Chapter 4
Comment Documents and Responses on the Supplement

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

»  Comments from Federal agencies.

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

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

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

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

MRo015-1 MOX Approach

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

. ecological resources.
United States Department of the Interior

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

ER 99/428

JUN 23 1998

Laura S. H. Holgate

Director

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

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

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

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

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

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

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

luding listed species, we would

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

Sincerely, N
A A
Pl SN

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

0 T,
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

agerct

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

4 omots”

OFFICE OF
ENFORCEMENT AND
J u L 2 mg COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

o 4 Foctens =

Richard E. Sanderson
Director
Office of Federal Activities

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

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

TUUIIDIS IIVTUL JOIUUUOLIAUS JOUL] UOHISOSIT WHIUOIN]f SHIAUNS




CAMPAIGN FOR NUCLEAR PHASEOUT

S 4

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

June 28, 1999

U.S. Department of Energy

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

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

To the Office of Fissile Material Disposition:

The enclosed documentation and remarks contained herein are submitted in connection

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1.2
MRO17

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

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

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

.2-

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
/

ste ling
National Coordinator

encl.
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CAMPAIGN FOR NUCLEAR PHASEOUT
KRISTEN OSTLING
PAGE30r 3

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

12. “Environment Groups Slam Government for Pushing Plutonium Imports Under Guise
of Disarmament”, Campaign for Nuclear Phaseout, Media release, April 22, 1999.

DpDUD)—JUIUI]AANS 2y} U0 SISUOASIY PUD STUIUIRIO IUIUNO)



EN
|

ESDRC, UNIVERSITY OF NEW BRUNSWICK
JESSIE DAVIES
PAGE 1 0F 2
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1 strongly oppose the importation of MOX fuel into Canada. I
support this with the following reasons. Yours truly,
Jessie Davies

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

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

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

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

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

WRO006

WRO006-1 Parallex EA

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

TUDUIDIS' JIDAUL) IDIUSUUCLIAUT JOUL] HOMISOdSIT WnIUoInid SHiding




ESDRC, UN1vERSITY OF NEW BRUNSWICK
JESSIE DAVIES
PAaGE20F 2

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

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

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

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

6
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T SiErRrA CLUB OF CANADA

S EvrLizaBeTH MAy
Pace 1 or 11

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

U.S. Department of

Office of Fissile Matcrial Dispusition
clo Supplenient 10 SPD EIS

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

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

To the Office of Fissile Mutcrial Disposition:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Execulive Dirctor

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

FRO15

FRO15-1 Parallex EA

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

DOE acknowledges the attachments with questions to various
Canadian officials.

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

C]@ Qf/du 1e1Ta

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

Juae 16, 1999

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

10 Wellington Street, 28th floor
Hull, Quebec

KIA OH3 .
Clorkot

Dear tewart:

C Citizens of R C and Area

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

COPY

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

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

fuel-in a nuclear resctor located at

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

Itis

ies ji
plul.omum into Canada from Russia.

are also nnderway to impost MOX

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

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

da undes the T: tetion of D

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

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

Goods Act ta

PP

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

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

of testing at Chalk River Laboratori

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

at Chalk River Laboratories

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

MOX fuel be transported in Canada?

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

(continued from page 1)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

would he appreciated.

Sincercly,

~
Ole Heodrickson
Researcher

Concemed Citizens of Renfrew County and Area

COPY

sl T TN

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

® EvLizaBera May
PaGge 50or 11

{continued from page 1}

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

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

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

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

P

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

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

Cc d Citizens of Renfrew County and Area

COPY

Executive Director
Siecra Club of Canada

iy Snyding

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

@ 1erra G d Citizens of Cuunty and Area

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

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

June 16, 1999

Dr. Agnes Bishop
Presiient

Atomic Energy Coatrol Board

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

K1A 0S4

Dear Dr. Bishop:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

{continned}

Page 1 of 2
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{contiated from page 1)

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

ks
financial assistance to support the testing?

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

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

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

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

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

would be appreciated. . .

Sincerely,

~

Ole Hendrickson

Researcher

C d Citizens of Renfrew County and Area

May

Executive Director

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

to support the testing

Shipping Package, TNB-0145 Shipping
n wi

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

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

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

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

Rescarcher
Coneemd'ciﬁuns of Renfrew County and Arca

Executive Director
Sierra Club of Canada

Pagc20(2

related to the Parallex

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

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

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

would be appreciated.

Slncerely,

Ole Bendrickson

i SHpding

HIUO,

JUPUIIDIS IOVAUL] [OIUFUUOLIAUT [OUL] UOISOSI(T




61-v

SierRrA CLUB OF CANADA
EL1ZABETH MAY
Pace 10 or 11

@ 'ierra Concemned Cltlzens of Renfrew County and Area

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

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

o199 COPY

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

KIAOE4

Dear Mr, Goodale:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

{continued)
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S.

Your in
would be appreciated.

Flizabeth May %

Executive Director
Sterra Club of Cansda

{continued from page 1)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

B b 0

Ole Hendrickson
Researcher
Concerned Citizens of Reafrew County and Area

COPY
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SociETy PROMOTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
NORMAN ABBEY
PaGge 1 or2

spec WM&:V‘M& v%‘;‘&';""“‘

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

mmmnmlmocm. EDUCATION, AND CONSERVATION

June 26, 1999

U.S. Dopariment of Encrgy

Office of Fimilo Materiat Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washingian, DC. 20026-3786

Doar Sit/Madame,

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

VIA FAX: (202488-3158

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

FRO10

Out of Canada® (March 13, 1998)

FRO10-1 Parallex EA

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

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

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

PR003-1 MOX Approach

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

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

PR0O03-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

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

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

PR003-3 DOE Policy

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
advocate a plutonium economy. Rather, the purpose of this proposed action
is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent
Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified
by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible
and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of
plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.
The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic, commercial reactors
does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical separation of
uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission products
from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce
new fresh fuel) and therefore does not support building a plutonium economy.
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EasT BAY PEACE ACTION
DALE NESBITT ET AL.
Pagelor2

To: Mary Olson, NIRS

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

S+

DCRO11-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

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

DCRO11-2 MOX Approach

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

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

The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with the U.S. nonproliferation
policy and would ensure that plutonium which was produced for nuclear
weapons and subsequently declared excess to national security needs is
never again used for nuclear weapons by meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.
The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to
make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive
for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that
exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.

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

DCRO11-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

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

WR003-1 MOX Approach

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

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

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

MR007-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

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

“Helping Floridians create safe, vibrant, sustainable communities®

JEB SUSH STEVEN M. SEIBERT
Secretary

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

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

1

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

Florida State Clearinghouse at the address below.

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

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

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

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

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

Secrctary
September 29, 1938

Mr. Howard R. Canter

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
Post Office Box 23786

Wwashington, DC 20026-3786

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

Dear Mr. Canter:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

To: Department of Energy
June 28, 1999

From: Patricia McCracken
413 Scotts Way

Augusta, Georgia 30908
706-7389451

by fax to 202-556-4078

Re: Spent Fuel (MOX)

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

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

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

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

FR014-1 Transportation

In order to address security against terrorist-related incidents, all intersite
shipments of plutonium for the surplus plutonium disposition program would
be made using DOE’s SST/SGT system as described in Appendix L..3.2. This
involves having couriers that are armed Federal officers, an armored tractor
to protect the crew from attack, and specially designed escort vehicles
containing advanced communications equipment and additional couriers.
While DOE prefers to minimize the transportation of plutonium that is still
desirable for weapons use, plutonium is routinely and safely transported in
the United States. As described in Appendix L.3.3, transportation of nuclear
materials would be performed in accordance with all applicable DOT and
NRC transportation requirements. Interstate highways would be used, and
population centers avoided, to the extent possible.

Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards Division
in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo over more
than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a fatality or
release of radioactive material. Additional details are provided in Fissile
Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation Estimation
(SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com.

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

FR014-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

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

FR014-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

FR014-4 Infrastructure

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

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

Does the MOX process require 0il?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

FRO14

materials at the meeting. The representative from Cogema 4

160,000 nuclear persons twelve people decided that we 5

other countries? The comments give some broad terms for 6

The military apparently does not use Cogema to reprocess 7

patent anything they develop with government money and sell 8

FR014-5
The MOX process does not use oil.

MOX Approach

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

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

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

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

FR014-6 Other

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

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

FR014-8 DOE Policy

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

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

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

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

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

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

10

11

12

13

14

15

FR014-9 MOX Approach

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

FR014-10 DOE Policy

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

FR014-11 MOXRFP

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

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

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

FR014-14 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE is unaware of the workshop referred to by the commentor.

DI51020—1uaU3)ddNS Y] UO S2SUOASIY PUD SJUIMNIOC TUIUIOD)



Y

McCRrACKEN, PATRICIA
PacGE 6 oF 10

FRO14-15 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s suggestion of selling technology to

the Japanese for safe disposal of their HLW.

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

building a reprocessing facility are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.
U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic, commercial

reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical separation

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

from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uraniumto produce
new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with the 11.S.
nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was produced

for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national security

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

FRO14

FR014-16 MOX Approach

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

FRO14-17 MOX Approach

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

FR014-18 MOXRFP

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

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

FR014-19

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

Alternatives

FR014-20 MOX Approach

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

FR014-21 Nonproliferation

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

FR014-22 Water Resources

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

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

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

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

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

23

24

25
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FR014-23 Alternatives

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

FR014-24 MOXRFP

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Please somecone explain this picture to me.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

1

15

26

FR014-25 Infrastructure

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

FRO14-26 MOX Approach

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

Juge 14, 1999
To Whom this concerns:

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

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

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

No. Just No.

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

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

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

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

Yours Renewably

Peter Fox Sipp

DCR004

DCR004-1 MOX Approach

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

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
generate electricity. Rather, the purpose of this proposed action is to safely
and securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel
Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by
DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and
unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of
plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.
DCS, the team contracted to fabricate and irradiate the MOX fuel, would not
have to continue to use MOX fuel to support the surplus plutonium
disposition program if it determined that it was uneconomical to operate the
reactors. This would ensure that the taxpayers were not underwriting
otherwise uneconomical electricity-generating assets.

DCR004-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

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

1S-v

WR004-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DCRO10

DCRO10-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the use of weapons-
grade plutonium in MOX fuel and irradiating it in commercial reactors. DOE
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach which includes
both immobilization and MOX fuel. As shown in the cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), it is expected that the hybrid approach
would be more expensive than the immobilization-only approach. However,
pursuing the hybrid approach provides the United States important insurance
against potential disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.
The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership
in working with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s
excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to
the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

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

Although the people of Russia may oppose any further nuclear programs,
this issue is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. Since the inception of the
U.S. fissile materials disposition program, DOE has supported a vigorous
public participation policy. It has conducted public hearings in excess of the
minimum required by NEPA regulations at various locations around the
country, not just near the potentially involved DOE sites, to engender a high
level of public dialogue on the program. The office has also provided the
public with substantial information in the form of fact sheets, répoﬂs, exhibits,
visual aids, and videos related to fissile materials disposition issues. It hosts
frequent workshops, and senior staff members make presentations to local
and national civic and social organizations on request. Additionally, various
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recommendations, the Duke vote is very significant. | can just about guarantee you
stockhoider opposition will grow.

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

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

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

13 4

DCRO10

means of communication—mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and a Web
site (http://www.doe-md.com)—have been provided to facilitate the
public dialogue.

DCR010-2 DOE Policy

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

As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be
produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors. Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected
to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some
of the LEU assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very
small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential
geologic repository.
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" Citizens Advisory Board
1daho National Engineering and Envir I Laboratory
v
99-CAD082
t
Tune 11, 1999
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materjals Disposition
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, DC 20026-3786
Dear Sirs:
Caic X The Site-Specific Advisory Board (SSAB) for the Idaho National Engineering and
Charies M. Rice Environmental Laboratory (INEEL), also known as the INEEL Citizens Advisory
5 Board (CABY), is a local advisory committee chartered under the Department of
Yies Qi Energy’s (DOE) Environmental Management SSAB Federal Advisory Committee
Stanley Hobsoa Act Charter. e
Em; For quite some time, the INEEL CAB has been interested in the DOE's efforts to
Bobo prepare envil 1 d jon for the disposition of surplus pl jurm,
James Bond\m Although the INEEL CAB did not submit comments during the scoping period for
Ben F. Collins 1 . 8 AR N 4
: " the Surplus P Disp Env Impact (EIS), the
Bitl Davidson ! e Y
Dieser A, Knect CAB did reach ona providing an the scope
Dean Mahioncy of the EIS in November of 1997. A copy of that recommendation is included as
2.D. Maynard Attachment 1.
Roy Mi}fklzm The INEEL CAB submitted a request for copies of the draft EIS via c-mail on
F. Dave Rydakh August 6, 1998. The e-mail is included as Attach 2. Unfor ly
EJ Smith and inexplicably, no copies were provided. The CAB was able to obtain a copy of
Mone Witson the draft EIS from someone who did have access to a copy, however. The CAB
hed onat dation providing on the Draft EIS in
g September of 1998. A copy of that dation is included as Attach i
Kathileen Trever 5 R .
Wayne Pierre The INEEL CAB scnt a request for information about the Supplement Analysis
Gerald C. Bowmman via e-mail on April 28, 1999. A copy of that e-mail message is included as
Attach 4. Aresp from Bert plained that the Suppt
Jason Staffs Analysis would be sent in the near future to the same mailing list as used for the
Carol Cole Draft EIS. He also stated that DOE would solicit public comment on the
Loci Deluca Supplement Analysis for a period of 45 days. A copy of Mr. Stevenson’s message
Amanda Jo Edetmay is included as Attach 5.
Kathy Grebstad
Kevin Harris Because the INEEL CAB suspected that we might not yet be on the mailing list, a
Wendy Green Lowe request for copies of the Supplement Analysis was submitted via ¢-mail on May
28 1999. A copy of that e-mail isincluded as Attach 6. Despite
that request, copies of the Supplement Analysis have not been mailed to the
INEEL CAB.
Tason Associates Corporation * 477 Shoup Avenue, Suite 201 « Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402
Phone * (208) 522-1662 Fax « (208) 522-2531
httpz//www.ida.net/users/cab
)
191
n

FR001-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

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

Since the inception of the U.S. fissile materials disposition program, DOE has
supported a vigorous public participation policy. The office has provided
the public with substantial information in the form of fact sheets, reports,
exhibits, visual aids, and videos related to fissile materials disposition issues.
It hosts frequent workshops, and senior staff members make presentations
to local and national civic and social organizations onrequest. Additionally,
various means of communication—mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line,
and a Web site (http://www.doe-md.com)—have been provided to facilitate
public dialogue.
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Although Mr. Stevenson's message specificd that the Supplement Analysis would be available on
the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition homepage, we emred by pting to locate it on DOE’s
NEPA homepage. We therefore did not find it until June 11, 1999.

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

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

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

of the document are not provided.

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

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

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

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

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

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

messages.

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

FRO001-2 Alternatives

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

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

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

TUABIDIS Jondu] [DIURWUOAIAUY (DUl UOISOdSIq wnuoinyd snjding




LSV

R

Crrizens Apvisory’Boarp, INEEL""
CHARLES M. RICE
PAGE 3 OoF 23

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

of the DOE-HQ.

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

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

promptly.

Sincerely,

s

Chuck Rice
Chair, INEEL CAB
Attachments:

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

&

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

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

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

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

7. Postcard regarding public meeting.

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

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

that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonjum in nuclear weapons
again. Because the Russians have expressed concern that immobilization
would not destroy any plutonium, it is conceivable that the Russians would
not disposition their surplus plutonium stockpile if the United States were to
implement an immobilization-only approach. Sensitive negotiations between
the two countries have indicated that the Russian government accepts the
technology of immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing
materials, but that the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity
feed materials.
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