up to date on these issues. It is clear to me that we,
stakeholders, are important to that mission. Keep us up to date on the Office of Fissile
Materials plans.

If you are unable to hold & public meeting on these plans in the Aiken-Augusta area, what
strategy do you have for informing the SRS stakeholders?

-%%‘“23@/

W. Lee Poe, Jr.

FR002-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for a public hearing on the
Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS be held in the Aiken-Augusta area. After
careful consideration of its public involvement opportunities, including the
availability of information and mechanisms to submit comments, DOE decided
not to hold additional hearings on the Supplement. In addition to the public
hearing on the Supplement held in Washington, D.C., DOE provided other
means for the public to express their concerns and provide comments: mail, a
toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Webssite. Also, at the invitation
of South Carolina State Senator Phil Leventis, DOE attended and participated
in a public hearing held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina.

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

Since the inception of the U.S. fissile materials disposition program, DOE has
supported a vigorous public participation policy. SRS stakeholders who are
in the MD stakeholder database will be kept directly informed of the progress
on the surplus plutonium disposition program through notices and
announcements sent by mail. Indirectly, interested parties may get information
from the MD Web at http://www.doe-md.com, the DOE reading rooms, and
local and site media announcements.
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SoutH CAROLINA SENATE
HoNORABLE PHiL P. LEVENTIS
Psacelor1
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COMMITTEES:

AGRICULTURE AND HATURAL RESCURCES.
CHAIRMAN

FINANCE
LABOR. COMNERCE & INDUSTRY
TRANSPOATATION
£THCS
MEDICAL AFFAIRS

SENATOR PHIL P. LEVENTIS

SUNTER COUNTY
OFFICES

404 GRESELTTE QUILDNG

P. 0. BOX 14

COLUMEIA. SOUTH CAROLINA 26202

PHONE: (803) 212-621D
FAX (803) 212-6200

P. O BOX 1502
SUMTER. SOUTH CAROLINA Z9151-1992
[803) 773-08d¢

June 30, 1999

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secrelary of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20582

Dear Secretary Richardson:

T want to say thank you again for your willingness to participate in the public hearing that I held
on Thursday, June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina. The advenising that your Department
sponsored on the radio and in the newspaper ensured that at least one hundred or more interested
individuats had the opportunity to hear dircctly from the Department of Energy regarding the proposed
Mixed Oxide Fuel Program. [ was very appreciative of the number of DOE officials who participated and
traveled from such distances as Argonne, lllinois, Washington, D.C., Charlottc, North Carolina, as well as
Aiken, South Carolina. Flying Mr. Denis Hugelmann from France o discuss Cogema’s expertise and rolc
in the consortium was also most helpful and very important. This effort on your part has not gone
unnoticed. [ along with others who assisted in my organizing this public hearing were impressed with the
Department’s assistance in making the heasing a success. The Department demonstrated a true interest in 1
trying to reach out to the public by candidly responding to the series of questions that | asked at the
beginning of the hearing and by patiently listcning Lo the questions and concems raised by the public on the

proposed MOX program.

1 have spoken to your Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary. Ms. Linda Lingle, and have conveyed
my thanks to her and all that she did to make the hearing a success. However, 1 want 10 be sure that you
understand the depth of my appreciation. | look forward to continuing a dialogue with you and your
Department on his matter.

_..Sincerely,, e

N ™, -1 -
AN il 3 ¢ i (
\ P'l‘\xl {hexe’n(s ot ,L(/L ey
PPL:pap R
cc: The Honorable James H. Hodges
SC Congressional Delegation
Ms. Linda Lingle. USDOE
M. Bert Stevenson, USDOE
Ms. Laura Holgate, USDOE
Mr. David Nuiton, USDOE
Mr. Charlie Anderson, USDOE
Mr. Robert C. Selby, USDOE
Mr. R_H. Thde, Duke, Cogema, Stone & Webster Consortium
Mr. Denis Hugelmann, Cogema
Dr. Arjun Makhijani. IEER
Mr. Ethan Brown, Carolina Peace Resource Center

MR025

\chaiftrichardsonthankyou63099.doc

MR025-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s appreciation of its efforts in supporting the
public meeting held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina. Since the
inception of the fissile materials disposition program, DOE has supported a
vigorous public participation policy.
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TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
EarL C. LEMING
Pacelorl

STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
OOE OVERSIGHT DIVISION
751 EMORY YALLEY ROAD
OAK RIDGE, TENNESSEE 37830-7072

May 26, 1999

DOE, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
¢/o Supplement to the SPD EIS

PO Box 23786

Washington DC 2006-3786

Dear Sirs

DPOCUMENT REVIEW: Supplemental to the Draft Envi 1 Imp
“Surplus Plutonium Disposition,” DOE/EIS-0283-D, July 1998

The Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, DOE Oversight Division (TDEC/

DOE-0) has revicwed the sbove Supplemental Draft Envire tal Impact St (EIS) and
‘as the following comment.
The Department wishes to again note that there are quantities of plutonium in the form of TRU | 1

waste, contaminated equipment, spent fuel, and working inventory still present on the Oak Ridge
Reservation. Although not considered surplus, this plutonium witl require final disposition and
should to be addressed by DOE in the near future. In addition, project plans should ensure that
post irradiation examination of MOX fuel at the Osk Ridge National Laboratory does not
contribute to the Oak Ridge Reservation waste inventory.

Sincerely

G (L.i\{_ .. (’V‘

Earl C. Leming .
Director —

xc:  Justin Wilson — Governor’s Policy Office
Jim Hall—- DOE
Ed Cumesty - DOE
Dodd Galbreath — TDEC

Most of the plutonium stored at ORR is in the form of waste. Approximately
600 g (21 oz) of plutonium 238 (not weapons-usable) has been declared excess
and is being held in storage at ORNL awaiting transfer for use in the space
program. Approximately 780 g (28 0z) of other plutonium isotopes have
been repackaged and are awaiting transfer to LLNL. The scope of this
SPD EIS includes alternatives for the disposition of weapons-usable
plutonium declared surplus to U.S. defense needs. Other radioactive
materials, wastes and spent nuclear fuel that contain plutonium are beyond
the scope of this SPD EIS. Alternatives for management of radioactive and
hazardous wastes were evaluated in the Final Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment,
Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste (DOE/EIS-0200-F,
May 1997). RODs for TRU, hazardous and high-level waste have been issued;
ROD:s for low-level and mixed low-level waste are expected shortly.
Alternatives for management of spent nuclear fuel were evaluated in the
Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and ldaho National
Engineering Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management Programs Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0203-F, April 1995). RODs for
this EIS were issued in May 1995, and March 1996. Transportation and
disposal of TRU waste are evaluated in the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). A ROD for the
WIPP EIS was issued in January 1998. Transportation and disposal of spent
nuclear fuel are evaluated in the Draft EIS 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). AROD has
not been issued for the Yucca Mountain EIS.

MRO006-2 ‘Waste Management

As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, DOE prefers ORNL for postirradiation
examination activities. ORNL has the existing facilities and staff expertise
needed to perform postirradiation examination as a matter of its routine
activities; no major modifications to facilities or processing capabilities would
be required. In addition, ORNL is about 500 km (300 mi) from the reactor site
that would irradiate the fuel. Section 4.27 was revised to include analyses of
potential waste management impacts at ORNL.
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STAND or AMARILLO, INC.
Do~ Moniak

PaGe 1 0F 2
June 24, 1999
STAND COMMENT # S-2
Office of Fissile Materials Management
U.S. Department of Energy

venue,
‘Washinngton, D.C. 20535
Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:

Mmﬂ?Abﬂ)s(SumeuAg:mNudwnmﬁng)mndeomnmomhe
Supplernent to the Surphis Ph Draft Ei ! Impact Statemient, Apeil
1999, Moncfzhewpplanmlmlymnbuseduponthepmponlmbmmdbythemm
Cogema Stone and Webister: consostium.

1. MOX fuel fabrication is more dangerous

When d to the um’s , DOE's previ t derestimatod hazard
MWMNM:MOXM“' i pltnt.Fot ple
DOE:mMMvoMofMMﬂMwmumXpw ............. 1 Kter
Nuclear industey’s estimated anmal volume of liquid radwaste st MOX plant ... ... .. 800 litors
DOE’s esti of radionuclide in MOX plant wastewater .. ............... None
Nuclesr Industry’s estimate .. ... .o.vounininieiiiaeiiarirnraiaiaranan 9,250 Bequerels
Per DOE underestimated the 1 requirements of s MOX plant . .._....... %
Percentage DOE underestimated the natural gas requirements of a MOX plant .. ....... 16%
2 ge DOE und d the water requi ofaMOXoplant ............. 5%
Percentsge DOE ovetestimated the number of jobgata MOX plant . ... ............. 13%
Numb«ofmonxh:DOBmﬁuedluwalm:hqmdwd Him pr ing—~or plutoni
“polishing”~as 2 b for ph o 71,7, T 35
Nmﬁmmmmmoxmmmmammacmkrwnos:o
respond to Industry d ds and develop Appendix N for a Plutoaium Polishing option ... .. 2

Serious Texans Against Nuclear Dumping
7105 W 34™ Ave, Suite K, Asaellio, TK 791093907
phone ($061358-2627 - fxx {S06)ISS-047 . emmail <standam.sat> FROOQ

FR009-1 MOX Approach

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.

While it is true that some of the estimates in the SPD Draft EIS have increased
as noted by the commentor, other estimates have decreased such as the
number of workers required to operate the MOX facility and the worker dose
estimate. While some estimates have increased, none of the increases are
expected to result in major environmental impacts to the public during normal
operations at any of the candidate sites as shown in Section 2.18 and Chapter 4
of Volume I.

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.

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. These reactors were selected in part because their operational
lives would not have to be extended to support the surplus plutonium
disposition program.

As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be
produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial
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STAND or AMARILLO, INC.
Don MonNI1AK

PAGeE 2 0F 2
2. Putting MOX iz old auclear reactory is & bad {des:
Age of Nuclear Rosctors when frst MOX fuel scheduled to be inserted . ... .. .. 2010 28 years
Age of Nuclear Reactors in 2020 when MOX foef scheduled toleave . .. . ... 2410 32 years
Number of extra spent fuel assemblies expected from MOX ... .............coeuno... 199 | 1
P age DOE underestimated maxi diation dose to people near reactors: ... 82-329%

These commetits will be supplemented in the foture.
Sincerely:

g

Don Monitk

reactors. However, 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.

As discussed in Section 4.28.2.4, the radiation dose to the population in the
vicinity of the proposed reactor sites is not expected to change from normal
operation of the reactors with a partial MOX fuel core instead of a full LEU
fuel core. The commentor states that DOE “‘underestimated maximum radiation
dose to people near reactors” but it is impossible to determine how this was
derived. The Storage and Disposition PEIS presented information on a
generic reactor but this is not directly comparable to the specific reactor
information presented in this SPD EIS.
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STAND orF AMARILLO, INC.
DoN MONIAK
Pace 1l oF 2

STAND

Office of Fissile Matérizls Management

Energy
moomwm Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:

These are STAND’s (Serious Texans Against Nuclear Dumping) first on the April
1999 Supplenient to the Surpixs Phutonium Disposition Drayt Environmental Impact Statement.

Subject: Pit Rzpuhglng requirements, Page 9.

T.heDepamnectofEneyummthnthemedm a3 12.000,' i piuinto hippt

canbe pit di bly and i ducted at Pantex.
mwmmmmwdnmgapdmmynMn
would be lower radistion exposures to Pantex.

Fundaments] Flaws in DOE’s Analysis

1. There are imately 12,000 pl

containers. Up to 4,000 of these pits are:

pits at Pantex that are stored in unsuitable-AL-RS

. considered “National Assets;”
. not part of the surplus pit inventory;
. uhedtﬂedtobeszoredindeﬁmtdyn?ammmsnﬂdmg 12-116,

P g s pt pits and DOE should make this adjustment.

2, ThedeqnonbyDOEtolbmdonmoﬁbmspmdmgmoooooo-to repackage pits in
AT-400A ¢ quacics in Pantex’s plutonium pit handling
mduomgeopermonsmelnelmmﬂewmmmdlmouthztﬂwAT-moAmz
pmblmunccommmandhmulwbhcrdmomeﬁ’ompmsedthecomwutgtm

in” situati Inﬁct,thoATAOOAumlhdm!xﬁeduth:oammerof!hﬁ
ﬁxmmtheboti-‘-‘-‘mrﬂlomm | Airport pl exhibit and in the storage
storage sectior st hnpj/www Pantex.com.

hﬂumpplunemdmﬂym.uwhtthSPDEIS,lthmmncmuwwaﬂymudms
Pantex for its faihire to implement promised safcty improvements. If Pantex were ta proceed with
using the AT-400A there would be no need to repackage pits into shipping b Pantex's

7105 W 34 Ave, Sultn L Acsarilio, TX 791092907 FROO8

phome (BO6)ISH-2622 - fax ($06)355-3437 « esall <stasd@ara.net>

mmamwmmwmowmrumymmmmof 1

FR008-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the storage of
plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of pits
and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to address
plutonium storage requirements. DOE has addressed some of the commentor’s
concerns in an environmental review concerning the repackaging of Pantex
pits into a more robust container. This evaluation is documented in the
Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclear
Weapon Components—AL-R8 Sealed Insert Container (August 1998). This
document is on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this
supplement analysis, the decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex into
the AL-R8 sealed insert container and to discontinue plans to repackage pits
into the AT—400A container.

Alternatives

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

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in the
Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated
Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225, November 1996).
DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits in Zone 4 at Pantex
for long-term storage. An appropriate environmental review will be conducted
when the specific proposal for this change has been developed; addressing,
for example, whether additional magazines need to be air-conditioned. The
analysis in this SPD EIS assumes that the surplus pits are stored in Zone 12
in accordance with the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS.
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decision to sbandon this costly program functions to serve its efforts to keep the pits and become
2 plutonium processor. -

3. The argument that worker exposures can be reduced if pits do not need repackaging is

not balanced by the fact that worker exposures duting secondary canning of phutonium powder

(which would be unnecessary in co-located facilities) would be much higher than exposures

WWMMWanMdkMMMme
P top ap ium pit pr ing facility.

4. The argument made by DOE mirrors that made by Mr. Carl Beard, Nuclear Program Manager
for the Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutonium (ANRCP), In comments on the Draft
Surplus Plutorium Disposition EIS, Mr. Beard stated that, “if conversion is not done at Pantex,
lﬂﬂ:cmuwwldhwcmberapackzgedmATlm(mmothwnpp:uvedmmmn
container) and shipped to SRS. This will not have to be done if the facilitics are located at Pantex.
The EIS estimates 2 40% dose reduction to Pantex workers due to this. Wers ALARA
considerations evaluated as part of this process?”

Ofeouna,Mr ‘Beard and the ANRCP have never raised any ALARA concerns when plutosium
pits were unnecéssarily shipped from Rocky Flats, and whes the Department chose the more
wnphedodMOXﬁ:dopmn.

Mmmwmhmpglenmhmmm.

Sincerely:

Don Moniak
Program Director

FR008-2 Human Health Risk

There would be reduced doses to Pantex workers involved with repackaging
pits for shipment to other sites if the pit conversion facility were located at
Pantex. There may be some overall advantage in terms of human health risk
if the pit conversion facility is collocated with the other surplus plutonium
disposition facilities. The SPD EIS presents a conservative estimate of the
worker dose associated with operating these facilities. DOE is committed to
reducing any human health risks at its sites to ALARA levels. The surplus
plutonium disposition facilities would be designed, constructed, and operated
to achieve these goals.

Pits were shipped from RFET'S to Pantex to support activities DOE felt were
necessary at RFETS. The MOX approach is areasonable alternative because
it is an effective way to accomplish the goal of the surplus plutonium
disposition program. Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and
using it in domestic, commercial reactors would 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.
Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of
operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel, should the decision be
made to proceed with 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 marmner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.
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June 28, 1999
STAND COMMENT # -3

Office of Fissile Materials Mamgunen:
U.§. Department. of Energy
1000 Indepmdm Avenue, W -
Wastington, D.C. 20585
ear Department nf Ensrgy, Office of Fissile Miierials Management:

These aro STAND" s(SmuTenn;AgumNudeumpmg)thhd set of comments on the
April 1999 Supplement to the Surples Plutonium Disposition Drafs Environmenial Impact
Statement.. (SPDEIS)

Subject: Lead Test Assemblies, Uranium Feed, and Bad MOX Fuel

In the final SPDEIS,. STAND is requesting that DOE:

FR006-1 MOX Approach

The major difference between weapons-grade plutonium and reactor-grade
plutonium (i.e., plutonium recovered from spent nuclear fuel) is the level of
plutonium 239. The level of plutonium 239 is lower in reactor grade plutonium.
DOE recognizes that European MOX programs use different enrichment
levels. However, European enrichment levels are more tied to programmatic
needs and not to specific limits on plutonium 239. The plutonium 239 levels
being proposed in this EIS may be higher than those in Europe but are still
considered safe. If any specific safety limits or restrictions are required, they
would be identified by NRC during the license amendment process.

FRO06-2 MOX Approach

The plutonium dioxide feed to the MOX facility would be calcined,
oxalate-derived material that would have morphology identical to that of the
oxide used successfully in Europe to make MOX fuel.

Fuel fabrication R&D at LANL was sponsored in order to fabricate test fuel
for irradiation in the Advanced Test Reactor at INEEL. Fuel for the first

1
. Clearty idemify 2l differences between weapoos-grade and reactor-grade pli . . L. . . o
. mumﬁt& &Wmm&“MOXﬁdmpmgmnmm o 2 irradiation test was fabricated successfully. The second irradiation test was
: M‘Mox”ﬁm°m“‘" mmm,k"&mwmw""“ww’m“‘(mﬂ““”' der for 3 canceled based on technical input from DCS, the team that was selected to
© Amlymi opuonvfhvurl:ul: ﬁ:;m «ou;:‘ DOE exsiies produce aff-spec MOX fuclas an 4 fabricate MOX fuel and irradiate it. Fuel R&D continues at LANL because
Ba torR further developing a domestic MOX fuel fabrication capability is useful to
ckgro est . . .
: undlorTeae DOE for lead assembly fabrication and for other programmatic purposes,
A March 1999 Lés Alamos National Labocatory (LANL) report calls into question th. ability of the Jab to ; i i
Yoceessfully fbeicats Mied Ox6de mox)mwm“‘”“ : ‘} o ‘;c“‘;ot prfoy especially related to characterizing the feed powder from the pit
problemis ‘that 'wupou—mdc plutoaium morphology (shape) diffees ngmﬁwxlyxﬁanﬂm of reactar- conversion facﬂjty.
grade plutonicim.” Thesa fundamental differences must be clearly identificd ixi the final SPDELS. 2
Los Alamod i s ;:d isbocatery o the go;l fud Gbricaion m hils Oak Ridge Nesewal st The difficulties encountered with fabrication of MOX test fuel at LANL are
L‘me irradiating LANL -irmadiation™ exams . . . e
barring major aééidénta; The Departmeat of Encrgy's goal was to begin conducting a “High Pewer Test™ due neither to the lack of MOX fuel fabrication capability at LANL nor to
“Advanced Reactor” INEEL?. . . . . . . -
of MOX fucl pellct Gncig April, 1999 i he “Advanced Test ATR &t generic technical difficulties associated with weapons-grade plutonium. These
difficulties have been determined to be primarily due to switching the uranium
1 - - .
s ,,,,",,‘M""‘;,“ M’””:"‘”‘K e e e aertlopmem: ovd oxide used in the MOX test fuel. LANL had successfully fabricated MOX
Laboratoey March, L3 test fuel for the first irradiation test using an uranium oxide commercially
> FY 1998 dnul Operating Plon (Rev 0, Octobes L,1998). DOR Offich of Fissile Matevials supplied by CAMECO. To begin fabrication of the MOX test fuel for the
second irradiation test, uraniumn oxide from the ammonium uranyl carbonate
Serious Texans Against Nuclear Dumping .
© ian TS W 30 de, st . il 1% 701092007 FRO06 process was used and it proved to be a problem.
mmm fax (§06)355-3837 - m<0~‘m-ﬂ?
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In the past two years alane, the Dep of Bncrgy has allocated $3.425 million for MOX fucl
bricat] :h and devel mknmumnndmsw‘MSmﬂﬁmmﬂ:p}omm

imdilmtheupdbuintl\eA‘duwedme(S). To date, fourtoen batchos of MOX test fued
pdmmmipdwhwmm.mmﬂu&ﬂdmmmﬁmmﬁmhﬂmwﬂof&ﬁwg
unacceptable problems:

~end capping”

—cracking 68 %0p .

—bubbling when: submerged in alcohol

Mmmumvdvdphmmmmdapwudﬁmmmmmudm

(ﬁquldadﬂ-plmml-m-oﬁdcunw:ﬁu!pm. ‘While the authors complained of running low
jum made from DOE's preferred ion elternative called HYDOX, thay fafled o mention

on
that in 1998 HYDOX was, “retracted from the ARIES line by NMT-DO for safety reasons.™

l.ntheﬁﬂsmﬂs,mﬁmﬂmmwﬁmhhMcxmmpmmﬂmhh
mmnmﬁmdmnmmmhmﬁ&mwmmyw
mmmmmmmwmwmmummnqmﬁ
‘Pp d at tive™ to fabri MOX “Lead Test A blies™ for use in ¢ 3al
mnmmmmhmmmmmmm;ﬁmam
inoceap of gensric techni 1 difficalty associzted with weapons-grade plotonium.

A jum Urasiyl Casbodate” (AUC) process—~the same process that has supplied uranium exide for
mmm%ofﬁumﬂ'sm)yofmmﬁﬂ!doxw.SinunnkimMOX_ﬁulhrLigMWw
WWMWMIMG&S%W@&&WM%W%MW
W,ikmm'ﬁe'mmmkmﬁbbm&plm. n the final SPDEIS, DOE

Www,m,mwmammmmmm
iogtium Uramyf Carb process.

GivenﬂwﬁcuhnDOE'sMOXpmgmnhhavingnevmdiﬂkulﬁuhthewnyhue. STAND

‘vequests thit the option of immobilizing phutonium in “bad” MOX fusl be analyzed in the final

SPDETS.- The disposition of excess phutonium using “off-spec” MOX pellets as & final
immobilization waste form waa raised in 1996 by G.A. Armantrout and LY. Yardine.’

*FYs 1598 (Rev. 3) and 1999 (Rev. 0) Amwual Operating Plans. DOE Officé of Fissile Matetiale.

*Sepreab zi,'xm tum from U5, DOE-Log Alamos Ares Office 10 Brocs Matthews, Divisian
Director, NMT-DO, LANL, MS-ES00. Approval of ARIES Project Hazard Analyses and Reguired Safety
Conzrols. Attachment 1. ng.e 10

5 Armasieiit, GA. and LY. Tntine. Digposition of Escess Plutonium Using "0 Spoc” MOX Pellets as '
rhem Using 4

a Sintered Ceramic Waste Form. UCRL-1C-121830.L L Y

FR006-3 MOX Approach

Section 4.30.3 was added to this SPD EIS to evaluate the environmental
impacts of converting depleted uranium hexafluoride to depleted uranium
dioxide using a commercially available dry conversion process. As described
in the Initial Data Report in Response to the SPD EIS Data Call for the UO,
Supply (ORNL/TM-13466, November 1997), dry conversion is a proven
technology for uranium dioxide production that is currently available at four
domestic commercial fuel production facilities. The dry conversion process
is a more efficient process than the ammonium diuranate wet conversion
process and as indicated by the commentor, the wet process has proven to
be more problematic in ongoing experiments at LANL.

FRO064 Alternatives

Off-specification MOX fuel pellets would not normally be sent to the
immobilization facility. As described in Section 2.4.3.2, MOX fuel pellets that
do not meet specifications would be recycled in the MOX process line.
Section 4.30 discusses the incremental impacts that would be expected if
plutonjum originally designated for MOX fuel (such as rejected MOX fuel)
had to be immobilized instead.
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BNFL, Inc.
MaLcoLM BOLTON
Pacelorl

This is Malcolm Bolton at BNFL, Inc., Fairfax office. My telephone
number is (703) 385-7100, extension 7211. I'was checking on the
status of the final EIS and Record of Decision for the plutonium
disposition. It shows on the schedule as early 1999, I wondered it
you firmed up on this date yet. Thank you very much. Bye.

PR002-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The SPD Final EIS will be published in November 1999. Availability of the
SPD EIS ROD will be announced in the Federal Register no sooner than
30 days after the publication of this EIS.
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STATEMEN B ON MOX FRUM THE CONCRRNED CITTZENS OF LOUISA
COUNTY
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DCRO07

PCR007-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. DOE
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. As shown in
the cost report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), it is
expected that the hybrid approach, which includes both immobilization and
MOX fuel, would be more expensive than the immobilization-only approach.
However, pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides
the United States important insurance against potential 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 environmental, safety and health consequences of the MOX approach
in the proposed reactors are addressed in Section 4.28. In addition, NRC
would evaluate license applications and monitor the operations of both the
MOX facility and domestic, commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel,
to ensure adequate margins of safety.

DCR007-2 Nonproliferation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the reliability of
Russia. The Joint Statement of Principles signed by Presidents Clinton and
Yeltsin in September 1998 provide general guidance for achieving the
objectives of a future bilateral agreement to disposition surplus plutonium in
the United States and Russia. Sensitive negotiations between the two
countries have indicated that the Russian government accepts the technology
of immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing materials, but
that the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity feed materials.
DOE will continue to discourage Russia from reprocessing its spent nuclear
fuel and starting a plutonium cycle but this issue is beyond the scope of this
SPDEIS.
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DCR007-3 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. The
physical protection, safeguards, and security for the MOX facility and
domestic, commercial reactors, including North Anna, would be in compliance
with NRC regulations. North Anna would continue to be operated by Virginia
Power Company with oversight by NRC, not DoD or DOE.

As discussed in Section 2.4, there are provisions for international inspections
of each of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. International
monitoring and inspection of the unclassified plutonium would also allow
the United States to demonstrate to the world, including Russia, Iran, Iraq,
Pakistan, India, and North Korea, that disposition is being carried out under
stringent nonproliferation controls, and that the excess plutonium is not
being diverted for reuse in weapons.

DCR0074 Immobilization

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the immobilization approach.
As discussed in response DCR007-1, DOE has identified as its preferred
alternative the hybrid approach.

DCROO7-5 MOX Approach

Although surplus weapons-usable plutonium has never before been used to
manufacture commercial MOX fuel, much research and development has
been performed to ensure that weapons-usable plutonium can be safely
converted into MOX fuel. The proposed lead assemblies testing program
may be used to verify the behavior of MOX fuel in commercial LWRs before
full-scale production is initiated. The extent of this program would be
determined based on discussions between DCS, DOE, and NRC, should the
decision be made in the SPD EIS ROD to go forward with the MOX 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
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plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate
impurity removal (including gallium) 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.

Although there would be some differences in core physics between partial
MOX and LEU fuel cores, these differences are known. For example, studies
indicate that partial MOX fuel cores have a more negative fuel Doppler
coefficient at hot zero power and hot full power, relative to LEU fuel cores for
all times during the full cycle. These evaluations also indicate that partial
MOX cores have a more negative moderator coefficient at hot zero power
and hot full power, relative to LEU fuel cores for all times during the full cycle.
These more negative temperature coefficients would act to shut the reactor
down more rapidly during a heat-up transient.

The DCS team reactor utility companies use a typical 18-month fuel cycle,
replacing approximately 40 percent of the fuel assemblies in a reactor at each
refueling. Some fuel assemblies are used for two cycles, some for three
cycles. The utilities plan to maintain the current fuel management schemes
and would use the MOX fuel assemblies for only two cycles.

Initially, when spent fuel is removed from the reactor, the MOX and LEU fuel
would be about the same temperature and exhibit similar characteristics.
After about a year out of the reactor, however, the temperature of MOX spent
fuel would exceed that of LEU fuel of the same age. Therefore, storage of
MOX spent fuel would increase the thermal loading in a spent fuel pool over
that for only LEU fuel. However, thermal load limitations are based on the
amount of cooling that the entire spent fuel pool can accommodate, not on
individual fuel assemblies within the pool. Therefore, the additional heat
load would be accounted for in the calculations for the reactor spent fuel
management plans. This SPD EIS analyzed several reactor accidents in
Section 4.28, including both design basis and beyond-design-basis accidents.
For MOX fuel, as compared to LEU fuel, there is an increase in risk, about
3 percent, for the large-break loss-of-coolant accident (the bounding design
basis accident). The largestincrease in risk for beyond-design-basis accidents
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isapproximately 14 percent for an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident
at North Anna. In the unlikely event this beyond-design-basis accident were
to occur, the expected number of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390
with a partial MOX core and prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60.
Both of these accidents have an extremely low probability of occurrence. At
North Anna, the likelihood of a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring
is 1 chance in 48,000 per year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems
Joss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 4.2 million per year.

DCR007-6 MOXRFP

DOE cannot speak for Virginia Power’s motivation for agreeing touse MOX
fuel. Itis anticipated that the North Anna reactors would be able to use MOX
fuel for a number of years under their current Ticense. The participation of
North Anna under the MOX approach is therefore not dependent on the
reactors being granted a license extension.
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LoCascio, ALEX
PAaGe 1 OF 2

Dear Secretary Richardson,

1 am writiog to urge you to hold formal public hearings on MOX, or
Mixed Oxide nuclear power fuel, a mixture of uranium and plutoniom.

Plutonium is a highly toxic element. 1t is used in bombs because of its
explosive power. Commercial nuclear power reactors were designed to use
uranium fuel, not plutonium. MOX fuel will accelerate the aging of
reactors, internal parts, and increase the sisk of accident. Plutonium in MOX
fuel makes a reactor accident more dangerous to human health. MOX
reverses the U.S. policy banning plutonium-fucled power reactors.

Citizens have the rights to know about the risks and costs of a plutonium
fuel econemy and MOX. Again, I-urge youto fold public hearings on this
urgent issue.

Sincerely,

Alex LoCascio

104 W. Churchill Drive
Lynchburg, VA

24502

MR021-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for public hearings on the MOX
approach. Asshown in Volume 111, Chapter 1, DOE held five public hearings
during the 60-day public comment period on the SPD Draft EIS. Another
public hearing was held during the 45-day period for public comment on the
Supplement to the SPD Drafi EIS. DOE also accepted comments submitted
by various other means: mail, a toli-free telephone and fax line, and the
MD Web site. The various channels of communication were open to all
interested individuals and organizations for both the comment periods, and
provided for regional and nationwide comment on both the EIS and
Supplement. All comments were given equal consideration and responded to.

After careful consideration of its public involvement opportunities, including
the availability of information and mechanisms to submit comments, DOE
decided not to hold additional hearings on the Supplement. As noted above,
DOE provided other means for the public to express their concems and
provide comments. Also, at the invitation of South Carolina State Senator
Phil Leventis, DOE attended and participated in a public hearing held on
June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina.

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

MR021-2 MOX Approach

Although no U.S. commercial reactors are licensed to use plutonium-based
fuel, several are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can easily and safely
accommodate a partial MOX core. These commercial reactors are capable of
safely using MOX fuel. Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the environmental
impacts of operating the reactors that would use MOX fuel.
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MR021-3 Facility Accidents

This SPD EIS analyzed several reactor accidents including both design basis
and beyond-design-basis accidents. For MOX fuel, as compared to LEU
fuel, there is an increase in risk, about 3 percent, for the large-break
loss-of-coolant accident (the bounding design basis accident). The largest
increase in risk for beyond-design-basis accidents is approximately 14 percent
for an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident at North Anna. In the
unlikely event this beyond-design-basis accident were to occur, the expected
number of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390 with a partial MOX core
and prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60. Both of these accidents
have an extremely low probability of occurrence. AtNorth Anna, the likelihood
of a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 48,000 per
year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident
occurring is 1 chance in 4.2 million per year.

MRO021-4 DOE Policy

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