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ANONYMOUS
Pace 1oF 1

I'm a native of Colorado. I've lived up in the mountains
above north Boulder my whole life. I've been around Rock
Flats and | realize that this stuff needs to be placed
somewhere. |just don’t believe bringing it all the way to t
Carolinas through Georgia is the answer. 1 think that ther
plenty of places within this state to stash the stuff safely
indeed. And that’s my, that’s my urge and my hope that it
will keep it within the state. Transferring this stuff really
bothers me and annoys me. | think it's dangerous to put
on the road. | think we should keep it within the state. It

—

was produced within the state, let’s just keep it here.

PD061-1 Tansportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the movement
fissile materials from RFETS to SRS. DOE made, and is honoring,
long-standing commitment to get all plutonium out of RFETS and to expedit
closure of the site.

!
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MD238-1 Nonproliferation
1)1 /18 DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach td
surplus plutonium disposition based on concerns regarding nucleaf
roliferation. The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to|3
7o //a/ Lauter Jreckr 2 et Pl At nl§ / e fo o Feduce the threat o?nuclearweapl(a)ns g)roliferation Wgrldwide%ygonductingg
a /{,/}o/” /”//M,Lm ﬂ‘}pm%‘m PELS gzzoas:;ogn?felsurplus plutonium in_ the United States in an er_1vir0nmenta|ly~§
y manner. Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel|@.
, and using it in domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplis 5
A e /u%ck/ /s g;;va// KA /// ) this. Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of ?1
/; /, - 7/ /f;» ‘//’”u)/’ ’”/// - ’//% o ?//ff;*‘;“‘/ plutonium, a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following g'
osees A by o e ; fir SN At ! strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, if—
concerns PR SNEX . A e B eds Ao S would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited 2
bmmedihze o, S lany Jssies o e pretis FEIS exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility |S
“re ,/// very /“’/*“ LA ’%/0 L; /;*ﬁV would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition §
t/;}// (”Lfg ’Oifﬂ 7 eﬂ ///‘:'7{: "/ /rg ﬂ_j;,/ y ! el 2 program. For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only thg2
s s ﬂ Lo 4/ 7 @ s participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, |8
//ﬁ’ e Ul okl Ao et 4/%» and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing. é
Ko 0z lackion //// F Le%, Afum/,ue A /Ues wip Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the 3
/;; *?/ “’/‘ff‘”'ff* * /f’7ﬂ)/ 7, //ﬁf““/ es M and 3 United States important insurance against potential disadvantages (t~’3
T L‘dj e Y /;f? ”“mf”" / L AL implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provide ;%
’s // v vars a e Aead Thve i / //,,, the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implemeny3
N ~ < (///f o an 11;7’7" - 4 similar options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, if S
ﬂ/"/ / 7{ ;vﬂr/ - /f:/” . //f//’j k%/j *{ f:f ‘vf*/" sends the str(_)ngest possible sigr_1a| to the_world of US determination th
sl Gl o 7%/ i 4 O*/M s reduce stockplle_s ofsurplus plgt_onlum as quickly as poss_lble and in a manner
PYP S S/ f/> sete’ 5 ade ot prar o 5 that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapong
Hied] z%/ o e et < comprariie /A o, again. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be basegl
f/*‘/v‘"f) ///1//)7 /Mﬁ/{//a/ '"U{{ e /j /jj‘:’;; on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
/‘*/ T; ” j! /{‘ ’:(fm wf/ )/l ;Lf//( e 4 nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
b //f so f// f/g)/ Cun A_’ nine /‘J/ j: /AT /f//if/? 6 .
Ve shots il locorperoe inmeden Ll Bt weidar MD238-2 Transportation
‘:(//j, /; ’{];2” h o /”‘ /; /°/ /‘ 4:{ 70; . DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding transportation. DOE
J/ﬁ:ﬂ A:A o A P ,//r Sr b omede would follow all applicable DOE orders and NRC and DOT regulations.
M sy wecess dh .*LV. ia penrt oo ! Transportation of special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would
MD238 use DOE’s SST/SGT system. Since the establishment of the DO
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Transportation Safeguards Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system h3
transported DOE-owned cargo over more than 151 million km (94 million mi)
with no accidents causing a fatality or release of radioactive material. Thie
transportation requirements for the surplus plutonium disposition progran
are also evaluated in this SPD EIS.

MD238-3 Alternatives

Implementation of Alternative 11 or 12, each of which involves immobilization
of all the surplus plutonium, would require approximately the same amount gf
transportation, with the possible exception of transportation of the final forn
to the potential geologic repository. Since the location of the potential geologic
repository has not yet been determined, the distance from the candidate sifes
to the potential location at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, was used for the
analysis. Asindicated in Section 1.6, DOE’s preferred alternative is the hybrif
approach, not continued storage of the surplus plutonium as described jps
the No Action Alternative or the immobilization-only approach described as
Alternatives 11 and 12. Asindicated in Section 2.5, the No Action Alternative
would not satisfy the purpose of and need for the proposed action becaufe
DOE’s disposition decisions reflected in B#rage and Disposition PEIS
ROD would not be implemented.

MD238-4 DOE Policy

DOE considers the existence of surplus plutonium a potential danger. DOE
implementing the President’s nonproliferation policy by converting surplug
plutonium in an environmentally safe and timely manner, to forms that cannq
be reused in weapons again without significant risks, time, and money.

50 WawwonH

MD238-5 Environmental Justice

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the density of po
minorities in the vicinity of SRS. As shown in Chapter 4 ofuvhe |,

implementation of the alternatives for disposition of surplus plutonium at
SRS would pose no significant risk to public health regardless of the minority
and economic status of individuals in the population. This chapter als
includes a separate and specific analysis of the potential impacts on minori
or low-income populations. Appendix M describes the process that wal
used to obtain these impacts.

JJ

0pRI0j0D=35ubdsay pue Jualn




@ HATFIELD , ScoTT
B Pace 30F 4

MD238-6 Alternatives

Because the implementation of multiple immobilization facilities would be

very costly and time-consuming, no such alternative was considered for thi
SPD EIS. With only 50t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium to disposition, it

would not be practical to construct and operate more than one immobilizatio
facility, even if the decision were made to immobilize all the surplus plutonium.
While DOE prefers to minimize the transportation of plutonium that is still

desirable for weapons use, plutonium is routinely and safely transported i
the United States. As described in Appendix L.3.3, transportation of nucled
materials would be performed in accordance with all applicable DOT and
NRC transportation requirements. Interstate highways would be used, an
population centers avoided, to the extent possible.

All shipments of surplus plutonium that had not been converted to 3
proliferation-resistant form would use DOE’s SST/SGT system. The
transportation analysis results are presented for each alternative in Chapte
of Volume land detailed in Appendix L. As indicated in Section 2.18, no
traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological

exposures or vehicle emissions would be expected. Therefore, there is i

transportation concern that would warrant the construction and operation ¢
multiple immobilization facilities.
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MD238-7 DOE Policy

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order tp

4 : , subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this
//w/( [ i /'/»17/‘:’ 10 orE nft;/_s ’ //41’\/

A / Y e AT e prop(_)sed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plgtonil_Jr_n by
N ’*’” ’ e it ; VY J:/ . AL meeting the S_p_ent Fuel Sta_ndard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as |dent|f|e_d by
st / Ve Fuw e dellers e o Al Foing NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
b ise  ToX.  The Ulnton  adniis featim | favered as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger gnd
conpfbre e /f Leatisn st ne [ /f/y jo accordonsg growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
with A5 e /"/ ol 7 it J”""’/“?’%” of K power reactors. U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration had

wzo(/ aFea se zué/ ,J/K was /'fmr/ 7 /e’c/(’ //‘ o . . . . . .
bec A /j . ///V // e s e Yy am e / prohibited the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutoniufn

He / [ ned | Fo m //( X Noeeory,  Fren cnd Al S 7 from spent nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestig,
Crivivoams l+a/ wdd /u Ne ow %a ¢ /ﬁ‘;’ib’f(j are m/./,y commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemigal
e /“/W// o Kssira /// 2he ) caorien heike separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fissio

/”f:" 74,1//::4 fEieersys é{(q ise 7 ."a/'( Te  w5e o 277
(78 ree /F jeac )4’6( Q/ wr f/v/ a/;/rr/«»,“/f‘an an C*f/c'r'

=4

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

ol Ao ten eneeras »7 MEN | freenare S Ahm to produce new fresh fuel). Section 4.28 discusses the potential environmental
;’m/ Hon. s A a% //gm/;éa fon — conceh, impacts of operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.
/{;”ia.,; /{r f/{{, / /74V,, /r ”//e’/ "z //p ” /‘(rz/)/
ellizates He 1)5/; f worl fowa e lombnatin The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD238-1.
m):: e v cu"g‘f'r\-—x\; dn, L&»LQ/(VV?’LJ . \j

j%umr/ / 7/ ,
“ /”%/ZJ//%;(////’ Vrious envl}:r.\Tenfa_,)
Geott St e

A0 Box 75797/
Bou I (O
goior-892/
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Hi, my name is Wade Lockhart and my phone number is
(303) 473-9986. I'm calling to express my opinion and to
discourage you from using mixed oxide fuel in nuclear
reactors for numerous reasons. I'd like to encourage you
once again not to use MOX in nuclear reactors. It doesn
make any sense. It doesn’t really eliminate any of the
plutonium. It's quote, Westinghouse has quoted as sayi
that only one percent less than the amount of plutonium
that goes into it comes out of the reactor. So this no way
get rid of our nuclear stockpile plutonium. My opinion is
the best way to deal with this plutonium is to monitor it an
perhaps do more research on vitrification or ways of stori
it, but not to put it into nuclear reactors. All we are asking
for there is just to enhance the, the waste problem that w
already have and we haven't dealt with. And so |
encourage you to not use mixed oxide or produce mixed

oxide fuel for commercial nuclear reactors. Thank you.

PD049-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. Thg
goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat o
nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplug
plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely manne
As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would b
produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors. Spentfuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not exped
to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for som
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.

Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the
United States important insurance against potential disadvantages (
implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provide
the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement
similar options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, i
sends the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination t
reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a mann
that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.
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Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center

P.O. Box 1156, Boulder, CO 80306 phs (303) 444-6981 fax: (303} 44468523

Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DOE/EIS-0283-D)
submitted by the Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
September 16, 1998

The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center (R*{PJC) appreciat =< 1% opportunity to comment
on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Siatement (SPDEIS). Since
1983 RMPJC has worked on issues pertaining to the DOE nuclear weapons complex, with a
focus on the Rocky Flats Sire.

As Rocky Flats currently stores approximately 12 rmetric tons of plutonivm, most of which has
been declared surplus, RMPJC has a strong inter< - in the disposition of pluter™m. We also
strongly agree that timely and environmentally sz, Jisposition of plutonium is needed to reduce
the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide (we note that note that it is not only the
proliferation of wespons but the material itself 1h:=: is of concern). ver, vz do not believe
that any of the alternatives analyzed in the SPDX ant of 2 202!, we find
that the SPDEIS is fundamentally deficient, and z::: that it be redor.:

DOE identifies three preferred alternatives for disposition of plutonium:

1) Construct 2 new immobilization facility at the *~-annah River &2 that wou! cperate in

j with the Defense Waste Processing :° 'ty to immo! i - »vastz o 7 the can-in-can
process,
2) Construct and operate a new MOX fuel fabric-: ~n facility at Sz meh Thv - Titeg
3) Construct and operate a pit disassembly and co:-ersion facility & “intex or Zivennah River
Site,

RMPJC has the following concerns with the pref-wed alternatives 2n? the disposition strategy
outlined through these alternatives.

1) The SPDEIS does not demonstrate the need ¢ enefit of adus! o2tk dispr” on strategy.

2) The SPDEIS does not adequately consider th- ~~ets associate " w2 d:l 't rlutonium
disposition caused by public opposition to the . oprion.

3) The SPDEIS does not provide a rationale for directing only 17 t2::: of pluicium toward
immobilization.

FD323-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ views. DOE has prepared this SPD E|S

in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and th
related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 15(
and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).

FD323-2 Purpose and Need

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern about the preferred alternativ
and the hybrid approach. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potenti
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 excesy
plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to th
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium ag
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult tg

use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again. Decisions on the surplys

plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyseq,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

FD323-3 Cost

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cog
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @pstrinalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), that analyses the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative was made available around the same time as
SPD Draft EIS. This report and tRitonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs
and Cost-Related Comment Resolution DocuniP@E/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associat
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had beg
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor
specific information. As part of the procurement process, bidders were askq
to provide environmental information to support their proposals. This
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOH
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental Synops
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the publi
as Appendix P of thBupplement to the SPD Draft EtSApril 1999. This
Supplemeninhcluded a description of the affected environment around the
three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the potential environmen
impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 ¢
this SPD EIS, respectively). During the 45-day period for public comment orj
the SupplementDOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
June 15, 1999, and invited comments. Responses to those comments
provided in Volume 1lI, Chapter 4.

Weui4 uonsbdsig wnigoin|&F snidins
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FD323-4 Alternatives

DOE reviewed the chemical and isotopic composition of the surplus plutoniun
and determined in th8torage and Disposition PEIBOD that about 8 t

(9 tons) of surplus plutonium were not suitable for use in making MOX fuel.
Furthermore, DOE has identified an additional 9 t (10 tons) for a total of 17
(19 tons) that have such a variety of chemical and isotopic compositions thats
it is more reasonable to immobilize these materials and avert the processing
complexity that would be added if these materials were made into MOX fuel
The criteria used in this identification included the level of impurities,

processing requirements, and the ability to meet the MOX fuel specificationd.
If at any time it were determined that any of the 33t (36 tons) currently]
proposed for MOX fuel fabrication was unsuitable, that portion would be
sent to the immobilization facility. The addition of this material would not
require the immobilization facility to operate longer because it is being designepl
to handle a throughput of up to 50 t (55 tons) over a 10-year period. Likewisg
the MOX facility is being designed to handle up to 33 t (36 tons) of surplug
plutonium but would have the flexibility to operate at a lower throughput.
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is probable that significantly more plutonium will be declared surplus <uring t
needs to be anticipated in the design of current disposition alternativ:s.

me ffame. This

5) The SPDEIS does not adequately analyze the impact of a sigrific2nt delay or the failure of one

track of the disposition strategy on the goal of acccmplishing timely i:position.

6) The SPDEIS fails to analyze immaobilization at more than one sit=.

7) Proprictary nformation in bids for MOX fuel " - ~2tlondoss mo0 -low the =V 1o fully

assess the impact of this work.

The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center urz<: the Depanti : sf Enersy to redo the
SPDEIS. 1t should analyze the impact of using the just the MOX o7 'on, and ¢t the

immobilization option, It should also analyze the ;
than one site, including the Rocky Flats Site. Po
should be analyzed. It should analyze the possibi
can-in-can process between different sites. That |
“inside can” at the current storage location.

subility ofin:
and smell ¢
£ splitting the to
crlorethe mo il

Again, RMPIC would like to thank the Departme-
the SPDEIS. If you have any questions regarding
Tom Marshall at (303) 444-6581.

_=lum 2t more
“ion technology

steps for the

10 comment on

oy Moore or

FD323-5 Purpose and Need

During the first week of September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin hel
a Moscow summit and signed a statement of principles with the intention g
removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s
stockpile. This document was added to Appendix Aadfivie II.

=

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that the amount of surplys
weapons-usable plutonium may change in the future. The design of the
facilities could remain the same, but additional amounts could affect th¢
schedule of surplus plutonium disposition. If the amount increased, DOK
would comply with NEPA requirements and conduct further analyses.

FD323-6 Purpose and Need

The advantages of DOE'’s hybrid approach are described in responge
FD323-2.

FD323-7 Alternatives

As described in Chapter 2 obMmel, all of the surplus plutonium disposition
alternatives include immobilization of some or all of the surplus plutonium aj
either Hanford or SRS. Although DOE's preferred alternative is to locate thq
immobilization facility at SRS, Chapter 4 adMme lanalyzes the site-specific
impacts associated with construction and operation of the immobilizatior
facility at both Hanford and SRS.

>

FD323-8 MOXRFP

This comment is addressed in the public comment opportunity portion g
response FD323-3.

3y pue JUaWnNI0qd JUSBWLWOD

FD323-9 Alternatives

Regarding portable, small-scale immobilization at plutonium storage siteg
development work to date on the conversion, blending, and immobilizatio
of these feed materials calls for a centralized plant to produce a durabl
standardized product in a cost-effective manner. In addition, the NWPA
gualification of the immobilized forms for disposal in a potential geologic
repository could be affected if current plans for producing uniform products
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were replaced with forms that varied significantly from site to site. In addition,
deploying a new plutonium immobilization mission at RFETS would conflict
with DOE commitments to expedite closure of the site by 2006.

While immobilizing all surplus plutonium is analyzed in this SPD EIS,
fabricating all surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable alternative

and is not analyzed. As described in response FD323—-4, this is due to ti

complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those
plutonium materials to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel.
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I'o: Harold Canter, Direclor 10 September, 1998
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U. 8. Department of Eneruy
PO Box 23786
Washington, DC 20026-3786

From: Frank W. Smith
Re: Comment, Surplus Plutonium Disposition (SPD) EIS

We once met, atthe Arvada Center in Denver with me in a wheelchair.  remain active
at an appropriate level of engagement for growing physical limitations.

I strongly suggest that another facet be added to your Final EIS, namely a constructive
showing that the commercial reactor(s) owners will *accept-and-use” MOX fuel to be
created by that piutonium disposition option.

It has been shown in other studies that plutoniwn-based (uel(s) are not the “economic™
fuel-of-choice” for light water reactors, and that there is a “uranium industry" that can he
expected to fight use of MOX fuefs that place the government {DoE) in competition with
private industry. Without takers of MOX fuel, disposition will not be accomplished, and
holding costs will continue.

Without addressing the “acceptance-and-use” of MOX fuels to be fabricate, the SPD EIS
is incomplete. So please examine and report upon the prospect(s) for “acceptance and use
of surplus-plutonium-based MOX fuel” for commercial reactors in the FINAL SPD EIS.

Y A

Frank W. Smith

235 Lipan Way ... achange of street address for your mailing {ist, please
Boulder, CO 80303-3634

(303) 494-8355

MD166-1 MOX Approach

DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire MOX fuel fabrication an
irradiation services. The selected team, DCS, would design, request a licen
construct, operate, and deactivate the MOX facility as well as irradiate th

MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors. However, these activities ar¢

subject to the completion of the NEPA process. Because the fuel fabricat
and reactor licensees work closely as a team, it is unlikely that there would

a problem in accepting the MOX fuel. Section 4.28 was revised to discu

the potential environmental impacts of operating Catawba, McGuire, an
North Anna, the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.
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THE ROCKY FLATS LOCAL IMPACTS INITIATIVE

5460 Ward Road, Suite 205 Phone: (303) 940-6090
Arvada, Colorada 80002 Fax:  (302) 9%40-6088

e-mail: rilii@rflii.org
August 28, 1998

Howard R. Canter

Acting Director

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
US Department of Energy

PO Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Canter:

Thank you for the apportunity to comment on the Environmental Impact Statement
for the disposition of surplus plutonium. The Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initlative is a
coalition of local governments, unions, neighbors and community interest groups working
together to provide a community voice in the downsizing of the Rocky Flats facility. It is not
within our mission nor expertise to comment on the options for disposition facilities or
processes. However there are two corollary issues important to us.

First, we are eager to have the excess plutonium now being stored at Rocky Flats
safely moved to better locations. With over two million people now living within fifty miles
of Rocky Flats and the plutonium being stored in inadequate facilities, we support the goals
of the Rocky Flats Field Office and Kaiser-Hill to accelerate shipments. Inorder to optimize
the cleanup schedule, shipments of plutonium metals and oxides should begin in the next
two to four years. We support and appreciate the August amendment to the Record of
Decision for storage and disposal that would accelerate shipment of Rocky Flats non-pit
plutonium to Savannah River once the decision is finalized that SRS should be the ultimate
disposal site.

Second, we foresee that a concern will be raised by citizens and communities along the
transportation corridors. The EIS does not specify routes due to security concerns. However,
if this material is to be shipped on routes other than those already designated by states for
transport of hazardous materials, concerns of local communities may be justified. We urge
your office to continue to coordinate with other DOE programs, states, Tribes, local
governments and others to provide information and assurance to those in potential
transportation corridors of the safety of the transport.

Sincerely,
oo Bdhodsld

7~ Bob Dyer
Chair

MD171-1 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the amedideage and
Disposition PEISROD to support the early closure of RFETS.

MD171-2 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercid|
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which route
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans a
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached ofittag Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Wast]
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and thWIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EI®OE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997) because the waste
types and volumes that would result from surplus plutonium disposition
activities have been included in those environmental reviews. The
transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed plannin
with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times thg
specific transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials a
classified information; however, the number of shipments that would be
required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details
are provided inFissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT
Transportation Estimatio(SBAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on
the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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