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Abstract: On May 22, 1997, DOE published a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register (62 Federal
Register 28009) announcing its decision to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) that would tier from
the analysis and decisions reached in connection with the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable F issile
Materials Final Programmatic EIS. At that time, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency decided to be a
cooperating agency. The Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SPD Draft
EIS) (DOE/EIS-0283-D) was prepared in accordance with NEPA and issued in July 1998. It identified the
potential environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives for the proposed siting, construction, and operation
of three facilities for the disposition of up to 50 metric tons (55 tons) of surplus plutonium, as well as a No
Action Alternative. These three facilities would accomplish pit disassembly and conversion, plutonium
conversion and immobilization, and mixed oxide (MOX) fuel fabrication.

For the alternatives that included MOX fuel fabrication, the SPD Draft EIS described the potential environmental
impacts of using from three to eight commercial nuclear reactors to irradiate MOX fuel. The potential impacts
were based on a generic reactor analysis that used actual reactor data and a range of potential site conditions. In
May 1998, DOE initiated a procurement process to obtain MOX fuel fabrication and reactor irradiation services.
In March 1999, DOE awarded a contract to Duke Engineering & Services, COGEMA Inc., and Stone & Webster
(known as DCS) to provide the requested services. A Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS was issued in
April 1999, which analyzed the potential environmental impacts of using MOX fuel in six specific reactors named
in the DCS proposal. Those reactors are Catawba Nuclear Station Units 1 and 2 in South Carolina, McGuire
Nuclear Station Units 1 and 2 in North Carolina, and North Anna Power Station Units 1 and 2 in Virginia.

DOE has identified the hybrid approach as its Preferred Alternative for the disposition of surplus plutonium. This
approach allows for the immobilization of 17 metric tons (19 tons) of surplus plutonium and the use of 33 metric
tons (36 tons) as MOX fuel. DOE has identified the Savannah River Site near Aiken, South Carolina, as the
preferred site for all three disposition facilities (Alternative 3). DOE has also identified Los Alamos National



Laboratory in New Mexico as the preferred site for lead assembly fabrication, and Oak Ridge National
Laboratory in Tennessee as the preferred site for postirradiation examination of lead assemblies.

Public Involvement: In preparing the SPD Final EIS, DOE considered comments on the SPD Draft EIS and the
Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS received via mail, fax, and email, and comments recorded by phone and
transcribed from videotapes. In addition, comments were captured by notetakers during interactive public
meetings held on the SPD Draft EIS in August 1998 in Amarillo, Texas; Idaho Falls, Idaho; North Augusta,
South Carolina; Portland, Oregon; and Richland, Washington, as well as during a public meeting on the
Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS held in June 1999 in Washington, D.C. Comments received and DOE’s
responses to these comments are found in Volume I, the Comment Response Document, of the SPD Final EIS.
Information on the surplus plutonium disposition program can be obtained by visiting the Office of Fissile
Materials Disposition Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
is H. Tt
[P DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Pracis . Trecy
Gavemor Street oddress: 629 £ast Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219
Mailing address: P.O. Box 10009, Richmond, Virginia 23240 (804) 6584000
eho Paal Woodley, br. Fax (804) 6934500  TDD {804) 6984021 1-800-552- 5482

Secretary of Naturad Resources http:/fwrww. deq stite. Va.us

September 15, 1998

Mr. Howard R. Canter, Acting Director
office of Fissile Materlals Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786&

RE: Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS)

Dear Mr. Canter

The Commonwealth of Virginia Agencies have completed their
review of the DEIS for the noted action. The Department of
Environmental Quality is responsible for cocrdinating Virginia’s
review of federal envircnmental documents and responding to the
appropriate officials on behalf of the Commonwealth. The
following locality and agencies participated in this review:

Department of Environmental Quality; and
Hampton Roads Planning District Commission.

In addition, the Department of Health and the Department of
Fmergency Services were invited to comment through the Department
af Environmental Quality.

The document identifies reasonable alternatives and
potential environmental impacts for the proposed citing,
construction, and operation of three facilities for plutonium
disposition. The first is a facility to disassemble and convert
pits, a nuclear weapons component, inte plutonium oxide suitable
for disposition. The preferred sites are Pantex Plant and
Savannah River Site (SRS). The second is a facility to
immobilize surplus plutonium for dispesal in a geoleogic
repository. SRS is the preferred site. The third is a facility
to fabricate plutonium oxide into mixed oxide (MOX) fuel. SRS is
the preferred site. The EIS also discusses decommissioning and
decontamination of the three facilitles.
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VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MicHAEL P. MurPHY
PAGE 2 oF 4

¥r. Howard R. Cantor
September 15, 1998
Page Two

The Conmonwealth offers the following comments and
recomnendations:

e None of the facilities are located in Virginia. The
Commonwealth’s only concern is with shipment of the
surplus plutonium through the state. Will this issue
be addressed in the final EIS or in a separate
document?

® Any transportation of wastes through Virginia should
be preceded with advance notification to the Department
of Emergency Services, Brian Iverson, at (804) 674-2400
and the affected localities so that adequate safety
precautions may be taken. The localities should be
notified directly in advance of any notification to the
news media.

e The Department of Environmental Quality will
coordinate the Commonwealth’s review and response on
the final environmental impact statement for this
proposal, if appropriate. Correspondence should be
addressed to: Director, Office of Environmental Impact
Review, Department of Environmental Quality, P, O. Box
10009, 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23240-
0009.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS
for the proposed activity. The comments of the reviewing
agencies are attached for your review and consideration.

Sincerely,
;(//7
. /
Michael P. Murphy, Director

Division of Environmental
Enhancement

Attachments

ce:  Arthur L, Collins, Hampton Roads PDC
Brian Iverson, DES
Kerita L. Kegler, DEQ-TRO

FD308-1 Transportation

After DOE selects an alternative, a transportation plan (in which State, tribal,
and local officials in addition to DOE, the carrier, and other Federal agencies
would be involved) would be prepared to address the details of implementing
the actions analyzed in this SPD EIS, including prenotification of States. The
shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial carriers
would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes and
specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans are
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental E1S (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.

DOE reserves the right to consider traversing States in accordance with DOT
regulations and route selection criteria. DOE Order 460.2, Departmental
Materials Transportation and Packaging Management, and 10 CFR 71.97
contain the requirements for notifying States and tribes before shipping
waste within or through their jurisdictions.
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VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MicHAEL P. MurPHY
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Siginaaehsunen

JOE §. FRAKK, CHAIRMAN  ROBEAT €. CLAUG, SR., VICE-

Crartes W Burgens, ..ty Manmger
Garon G HoB e Maror

PORTRMOUTH

1 Thomas e, 31. Courcl Mermber
Roramo W, Kasse, Cay Maraged

. ard Robiror. .. Conet Membor

BOUTHAMPTON COUNTY
Mickael W Johnaor, Courey Admirisxatr
Charieton W Syke. Bosed Member

ARTHUR L COLLINS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTCRAECAETARY

August 11, 1998

Mr. Thomas M. Feivey

Environmental Technical Service Administrator
Department of Environmental Quality

629 East Main Street

Richmond, Virginia 23219

Re: Surplus Plutonium Disposition
DEQ #98-081F (ENV:NUKE)

Dear Mr. Felvey.

Pursuant to your request of July 31, 1998, the staff of the Hampton
Roads Planning District Commission has reviewed Surplus Plutonium
Disposition Draft Environmenial Impact Statement.

Based on this review, it appears that the report does not indicate
whether any surplus piutonium will be transported using the ports or roads

of the Hampton Roads region. We need this issue clarified before we can 1

provide any significant comments on the proposed project.

We appreciate the opportunity o review this project. ¥ you have
any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Executive Director/Secretary

HRV:fh
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VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MicHAEL P. MurpHY

Pace4or4
To: Thomas M. FelveyROCS@DEQ
Ce:
Bee:
From: Kerita L. Kegler@VABClEDEQ
Subject: Environmental Review
Date: Thursday, August 13, 1998 10:33:32 EDT
Attach:
certify: N

Forwarded by:

Thank you for the clarification. We don‘t have any comments on the
information presented in the study. We, will however, be on the lockout for
the citizen calls once the material starts moving thru tidewater.

Thanks again
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ANONYMOUS
Pacelorl

I would like to comment that I do not wish that this
plutonium dump site be at Hanford, Washington. Idon’t
think that they have proved that they can clean up the mess
that they already have out there. Let’s do that first and then
project to the future. But right now I do not think Hanford is
ready is ready for this.

PDO10-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. DOE believes that
Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup
mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration
in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to consider
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that are
compatible with the Hanford mission.
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ANONYMOUS
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Storage
and Disposition of Fissile Material. I would like to go on
record stating that action should be conducted at Hanford
utilizing the FMEF, Feed Material Examination Facility. I
think that any other place in the United States would be a
total disregard of the capabilities of the Hanford Site and
would result in excessive of costs to do the project. Also all
the hype about Hanford is exactly that, it is hype relative to
what the anti-nuclear activist are saying. There is no shred
of proof in anything that they are saying. And I think that it
is incumbent upon the Department of Energy to take a
strong stance and to tell them where they can put their
opinions. It is about time the Department of Energy stands
up, does the right thing rather than the politically correct
easy way out. Thank you for your time and again FMEF is
the name of the game.

PD009-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities using FMEF 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, especially in regard to the use of
existing facilities.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate report, Cost Analysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition
(DOEMD-0009, Tuly 1998), which analyzes the site-specific 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:/fwww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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ANONYMOUS
Pagelor1

I believe you should select the Hanford Site as the place to
bring the stuff. We have had it out here for years. We
know how to handle it. We’ve never had an accident
involving a fatality out here in regards to nuclear radiation
or any of the material involved. I believe with an existing
structure to house the stuff and handle it you will save
yourselves a lot of money. Thank you.

PD0O07-1 Alternatives

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

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate report, Cost Analysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition
(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost 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.
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BentON COUNTY
Pacelor2
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BENTON COUNTY STATEMENT
U.S. Department of Energy Draft EIS for Plutonium Disposition

We appreciate the opportunity to present the Benton County position on
plutonium disposition.

Let me say at the outset that Benton County supports plans to vitrify and
dispose of scrap plutonium in a national repository and to dispose of excess
plutonium in a comnercial reactor using mixed oxide (MOX) fuel,

We do however, have serious concerns with the ecision-making process
and the logic used to arrive at the preferred alternatives outlined in :he draft
EIS.

1" Point

The decision-making process up to this point has not adequately addressed
cost. Using the Fuels and Materials Examination Facility (FMEF) for MOX
fuel manufacturing provides substantial savings to the American taxpayer
and to the DOE cleanup budget over construction of a new MOX
manufacturing facility at Savannah River. Cost savings become even more
attractive (over $500 million) when you consider co-locating both fuel
fabrication and pit disassembly and conversion. To not fully consider these
cost savings and share this information with the public is incompetent at
best and intentionally misleading at worst.

2* Point

The notion that the cleanup program at Hanford can’t be completed
effectively while supporting a fuel fabrication and pit
disassembly/conversion is ridiculous! Both the environmental cleanup and
plutonium disposition missions close the loop on the Cold War. When
viewed from this perspective they are extremely compatible and both
missions have local and state support. Washington State Governor Gary
Locke has stated in a letter sent earlier this year to Secretary Pena that he
would accept a2 MOX program at Hanford on the condition DOE TPA
cleanup commitments arc met. We support that position.

WAD07-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the hybrid approach.

WAD(Q7-2 Cost

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment has
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. The Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOEMD-0009, July 1998) report and the Plutonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decjsions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Hanford will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

WADO7-3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities at Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should
remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. The importance
of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying preferred
sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities. However, no decision has
been made, and DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium
disposition or other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.
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BenToN County
Pace2 or 2

Conclusion

My comments are short todzy. Please sce the previous meeting record for
our detailed conuments. What you are hearing today, and what you heard at
the last meeting on this subject, is not new. What is baffling is your dogged
determination to ignore the facts and proceed on a pre-determined course.
This is not responsible governance. It cheats the American taxpayers and it
further damages the credibility of the federal government, and the
Department of Energy.

The EIS should be withdrawn, revised and a new draft issued that gives
balanced consideration to all pertinent issues. And in the future, please
don’t come here and take our comments if you aren’t willing to listen to
what we have to say. It is a waste of time for all involved partics.

WAD(07-4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

No decisions on the siting of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities have been made. DOE analyzed each environmental resource area
in a consistent manner across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison
among the alternatives and among the candidate sites for surplus plutonium
disposition facilities. Allcomments, regardless of how or from whom received,
were given equal consideration and responded to. Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program will be based on public input, environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, and national policy and
nonproliferation considerations.
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FD338-1 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.

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition programis to reduce the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutoniur 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 apotential geologic
repository built in accordance with the NWPA.
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LS DOE needs to hear vour voice NOW!

Name \ovam {\SJ\ LW

Address \ (‘SC) A4 J\V\n:A)M
Phone, T NnAle Salarngn, (A QRCH

SoO5— 493~ 19)6

Please retuin this to:
Hanford Action

25-6 NW 23™ Place #406
Portland, OR 97214
(503) 235-2531

MD289-1 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
d Clean Up be the sole missi\?: at Hanford? 1 disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
) continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
2. Should the United States Government maintain its longstanding ‘policy against the use programs that are Compatible with the Hanford mission.
@pom Plutonium to fuel ¢ivilian nuclear reactors? 2
No
MD289-2 Nonproliferation
3. Which alternative would you prefer to see the US Department of Energy pursue: . o . .
' @ 1 (encasemeg: of plutonium in glass-like tombs) U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
T . N . . .
The MOX plan (burning plutonium to fabricate fuel for use in a civitian nuclear 3 commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
reacton)? nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
4. Should Plutonium. to be used for processing and fabrication of MOX fue, be commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical
i‘r{npmed to the Hanford site &Sﬂﬂmbﬁ River? separation of uranium, transuranic elements {including plutoniumy], and fission
es . .
) roducts from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
_ _ P p p
5. How concerned are you about the ransportation of Plutonium tizough the Hordiwest? 4 to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with
Not concerned  slightly concerned  very concerned fipletely opposed | . . . !
B. How concerned are you about the transport through the-Newiess-of-fr the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
containing weapons Plutonium? .
O e Shightly comperned  Very concernedgCOBpIEiely opposed produped for ngclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to na‘tlonal
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. Consistent with the
6. fv}m P‘i‘;‘:g&;{;‘“lm power plants be allowed o run on MOX fuel containing U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
2% o 5 would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
Yo Buld they be subsil bt llars to do 5o construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
e U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
7. Should MOX fuel containing weapons Plutonium be to restart the FETF reactor . ips
2t Hanford to produce Tritium for sueteasfombs? 5 of surplps plutonium, and the MOX .fac11¥t.y would be shut down at the
Yes completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

MD289-3

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

Alternatives
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CHANTLER, JOAN
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Under the hybrid approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutonium
metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. DOE has determined that 17 t
(19 tons) of the surplus plutonium would be immaobilized due to the complexity,
timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials
to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel. Therefore, fabricating all 50 t
(55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not considered a reasonable
alternative at this time 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.

MD2894 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 F inal
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.

MD289-5 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
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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 prograrm.

MD289-6 DOE Policy

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as
a fuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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MD289-7 Water Resources

As described in Section 4.26.1.2, surface water would not be used in
construction and operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities at Hanford. Due to the dilution capability of the Columbia River, as
well as FMEF’s location relative to the Columbia River, there would be no
discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting
from the proposed facilities at Hanford, either from minute quantities of air
deposition into the river or from any other potential wastewater releases.
Therefore, no discernible impacts on the Columbia River would be expected.
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Hi, my name is M. B. Condon. I’m leaving a comment for the
Surplus Plutonium Draft EIS. This comment is for myself
and for Tim Young. Our address is 380 Ilsa Way,
Goldendale, Washington, 98620. Our phone number is (509)
773-6991. AndI’m going to read a statement we prepared.
We tried to fax it into this number according to your
message but were not able to get through and we are aware
that the deadline is today, September 16. So I’'m going to
read a long statement in and we’re also going to mail it, but1
want this included in the public record. We want the
following questions, concerns, and assumptions addressed
in the Surplus Plutonium Draft EIS.

What classified toxic elements are contained in nuclear
warhead pits and how much toxic pollution is going to be
created by the separation of those elements from plutonium?
Where are the toxic waste products going to be stored and
how are they going to be handled?

Which specific reactors in the United States are going to be
licensed to burn plutonium? How are reactors that were
never designed for this fuel going to be tested and certified
before allowing plutonium radiation to be generated by
them? How are the safety records of commercial reactor
operators going to be factored into the decisions to allow
them to use plutonium as a reactor fuel? Why should
reactors that are scheduled for decommissioning be allowed
to continue operating beyond their scheduled life span and
then be allowed to utilize a fuel they were never designed to
burn?

PD062

PD062-1 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

A pit is made of plutonium, which consists mainly of the isotope plutoninm
239. Pit plutonium can contain trace amounts of a variety of hazardous
impurities such as beryllium and lead. These contaminants are expected to
remain entrained in the plutonium dioxide material. The very low levels of
contaminants do not adversely affect the MOX and immobilization
approaches, and inclusion of the polishing step in the MOX facility would
remove a good deal of the contaminants. Some pits may also be contaminated
with tritium, a radioisotope of hydrogen, which can be removed by heating
the pit material in a vacuum furnace to drive off the tritium gas. Another
element, which may be present in pit plutonium at low levels, but above trace
amounts, is gallium, which is added as an alloying agent. Because high
levels of gallium may adversely affect MOX fuel performance, it would be
removed during the plutonium polishing process, as discussed in
Section 2.4.3.2. The pit conversion process would generate some LLW and
TRU waste and a very small amount of mixed LW and hazardous waste.
These wastes include spent filters, used containers and equipment, paper
and cloth wipes, protective clothing, shielding, solvents, and cleaning
solutions. In general, these wastes contribute to less than 4 percent of the
existing wastes at all the candidate sites and would be handled as part of the
site waste management practice. A description of waste generation and
management is provided in Appendix H.

PD062-2 MOX Approach

Although no U.S. commercial reactors are licensed to use plutonium-based
fuel, several are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can easily accommodate
a partial MOX core. Therefore, DOE conducted a procurement process to
acquire MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services. As a result of this
procurement, DOE identified Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna as the
reactors proposed to irradiate MOX fuel as part of the proposed action in this
SPD EIS. In accordance with a stipulation of its RFP for MOX Fuel
Fabrication and Reactor Irradiation Services, these are new reactors, that
is, reactors whose operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the
surplus plutonium disposition program. The selected team, DCS, would
have to apply for a reactor operating license amendment for each individual
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reactor before it can use MOX fuel. For this amendment, the licensee would
have to demonstrate that all safety, testing, and environmental impacts have
been addressed as well as complete the public hearing process. In addition,
NRC would evaluate license applications and monitor the operations of both
the MOX facility and the commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel to
ensure adequate margins of safety. Section 4.28 was revised to provide
reactor-specific analyses and discuss the potential environmental impacts of
using a partial MOX core during routine operations and reactor accidents.

JUPUZIDLS IIDT] [DIUUUOIIAUT [OUL] HOIISOdSIT WriUOM] Snpdeng




£yoI-¢

ConpoN, M.B., ET AL.
PAGE3 OF 6

Specifically, how much radioactive waste will be created by
each step of plutonium reprocessing from the removal of
plutonium oxide from bomb cores, the creation of MOX
fuels, the transportation of all radioactive materials,
including the waste products to the generation of
electricity and possibly the production of tritium? How
much more radioactive waste will be generated by each
reactor that will be allowed to operate beyond its
decommissioning date compared to amount of radioactive
waste created if the reactor were retired on schedule?

How are DOE and the commercial reactor operators going
to protect the public and the environment from the
radioactive hazards posed by the generation of more
nuclear waste from the burning of MOX fuels, when both
the DOE and commercials operators have no idea of how to
protect the public and the environment from the radiation
hazards presently posed by the burning of uranium in
reactors?

What specific transportation means and routes will be used
to transport the weapons grade plutonium, MOX fuels, and
the resulting nuclear and toxic waste? How will the public
be notified so there elected officials can participate in the
creation of disaster plans in the case of a mishap? What
specific plans are in place for nuclear mishaps along the
transportation routes and are they adequate to protect the
public, crops, livestock, and the environment from
exposure in the case of an accident or intentional
destructive act?

PD062-3 Waste Management

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding waste generation
and management. Waste streams that would be generated by the pit
conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities are detailed in the Waste
Management sections in Chapter 4 of Volume Tand Appendix H. As described
in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be produced by
using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial reactors. Spent
fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected to change
dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU
assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very small fraction
of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository.

The transportation requirements for the surplus plutonium disposition
program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS. The shipment of waste will be
done 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 production of tritium in a commercial light water reactor is being evaluated
in a separate DOE EIS, Final EIS for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial
Light Water Reactor (DOE/EIS-0288, March 1999).

In choosing reactors to use the MOX fuel fabricated under the surplus
plutonium disposition program, DOE TIooked at the criteria of reactor age.
DOE chose only reactors whose planned operating life extended through the
full life cycle of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

PD062—4 Human Health Risk

DOE and NRC are committed to protecting the health and safety of the
public. This includes designing, constructing, and operating DOE- and
NRC-regulated facilities (e.g., domestic, commercial reactors) in such a way
as to continually provide a level of safety and reliability that meets or exceeds
established standards. DOE and commercial reactors also have plans and
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programs for the safe management and ultimate disposal of their nuclear
waste. Section 4.28 addresses the issue of waste generation by those
domestic, commercial reactors designated to irradiate MOX fuel.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response PD062-3.

PD062-5 Transportation

DOE anticipates that transportation of plutonium pits, nonpit plutonium,
MOX fuel, and HEU (i.e., special nuclear materials) required to disposition
surplus plutonium would be done through the DOE Transportation
Safeguards Division using SST/SGTs as described in Appendix L.3.2. 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. For emergency response
planning, all shipments are coordinated with appropriate law enforcement
and public safety agencies. If requested, DOE will assist these officials with
response plans, and, if necessary, with resources in accordance with DOE
Order 5530.3, Radiological Assistance Program. DOE has developed and
implemented a Radiological Assistance Program to provide assistance in all
types of radiological accidents. Through this coordination and liaison
program, DOE offers in-depth briefing at the State level.

The transportation of depleted uranium oxide and waste (i.e., non-special
nuclear materials) would be done using commercial carriers. Nuclear material
shipments must comply with both NRC and DOT regulatory requirements.
Appendix 1..3.3 provides details on the transportation of this type of materials
and the transportation route selection process. DOT routing regulations
require that shipments of radioactive material be transported over a preferred
highway network including interstate highways, with preference toward
bypasses around cities, and State-designated preferred routes.

The dates and times that specific transportation routes would be used for
special nuclear materials are classified information; however, the number of
shipments that will 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 MID Web site at http:\\www.doe-md.com.
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We, M.B. Condon and Tim Young, are totally opposed to the
reprocessing of weapons-grade plutonium into MOX fuel to
be burned in commercial nuclear reactors. Furthermore, we
believe there should be no taxpayer subsidies to commercial
operators to allow them to use MOX fuels in reactors that
were never designed to do so and to allow the life of reactors
to be extended beyond their scheduled decommissioning
date. The DOE and the commercial nuclear industries should
not be allowed to initiate any programs that will create more
radioactive and toxic wastes when the technology doesn’t
exist to deactivate and neutralize the waste created over the
last 50 years by industry and the Government. We support
the isolation and vitrification of weapons-grade plutonium.
Although this is an inadequate solution to the radioactive
waste problem, it at least offers some assurance that these
materials won’t find their way into nuclear weapons in the
future.

Finally, we have no confidence in the DOE’s ability to safely
and securely transport weapons-grade plutonium and MOX
fuel to reactor sites. The public and their elected
representatives are totally uninformed and unprepared for
any nuclear mishaps that could result. And we don’t think
that the DOE or the nuclear industry has the will or the
resources to adequately prepare the public for the possible
dangers that these materials represent to their communities.
We are also unwilling to give up any of our rights so that
these materials can be moved “securely” through our
communities. Thank you and we will be sending our
comments through the mail. We would like to be submitted
in the public record as we have recorded them on this
message of September 16, 1998. Thank you.

PD062-6 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach and
support for the immobilization approach to surplus plutonium disposition.

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

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.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
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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
Tocations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

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.

PD062-7 DOE Policy

It is DOFE’s policy that plutonium shipments must comply with applicable
DOT and NRC regulatory requirements. The highway routing of nuclear
material is systematically determined according to DOT regulations 49 CFR 171
through 179 and 49 CFR 397 for commercial shipments. Transportation of
special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/
SGT system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
fatality or release of radioactive material. As indicated in Section 2.18, no
traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological
exposures or vehicle emissions would be expected for any of the surplus
plutonium disposition alternatives proposed at the candidate sites. A
description of the transportation activities is given in Section 24.4.
Transportation risks and steps to mitigate the risks are analyzed in Chapter 4
of Volume I and Appendix L.
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Laslic C. Davenport
Senice Kagineer, Nuclear Safety (Retired)
1922 Muhan Avenue
Richland, WA 99352-2121
August 20, 1998

U.S. Depurtment of Encrgy
Office of Fissils Materials Dispesition
c/o SPD EIS
P.O. Bax 23780
Washingtan, D.C. 20026-3786
Gentlemen:
leinclndcthcfolbwingi:nﬂiemdofpublicwmmuﬁsfmﬂlc"Surplns ition Bavi

——
Trpact Stutemend™ (SPD EIS). If thers ars questions, pleass confict me at my home telephons, (509) 946-4409,

1 sapport the BYRRID APPROACH of ALTERNATIVE 4B for sumlis plinaninm dispnsition. T support the use of
33 metric tons or more 1o make MOX fuel I support IMMOBILIZATION of the complercly unusable scrap and waste
(in CERAMIC form) using the CAN-IN-CANISTER method. Hovever, only the initial 8 nietsic tons that way dechured
28 surplus {waste, low-purily, notpit plutoniwa) nol suitable for wse in MOX focl shoutd be immobilized promply,
The remairing 9 ‘metric tons that was Jaker dociared surplus/waste should be retained untif the MOX feed fabrication
process is operating Io see if some of this Pu could be vuaed in producing MOX fucl afier all

1 agree that HANFORD'S TOP PRIORITY MUST REMAIN ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP, but do not believe it
Tus to be Hunford’s sole mission!

Aticrative 4R invohees pit storage st Pantex (both inuing long term for wo: kpile pits, and short torm until
surplus pits arc The Pit Di and C ion Facility (PDRCF) shonld be located al Pantex. This
wﬂlpwvid:lighsecurilyforlltpitsd?aﬂexuﬂﬁxymredusedmanwnlassiﬁedgeomﬂxy.mmﬂwdy
s most of the U.S. inventory of pits. The Foels and Materials Examination Fasility (FMEF) at Hanford should be
scd for MOX Finc) Fabricarion Pacility ond poscibly the Tmmebilization Facility. The slicrnative would be immobili-
uhmxlmlﬁghmdwasmvmﬁmﬁmfidmﬂn,mwbccmsﬁmdatw Harford is the only DOE
site with d i in fabrication, i iom, and testing of MOX foel (¢.g., MOX fixc] for F¥FIF and other
research reactars was fabricated at Hanford).

The FMEF isan existing facility 1hat was designod for p jum p is and bence essy to
modify, I built 1 modcrn safcty standards in DOF’s General Design Criteria, is liconsable by the NBC, and meets.
NQA-1 cquivalent standards. DOE/MD-0005 {1996) states in part that the FMEE is the ~. . feas1 cost building option. ..
cagital cost savings on the onder of $20U million... Well suited to lish the MOX fabrication mission.” FMEF
Tras 250,000 £12 on six levels, in which Lbere is space for gloveb jons, het celt ions, facility services,
radiation coatrol, and officcs. PMEF offcrs proven cperuhle systems with the least coat and schedule risk and s the
quickest oplion to addrcss the C ' ion 1o rapidly roduoc prolifcration risk throagh pit

i 1y and MOX fuel fabrication. The National Academy of Scicnces cvatuated ML as the Jowest cost, most
expeditious, and Jeading candidate option for MOX fuel fabrication. Fasther, Hanford already has conxplels
infrastoucture and wasks handling Gacilitios iu plave, and will soon have a high-level waste vitrification facility and
associated analytical knboratorics.

Please reconsider the initial decisioa to focate both the PD&CK and ilizati ilities at the th River Site
(5RS). Please addzess limiag iderations and Lot f s briny existitg vt new Sailitivs on-ling wod
inc (he xnost ditious snd ical way to proceed in an ACCURATE, POLITICALLY UNBIASED

magner. The significra. advantages of diversificatinn and milizarion of existing resurces A1 Hanford s extremely
important, and does not make the mistake of granting one site in the DOE complex all of the new missions.
Sincerely,

Lo

Teglie C.

Thavenport,
Senior Enginecr, Nuclear Safely (Retired}
Coasuttant, Criticality Safety

: Senator Slade Gorton, Congressman Doc Hastings MD123

MD123-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of Alternative 4B for surplus
plutonium disposition. DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the
hybrid approach. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication
provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excess
plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Alternatives

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. In the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD, DOE committed to
immobilizing at least 8 t (9 tons) of surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium.
Since the ROD was issued, however, DOE has identified that an additional 9 t
(10 tons) of low-plutonium-content materials would require additional
processing, and would therefore be unsuitable for MOX fuel fabrication due
to the complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those
plutonium materials.

MD123-2 Alternatives

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

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
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Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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MD276-1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s view on cleanup of former weapons
production sites. Weapons production was necessary for national security
in the past, and now cleanup is necessary to provide a better environment for
future generations.

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.

MD276-2

An objective of the arms reduction is to make sure that the weapons materials
declared surplus would not be used for weapons again. Converting the
surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial reactors
is an effective way to accomplish this objective. Turning surplus plutonium
into highly radioactive spent fuel would make reuse of this plutonium
technically difficult, time consuming, and very costly.

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.
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MD276-3 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition. Analyses provided in Section 2.18.3 and
Chapter 4 of Volume I for the alternatives that include MOX fuel fabrication
and irradiation show that potential impacts would likely be minor.

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 fitel 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.

MD276-4 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursning
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 ¢
(19 tons) of the surplus plutonium would be immobilized due to the complexity,
timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials
to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel. Therefore, fabricating all 50 t
(55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not considered areasonable
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alternative at this time 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 under way to confirm that the immobilized plutonium would meet
the performance criteria for disposal in a potential geologic repository pursuant
to the NWPA.

MD276-5 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
Jocation, 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:/fwww.doe-md.com.

MD276-6 DOE Policy

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as
a fuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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I am concerned that the U S Department of Energy may not
give cost the importance it deserves when selecting a site at
which Pu pit disassembly will occur and MOX fuel
fabrication takes place. The Hanford Atomic Metal Trades
Council believes the FMEF at Hanford to be the best location
at which to perform pit disassembly and MOX fuel
fabrication and should be placed high on the options list for
these operations. Siting these operations elsewhere to
Hanford would materially add to the taxpayer burden by
necessitating the construction of an entire new facilicty in
which to perform the the pit disassembly and MOX fuel 1
prouduction. Costs to upgrade Hanford facilities would cost
much less. Much more less than to what the DOE now gives
credence. That is due to the way the DOE estimates costs,
the result of creative perspectives designed to put the best
light on the preconceived notions of certain out of touch
officials.

The Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council would like to
propose an independent review and some cost-benefit
analyses of the different Sites which have been or are now
lacking in honesty and candor.

The Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council requests the
decision for Siting the MOX fuel program and Pit
disassembly operation to be reexamined and the FMEF be
given full consideration for implementation in the forseeable
future. To fail that and wind up spendiing hundreds of
millions of dolllars more than necessary would seem to the
Council to result in more reductions in available clean up
dollars and put the entire clean up program in jeopardy.

WD007

WD007-1 : Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities in FMEF 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, especially in regard to the use of existing facilities.

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 (DOEMD-0009, July 1998) report and the Plutonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

WD007-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has analyzed each environmental resource area in a consistent manner
across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison among the alternatives
and among the candidate sites for the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities.

Funds for the surplus plutonium disposition program and the environmental
cleanup program come from different appropriation accounts allocated by
the U.S. Congress that cannot be used interchangeably. 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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In the interest of saving dollars the Council also offers the
represented work force at Hanford as a source of
experienced workers and those who are trained to handle
fissile material for the MOX fuel and pit disassembly
activity. The Council is fully prepared to engage any new
employer in a cooperative spirit and to facilitate the
movement of experienced and trained workers into new
missions with new, private employers, even as we are doing
now with Johnson Controls. British Nuclear Fuels, the
Vitrification Plant contractor has already expressed and
interest in forming a working relationship with the Council
and that willingness has been reciprocated.

The lastest edition of the Scientific American contains the
report of a study which asserts that an organized work
force is sixteen percent above the baseline in efficiency
while a non-union work force is eleven percent below the
baseline in efficiency. That should clearly place the
Hanford Workforce at an advantage for cost effectiveness
and thereby free up dollars for clean up.

Budget crunch at Hanford has already begun to stretch the
existing work force beyond reasonable limits. It has come to
the place where in some cases if two people are lost due to
vacations or illness, no work can be done. We do not need
further cuts and to irresponsibly site the MOX fuel
production and pit disassembly somewhere beside Hanford
will surely result in fewer dollars for cleanup.
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The Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council represents over
2,600 workers on the Site. These are the people who do the
work and bear the greatest risk and responsibility on a daily
basis, for working with and around nuclear materials of evey
type. The U S Department of Energy would not regret siting
the disassembly of Pu pits and the manufacture of MOX fuel
at the FMEF at Hanford.
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WADO04-1 Cost

Funds are not being taken from DOE’s budget for environmental cleanup in
order to support surplus plutonium disposition. Funds for the surplus
plutonium disposition program and the environmental cleanup program come
from different appropriation accounts allocated by the U.S. Congress that
cannot be used interchangeably.

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

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

WADO04-2 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. InDecember 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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FUELS AND MATERIALS EXAMINATION FACILITY

At our lunch meating » mcnth ago ve discussed the advantagea of using
the Fuels and Materials Examinacion racilicty (FMEP} located directly
adjacent to FFIF for vazricus tasks asgociated with plutoaium
disposition. This vunique facility was built for the purpcse of
manufacturing mixed oxide (¥OX) fuel for the nation’s breeder rmactor
program, It e the only existing building in the country that can house
both plutonium pit disassembly and conversion and mixed oxide Zfuel
manufacturing in the same facility. Colocating these functions in one
building will save hundreds of millioms of dollars in cpertimg and
capital coata.

wa also indicated to you that we, and others in tha DOE Complex, beliave
thaere appears to bs a strong bias on the part of DOE Headquarters’ nraff
to locate all aspects of plutonium disposition facilities at tha
Savannah River Sita., We have drawn this conclusion for many resdons.
Last year, the Department complataed 2 Programmatic Environmental Impect
Statement (PEIS) addressing storage and disposition options foxr weapons
useabls fissile matarials. The local Advisory Committes wa appointad teo
analyze that PEIS, came to the conclusion that decision making criteria
wera heavily biased to achisve a Savannah River outcome. FoOxr your
informatiocn, we have enclosed the critigues submittad by our communities
and comments provided Yy DOE-Richland regarding the PEIS and the
supporting technical summary o While ve analysis is
included in the techuical documents regarding Savannah River facilities,
wvirtually ne comsideration is given to facilities at Hanford. Ws are
seeing this same bias asurface in tha curreat Environmantal Impact
Statement process.

NOTICE OF INTENT

In March, several of our local slacted officials attended an Enexgy
Communities alliance mesting in Washington, U.C. While thers, ws
discovered that the Departmant was about to issvs a Notice of Iantent to
procaed with an Envi: 1 Impact Sta designating Savannah
River as the preferred alternative site for both plutonium
immobilization and mixed oxide fuel fabrication. When we inquired why
such a decision had been made prior to a full snvironmantal impact
agsessment, we wers given the following answera:

1. wIt will be eacier and cheaper to licenss a new building with the
Nuclear Regulatory Copmission as oppossd to an exiasting
facility.” The NRC bhas not provided such advice to the
Department of Enazgy.

2. “There will bs strong oppoeition on the part of environmantalists
in the Northwest to plutonium disposition functions occurring at
Hanford.” We ancourige Department staff to look at & letter they
received from the Military Prod ion % in D b opposing
any consideration of mixed oxide fuel for plutonium diaposition
anywhere in the country. Most of the organizations ars locatsd in
tha Eastern Uoited States.

WADO4

WAD04-3 Alternatives

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

WAD04-4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

For this SPD EIS, DOE carefully obtained comparable data on all of the
alternatives, analyzed the data in a consistent manner using well-recognized
and accepted procedures, and presented the results in a full and open manner.
To properly address this comment, DOE again reviewed the subject critique
together with the source material on the Hanford and SRS sites. The review
indicated that all information from Hanford and SRS had been evaluated and
used in a consistent, unbiased manner.

WAD04-5 NRC Licensing

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. AnNOIstatementona preferred
alternative is not a decision. The DOE statement regarding the potential
difficulty of NRC licensing one of a number of facilities collocated in one
building was based on DOE’s understanding of NRC’s regulatory
requirements at the time of the Richland scoping hearing. Because a number
of attendees at the Richland hearing indicated that there were precedents for
NRC licensing collocated facilities, DOE met with NRC to discuss the issue,
and included several alternatives (4B, 6B, and 6D) in the SPD Draft EIS that
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rdditionally, at the EIS Scoping Meating held in Richland on July
1, 1997, spokegmen for two of the most vocal Hanford atakeholder
anvironmental srganizations offered testimony indicating that any
plutonium dispoaition function at Hanford must not have a negative

dispesition role. The combined attendance at the afternoon and
evening meetings was over 150 peopla. Tha Department received
overwhelming teatimony in suppert of plutonium disposition
functions being locatad at Hanfaord.

COST COMPRRISONS

puring the summaer we learned that the Department was mot intending to
include cost considerations in identifying plutonium disposition sites.
vwe do not kmow if this decision has been reconsidered. However, the

locating plutonium disposition tasks would be £ ble only to Hanford
By rejecting this increasingly important criteria, advantages of using
the Hanford Site are diminished if not sliminated.

NRC LICENSING

At the Richland scoping meeting on July 1, 1897, the public was also
informed that there would be an NRC licensing problex with co-locating
plutonium pit disassembly, plutoniun conversion, and MOX fuel aasembly

provided such advice to the Department of Energy and received no
response. Our own coaversations with NRC indicate that not only has such
a decision not been msde, but that spacific discussions had not begun at
that tinme,

SIZE OF FMEF - CO-LOCATION COST ADVANTAGES

We were advised at the scoping meeting that FMEF is not large anough to
accomsodate thesa various functiocns based on an analysis that was done
by the National Laboratories. Wa indieated that nuclear fuel
manufacturers, firms who bave actually made mixed oxide fuel, have
carefully analyzed the layout of the facility and have dxawm the
conclugion that thers is adequate space to accommodata the wvarious
functions. This was affirmed as Tecently as August 1997 whaan = study

by Sismans Power Corporation in July alsa affirming that the facility
has adequate space is enclosad for your information. Wa are enclosing
other documentation about the capahilities of the facility. Thia
material has previously been provided to the Materials Dispoeition (¥D)
office in DOE Headquarters. Wa Xkaep providing dscumentation and MD
staff keep coming up with new and creative Teasons not to accept ik.
Prankly, this bas bacome extramely frustrating.

¥We racognize that the seniority and political clout of the membera of
Congress fzom the State of Washington is not aqual to that of members of
Congress from the vicinity of the Savannah River Site. However, Congraes 9
and the Administration appear fully committed to balancing the budgat in
the next several years. Based on our conversations with staff at the

WADO04

impact on the Hanford cleanup. They did not reject a plutonium 5

evaluation of capital costs and the oparational cost savings of co- 6

in one building. We asked who, in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, had 7

team went by DOR Hezdquarters vigited the facility. A latter submitted 8

collocate the MOX facility with one of the other proposed facilities in FMEF
at Hanford. The decision that all three facilities would not be collocated in
FMEF was made not because of potential NRC licensing issues, but rather
because there is not enough space in FMEF to accommodate all three facilities.
While no specific issues were identified for FMEF, NRC indicated that overall
regulation of a collocated facility may be complicated and burdensome,
depending on the degree of integration of the MOX facility and other nuclear
facilities that would not be regulated by NRC.

WAD04-6 Cost
This comment is addressed in response WADO04-3.

WAD04-7 NRC Licensing
This comment is addressed in response WAD04-5.

WAD04-8 NRC Licensing

Collocation alternatives continue to be considered that involve the use of
FMEF at Hanford. Alternatives 2 and 11A include collocating the
immobilization and pit conversion facilities; Alternative 4B, the immobilization
and MOX facilities; and Alternative 6B, the MOX and pit conversion facilities.
The only alternative eliminated for consideration in this SPD EIS was
collocating all three proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities in FMEF
based on space requirements. The most current data available shows the
size required for each of the three proposed facilities preclude the use of
EMEE

WAD04-9 Cost
This comment is addressed in response WAD04-3.
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WAD04-10 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

As discussed in response WADO4—1, DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts
should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. Decisions

Office of Managament and Budget, we don‘t anticipata that apy new money
will be pxovided to the Department for plutonium disposition or tritium 1 1 11 1 1
productien, Therafors, tha merits of using existing facilities that will 9 onthe Surpluspl.UtomlMdlSPOSItlonprogr.aIIIWHlb?basedonenvno.mer}tal
geve the Dopartment hundreds of millions of dollars in capital and analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
oparating costs should not be ignored. considerations a_nd public input
LACK CF LOBBYING EZFFORYTS ’ '
Most recently we bave been informed that we will not bae chosen for a WAD04—11 Gerleral SPD EIS andNEPA PI'OCCSS
plutonium disposition role at Hanford because we have not bean lobbying . - - . - . .
the Department of Energy as aggressively ad Savanaah River. I do not 10 Close coordination with the Richland Operatlons Office was maintained
beleive that conclusions should be drawn in an Environmsatal Imapct 3 3 : 3
Statemant based on political clout or lobbying efforts in Washington durlng the preparatlon Of thls SPD EIS to ensure that the beSt pOSSlble
p.c. information was used. Furthermore, personnel from that office participated
coscLosToN in detailed reviews and revision of the EIS prior to its approval and release.
We are simply asking for a fair, balanced evaluation of plutomium Liaison with the Richland Operations Office on the disposition of surplus
disposition alternatives using Televant criteria. Based on what has 4 3 s H 3
e I the iast year and our curcemt cbservations, this is mot plutonium would continue until such time as all of the surplus plutonium at
happening. We believe that a document is being conmstructed to justify a Hanford had been disposiﬁoned.
previously drawn conclusion. If this is the case, it cpens the Racord of
Decimion up to legal challengez and mpanying p tic delays.
wWe stand ready to appeal if it becomes necessary, but hope that such a
legal challengs is not zrequired.

11

We have besn informed that last December you indicated to your future
astat$ that you wers not happy about tha lack of consideration that was
gliven to the role FFIF can play in plutenium- disposition and that you
would require full, fair evaluation of altermatives in the future. We
believe that your personal involvament will be required to be sure that
thia EIS process involves a full and complete analysis of options. Many
studies and reparts have been written about the capadilities of FYMEF.
Jim Mecca and hig staff from ths Richland Operations Office caa easily
answer any questions you may have about the facility.

We appreciate your attention to this issue and tha opportunity to
provide information directly to you sbout the advantages of usging
Eanford facilities for plutonium disposition.

Sinceraly,

Larry Haler
Mayor

Enclosures
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TESTIMONY OF
LARRY HALER, CHAIRMAN,
HANFORD COMMUNITIES GOVERNING BOARD

Regarding the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact statement

[ am Richland Mayor Larry Haler, speaking on behalf of the Hanford
Communities regarding the draft surplus Plutonium Disposition
Environmental Impact Statement.

The “Hanford Communities” is an intergovernmental organization formed
by the cities of Richland, Kennewick, Pasco, West Richland, Benton City
and Benton County to deal with Hanford related issues that affect our
community.

Before 1 begin, please allow me to express our appreciation to the
Department of Energy for holding a Public Hearing in our community.
However, I must say that we were very disappointed that the new Director
of the Office of Material Disposition did not choose to attend this hearing
and hear the views of the people who live in this region.

Hanford Communities Position

The five cities and county that comprise the Hanford Communities have
done & careful evaluation of the possibility of Hanford playing a role in the
disposition of this nation’s excess plutonium. We formed an advisory
group over two years ago, comprised of 30 people with diverse backgrounds
and interests, to study this issue. They divided up into subcommittees to
carefully study such topics as transportation, health & safety, MOX fuel &
plutonium conversion, reactor burn options, vitrification, socioeconomic
issues and national security issues. As a result of their efforts and
recommendations, the Hanford Communities collectively and through the
unanimous votes of the five city councils and the Benton County Board of
Commissioners, have taken the following positions:

* We strongly support the reactor burn option as the preferred
plutonium disposition alternative.

WADO02-1 ‘ General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Because of scheduling conflicts, it was not possible for the Director to attend
all public hearings. Please be assured, however, that MD will review and
consider all public comments made on the SPD Draft EIS regardless of how
they were submitted: public hearings, mail, a toll-free telephone or fax line, or
the MDD Web site.

WADO02-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program 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.
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* We believe Hanford offers the best and most compelling cost and
schedule advantage with the least environmental, health and safety and
proliferation risks for plutonium processing and mixed oxide fuel assembly.

* Not only can mixed oxide fuel be manufactured here at Hanford, it
can also be used in our Fast Flux Test Facility and in the reactor owned by
the Washington Public Power Supply System.

EIS Process

A year ago at the scoping meeting that you held in our city, we asked you to
conduct a fair analysis of the facts to determine the best location for
plutonium dispesition facilities.

‘We were aware that the Department had a strong bias to locate all of these
functions at Savannah River.

We presented strong testimony supported by factual information pointing
out the significant cost savings of using the only facility in the country
designed and buiit to manufacture mixed oxide fuel.

We pointed out the cost savings of locating two or three Pu disposition
functions in one facility. We discussed the fact that MOX fuel has been
produced here before and that our workforce has the skills and experience to
produce fuel again.

We defined for you the schedule savings of using an existing facility verses
designing, permitting and building a new greenfield facility.

Our arguments feil on deaf ears.
The arguments you used to discredit Hanford evolved as they were proven

wrong. First you said the Nuclear Regulatory Commission would never
license more than one function in one facility. They disagreed.

Then you interpreted a letter from our Governor stressing his concern about
progress on the Hanford cleanup to say that he would not accept new

WADO2-3 MOXRFP

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for using MOX fuel in FFTF at
Hanford and in the Washington Public Power Supply System reactor. 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. DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire MOX fuel
fabrication and irradiation services. As a result of this procurement process,
DOE identified Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna as the reactors proposed
to irradiate MOX fuel as part of the proposed action in this SPD EIS.
Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific analyses and discuss
the potential environmental impacts of using a partial MOX core during
routine operations and reactor accidents.

WADO024 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The purpose of this SPD EIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
siting and operating the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at
the candidate sites. Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking
process, this EIS contains environmental impact data and does not address
the costs associated with the various alternatives. Because cost issues are
beyond the scope of this EIS, this comment has been forwarded to the cost
analysis teamn for consideration. The Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection
for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009,
July 1998) report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and
Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at http://
www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following locations:
Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

WADO02-5 NRC Licensing

This DOE statement regarding the potential difficulty of NRC licensing facilities
collocated in one building was based on DOE’s understanding of NRC’s
regulatory requirements at the time of the Richland scoping hearing. Because
a number of attendees at the Richland hearing indicated that there were
precedents for NRC licensing collocated facilities, DOE met with NRC to
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discuss the issue. As aresult, DOE included several alternatives (4B, 6B, and
6D) in the SPD Draft EIS that collocated the MOX facility with one of the
other proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities in FMEEF at Hanford.
The decision that all three facilities would not be collocated in FMEF was
made not because of potential NRC licensing issues, but rather because
there is not enough space in FMEF to accommodate all three facilities. While
no specific issues were identified for FMEF, NRC indicated that overall
regulation of a collocated facility may be complicated and burdensome,
depending on the degree of integration of the MOX facility and other nuclear
facilities that would not be regulated by NRC.

WADO2-6 Alternatives
This comment is addressed in response WADO02-2.
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missions. This spring he wrote a new letter to the Secretary of Energy to
clarify what was clearly his intent in the first letter.

You said FMEF was not large enough to accommodate multiple functions.
Documents prepared by nuclear fuel manufacturers disagreed.

While understating Hanford's capabilities and refusing to acknowledge
documentation paid for by your own Department, some believe that you
have clearly overstated capabilities of other sites.

Meeting with Secretary Pena

Last September our community officials met with Secretary Pena to discuss
several issues of concem to us. At that time we notified him that he could
anticipate that this draft EIS would fail to acknowledge the cost and
schedule savings that Hanford offers. We told him that there was a clear
bias towards Savannah River that could be identified in the technical
documents supporting this EIS process. He asked us to document these
concerns and provide the information directly to him. We did.

We provided him with a notebook of information” Much of the material we
cited was prepared by the Department of Energy. We never received the
courtesy of a response. I am now submitting this information for the record
and I want a response.

Conclusion

The preferred alternatives you have identified will cost U.S. taxpayers
hundreds of millions of dollars more than the Hanford alternative. Where
do you plan to get this money? Do you plan to take these dollars out of the
funds required for environmental cleanup? We are already anticipating a
significant shortfall in funding needed in FY 2000 to meet compliance
agreements around the country.

We will take our arguments to the new Secretary of Energy and the new
Director of the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition. Perhaps they will
bring reason and common sense to this process.

10

1

WAD02-7 Alternatives

Based on all available data, DOE determined that the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities can not be located in FMEF because there is
not enough space, even if common support functions were shared. See
Sections 2.4.1.1, 2.4.2.1, and 2.4.3.1 for design layouts and the amount of
space required for each facility is discussed in Section 2.6. Because of space
limitations, two facilities would be located in FMEE-—in the case of Alternative
2, pit conversion and immobilization. The MOX facility would be located in
anew building.

WAD(2-8

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding DOE’s assessment
of Hanford’s capabilities relative to the other candidate sites.

Alternatives

WADO2-9 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

For this SPD EIS, DOE carefully obtained comparable data on all of the
alternatives, analyzed the data in a consistent manner using well-recognized
and accepted procedures, and presented the results in a full and open manner.
To properly address this comment, DOE again reviewed the subject notebook
together with the source materials provided by the Richland Operations
Office. The review indicated that all information from Hanford and SRS had
been evaluated and used in a consistent, unbiased manner.

WADO02-10 Cost
This comment is addressed in response WAD02—4.
WADO02-11 DOE Policy

Funds for the surplus plutonium disposition program and the environmental
cleanup program come from different appropriation accounts allocated by
the U.S. Congress that cannot be used interchangeably.
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My name is Barry Haus. I am a resident of Richland, WA. I
am calling and commenting on your plans for processing
spent fuel, specifically the plutonium and processing it into
commercial fuel. My comment is that Hanford, the Hanford
Site would be more suited for one of the missions which
should be, although it is probably not currently planned to
reprocess the N Reactor fuel. As I understand, it is probably
1600 tons of spent fuel in the K Reactor basins that needs to
be processed, at least handled. I believe if you check into it
you will find that approximately 2% of the weight of the fuel
is fissile material which would just as well be used for
commercial spent fuel, excuse me, new spent, new commercial
fuel elements. Anyway you might factor in your thinking
that particular problem the 1600 tons of N Reactor fuel that
has to be dealt with somehow. Thank you very much.

PDO11-1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of reprocessing N Reactor
spent fuel. However, the U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration
has prohibited the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of
plutonium from spent nuclear fuel. Therefore, reprocessing would not be an
option for disposing of the N Reactor spent fuel.
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Hello. My name is Ted Holtz and I live along the Columbia
River. I built a house there and I would like to express my
concerns about (being) directly affected by Hanford not
being cleaned up. Express my concerns about how the issue
seems to be confounded by corporate interests in creating
this MOX uranium or MOX fuel. I think the focus should be
on clean up and just cleanup, and proper storage and
disposal of the waste and not trying to make a corporate kind
of welfare system that will support the failing nuclear
industry by creating a sort of taxed corporate welfare system
for that industry. So I just want to express that and a
household of five and everybody in my household agrees
with this statement. Thank you very much. My phone
number is (360) 837-3022 if there is any response or
questions directed towards me. Thank you very much. Bye.

PD035-1 Alternatives

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

DOE 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.
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WADO1-1 MOX Approach

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

WADO1-2 Alternatives

DOE evaluated the use of existing facilities and identified potential facilities
at Hanford (FMEF) and INEEL. Of the alternatives considered, only Hanford
had existing facilities suitable for MOX fuel fabrication. After further
evaluation of space requirements, DOE concluded that there is not enough
space in FMEF to accommodate all three of the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities. Therefore, the alternatives include siting one or two of
the three proposed facilities in existing facilities at Hanford, and the pit
conversion facility in an existing facility at INEEL.

WADO1-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
Siting of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities isnota political
decision. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be
based on technical and cost reports, environmental analyses, national policy
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
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Good afterncon, ladies and gentlemen:

1 am Charles D. Kilbury, mayor of the city of pasco, but I am speaking for

myself only:

It is hard to justify action taken in the Draft Plutonium Disposition
Environmental Impact statemerif:. The Record of Decision for the storage and disposition
of Meapons - Usable Fissile Hiteﬁals Iimgramatic EIS included the Hanfard Project
for both plutonium _disposiﬂon of)tions. VAnd certainly the Fuels and Haterials
Examination Facilitysis .the best and most efficient production of the “burn” as
mixed oxide fueljand the pfvsenge of coﬁsideraiﬂe Plutonium on the Kanford Project
makes it much more expedient than transporting in all directions over the far reaches

of tha United States.
The FHEF is aniexisting, unlgsed facility that has been evaluated for performing
a comhination of the disposition activitt’.es‘..

. The FHEF is operationally complete with 120,000 square feet of process space.

Designed and constructed to NRC reactor standards and s deemed capable of 1

NRC licensing..

. Hazardous or radipactive materfals have never been used in the PMEF making

it easy to install a plutonimm disposition mission. :
. An FFTF MOX fuel fabrication Yine was installed, but has never been used,

The evaluation by the 0ffice of Fissile Hater{ﬂs'nispostion indicates that
FMEF has sufficient space within the ex*lsit;‘lné_’structtire to perform both of the
dfsposition functions (e..vg., pit disassembly and HOX Fuel fabrtcat:lon)v.

A1l this can be done cheaper than anywhere else; there is a supply of surplus
Plutonium on the Hanford Project, and aven reactors ta accomplish the burn. 1t will

certainly be difficult to Justify not using this wagnificant facitity buflt just

for this purpose.

WADO05-1 Alternatives

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

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

i. d Clean Up be the sole mission at Hanford?
No

2. Shquid the United States Gow intain its | ding policy against the use

. Which alternative would you prefer 10 see the US Department of Energy pursue:
immobilization (encasement of plutonium in glass-like tombs)

The MOX plan (burning plutonium to fabricate fuel for use in a civilian nuclear
reactor)?

4, Shouid Plutonium, to be used for processing and fabrication of MOX fuel, be

imported to the Hanford site along shg Columbia River?
Yes
5. How concerned are you about the P ion of Plutonieerrthrengiethe Northwest?
Not d slighty d very d mpletely opposed
B. How concerned are you about the transport through the
i Plitonium?
Not 4" Slightly d Very Completely oppased_

6. Should commercial nuclear power plants be allowed to run on MOX fuel containing
weapons Plutonium?
Yes
B. Should they be subsidized vidw
Yes

dollars to da s0?

7. Should MOX fuel ining weapQndPl jum be used to restart the FFTF reactor
at Hanford to produce TritiumS§ Ar bombs?
Yes

Name AN & AIKO qu

Address

Phone,

Please retun this to: M MZ‘ /’l«dA{, amn g ol
206 3W 237 Plce #408 mistaps . Lots c[aa‘z - tef0

Portiand, OR 97214 Fod row with out Fai /

(503)235-2531 @ oW € «Cs.mn[l\

we hve and recreate riv and
"'Q‘M‘O‘M Columbicy,

MD283-1 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.

MD288-2 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 plutonjum], 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.

‘MD288-3 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest
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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 the surplus plutonium would be immobilized due to the complexity,
timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials
to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel. Therefore, fabricating all 50 t
(55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not considered a reasonable
alternative at this time 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.

MD288-4 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans are
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase F inal
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.
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MD288-5 MOX Approach

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

MD288-6 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.

MD288-7 DOE Policy

As described in Section 4.26.1.2, surface water would not be used in
construction and operation of proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities at Hanford Due to the dilution capability of the Columbia River, as
well as FMEF’s location relative to the Columbia River, there would be no
discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting
from the proposed facilities at Hanford, either from minute quantities of air
deposition into the river or from any other potential wastewater releases.
Therefore, no discernible impacts on the Columbia River would be expected.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD288-1.
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RESPONCE TO

SPD EIS

BY

CHARLES L. LUMPKIN

Charles L. Lumpkin
603 N, 48th Ave.
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Yakima, wa 98908
Ph.(509)965-8707
August 18,1998
To Whom it may concemn;

After reviewing the S.P.D. E.LS, It is my belicf that the decisions to not name Hanford as the primary site
Tor either or both the sites for the MOX Fuels and Immobilization is based solely on POLITICS! ltismy
opinion that the politicians and D.O.E. departenent heads that reside in Washington D.C., hawe once again
failed 10 recognize the true assets of the Hanford Works Arca, these being the people and the contributions
that they have made 10 our country over the [ast fifty years! It is my contention that the bureaucrats in D.C.
are afraid to take on the State of Washington, And the Washington Dep of Ecology. Since the
Honorable Henry M. Jackson passed away, thier bave been no new projects at the Hanford Works atea
related to defense, and all the environmental projects have been delayed or refered to other D.O.E. sites, this
political envi has aliowed hnically advanced projects and facilities to decay to their
ruin, F.F.T.F. and FM.EF. etc..

To the mater at hand, since F.F.T.F., E.M.E.F. and an alrcady existing D&D work force are already in
existence and the vitrification plant slated 1o be built and on line by the year 2003, 1 cant understand
economically why the Hanford Works wouldn't be the preferred choice site for the MOX Fuels and
Immobilization projects. 1t amazes me that across the river in Oregon a project is on going that peses more
danger o the environment and bealth of people, ( Umatilla Army Depot Incinerator Project) than the
Hanford works projects now pases, of any future projects will pose!

1 would like to point out that since 1987, the Hanford works Project has changed its mission from a
o) of Defense complex to an Eavi 1 ch p project, this  belicve makes us the leaders in

environmental issues and Hanford has a better working knowledge and ding about envi
issues, [ believe that we mect o exceed the other sites in the topice analyzed criteria for the SPD EIS (8.5)
pgS-21 of the summary and should be reconsidered for these projects.

Thank you

Charles L. Lumpkin

FD114-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford’s
efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission.
The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in
identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to consider
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that are
compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard to the use of
existing facilities.
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MaADISON, JiM
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Hello, this is Jim Madison from West Pasco. Of course, I
grew up as a kid in Richland and stuff like that and spent
most of my life there. I personally see no problem with
bringing the material back here to dispose of it or whatever.
I don’t see any problems with transportation and stuff like
this, that some of the worry warts are really concerned about
because after all the majority of that material originated here.
The biggest majority of it got shipped out OK to wherever it
went. And I would assume it could be shipped back here
the same way with the same care and accident free manner.
So I know that some of the hand wringers are going to be all
fluttered and everything else, but I hope you really don’t
pay too much attention to them because most of them really
don’t know anything about anything anyway except they do
make noises on the media. But practically speaking, its the
only place to take it. And you will be foolish to take it
somewhere else and then have to stockpile it somewhere and
build, reduplicate the money for building a building like in
the 400 Area that is equipped to do that plus the lead time to
wait for the building to be designed and built. So that would
push any disposal process several years down the road.
And that I think is probably not the best process, not the
best procedure either. So all in all, the only thing that makes
any sense is to use what you got where it is, which is here.
Thank you.

PD008-1 Alternatives

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

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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1 believe that it would be a travesty to bury this very valuable fuel
source. DOE would spend billions to prepare it for storage when it
could be processed into fuel for commerical nuclear reactors,
benefiting all Americans. Various MOX projects are ready to go
and should be used to turn weapons materials into electricity. In
concept, this is no different than the demobilization of ships, tanks,
and planes into commercial materials after WW2.

£L0T-¢

WwWD004-1 MOX Approach

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

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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David M. Merrill

513 Wagon Court

Richland, WA 89352

phone: 509 375-8408

E-mail: david_merrill@nfuel.com
4 August 1998

Dear Sirs

| feel the Ptutonium Mixed Oxide Fuel fabrication facility should be located on or near the
Hanford site, for the following reasans.

First as a chemist and member of the American Chemical Society | am familiar with the talent
and skills of many of my colleges who live in this area. Many of these chemists have had
experience working with plutonium, and know the safety and handling procadures for both the
chemical hazards and criticality safety issues,

Please consider the talent base from which to draw employaes when considaring where to
{ocate the MOX facility.

Second as Co-president of the “Citizens Advisary Committee to the Richland School Board” { 1
am familiar with the educationa! concerns and desires of many of the Richland parents. | have
worked with parent volunteers to assure our children are given a good educatian. In this
association | have noticed that many of the parents are very interesied in providing their
children with mathematical, engineering and scientific skills. We would like to see challenging
jobs provided for them here. 1 see the MOX facility as an opportunity for our children to wark in
an industry we believe in.

Please consider the education base of the future employees when cansidering where to locate
the MOX facility.

Third as a quality control chemist | know how important a dry climate is when working with

various hygroscopic materials. | realize all facilities handling plutonium use sxtensive air

conditioning systems, but a dry climate provides a much better starting point for facilities which

require large amounts of conditioned air. it makes physical sense to locate the MOX facility in

this dry climate area where power is inexpensive. As an E: ple the Siemen's Power 2
Corporation - Nuclear Division facility requires over $1,000,000/year in electricity to operate. A

similar MOX facility here would require close to that same amount, but in the south where

electricity is more expensive and air conditioning more severa | would guess you are looking at

more than 3 times the cost in electricity.

Please consider these types of technical and cost details as you review the location for a new
MOX facility.

Sincerely

David M. Merrill

WAD22-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for 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.

Although the education base of the community is not a factor in facility
siting selection, site workforce expertise and the existence of complementary
activities and missions are considered. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Hanford will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

WAD22-2 Cost

Power requirements at each of the candidate sites were taken into
consideration, and it was determined that the sites under consideration had
sufficient available capacity to cover the needs of the proposed MOX facility.

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 rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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Hello my name is David M. Merrill. 1live at 513 Wagon
Court, Richland WA 99352. I’m interested in the MOX
facility and in the documentation of that MOX facility. I
would like to attend the meeting scheduled for tomorrow
evening at the Hotel here in Richland. I have some opinions
about the plutonium mixed oxide fuel fabrication facility and
feel it should be located on or near the Hanford Site for the
following reasons: First, as a chemist and member of the
American Chemical Society, ACS, I am familiar with the talent
and skills of many of my colleagues who live in this area.
Many of these chemist have had experience working with
plutonium and know the safety in handling procedures for
both the chemical hazards and criticality safety issues.
Please consider the talent base from which to draw
employees when considering where to locate the MOX
facility. Second, as co-president of the Citizens Advisory
Committee to the Richland School Board, I am familiar with
the educational concerns and desires of many of the Richland
parents. We love this area and would like to see our children
given a broad base education, however, we have a large
percentage of parents very interested in providing their
children with mathematical, engineering, and scientific skills.
We would like to see challenging jobs provided for them
here and we see the MOX facility as an opportunity for our
children to work in an industry we believe in. Please consider
the education base of the future employees when considering
where to locate the MOX facility. Third, as a quality control
chemist, I know how important a dry climate is when working
with various hygroscopic materials. Irealize all facilities
handling plutonium use extensive air conditioning systems.

PD006-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for 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.

Although the education base of the community is not a factor in facility
siting selection, site workforce expertise and the existence of complementary
activities and missions are considered. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Hanford will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

PD006-2 Cost

Power requirements at each of the candidate sites were taken into
consideration, and it was determined that the sites under consideration had
sufficient available capacity to cover the needs of the proposed MOX facility.

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
(DOEMD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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But a dry climate provides a much better starting point for
which, for facilities which require large amounts of
conditioned air. It makes physical sense to locate MOX
facility in this dry climate area where power is less expensive
than say down south. As an example, the Seiman’s Facility
requires over a million dollars per year in electricity to
operate. A similar MOX facility here would require close to
that same amount. But in the south where electricity is more
expensive and air conditioning more severe, I would guess
you are looking at three times the cost in electricity. Please
consider these types of technical details as a review for
location for a new MOX facility.
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WADO09-1 Alternatives

The range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in this SPD EIS were developed
using criteria listed in Section 2.3.1. The alternative suggested by the
commentor was considered and eliminated because it involves placing the
three proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at three
different sites.

WAD09-2 DOE Policy

The end of the Cold War has resulted in unprecedented reductions in nuclear
arms in both the United States and Russia. During the first week of
September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit and
signed a statement of principles with the intention of removing approximately
50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s stockpile. Further agreements
on disarmament between the two nations may increase the amount of surplus
plutonium in the future.

Understanding the economic dilemma in Russia, the U.S. Congress has
appropriated funding for a series of small-scale tests and demonstrations of
plutonium disposition technologies jointly conducted by the United States
and Russia. For fiscal year 1999 (starting October 1998), Congress further
appropriated funding to assist Russia in design and construction of a
plutonium conversion facility and aMOX fuel fabrication facility. This funding
would not be expended until the presidents of both countries signed a new
agreement. Although the amount appropriated by Congress is not sufficient
to fund the entire Russian surplus plutonium disposition program, the
United States is working with Russia and other nations to resolve this issue.
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WAD06-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the surplus plutonium
disposition program 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.
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August 4, 1998 Public Meeting Comments on

Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Good Evening. My name is Walt Apley and I am the Deputy Director for Opemuons atthe
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory. One of the Lat y’s primary missions is to help
apply Hanford Site assets to emerging national and international needs as well as new science-
based missions. Given that role, I would like to offer three specific comments on the Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Envil 1 Impact §

Importance of Piutonium Disposition

There are few issues today in the world as important as safely and securely withdrawing
phutonium from nuclear military programs and taking steps to ensure that such material
can never again be used to build & nuclear weapon, To that end, Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory staff are working in a wide range of technical areas, including
detection, safe handling, and disposition - both in the United States and intemationally.
The EIS for Surplus Plutonium Disposition is an Iy important d that we
all want to sec completed as a sound, technically-defensible basis for moving forward for
the timely disposition of this material.

Role of Hanford

Currently the Draft EIS states a prefi for using the S: h River Site. Hanford
was not selected, with one of the arguments being that DOE prefers that the cleanup
mission remain Hanford’s top priority. The cleanup mission is and will remain this site’s
#1 and overriding priority. But Hanford does have major assets (both physical and
personnel) which are capable of making major contributions to the surplus pluwmum
disposition mission. The DOE budget will continue to face significant pressure and since
existing facilities such as the Fuels and Materials Examination Facility may be able to do
the job sooner and at a lower cost, we must retain the ability to use those resources.

Fast Flux Test Facility

Currenﬂy the dmft EIS states that DOE’s preferenoe is to produce MOX fuel and
diate in , the U1.S. - Russian Agreement on
Manag of Used Pl d at the Gora—l(myeuko working meenng on

Tuly 23-24, 1998 called for using “MOX fisel for muclear power reactors of various types™.

Studies have shown that the Fast Flux Test Facility, if dedicated to the mission, could
disposition the 33 ¢ of surplus weapons plutonium well within the 25 year Storage and
Disposition Final PEIS criterion using traditional ensichments and a standard core
configuration, as well as produce valuable and needed medical isotopes. The FFTF
disposition option should be given strong consideration.

I’d like to thank the people putting together this draft EIS: I know that it is both a challenge and
an ordeal. But it is also critically important to a safe and secure future for all of us. Thank you.

WAD21-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s reviews on the importance of this
SPDEIS.

WAD21-2

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program 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,
especially in regard to the use of existing facilities.

Alternatives

WAD21-3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of using MOX fuel to restart
FFTF at Hanford. As discussed in Appendix D of the SPD Draft EIS, DOE
did consider FFTF in the Storage and Disposition PEIS, but it was eliminated
from further study because it was in a standby status and it could not satisfy
the criterion of completing the disposition mission within 25 years using the
historic FFTF plutonium enrichment specifications. Further, compared with
the 2-3 percent plutonium content of spent fuel from commercial reactors, the
spent fuel from FFTF would contain approximately 35 percent plutonium by
weight. It is questionable whether this greater concentration of plutonium in

_the FFTF MOX spent fuel would meet repository acceptance criteria. Also,

the FFTF liquid-metal reactor would not produce electricity, whereas using
commercial light water reactors to dispose of surplus plutonium would
generate revenues from the sale of electricity, which in turn would help defray
the overall cost of using the MOX approach. As discussed in Section 1.7.4,
Appendix D was deleted because none of the proposals to restart FFTF
currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as a fuel source.
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. How concemned are you about the transportation of Plutonjuni-iheeug
Not concerned  slightly concerned  very concerned <completely opposed”

US DOE needs te hear your voice NOW!

No

1. @ld Clean Up be the sole mission at Hanford?
Yes

Should the United States Government maintain its longstanding policy against the use
of weapons Plutonium to fuel civilian ouclear reactors?
No

. Which alternarive would you prefer to see the US Department of Energy pursue:

bilization (i of pl in glass-like tombs) \ JpRTab tazetiorr /7
Or ‘e

w

. Should Plutonium, to be used for processing and fabrication of MOX fuel. be

imported to the Hanford site alo Columbia River?
Yes R

gh the Northwest? |

B. How concemed are you about the transport through the North 1
containing weapons Plutonium?

Notconcerned  Slightly concerned  Very concerned { Completetly opposed

. Should commercial nucicar power plants be allowed to run on MOX fuel containing

weapons Plutonjum?

Yes (No)

B. Should they be subsidized withiYgx dollars to do s0?
Yes

. Should MOX fuel containing weapons Plutonium be used to restart the FFTF reactor

at Hanford to produce Tritium for nyglear bombs?
Yes ( éf )

Name__ ( Z/‘/,i i A % Prarersd)

Address___ 9 Sipang LA
Phone_—7 proil- Ladk, wla . 80

Please return this to:
Hanford Action

25-6 NW 23" Place #406
Portland, OR 97214
(503) 235-2531

MD296-1 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.

MD296-2

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
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.

Nonproliferation

MD296-3 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.
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Under the hybrid approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutonium
metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. DOE has determined that 17 t
(19 tons) of the surplus plutonium would be immobilized due to the complexity,
timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials
to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel. Therefore, fabricating all 50 t
(55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not considered a reasonable
alternative at this time 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.

MD296—4 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans are
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact 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.
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MD296-5 MOX Approach

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

MD296-6 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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MD296-7 DOE Policy

DOE is implementing the President’s nonproliferation policy by converting
surplus plutonium to forms that cannot be reused in nuclear weapons again.
Cleanup of DOE’s former weapons production sites including research and
development has continued to receive substantial funding allocations from
the U.S. Congress every year. Funds for the surplus plutonium disposition
program and the environmental cleanup program come from different
appropriation accounts allocated by the U.S. Congress that cannot be
used interchangeably.

MD296-8 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for alternative energy sources.
The purpose of the surplus plutonium disposition program is not to provide
an alternative source of energy but to disposition plutonium in an
environmentally safe and timely manner. Further, DOE acknowledges and
supports the importance of public education. DOE has established reading
rooms near DOE sites to provide easy access to information about DOE
programs and encourages the use of this source of information. DOE has
numerous Web sites, including one for MD (http://www.doe-md.com), that
also provide up-to-date information about DOE programs. Likewise, anumber
of utilities also have their own Web sites with educational material.
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MEMORANDUM CITY OF RICHLAND
City Manager’s Office
TO: Brook Anderson
FROM: Pam Brown, Hanford Ampalyst

SUBJECT: Response to an Invitation From Secretary Pefa to Send Him Information
about Cost & Schedule Savings of Locating P jum Disposition Functi
at Hanford and Documentation of a DOE-HQ Bias Towards Savannah River
in the Previous Fissile Material EIS

DATE: October 17, 1997

When Secretary Pe il visited Hanford, the local elected officials discussed our strong interest
in seeing existing Hanford facilities used for plutonium disposition functions, We pointed
out the significant time and schedule savings of using existing Hanford facilities that were
built to bouse mixed oxide fael fabrication, rather thar build new facilities at another site.

We explained that in observing the process followed in developing the Fissile Material

i 3 Impact (EIS) last year, we believe that there was a clear bia.s_ on
the part of Materials Disposition Staff towards placing these fupctions at the Savannah River
Site. In the current EIS process, MD staff are discrediting the usefulness of our Fuels &
Matcrials Examination Facility (FMEF) by ignoring and even denying the existence of
reports that explain in detil the capabilities of FMEF.

Secretary Pefn invited us to send him & p ge of materiat i thecapabili.ﬁcs
of our Hanford facilities. He also asked that we provide documentation of what we believe
is & clear bias by DOE-HQ saff in favor of the Savapnah River Site. He asked that we
send this package (o you so that it would actually get o him,

The documents enclosed have been submitted by our communities, DOE-Richland and the
Siemens Power Corporation to the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition over the last year
and a haif. Due to the large volume of material we are sending, 1 have tried to bighlight
the information that is of most concern. If you have any questions about our position or the
documents cnclosed please call me at 509-943-7348.

WAD16-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges and appreciates the commentor’s continued interest in
the surplus plutonium disposition program, and support for siting the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. DOE believes
that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority
cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into
consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition
activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to
consider Hanford <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>