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FD204-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.
Neither Hanford nor SRS has been proposed for irradiation of MOX fuel.
Both sites, however, have been evaluated as candidate sites for the fabrication
of MOX fuel. Asindicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the
MOX facility because this activity complements existing missions and takes
advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise.

DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services. The selected team, DCS, would design, request a license,
construct, operate, and deactivate the MOX facility as well as irradiate the
MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors. However, these activities are
subject to the completion of the NEPA process. Section 4.28 was revised to
discuss the potential environmental impacts of operating Catawba, McGuire,
and North Anna, the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity 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.
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FALLINGSTEAD, JOYCE
Pacelor1

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

PD065-1 Alternatives

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

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

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

TUPUIIDIS IIDTU] JOIUSUUOLIAUT JDOUL] UOTHSOASIT WNTUOIN] SHIAUNS




STr¢

FENNELL, LOREN
Pagelor2

Yeah, I would like a copy of the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Study. My name is Loren Fennell
and my PO Box is 4111 Portland, Oregon 97208. Yeah, I would
also like to make a comment on this, this disposition that,
number 1) I know for a fact that there is, like, thousands of
gallons of high and material of highly radioactive waste leaking
in, into the watershed of the Columbia River and/or at least
heading that way.

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

PD040-1 Water Resources

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

PD040-2 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern with the safety of the MOX
approach, and support of altemative energy sources. Use of MOX fuel in
domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to subsidize the
commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this proposed
action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the
Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and
modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as
inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing
quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power
reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would displace
LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective value
of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then the
contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government by
DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercial
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium
disposition program. :

The MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to
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FENNELL, LOREN
PaGe20or 2

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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FRrAZIER, BRUCE
Pacelor1

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

PD034-1 Alternatives

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

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.
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GEROULD, STEVEN
Pagelorl

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

PD039-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach and
support of cleanup at Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should
remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. The importance
of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying preferred
sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities. However, no decision has
been made, and DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium
disposition or other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.
Furthermore, funds for the surplus plutonium disposition program and
environmental cleanup program come from different appropriation accounts
allocated by the U.S. Congress that cannot be used interchangeably.
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HAMILTON, JESSICA
Pagelorl

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

PD030-1 Alternatives

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

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner. Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in
domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this. To this
end, surplus plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the MOX
facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. For reactor
irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating reactors
to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation would
be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.
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HaNForRD WATCH
Paice KnigHT
Pacelor 4

TESTIMONY ON THE SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DRAFT EIS
BY PAIGE KNIGHT, PRESIDENT OF HANFORD WATCH
August 18, 1998

Physicians for Sacial Responsibility bad. the age and foresigh yeaxsagotn i diati

pollution as 2 “national public health and safety emcrgency - akind of creeping Chemobyl
spreading insidicusly through our land, cur food, our water.

Nuclear waste is coutinuing to accumulate with nowhere to go. Yucea Mountain, the supposed
nuclear waste geological repositoty, in Native Shoshone land in Nevada, is costing millions upon
willious of dollars and is proving to be scientifically unsound; it is not the safe dry place hoped
for by politicians and the Nuclear Power Indusiry.

The Waste Isalation Pilot Project i fa New Mexmo has been defayed once again because it does not
yet up to the envi i ofpubhchealthmdsafety
llegal dumping and release of wastes continuc world wide into our oceans and into the land and
into the of our ground

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

They wave, once again, their biblical prophecies and try to lull us into buying their sacrilegious
interpretations of “turning swords into plowshares” only to hide from themselves and us that they
will be plowing our ficlds with more toxic radioactive wastes with half-lives longer than the life of
the human race thus far. They may bring about the demise not only of h kind but of planet
carth because itis a “good business deal”.

‘What has the nuclear endeavor brought us? Even now, with over eight nations calling for nuclear
weapcnstohededamd\llegaLdmpowermgglewagwonwxd\lmim. Pakistan, Israel, and Iran
1ves, through the testing of nuclear devices, to be nuclear capable and
layctsatthe“blgtable The preferred option in this Draft EIS refuses to consider the global
plctu:e The “Peaceful Atom” mgmnhaslxmxyltmtoapomtmhxs!orywhaeﬂ\emostdeed]y
known tot kind (and d by us as well) is considered more powerful than
peace, and more valuable than our gold moncy standard. This bodes ill for future generations.

Here are some of our “dividends” from the “Peaceful Atom™:

s We bave over 17¢ tons of commercial nuclear reactor waste world-wide;

*  We have approximately 55,000 tons of “excess” military plutonivm in the U.S.

* The U.S. taxpayer has paid between $5.5 and $6 trillion for nuclear weapons since 1940,

®  Nuclear waste is being. idered as an & ' ammﬂlerdlmthemos!deudlywaste
known to humankind, and proliferation of plutonium and

Dr, James C. Wart, who worked on the first atomic weapons and was the inventor of the PUREX
technology, in recent years has stated tbm “I have come to leam that thcre are oﬁen laxge
proliferation and aother t ﬁ'om such d the
initial paper proposals that p Wefeatmteofducsmnewnhme
slnk“becommgevmh:ghum this ageoftmonsmandhckofmomlmhegmyby the powerful
brokers of the nuclear and weapons industry.

The 1988 shutd of US. pl i duction ceactacs db of several

ORDO1

ORDO01-1 Repositories

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

ORDO1-2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the surplus plutonium
disposition program. The purpose of this proposed action is to safely and
securely disposition the surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel
Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by
DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and
unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of
plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.

ORDO01-3 DOE Policy

In September 1993, President Clinton issued the Nonproliferation and Export
Control Policy in response to the growing threat of nuclear proliferation. In
late July 1998, Vice President Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergei Kiriyenko
signed a 5-year agreement to provide the scientific and technical basis for
decisions concerning how surplus plutonium will be managed. This agreement
enables the two countries to explore mutually acceptable strategies for
safeguarding and dispositioning surplus plutonium. During the first week of
September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit and
signed a statement of principles with the intention of removing approximately
50 t(55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s stockpile.

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner. Toward that end, this SPD EIS analyzes a nominal 50 t (55 tons) of
surplus weapons-usable plutonium. In addition to 38.2 t (42 tons) of
weapons-grade plutonium already declared by the President as excess to
national security needs, the material analyzed includes weapons-grade
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the devastating-Chemobyl accident of 1986 which led ter the disouvery of the DOE's reactors'
inadequate containment buildings and other csscatial saftty features, citizen’s growing knowledge
of the serious state of negligence in the nuclear weapons complex; ond the reality of the enormaus
surplus of military plutonivm. -

The government has et to deal with the environmental legacy kefl by a hialf of cendury of weapons
production; clcanup is not being adequately dealt with leaving fisture generations contaminated
waler resources growing health and safety threats; the wastes that do exist have no safe storage
place nor safe contaittment a1 this point in time and yet the proposed MOX altemative would add
about three million gallons of highly radicactive fiquil wasic to storage tanks that are already
fraught with safety problams. We have pot found the will or way to stop the spread of nuclear
arms and yet e tesrorist acts in our own country and around the world continue to multiply, The
plutoniom in spent fiel is least likely to be stolen or diverted for viclemt purposes precisely
hecause it has nof been extracied (mough nprocessing.

The USDOE i contending that the options are equal in cost; this soft fact does not mesh with the

Nationa] Academy of Sciences review of the aptons 2 few years ago. Their report conclnded that

the “MOX" option was by far the most expensive option. There has never bocn a auclear reactor
to my knowledge that has not run far over cost and presented unacceptable safety problems; onc
of the major safety problems ideatified by researchecs is 2 greater risk of loss of coatrol during
veactuwe operation. As | bave ststed before, major concerns of public health and safety and
proliferation of muclear materials have ot been adequately addressed. We join with the Hanford
comnaunity is calling for a new draft EIS, but besause alf options and all impacts arc not fully
addressed We aiso spree that politics has influsnced the options preseated to us in the EIS, rather
than sound science that should fat outweigh even the economics of these proposals. If these
decisions are based solely o politics and ecosomics the DOE is once again showing the public
that we are expendable—-health of the race and the planct means nothing to them.

T conclude with the following recommendations:

»  Place all weapons-usable material that are extracted from leflover materials mder
international monitoring and ssfeguards.

+  Fully fund improvements of underwater storago of corroding speat fuel, then to interim dey
storage.

o Swop aft actions and policies that encourage and subsidize the American Nuclear Industry and
Russian plans to baild a plutomiem eoonotmy.

e Avoid a pluteniu fusl cycle and economy for electrical generation anywhxre in the world.

» Dase decisions on a rational approach of analyzing truly long-term consequences naionalty
and globally.

e Limit el cument reprocessing that is taking place ot Savannah River Site to the Jegacies of our
production years.

o Limit the wranspor of nuclear materials from one place or country to another.

Let me close with some pertinent quotes from Senator Mark [{atfield who has Joag seen through
the nuckear myths perpetrated on the public by the spin msisters of the Nuclear Industry:

8

ORDO1

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

Although the Chernoby] accident of 1986 led to further reviews of DOE’s
production reactors, it did not lead to the discovery of the inadequacy of
containment structures nor the decision to shut down these reactors in 1988.

ORDO01-4 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding wastes associated
with the MOX approach. Analyses presented in Appendix H indicate that
no HLW would be generated by the MOX facility and that all other waste
types would be treated, stored, and disposed of in accordance with current
site practices and procedures, WM PEIS RODs, WIPP ROD, and applicable
agreements. Analyses presented in Section 4.28 indicate that the use of
MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors would not appreciably change
the characteristics or quantities of waste generated at the proposed reactor
sites. The resulting spent nuclear fuel from these commercial reactors would
continue to be managed in accordance with current practice and in a manner
required by applicable regulations.

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

ORD01-5 Cost

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the cost of the MOX
approach. Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this
SPD EIS contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate report, Cost Analysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition
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MARK O, HAYFIELD
January 14, 1998
Ms, Paige Knight
Hanford Wach
2285 SE Cypress

Portland, OR 97214
Dear Ms. Knight:

Thank you for your invitation to participete in today's Department of Energy hearing on
altering the 1989 Hanford Tri-Party Agreement and restarting the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF)
for the purpose of producing titium for weapons. 1 regret that previous commitments

prevent me from attending this critical event.

The persistence by soms to exhume nuclesr weapona production activities at Hantord
never ceases to amaze mc Iusslmd’ulenousbdmﬂvz region has not taken steps to close its
only op the WNP-2 plant at Hanford, even though an excellent
easemnbemadcaamnsnnowonwely i ds. This abdication of responsibility
pdesmccmpﬁson.hnwever.wmelnsidiouspmposd tomtart the aging FFTF research
reactor for the purpose of producing tritium, a radioacti that ent the
destructive capability of nuclear weapons.

{t iz disappointing that this issue i3 even being serioysly discussed here, # reglon of the
country that has learnad the hard way that the price of puclear technology ia much higher than
the experts and proponents of nuciear power are ever honest enough to ackunowledge. For
example, the WPPSS nuclear debacle was one of the gr i of the century,
ant continues 1o cost the region's slectricity customets over $500 million a year. The
Department of Energy was forced 1o stop lying to the public and close the N Reactor at Hanford
in 1988 when it was revealed that hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars wene being wasted
producing a product (plutoniuvm) for which there was no eritical need. The clean up of the
Hanford Reservation will cost hundreds of billions of dollars, take decades to accomplish, and
continue to thresten human health and safety. The Trojan nuclcar power plant in Oregon was

closed b {t was ic, and still awaits decommissioning.

Considering all this, how could any rational person or t ider adding to the
nuclear misery aiready visited upon the Pacific Northwest? How many !e.ssons do we have to
Tearn before we turn away from the broken promises of nuclear myths? Hanford already is the

(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the cost and schedule estimates
for each alternative, was made available around the same time as the
SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs
and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of
operating Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna, the reactors that would use
the MOX fuel.

ORD(1-6 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

This SPD EIS presents the potential impacts on public health and safety of
each of the alternatives considered in the document. The textreflects DOE’s
efforts to carefully collect comparable data on all of the alternatives, analyze
those data in a consistent manner using well-recognized and accepted
procedures, and present the results in a full and open manner. The range of
reasonable alternatives was established using the screening criteria listed in
Section 2.3.1 and public input. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

ORDO01-7 DOE Policy

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

Use of MOX fuel in commercial reactors is not proposed in order to subsidize
the commercial nuclear power industry or produce electricity. As discussed
in response ORDO01-2, the purpose of this proposed action is to safely and
securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.
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M. Paige Knight
January 14, 1958
Page 2

greatest envirormental threat to the people of the Pacific Nanthwest. Restarting any nuciear
reactor for weapons production putposes is misguided at best, and transparently evil, at worst.
It also is a ciear violation of the spirit and intent of the Tri-Party Agrecment and a complete
reversal of our focused mission over the agt 20 years to clean ap the largest environmental
disaster arca in the Nation.

Long ago the Northwest made decisions that tumed us awsy from nuclear production of
weapons materiai and efectricity. It is time again to refect the sezmons of the mclear
prosclytizers and say na to those who preach death, destruction and ruin to our world and the
region.

1 d you far your continued Y to protecting the people and the
environment of the Pacific Northwest. Do not hesitate to let me kaow if'1 can be of further
serviee to your endeavors.

With kind regards.

Sincerely,

The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would displace LEU fuel
that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective value of the
MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then the contract
provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government by DCS
based on a formula included in the DCS contract.

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing commercial reactors
does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical separation of
uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission products
from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce
new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with the
U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. Furthermore, the
MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

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

The proposed action does consider national and global long-term
consequences of removing 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium considered surplus
from both U.S. and Russian stockpiles. Decisions on the U.S. surplus
plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

ORD01-8 DOE Policy
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s quotes from Senator Mark Hatfield.
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The U.S. Department of Energy needs to hear you voice NOW!
What do you think about a new era of nuclear proliferation?

Hanford Action of Oregon will forward this questionnaire to USDOE. Please circle your responses.

1. Shoujereiean-up be the sole mission at Hanford?
fes. No

4. Which altemative would ferwseeme U.S. Department of Energy pursue:

OR
The MOX plan (processing plutonium inta fuel for use in civilian nuclear reactors).

5. How concermned are you about the portation of p ium through the ?

Not concemed Stightly Concemed Very Concermed letely op]

6. How d are you about poring plutonium MOX fuct through the Norhwest to Hanford?

Not concerned Slightly C Very C m
— e

—

Phone cmall

Please return to Hanford Action of Oregon by September 10, 1958,

Hanford Action of Oregon
256NW 23ed PLI40S WHVEVU B(N)T600  emakhanie@aloom

2. Should the United States gover intain its & ding policy opposing the use of weapons
phatoniverto fuel civilian nuclear reactoes?
s/ No
- '
3. Should commercial nuclear reactors be allowed to un on MOX fuel containing weapons-grade
phatonium?
Yes No
= i
3z Should they be subsidized ity dollars to do s0? M
Yes 6’, e
== G‘dﬂ‘" !

E ¥
immobilization (encasemant of onium in glass kogs or in cannistars for entombment) zn’f"b‘ (j

MD227-1 DOE Policy

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

MD227-2 Nonproliferation

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. Consistent with the
U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

MD227-3 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
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displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercial
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium

disposition program.

MD2274 Alternatives

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

Under the hybrid approach, approximately 33 t(36 tons) of clean plutonium
metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. DOE has determined that 17 t
(19 tons) of surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for fabrication
into MOX fuel because of the complexity, timing, and cost that would be
involved in purifying those plutonjum materials. Therefore, fabricating all
50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable
alternative and is not analyzed; however, immobilizing all of the surplus
plutonium is analyzed. Given the variability in purity of the surplus plutonium
to be dispositioned, some of the plutonium currently considered for MOX
fuel fabrication may also need to be immobilized. The incremental impacts
that would be associated with a small shift in materials throughput are
discussed in Section 4.30.

Testing is underway to confirm that the immobilized plutonium would meet
the performance criteria for disposal in a potential geologic repository pursuant
to the NPWA.
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MD227-5 Transportation

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

MD227-6 DOE Policy

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

Hanford Action of Oregon wil! forward this questionnaire to USDOE. Pleass citcie your responses.

—

1. Should clean-up be the sole rmission at Hanford? . L
hould e 2P socr:::saonal oo Yoo mears bu-'rﬂ‘nj +kis .

Yes

2. Should the United States g i ing policy opposing the use of weapons
plutonium to fuel civilian nuclear reactors?
o /Fﬂllf [l¢5 o{mJ/ £w" So-

Yes
lohy do tue. Bare s meel 76 %r,ﬁojq
3. Should commereial nuclear reactors be allowed to run on MOX fusel containing weapons-grade ‘of

YBS? : @ u/lf ave. \,aa /9m d‘“—fg

3a. Should they be subsidized sith tax doliars todo 30? Hos  Moteral

Yos \-B 7 Mw:’s.r Fuet _fmn dres

& - i
4, wmchnlwnmvewnuldyoumfumseeuuus Depcmwofaﬁxy 3 tm»«— horem&.

of jum in glass logs or in cannisters for antombmant)
OR
/momxuan@xumpwmhmwummdﬂ-nmm)
Buk PWis 15 cekfrsats ]
5. How q are you about d’«' Deth(oushu\eN ywest to Hanford?
Not concerned Sﬁgmfyf‘ Voty" Commﬁﬁwmcd >

trere ms i -#rearen foe #a.ygd.
6. How concemed are P MOX fue! through the Northwest o Hanford?

Not concemed Sllghwf‘ Very Ct atol
L wes wrt doo mrky fo dewdp ~ Fthen Krcp iE Fheve,
2 SMMOXﬁxlbeusedwmmtb:guﬂuxTexlFumy(FFm anskthux -metal reactor
at Hanford, to produce tritium fag nuciear bombs?
Yes \__)

Neme  ose J{o:/ Josin

Address __SIB Y NE L2 vert
Poce _ SO08 -~ 272 7 0 57 emil

Pleass rerumn to Hanford Action of Otegon by Seprember 10, 1998,

Hanford Action of Oregon
256 NW 23d PLIOS WO IS (ST emakhoerieQumlomn

MD299-1 DOE Policy

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

MD299-2 Nonproliferation

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical
separation of uraniurn, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. Consistent with the
U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

In late July 1998, Vice President Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergei
Kiriyenko signed a 5-year agreement to provide the scientific and technical
basis for decisions concerning how surplus plutonium will be managed.
This agreement enables the two countries to explore mutually acceptable
strategies for safeguarding and dispositioning surplus plutonium. During
the first week of September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a
Moscow summit and signed a statement of principles with the intention of
removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each
country’s stockpile.
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MD299-3 MOX Approach

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

MD299—4 Alternatives

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

Under the hybrid approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutonium
metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. The remaining 17 t (19 tons) of
surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for fabrication into MOX
fuel because of the complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved in
purifying those plutonium materials. Therefore, fabricating all 50 t (55 tons)
of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable alternative and is not
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analyzed; however, immobilizing all of the surplus plutonium is analyzed.
Given the variability in purity of the surplus plutonium to be dispositioned,
some of the plutonium currently considered for MOX fuel fabrication may
also need to be immobilized. The incremental impacts that would be associated
with a small shift in materials throughput are discussed in Section 4.30.

MD299-5 Transportation

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

MD299-6 DOE Policy

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the
proposals to restart FEFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as
afuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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Kathleon Juergens
3229 NE 7th Ave.
Fortland, OR 97212

TESTINONY GIVEN AT USDOE PUBLIC HEARING
August 18, 1998
Portland, Oregen

My name is Kathlsen Juergens, and I‘m a working perscn who lives
in Northeast Portland. IX‘m here on behalf of nyself, and I'm
also here in solidarity with all the other people of our region
of Cascadia, and all my sisters and brothers throughout the rest
of the country.

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

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

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

I am here tao DEMAND that the MOX plan be withdrawn. We do not
want MOX here at Hanford. We do not want MOX at Savannah River,
south Carolina. We do not want MOX anywhere. vVitrification is
not a wonderful alternative, but it’s the best thing we’ve come
up with so far for temporarily dealing with—--not solving--the
problem of plutonium disposal. The MOX plan is nothing but an
outrage. Withdraw it, and withdraw it Now!

Page 1 of 1 ORDO05

ORDO05-1 Alternatives

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

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

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.
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Question/ Information
Request Card

Address: O - R oy 2345

E-mail:
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For further lnformalion contact:
U.8. Department of Energy, Otlice ol Fissile Materialy Disposition, MD-4
Farrastal Building, 1000 Indspandence &V'.s. SW, Washington, D.C. 20885

ORD15-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has and will continue to work toward the goal of presenting technical
information, in writing or verbally, in readily understandable language and
avoid the use of jargon (technical slang). Specifically, our aim is to provide
information at a high school comprehension level. Because the disposition
of surplus plutonium is a technically complex program, we must use some
scientific and technical terms in order to accurately describe how DOE proposes
to dispose of surplus plutonium, and the environmental effects of taking
those actions. For further clarification of the issues addressed in this SPD EIS,
duplication of information is eliminated where possible, and various reader
aids (e.g., a glossary, a list of acronyms, a metric conversion chart)
are incorporated.
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ORD13-1 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
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. Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.
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Yes, my name is Dr. Martin Donahoe. I’m a physician on
faculty at Oregon Health Sciences University, interested in
environmental issues and I teach these issues to both our
medical students and our internal medicine residents and I
wanted to weigh in with my opinion against the MOX, mixed
oxide, fuel approach to using plutonium and uranium in
reactors. I certainly would favor the other option being
immobilization which would be less expensive, safer for the
environment and also send a message to Russia and the rest
of the world that we think of plutonium more as a, a
dangerous waste product that it is rather than a source of
energy. My number is (503) 494-6495. Thank you.

PD063-1 Alternatives

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

This SPD EIS identifies and analyzes potential environmental and human
health impacts that might result from the construction and normal operation
of proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. As described in Chapter 4
of Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, potential impacts of any of the
proposed activities would likely be minor. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program will be based on environmental analyses, technical and
cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input.
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&5 Oregon

R A Kilhabes, MO, Covernne

Septembes 9, 1998

Mr. Howard R. Canter

Acting Director

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
US Department of Energy

PO Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Department of Cansumer and Business Services
Office of Eaterdy

25 Marion 5L NI

Salem, OR 97310-0830

Phone: (503) 378-4040

Toll Free: 1-200-221-8038

FAX: (513 3737806

Web sile: www.ebsslale.ocus fexternal f voef

Re:  Oregon Office of Energy”s C
Ert ] Impact S

Dear Mr, Canter,

on Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Surptus Plutoniun: Disposition Draft
i | Impact {EIS). ‘The citizens of the State of Oregon are vitally
ional and i ional i

interested in this issue from both a

Our most urgent conceras are:

persp

Henford has been described as the most contaminated site in the Western Hemisphere., A
review of table 2-4 in the EIS also shows that in nearly all cases, siting any portion of the
surplus plutonium missiva al Hanlord results in a measurably grester humsan health risk
thap conducting the mission at another site. As a result, we recommend that cleanup
remain 1anford’s only mission and Harford 00t be considesed for any task refated to
surplus plutorium disposition.

The use of Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuc! in the Hanford Fast Flux Test Facility ceactor or in
anty other Dep of Energy or ial resctar © produce tritium for nuclear
'weapons represents @ weapons usc of surplus weapons plutonium and must not be
considered as an aptien. This appears to violate the spirit of our agreement with the
Russians to remove this plutonium from the weapons cycle.

The EIS docs not consider the environniental impacts of burning MOX fucl in
commercial reactors as part of the MOX option. Until these impacts are analyzed, it is
impossible to make a rational choice between the hybrid altemative and the total
immobilization alternative.

The EIS assumes a geologic repository for immobilized plutonium will be available. The
wvalidity of this assumption is highly suspect. The completion of wark on Yucca
Mouatain has been delayed time and time again and there is no reason to naticipate any

MD170-1 Alternatives

DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities. Although there may be differences in human health
risk factors between the sites, the differences are not large enough to be a
discriminating factor in the decisionmaking process. DOE will continue to
consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that
are compatible with the Hanford mission.

MD170-2 DOE Policy

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

MD170-3 MOX Approach

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

MD170—4 Repositories

This SPD EIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain,
Nevada would be the final disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and
MOX spent fuel. As directed by the U.S. Congress, through the NWPA, as
amended, Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently being
characterized as a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent fuel.
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improvement in this performance. We recommend an analysis he done tn determine the
effects of long term storage of the immobilized plutonium at the candidate sites.

‘The EIS analyses of the radivlogical consequences of accidents, construction and normal
operations of the facilities proposed for Hanford under the varicus options were limited to
a radius of 50 miles centered on Ilanford. The prescnce of the Columbia River on the
Hanford Site and the Rivet's proximity to the majur populativn centers of Oregon makes
Hanford’s situation unique. We recommend the analysis of radiological consequences be
extended down the Columbia River at least 1o the John Day Dam.

Attachod arc further specific comments on the EIS. Should you have any questions,
please contact Douglas Huston of my staff at (503)378-4456.

ey

Adnuinistrator, Nuclear Safety Division
Oregon Office of Energy

Ms. Donna Powankee - Nez Perce ‘Itibe
Mr. J. R. Wilkerson- CTUIR

Mr. Michael Wilson - Washington Ecology
Mr. Douglas Sherwood - EPA

Mr. Russell Jim - Yakama Nation

DOE has prepared a separate EIS, Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and
High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada
(DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual
closure of a potential geologic repository. The Final Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment,
Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste (WM PEIS)
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) includes an analysis of the impacts of the
long-term storage of 21,600 canisters of vitrified HLW. As described in
Section 2.4.2, if all surplus plutonium were immobilized, the surplus disposition
program would produce an additional 272 canisters using the ceramic process
or 395 canisters using the glass process. For the hybrid approach, these
totals are reduced to 101 canisters (ceramic) and 145 canisters (glass),
respectively. Accordingly, potential impacts associated with storage of these
canisters are not significant when compared with the much larger bases for
analyses noted above.

MD170-5 Human Health Risk

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

There are not expected to be any liquid radioactive discharges as a result of
normal surplus plutonium disposition activities at Hanford. If there were,
due to the dilution capability of the Columbia River, as well as FMEF’s distance
from the Columbia River, there should be no discernible contamination of
aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resuiting from surplus plutonium
disposition activities at Hanford, either from minute quantities of air deposition
into the Columbia River or from any potential wastewaterreleases. Therefore,
it is estimated that no measurable component of the public dose would be
attributable to liquid pathways.
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Orcgon Office of Encrgy Comments on the Surpius Platoniom Dvispesition Draft
Envir ¢al Impact Stat t
Pugelol5

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

Section 1.5 states that the Department Of Bnergy (DOE) is deferring the cxamination of
the impacts and costs of final shutdown, cleanup and demolition of these facilitics to
some later Environmental Impact Statement. 1t is essential that {hese Jactors be
considered in this Environmental Impact Statement in order to make an informed,
reasonable analysis of the various options.

Section 1.7 asserts that waste will be disposed in accordance with decisions reached in
various Records of Decision issued for the Waste Management Programmatic
Euvironmental Impact Statement. This documeut was widely eriticized [or its
inadequacy and we rece d that in making decisions conceming the fate of surplus
plutonium disposition waste DOE 1ake these criticisms into account.

In Section 2.3.1, Development of Facility Siting Alternatives, the critetia used to reduce
possible facility and site combinations do not contain waste capacity/handling criteria.
Would the site be able to bandle and accommodate the amount and types of waste
expected 10 be peneruted by these pracesses? We recommend that these criteria be ndded|
and the various candidae sitcs cvaluated against them.

In several places, the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Enivironmental Impact Swatement
(EIS) contains statements about designing facilities to withstand natural phenomena such
as earthquakes and tornadoes. Specifically whal design criteria will be used, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission’s (NRC), DOE’s, state, or commercial standards? The Oregon
Officc of Encrgy rocommends that the criteria to be used be specifically stated in the EIS.
At a minimum, these standards should be set 1o the ost conservative of the slundards
specified by the DOE, NRC, or commercial standards.

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

For Hanford, the current Tank Waste Remediation System (T WRS) Privatization
Contract docs not include provisions for sutplus plutonium disposition canister filling as
described in Section 2.4.2.2.2, Immobilization Process. The itapacts of (his stralegy on
the TWRS Privatization contract should be evalunted and discussed.

10

1

12

MD170

MD170-6 Parallex EA

In the SPD Draft EIS, DOE retained the option to use some of the surplus
plutonium as MOX fuel in CANDU reactors, which would have only been
undertaken in the event that a multilateral agreement were negotiated among
Russia, Canada, and the United States. Since the Draft was issued, DOE
determined that adequate reactor capacity is available in the United States to
disposition the portion of the U.S. surplus plutonium that is suitable for
MOX fuel and, therefore, while still reserving the CANDU option, DOE isno
longer actively pursuing it. However, DOE, in cooperation with Canada and
Russia, proposes to participate in a test and demonstration program using
U.S. and Russian MOX fuel in a Canadian test reactor. A separate
environmental review, the Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project
Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999), analyzes
the fabrication and proposed shipment of MOX fuel rods for research and
development activities involving the use of limited amounts of U.S. MOX
fuel in a Canadian test reactor. A FONSI was signed on August 13, 1999.
Both of these documents can be viewed on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com. If a decision is made to dispose of Russian surplus
plutonium in Canadian CANDU reactors in order to augment Russian’s
disposition capability, shipments of the Russian MOX fuel would take place
directly between Russia and Canada.

MD170-7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

D&D is discussed in Section 4.31. DOE will evaluate options for D&D or
reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of the surplus plutonium disposition
program. At that time, DOE will perform engineering evaluations,
environmental studies, and further NEPA review to assess the consequences
of different courses of action. Because cost issues are beyond the scope of
this SPD EIS, this comment has been forwarded to the cost analysis team for
consideration. The Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report
and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment
Resolution Document (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

UOE24()—SISUOSIY PUD SIUIUNIO 1UIUUMOT)



OREeGON OFFICE OF ENERGY
Mary Lou BLAzZEK
PaGE 4 oF 14

rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
Washington, D.C.

MD170-8 Waste Management

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

MD170-9 ‘Waste Management

Impacts to waste management from the various alternatives for surplus
plutonium disposition are described in the Waste Management sections in
Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix H. None of the proposed alternatives
would be expected to generate wastes that exceed current site capabilities
with the exception of LL.W and TRU waste at Pantex as described in the
Pantex waste management sections (e.g., see Section 4.17.2.2). Decisions on
the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental
analyses (including analyses of waste management impacts), technical and
cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input.

MD170-10 Facility Accidents

As described in Appendix K.1.3.2, the proposed facilities for surplus plutonium
disposition would be expected to meet or exceed the requirements of DOE
Order 420.1, Facility Safety (October 1995), and Natural Phenomena Hazards
Design and Evaluation Criteria for Department of Energy Facilities
(DOE-STD-1020-94, April 1994), and for new construction, NRC requirements,
as appropriate. For example, the MOX facility would meet the
NRC requirements.

MD176-11 Infrastructure

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

As discussed in Section 2.4.2.2.2, DOE anticipates that the use of the HLW
vitrification plant at Hanford to fulfill plutoniumn disposition requirements
would likely result in minor impacts to the operations of the TWRS contractor.
Additional provisions would primarily be in the form of increased worker
shielding requirements, and any necessary changes to the planned TWRS
facility design would be made prior to construction. Programmatically,
although several hundred additional canisters would need to be produced to
support the surplus plutonium disposition program, this would represent a
relatively small increase to the more than 10,000 canisters already anticipated
to be produced over the course of the Hanford HLW mission. Further, no
additional vitrified HLW would be needed to accomplish immobilization
activities at Hanford.
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Oregon Office of Energy Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Dispusilion Drafé
Environmental Tmpact Statement.
Page2 of 5

There is no indication in this EIS that DOE will develop a comprehensive transportation
plan in consuhtation with the appropriate corridor states and local tribes. We recommend
that a comprehensive transportation plan be developed and that a statement Lo this effect
be includad in the EIS.

The EIS does not adequately discuss the technical properties of the immobilized
plutemium. For example: What i3 the amount of plutonium in each unit of immobilized
plutonium and how docs this rclate to a possible critical mass? ITow much shutdown
margin docs the immobilized waste form provide? We recommend that a discussion of
the physical and nuclear properties of the immohilized plutonium be included in the FIS.

Section 2.4.3.1, MOX Facility Description, contains specific design details not included
in the Statement of Work for the Request for Proposals for MOX Fuel Fabrication and
Reactor Irradiation Services. These documents need to be reconciled.

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

Further, alternative Ga states that 14,000 square meters is 150, 700 square feel, and
alternative 6b states that 14,000 square meters is 146,400 square feet. Actually 146400
squarc fect is about 13,000 square meters. These figures need to be corrected.

Section 2.17.1, Process Description, states that about 100 kilograms of plutonium would
be converted to MOX fucl from 321 kilograms of plutonium total. This varies
significantly from the statement in the EIS Summary page 5-19 that states that 100kg o’
plutonium would be converted 1o MOX from 600 kilograms of plutonium total during
lead assembly fabrication. This discrepancy must bc addressed.

The table on page 3-1 titled “Selected Charscteristics of the Candidate Sites for Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Facilitics,” docs not contain units for the various numbers
presented. These should be included.

The footnotes to Table 3-1 statc that no sources of lead etnission have been identified at
Hanford. However, lead contaminated soil has been identified in the 300 Area burial
ground. ‘The source of this lead should be identified and a determination should be made
if this soil or the source of its comamination constitute a Jead emission source.
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MD170-13

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

Transportation

MD170-14 Immobilization

Section 2.4.2.2.2 discusses the immobilization process and states that between
26 kg (58 Ib) and 28 kg (61 1b) of plutonium would be present in the canisters
that would be sent to a potential geologic repository. These estimates are
based upon each canister containing 28 individual cans of plutonium-—ceramic
(with each can containing a plutonium loading of 10 percent by weight), or
20 cans of plutonium—glass (with each can containing a plutonium loading
of 8 percent by weight). Numerous R&D studies of the immobilized plutonium
forms have been conducted by DOE and the national laboratories, in part to
ensure all environmental, health and safety requirements are met including
criticality repository performance concerns. Several technical studies
continue. In order to avoid the possibility of a criticality, neutron absorbers
are incorporated into the fabrication of the plutonium—ceramic or plutonium-—
glass. Evaluations of the immobilized forms under a range of potential
repository conditions, including if the material were in a degraded state and
exposed to water, have been conducted. All have indicated that the occurrence
of a criticality would be extremely unlikely given the amounts of plutonium
relative to the amounts of neutron—absorbing materials that would be present.
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“Shutdown margin” is a term generally used in association with controlling
the reaction in a nuclear reactor and it is not applicable to the immobilization
process; as such this parameter has not been analyzed relative to the
immobilized form.

For enhanced readability of this SPD EIS, supporting documentation and
detailed analyses of the chemical, physical, and nuclear properties of the
immobilized forms were published separately. Information on specific technical
aspects of the immobilized forms can be found in the following documents:
(1) the immobilization data reports published in conjunction with this SPD EIS;
(2) Report on Evaluation of Plutonium Waste Forms for Repository Disposal
(DI: A-00000000-01717-5705-00009, Rev. 00A, March 1996); (3) Reporton
Intact and Degraded Criticality for Selected Plutonium Waste Forms in a
Geologic Repository, Volume II: Immobilized in Ceramic
(DL:BBA000000-01717-5705-00020, Rev. 01, October 1998); (4) Immobilization
Technology Down-Selection Radiation Barrier Approach (UCRL-ID-127320,
May 1997); and (5) Fissile Material Disposition Program Final
Immobilization Form Assessment and Recommendation (UCRL-ID-128705,
October 1997). These documents are available to the public at DOE sites and
regional reading rooms; the latter two are also available on the MD Web site
athttp://www.doe-md.com.

MD170-15 MOXRFP

Section 2.4.3 contains information from supporting technical reports that
show how the MOX facility would be constructed and operated at each
candidate site. Those supporting reports, the SPD Draft EIS, and other
relevant documents were made available to the prospective bidders during
the MOX procurement process. There was no need to duplicate all the
information in both the SPD EIS and the MOX RFP. This EIS has been
revised to include information received and analyzed during the MOX
procurement. Section 4.28 discusses the potential environmental impacts of
operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.

MD170-16 Alternatives

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

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

MD170-17 MOX Approach

DOE cannot find this discrepancy in the SPD Draft EIS. Both Section 2.17.1
and page S—19 of the Draft Summary make the same statement that about
100 kg (220 1b) of plutonium would be made into MOX fuel each year, using
atotal quantity of 321 kg (708 Ib) of plutonium.

MD170-18 Candidate Sites

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

MD170-19 Candidate Sites

Table 3—1 addresses general regions of influence for the affected environment
and does not have footnotes. Table 3-3, Comparison of Ambient Air
Concentrations From Hanford Sources, describes process emissions and
does not include possible existing lead contamination of soils. The condition
of a burial ground in the 300 Area is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. This
comment has been forwarded to the Richland Operations Office.

JUIUANDIS JODAUL] JOIUIMUOLAUT JDUL] UOIHISOASI(T WHIuoin] SHjdeng




£Sr—¢

OREGON OFFICE OF ENERGY
Mary Lou BLazek
Pace9 or 14

Oregon Office of Energy Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Dispasition Draft
Environmcntal Impact Statement,
Page 3 of 5

Although a partial faiture of the Grand Coulee dam is discussed in Section 3.2, there is no
discussion of any type of failure of the Priest Rapids Dam which is immediately upstream
of Hanford. We recommend that a discussion of this failure, ur whether ils consequences
are bounded by the Grand Coulee failure, be included in this document.

Section 3.2.1.2.1, General Sile Description, Page 3-8, d paragraph, di: peak
and off-peak noise Ievels along the major automobile traffic routes near the Hanford site.
The peak noise level is described as 62 ABA, and the off-peak at 70dBA - this would
appear to be backwards.

The Regional Economic Area (REA) defined in Section 3.2.3, Socic ics, is too
small. The presence of the Columbia River on the Hanford Site and the potential impacts
of Hanford aperations on the ome million Oregonians who live downstream along, this
River make Hanford a unique case. The REA should be expanded to include those arcas
in Oregon along the Columbia River.

Scction 3.2.7, Watcr Resources, does not discuss Hanford’s vadose zone contamination
probl Adi ion of these should be included in this section.

Figure 3-8 shows a “West Pond.” Section 3.8.1.1 refers to a “West Lake.” These names I
should be consistent.

Scction 3.2.9, Culmral and "aleontological Resources, refers to the “Cultural Resources
Management Plan,” (Batelle 1989). This document was found unacceptable by the
Yakama Nation and is curvently being re-written. Any decisions made bascd on this
document must be re-visited once the new document is complete.

Section 4.2.11.1 states that the culwral and paleontological aspects of continucd storage
of plutanium under the no-action altcrnative would be independent of the proposed
action. This is logically inconsistent. This needs to be clarified.

Section 4.2.13.1 does not discuss the nocd for more and more extensive maintenance on
facilitics at Hanford as they age under the no-action alternative. We recommend that this
aspect of the no-uction alleroative be evaluated and formally discussed in the EIS.

Section 4.3, Alternative 2, does not discuss the impact on Hanford’s high level waste of
using the High Level Waste Vitrification (HI . WVF) Plant for part of the immobilization
process. Jt would reasonably be expected to impact the processing schedule, which
would leave wastes in the tanks longer and constitute an increased risk. We recommend
that this aspect of Alternative 2 and all other alternatives that involve use of the HLWVF
Plant be evaluated and discusscd.

20

21

22

25

26

27

28

MD170

MD170-20 Facility Accidents

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

MD170-21 Air Quality and Noise

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

MD170-22

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

Socioeconomics

MD170-23

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

Water Resources

MD170-24
Figure 3—8 was revised to read “West Lake.”

‘Water Resources

MD170-25

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding cultural resources
management. The concerns of the Yakama Indian Nation over the effects of

Cultural and Palentological
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any surplus plutonium disposition activities at Hanford would be taken into
account during government-to-government consultation conducted by DOE
with the tribe in accordance with Federal laws, treaties, and agreements.
Cultural resources management activities related to the surplus plutonium
disposition program conducted at the site would be performed in accordance
with the most current Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan. The
Yakama Indian Nation was contacted by letter in October 1998 as shown in
Appendix O. To date, a response has not been received.

MD170-26 Cultural and Palentological

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

MD170-27 Infrastructure

The planned completion date for the Hanford site cleanup is 2046 as described
in Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure (DOE/EM-0362, June 1998).
Therefore, maintenance of the site infrastructure would be provided to support
Hanford’s cleanup mission during this period, regardless of decisions related
to surplus plutonium disposition. Impacts associated with providing
continued surveillance and maintenance are beyond the scope of this
SPD EIS. Surplus plutonium disposition activities, including D&D, are
expected to be completed by 2019, which is well before the site is expected to
be cleaned up in 2046.

MD170-28 Immobilization

The use of the HLW facility for canister filling would not be expected to
seriously impact the schedule for processing Hanford tank wastes because
the canisters with surplus plutonium would feed directly into the line and
would make up a small percentage of the total number of HLW canisters that
need to be vitrified.
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Oregon Office of Energy Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft
Envirenmental Impact Statement.
Page 4 of 5

Tables 4-55 and 4-56 should be Iabeled to indicate which table presents Hanford data and
which table is for Pantex.

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

Noise impacts on wildlife are not consistently discussed from alternative 1o alternative.
We recommend that discussions of these impacts be included in all alternatives.

The EIS assumes that the Waste Isolation Pilot Piant (WIPP) will be open on schedule.
Recent events suggest that this might not be the case. We recommend that the impact af
a 1-year delay in the opening of WIPP be cvaluated and its impact on all the alternatives
discussed.

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

Section 4.32 does not include the Groundwater/Vadose Zone/Columbia River integration
project at Hanford as a reasonably foreseeabls action. We recommend that this be
included and cvaluated.

Section J.1.1.5, Other Calculational Asssmptions, states that ground surfaces were
assamed to have no previous deposition of radionuclides. This statement needs to be
clarified for Hanford since there is a Jarge amount of currently contaminated ground
surfiace on the Hanford Site,

Table K-1 should include units for the values listed.

Scetion K.14.2, Modcling of Dispersion of Releascs to the Environment, makes the
staternent that ingestion pathways have been studied and found not to contribute as
significantly ta dosage as inhalation. This is not necessarily true if you consider the
Native Amcerican Subsistence Scenario. We recommend thar this assumption be re-
evaluated.
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MD170-29 Waste Management

The titles for Tables 446 and 447 already contain the name of the site for
which the impact data are presented. Table 4-46 provides the potential waste
management impacts of construction at Pantex; Table 447, the corresponding
impacts at Hanford.

MD170-30

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for clarification. The data for
Hanford and Pantex in Table 4-48 are already separated. The “Pit Conversion™
column contains the Pantex data; the “Immobilization” and “MOX” columns,
the Hanford data. The title of Table 448 indicates that the data are for pit
conversion at Pantex and immobilization and MOX at Hanford.

Socioeconomics

MD170-31

The Ecological Resources portions of Section 4.26 were revised to make the
discussions of potential noise impacts on wildlife more consistent. The Air
Quality and Noise sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I discuss the noise impacts
for each of the candidate sites, which would bound the impacts for each of
the alternatives at each particular site. No Federally listed threatened or
endangered species or their critical habitats would be affected because, with
the exception of SRS, none have been sighted on or near the proposed site
locations. At SRS, the American alligator has been observed near
F-Area, but its occurrence there is seen as uncommon. Noise impacts on
ecological resources would be of short duration and would likely be minor for
each alternative.

Ecological Resources

MD170-32 Waste Management

This SPD EIS did not assume that WIPP would open on schedule. However,
WIPP began receiving shipments of TRU waste for permanent disposal on
March 26, 1999. As described in Appendix F.8.1, and the Waste Management
sections in Chapter 4 of Volume 1, it is conservatively assumed that TRU
waste would be stored at the candidate sites until 2016 at which time it would
be shipped to WIPP in accordance with DOE’s plans.
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MD170-33 Facility Accidents

Synergistic effects become significant when accidents at multiple facilities
can affect the same receptor (person or location). For the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities, synergistic effects were taken into account
for seismic events (i.e., design basis or beyond-design-basis earthquakes).
The synergy here is due to the common cause initiator (i.e., seismic ground
motion). This is accounted for by summing population doses and LCFs for
these scenarios for facilities located at the same site. This analysis is presented
in the Facility Accidents sections in Chapter 4 of Volume 1. Doses for the
MEI were not summed because an individual would only receive a summed
dose if he or she were located along the line connecting the release points
from two facilities and if the wind were blowing along the same line at the time
of the accident. A brief discussion of synergistic effects was added to
Appendix K.13.2.

MD170-34 Cumulative Impacts

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

MD170-35 Human Health Risk

The calculations were performed to assess the doses from operating the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. The presence on the ground
of previously deposited radionuclides does not affect the doses specifically
associated with operating these facilities. Doses from existing ground
contamination are included in the current Hanford site doses reported in
Section 3.2.4. The total doses from existing contamination and from operating
the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities are reflected in the
cumulative doses given in Section 4.32. There would be no releases of
radioactivity during the construction of the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities, and therefore no associated radiological impacts (e.g., see
Section 4.3.1.4).
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MD170-36 Facility Accidents

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

MD170-37 Facility Accidents

The Native American subsistence scenario represented exposures to a Native
American who engaged in both traditional lifestyle activities (e.g., hunting,
fishing, and using a sweat lodge) and contemporary lifestyle activities
(e.g., irrigated farming). Exposure pathways included those defined for the
residential farmer scenario plus additional pathways unique to the Native
American subsistence lifestyle (such as sweat lodge use). The exposures
were assumed to be continuous for 365 days per year over a 70-year lifetime.
The scenario used native food ingestion rates. This scenario was developed
for the Tank Waste Remediation System Final Environmental Impact
Statement (DOE/EIS-0189, August 1996). It was found that by incorporating
subsistence lifestyle activities and native food ingestion rates, this scenario
resulted in exposures that would be approximately 5 times higher than the
exposures for the residential farmer scenario. It must be realized, however,
that this scenario was developed within the context of post-remediation risk
(the risk resulting from residual contamination remaining on the site after
remediation is completed) as opposed to the risk from accidents. The analysis
of accidents in the above-referenced EIS was performed in a similar manner to
that of this SPD EIS, restricting the dose pathway to inhalation and setting
(dry) deposition velocities to zero. Also, the Tank Waste Remediation System
Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0189, August 1996) was concerned with the radioactive
contaminants in the waste tanks at Hanford, which contain primarily fission
products. Many of these fission products are far more mobile through soil
and water pathways than plutonium, the primary radiological hazard in this
SPD EIS. Consequently, the current facility accident methodology is
considered to be adequate in light of the Native American subsistence scenario
and consistent with the assessment of consequences in the Tank Waste
Remediation System Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0189, August 1996).
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MD170-38 Facility Accidents

Oregon Office of Energy Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft
Eavir tal Impact Stat {
Page Sof §

Section K.14.2, Modeling of Dispersion of Releases 1o the Environment, stales criticality
doses are based on 1 x 10" fissions. Most prior criticality accidents have been sclf-
limiting for a variety of reasons, including boiling of water in solutions. It is not clear
that the potential accidents for these facilities would he conservatively bounded by these
assumptions. Thercfore, we recommend that the basis for the number of fissions assumed
in the criticality accidents be discussed.

The ground surface accelerations used in Section K.15.1, Beyond Design Basis
Carthquake, are outdated. We recommend the most recent ground sutface accelerations
be used.

The adjustment of the damage ratio for plutonium in the vault from 0.5 to 0 on a beyond
design basis earthquake (page K-15) is not realistic. Some of the plutorium containers
will he domaged. We recommend that, 1o be conservative, the damage ratio be re-sct to
0.5,

The following typographical or grammatical errors were discovered:

Summary, page 5-22, “summarize” should be “summarizes.”

Section 2.1.3, page 2-8, second paragraph, first sentence — the words “a potential” appear
to be extraneous.

Section 3.2.8.2.2, page 3-36, third paragraph, last sentence — the verb should be “are™
rather than “is.”

Section 3.2.9.3.1, page 3-39, first paragraph, second sentence — “Yakima” should be
“Yakama.”

38

39

40

41

Appendix K.1.4.2 does not address the criticality source term, so it is assumed
that the commentor is referring to Appendix K.1.5.1, where it is stated that the
source term for the analyzed criticality is based on a fission yield from
1.0x10*fissions in an oxide powder. This value is conservative compared
with the guidance in Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities (DOE-HDBK-3010-94,
October 1994), which specifies a reference yield level of 1.0x10* fissions for
fully moderated and reflected solids, and 1.0x10" for dry powder and metal
(Sections 6.3.2 and 6.3.3, respectively).

MD170-39 Facility Accidents

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

MD170-40 Facility Accidents

The proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be designed to
Category 1 seismic criteria, meaning that a building collapse would be
extremely unlikely. The assumption of vault survivability of the
beyond-design-basis earthquake is based on the fact that the vaults would
be designed with significantly more robustness than the balance of the
proposed facilities. These requirements for the additional robustness derive
from a desire for increased protection of the vault contents against physical
catastrophes such as aircraft crash and against the threat of nuclear
proliferation. Design features to address these concerns would increase
vault survivability of a beyond-design-basis earthquake. Specifically, the
vault would be expected to survive seismic events of sufficient magnitude to
collapse the processing areas of the proposed facilities. The assumptions
incorporated into this SPD EIS analyses are considered to be appropriate for

assessment of environmental impacts and comparison of
alternatives considered.
MD170-41 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE appreciates the feedback on the SPD Draft EIS. The errors
were corrected.
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625 Marion St. NE

Jebn A Kihabes MO Governos Salem, OR 973100830
Phone: (503) 3784040

‘Foll Free: 1-800-221-8035

FAX: (503) 373-7806

Web site: www.chs.state.or.us/extermal/ oce/

Testimony Before the
U.S. Department of Energy
on the Surplus Plutonium Draft Envil ! Impact S

Oregan Office of Energy
August 18, 1998

Good aftenocn. My name is Michael W. Grainey. I am Assistant Director of the Oregon Office
of Energy. I am here today on behalf of the State of Oregon, | will make a few remarks here
today, and later we will submit more extensive written testimony on the Surplus Plutonjum Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

‘We thank you for holding this hearing in Oregon and for the opportunity to express our concerns
about the disposition of surplus plutonium. We recognize that the fate of surplus plutonium is an
issue that transcends regional interests. The State of Oregon applauds the efforts to reduce
nuclear weapons inventories worldwide and the related efforts to reduce the available stores of
plutonium.

Atthcmcﬁm;wemmpecixllywnnemedabommyacﬁmm}hnﬁo:dthmmmdm
what is already & fund | threat to the Columbia River — and a threat to the well-being of
the millions of Oregonians who rely on the river. Wemmmnopposedtoanyamvmasat
Hanford that would detract from cleaning up what has been described as the most d
site in the Western Hemisphere. Because of this concern about Hanford cleanup, we support the
draft statement in its selection of other sites as superior to Hanford for the fabrication of mixed
oxide fuel.

We also support former Secretary Peita in his recent announcement that Hanford's mission
should be exclusively focused on cleanup. For cxample, the use of the Hanford Fuels and
Materials Examination Facility for weapons di bly or fuel bly would inate a
clean facility at Hanford. We oppose the contamination of yet even more buildings at Hanford.

So do Oregon citizens. Three years ago, we held statewide public forums for more than 300
citizens o bear their opinions on plutonium disposition. Three messages clearly emerged from
tbefnnm Clmupmuslmnmnﬂneon!ymsslona!}[mfmd. Vitrification is the least

ble option di L. And Oregon must have a stronger voice on Hanford
issues. In 1997, OrcgonsLegxslammmmedthxspopularmpportforcleanupbypmmgabul
ing any Hanford operations that would create more waste at the site and divert cleanup

efforts.

Oregon ~ oremmrmiain

ORD03-1 Alternatives

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

ORDO03-2 Alternatives

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

ORD03-3 Alternatives

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

ORD034 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the immobilization approach.
Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing
either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best
opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar
options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends
the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce
stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that
would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.
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Grainey Testimony/p. 2
Aug. 18, 1998

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

earlier in this process, we continue to believe that vitrification is a faster and safer option than 4
burning — and poses less risk to both people and the environment, Vitrifying could also be less|
costly than the burn option. We continue to urge the Department to seriously consider a 100

percent vitrification option for the surplus phutonium, :

Thank you.
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ORD16-1 MOX Approach

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

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercial
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium
disposition program. To this end, surplus plutonium would be subject to
stringent control, and the MOX facility would be built and operated subject
to the following strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure
DOE site, it would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be
limited exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX
facility would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium
disposition program. For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize
only the participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus
plutonium, and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with
no reprocessing.
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MD247-1

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

Alternatives

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner. Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in
domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this. To this
end, surplus plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the MOX
facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. For reactor
irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating reactors
to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation would
be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing. 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.
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W. P. Mead, Director
Public Safety Resources Agency
P. O. Box 724
Portland, OR $97207-0724

GENERAL NOTE

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

Although these comments are being sent Qirectly to the Department
of Enexrgy, other recipients are strongiy encouraged to fcrward this
information to other contacts to achieve the widest-possible
distributior and to assist in developing additioral lines of ingquiry.

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

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

w. F. Mead, Director

Public Safety Resources Agency
Portland, Oregon

September 16, 1998

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

FROM: W. P. Mead, Director
Public Safety Rescurces Agency
P. 0. Box 724
Portland, OR 97207-0724
E-mail: *bilim@kandl.bandwidth.net*

DATE: September 16, 1998

RE: Public Comments - Surpilus Plutonium Disposition;
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
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INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS

The disposal of Surplus Weapons Plutonium has been channeled into
two primary processes: Immobilizaticn, and MOx Fuel that would be
"purned” in nuclear reactors. Most of the comments we’ve reviewed about
the SPD DEIS appear to overwhelmingiy favoer immobilization
{vitrification within high-level radicactive wastes from our nuclear
defense iegacy} over the MOx Fuel opticn.

While MOx Fuel is technically not a satisfactory answer for
disposal of all Surplus Weapons Plutonium, Immobilization of the entire
inventory of Surplus Weapons Plutonium is technically feasible and could
be achieved much more rapidly and with less cost, fewer security risks,
fewer adverse societal ramifications, and without creating additional
waste streams to endanger the environment and public health and safety.

The use of MOx Fuel intreduces many additional factors that may
iessen the degree cf contral over the reactor's core. MOx Fuel requires

reduces the "margin of error™ thar is allowed when operating the
reactor. Also, we have no true operational experience with these types
of core loadicgs. Therefore, what we have based cur *findiags™ con te
date are, in reality, only conjecture about what we hope to achieve.

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

Most of the persons and organizations who oppose the MCx Fuel
option have concentrated on the safety issues that are associated with
using MCx Fuel in Light Water Reactcrs such as these currently used to
produce power in the United States, however it is important to also
determine whether MOx Fuel can be safeiy used to run CANOU Reactors as
was proposed as an alternative and/or supplemental platform.

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

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

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

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

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

MD236

higher operating core temperatures and pressures and significantly )

MD236-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concem about the use of MOX fuel in
domestic, commercial reactors. The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use in
commercial reactors have been accomplished in Western Europe, and
electricity was generated from MOX fuel on a demonstration basis in the
United States in the early 1970s. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excess
plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Alternatives

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 plutonjum, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. For
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation
would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

Potential waste management impacts of the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition program are analyzed in this SPD EIS for each candidate site, and
adetailed analysis is provided in Appendix H. Asdescribed in Sections 2.18.3
and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be produced by using MOX fuel
instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial reactors. Spent fuel management
at the proposed reactor sites is not expected to expected to change
dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU
assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very small fraction
of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository.
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Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, and public input.

MD236-2 MOX Approach

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

Disposition of surplus plutonium will cost money, regardless of the method
used. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would displace LEU
fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective value of
the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then the
contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government by
DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.

MD236-3 Parallex EA

In the SPD Draft EIS, DOE retained the option to use some of the surplus
plutonium as MOX fuel in CANDU reactors, which would have only been
undertaken in the event that a multilateral agreement were negotiated among
Russia, Canada, and the United States. Since the Draft was issued, DOE
determined that adequate reactor capacity is available in the United States to
disposition the portion of the U.S. surplus plutonium that is suitable for
MOX fuel and, therefore, while still reserving the CANDU option, DOE is no
longer actively pursuing it. However, DOE, in cooperation with Canada and
Russia, proposes to participate in a test and demonstration program using
U.S. and Russian MOX fuel in a Canadian test reactor. A separate
environmental review, the Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project
Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999), analyzes
the fabrication and proposed shipment of MOX fuel rods for research and
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Instead of iimiting the proliferation of Plutanium, these
countries will be the controlling interests in spreading a Plutonium- 4
based economic irnfrastructure in areas that do not currently have
readily-accessible Plutonium.

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

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

First, it should be clearly understood that the inclusion of the
CANDU Reactor as a MOx Fueled disposal option adds another three
separate entities to the current equation that already includes the
Russians, the United States, potential infrastructure contracters in
Europe and the United States, and the owner/operators of civilian power
reactor utilities. These three entities are: 3

1. AECB {(Atomic Energy Control Board) - The Canadian Government's
equivalent to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission kere in the United
States.

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

3. Ontario Bydrc - The reactor operatars in Cntario;

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

1. AECB:

PSRA contacted RECB in May 1998 to determine its role in the MOx
Fuel project. AECB stated that its sole role would be to ensure the
safety of the fue: and reactors, and that it would establish rules to
ansure compliance. AECB had slready posted information on its Website
shat related to the requirement of safe and secure transportation and
storage of MOx Fuel.

It is interesting to note that recent statements in the Canadian
>ress attributed to RECL contradict this informaticn about secure 5
:ransportation while in Ontario. The U. S. Department of Enerqy has
jtated that MOx Fuel shipments would comply with $ST-Z ({Safe Secure
"ransport - 2| levels to ensure security while in the United States.

This would include armed escorts to counter any attempted
1ijacking of MOx Fuel. While Canada’s AECB had stated it would comply
with this standard, AECL has made statements that contradict AECB’s.
las AECL superseded AECB’s role in safeguarding plutonium?

MD236

development activities involving the use of limited amounts of U.S. MOX
fuel in a Canadian test reactor. A FONSI was signed on August 13, 1999.
Both of these documents can be viewed on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com. If a decision is made to dispose of Russian surplus
plutonium in Canadian CANDU reactors in order to augment Russian’s
disposition capability, shipments of the Russian MOX fuel would take place
directly between Russia and Canada. Activities in Canada would be
conducted in accordance with applicable Canadian laws and regulations and
would be regulated by the appropriate government authorities.

MD236-4 Nonproliferation

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

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

MD236-5 Parallex EA

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

According to that report, AECL’s spokesman, larry Shewchuk, stated
that high security won't be needed for the imported weapons material.
“There’s ne police escorts or anything like that.”

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

The exact timing of the test shipment is secret. While it may be
possible to conceal the transportation from Los Alamos, New Mexico, to
Chalk River, Ontario, of the initial test MOx Fuel, it is extremely
doubtful that SST-2 shipments to the U.S5./Canadian border could be
conceated from the public.

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

There are three possible routes from Los Alamos to Chalk River:

One would cross the border at Sarnia and come east along Highway
401, turning north at Belleville toward Pembroke.

Another would come through Watertown, New York, cross the St.
Lawrence River at the Ivy Lea Bridge, then turn east to Brockville and
north through Samiths Falls, Carleton Place, Almonte and Arnprior on the
way to Chalk River.

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

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

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

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

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

Even though ir’s AECL policy not toc say publicly which route it
will use, or when the shipment will come through, it is important that
lccal ewergency planners along the route be notified. Municipal

cfficials in Lanark County, Smiths Falls ancd Carleton Place —— all on
cne of the possible shipping routes -- said they didn't know about the
shipment .

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

MD236
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Robert Gadsby is the Program Director of AECL's MOx Fuel
project. As such, he and his team have visited sites in the United
States an¢ Russia in an effort to facilitate using AECL's CANDU Reactors
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to dispese of Surplus Weapons Plutonium. 5]
Mr. Gadsby and I began our communication via e-maill on June 16, S

1998 and continued our communication via e-mail and telephone calls. At E
-

irst, Mr. Gadsby's primary object appeared to be to determine why PSRA

was interested in AECL's CANDU design and who would receive cur repcrt.
Although I bad regquested only general information in my first e-

mail to Mr. Gadsby's cffice, I had to follow-up that reguest with
specific quotes from the NAS Report to convince Mr. Gadsby that I had
read the report and was following up on the NAS Report's findings.
These specific guotations from the NAS questions are inciuded below for
reference:

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

Wednesday: 17 Jure 1998
Robert,

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

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

1 believe my visit to Bruce would be more productive if I had a
better understanding of the points listed below. This would allow ne to
focus on site specific training and operatiomal histsry during my visit
at Bruce.

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

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

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

0,
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The report then presents several pages of discussions on the
advantages and/or disadvantages of using the CANDUs in that role. On
page 151, the report included foctnote 22:

"The panel was informed by representatives of the vendor that this
figure was arrived at not by analysis designed to estimate the maximum
plutonium loading that could be safely accommodated in CANDU reactors,
but rather because this was the loading required to meet DOE's specified
goal of consuming 100 tons of WPu (the pctential combined excess stocks
of the United States and Russia) in 25 years of operation, given the
estimated capacity of the FMEF fabrication facility (Feinroth 1394).
Additional studies should be pursued to determine the maximum safe
plutonium loading; bigher plutonium loadings would increase the rate of
plutonium disposition and reduce the number of fuel bundles that would
have to be fabricated, potentially lowering costs.”

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

Since much of the report on the CANDU option was based solely on
AECL's preliminary information that had not been<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>