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TALKING POINTS FOR PUBLIC HEARING ON MOX DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT—(08/20/98

1. Disposing of plutonium no longer needed for nuclear weapons is vital to our national
policy.

As the world leader, the U. S. must do this disposal rapidly and effectively.

The Russian must do the same. Such actions will send a clear message to India, Pakistan,
and others that want the bomb. These nations will see that both Russia and the U. S. are
serious about nuclear disarmament.

2. Using this plutonium in mixed oxide (MOX) fuel for nuclear power reactors makes it
quite difficult to recover for use in nuclear bombs.

Most plutonium should be turned into MOX. Some plutonium is too impure for either
bombs or MOX. Only such impure plutonium should be put into glass and buried
directly.

3. We are unhappy that DOE has already chosen Savannah River as the preferred site for
MOX production. DOE could have delayed the decision until the Record of Decision
following the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

By then WIPP might be open. Waste from Rocky Flats—not of our making---would
finally be moving out of Idaho after three decades of promises. Our political leaders
could then show that the Settlement Agreement on Nuclear Wastes is working. They
could then support new projects, such as MOX, in good faith.

4. Even though MOX will not come to Idaho, DOE must show without doubt that the
impacts of MOX on the INEEL environment would be minor. In this EIS DOE must
answer all concerns of those who give independent oversight (State of Idaho) and
stakeholder advice (Citizens Advisory Board). Failure to do so will make it harder for
the State and the public to accept the next nuclear project at INEEL.

5. From this EIS, DOE will pick the site that will make the prototype fuel (termed lead
assemblies) and will examine it after nuclear testing. The private company chosen for the
MOX project will help decide whether it needs this Research and Development step. We
support Argonne-West for this work. It has better facilities and better technical talent
than the other sites DOE is considering.

IDD05-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the need to disposition surply
plutonium in the United States and in Russia. The goal of the surplu
plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat of nuclear weapon
proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in

the United States in an environmentally safe and timely manner. Th
disposition activities proposed in this SPD EIS would enhance U.S. credibility
and flexibility in negotiations on bilateral and multilateral reductions of surplus|
weapons-usable fissile materials inventories. Actions undertaken by th
United States would generally be coordinated with efforts to address surply
plutonium stockpiles in Russia. For example, the construction of new facilitie
for disposition of U.S. plutonium would likely depend on progress in Russia

Nonproliferation

IDD05-2 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach: tT;
i

disposition up to 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium that uses both ceram
can-in-canister immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication. Approximately 33 t

(36 tons) of clean plutonium metal and oxides would be used to fabricat
MOX fuel, which would be irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. Thg
remaining 17t (19 tons) of impure plutonium would be sent to the
immobilization facility, thus avoiding extensive characterization and

purification of the materials. Both of these approaches would meet the Spe|
Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modifig
by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessiy
and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity
plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors

IDD05-3 DOE Policy

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEP,
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementatid
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).

accordance with CEQ Section 1502.14(e), DOE identified its preferred
alternative in the SPD Draft EIS so the public could understand DOE'Y
orientation and provide comment. Decisions on the surplus plutoniun
disposition program at INEEL will be based on public input, environmental
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analyses, technical and cost reports, and national policy and nonproliferatig
considerations. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting ang
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

IDD05-4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The analyses in Sections 4.14 and 4.26.2 indicate that impacts of constructi
and operating the MOX facility at INEEL on public health and the environment
would likely be minor. This Comment Response Document contains thq
comments of interested stakeholders and DOE’s responses t
those comments.

IDD05-5 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting lead assembly an
postirradiation examination activities at ANL-W. As discussed in
Section 2.17, ANL-W was considered as one of several candidate site
because it would require only minimal alteration of interior spaces, is authorize
to handle plutonium, and has existing facilities that meet the standards fd
processing special nuclear material.

As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on consideration of capabiliti
of the candidate sites and input from DCS on the MOX approach, DOH
prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication. LANL is preferred because it
already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not require major modifications,

and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertisel

Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would be used to fabricate
the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at the site. Decisions g
lead assembly fabrication will be based on environmental analyses, technic|
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, an
public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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140 ARBORWAY, STE. &, BOSTON, MA 02130-3522 USA
(317) 524-1343 ¢ fag (£27) 824-1347 » contact@ifaotnow.com
To: DGE, Fax 18008205156
From: If Not Now: A Citizens Labbying Tool, EMail rep-info@ifnotnot
Date: Sep 10, 1898 13:44 GMT
Subject: Plutonium Dispesal By Burning In Nuclear Reactors

If Not Now is & web-based citizen's lobbying tool. We are forwarding
to you a letter from some of your constituents. At the end of this
message there is a description of how our service works and how yau
can respond to your constituents.

Signatures as of Sep 10, 1998;
There were 2 new signers. Total signers to date: 2.

TOPIC: Plutonium Disposal By Burning In Nuclear Reactors
Dear DOE (Fissile Materials Program),

| am writing to oppose the current Department of Energy plan for
plutonium disposition, which is based on mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel, MOX
fuel is a bad idea. It is unproven technology as far as commercial

reactors in the U.S. are concerned. MOX techniques for plutonium disposal
are also slower and more expensive than immaobilization techniques. In
addition, the treatment of plutonium as an energy source sets a dangerous
precedent for nuclear proliferation and the development of plutonium

fuel econamies. It is essential that the DOE do everything possible to
discourage this proliferation,

New signers and comments:

Scott Bonner, Boise, 1D 83702
Amy Hohbs, Springfield, MO 65806

DESCRIPTION OF IF NOT NOW SERVICE

Subscribers use If Not Now (www.ifnotnow.com) to get information about
political and social issues of concern to them, The service also enables
them to sign letters about these topics, which we then forward in
consolidated form to officials such as yourself. It is important to
emphasize that our subscriber list is authenticated through credit card
verification, and only those sighers who belong to your specific
constituency are inciuded in the signature list that you receive.

FD300-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach t(
surplus plutonium disposition. While it is true MOX fuel has not been
produced commercially in the U.S., it has been produced in Western Europ|
MOX fuel fabrication is not a new technology. This experience would be
used for disposition of the U.S. surplus plutonium. Pursuing both
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approa
by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity fof
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Any difference between the cost of the hybrid approach and that of th
immobilization-only approach would be marginal. Although cost will be a

factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS contains environmentgl

impact data and does not address the costs associated with the varig
alternatives. A separate rep@pst Analysis in Support of Site Selection
for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposit{i®f©E/MD-0009,
July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost estimates for each alternatiy
was made available around the same time as the SPD Draft EIS. Thisrep
and thePlutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Commen
Resolution Docume(@®OE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent
life-cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, are availal
on the MD Web site at 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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BRADY'S

bradys@srv net

1930 N. Woodruff Ave.
Idaho Fails, Idaho 83401
www.bradysbunch.corm

Telephane {208)522-4763
Fax (208)522-6787

August 17, 1998

We must find a way to dispose of the plutonium no fonger needed for nuclear
weapons. The U.S. must take a leadership position in accomplishing this goal. The best
use for this phutonium is to use it in mixed oxide fuet (MOX) for nuclear power reactors,
This would also make it more difficult to recover for use in nuclear bombs.

Even though the decision to place this project in Savannah River has virtually been
made and the LN.E.E.L. was not given a fair opportunity because of political reasons to
bid effectively for the MOX programs, I support the MOX project. If the waste from 1
Rocky Flats was moving out of Idaho as promised over the last thirty years, our political
leaders here in Idaho could support new projects such as MOX.

Though MOX won’t be coming to Idaho, DOE must still show that MOX would
have little environmental impact in Idaho, otherwise the next nuclear project would run
into problems being placed at the LN.E.E.L.. The DOE, I hope, will pick Argonne-West
to make the prototype fitel. Argonne-West has the best facilities and talent to do this job.

sds/plutonium.wps

IDD03-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the MOX approach and fg
siting lead assembly fabrication at INEEL. However, DOE has identified as it
preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing both immobilization an
MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important insurance againg
potential disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybri
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in workin
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s exces
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.
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Cimizens Abvisory Boarp, INEEL
CHARLES M. RIcE

Pace 20F 11
FD318-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
DOE regrets the difficulties encountered by the INEEL CAB in obtaining
- copies of the SPD Draft EIS. Copies of the document or an NOA letter werg
Citizens Advisory Board sent to each member of the Board at that person’s address on record. This
deho National Engineeting and Environmenial Laboratory approach was adopted in favor of a bulk mailing directly to the Board's

address, which would probably have delayed the receipt of copies by tHe
individual members. (Presumably, someone would have had to forward the
documents by mail or wait until the next Board meeting to distribute them.
The public comment period on the SPD Draft EIS was extended from 45 days

Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL) Citizens Advisory Board . . . . . . ]
(CAB) reviewed the U.S. Department of Encrgy (DOEY's Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft to 60 days. During this comment period, public hearings were held in aregs
Environmental Impact Staternent (EIS), although it was difficult to obtain copies to support our review. i H H H
We regret that the INEEL CAB was not on the distribution list for the document-—despite the fact that that would be dlreCtIy affected by Implemer_]tatlon of the alternatl\_/es' DOE
we submitted  recommendation addressing the ongaing EIS if the fall of 1997. Our request for copies also accepted comments submitted by various other means: mail, a toll-fr¢e
i ’ i i 1 Policy Act [ hi imilar] . . .
o oot vt the DO adonal Environmenta] Poffy Act et homepage) similarly 1 telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. The various channels df
_ communication were open to all interested individuals and organizationg,
We submit the following recc dations and ¢ to support DOE’s efforts to develop Jegally . . . . .
defensible environmental documentation for decision making related to the nonproliferation mission. and provided for regional and nationwide comment on the EIS. DOE did
‘We recommend that the Department respond to all comments on the Draft KIS received during H H :
this comment period in order to ensure that the Final EIS will be able to support a decision by ConSId?r a" comments _recelv_ed aﬁ:er the Close Of that perIOd' A” comments
the Secretary of Energy on this important mission. were given equal consideration and responded to.
GENERAL COMMENTS FD318-2 Alternatives
E};aolvﬁﬁ:ﬁu(;z?o:?tes that Chapter One of the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft EIS includes the DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the prO\_/iSionS of NEP A\
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE |mplementat|orh
“The Record of Decision for the Storage and Disposition Programmatic Environmental . .
Impact Statement (PEIS) issued January 14, 1997 outlines DOE’s decision to pursue an re_gl‘"atlons (4OCFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021’ r_espeCtlvely)' Tk %
approach to plutonium disposition that would make surplus weapons-usable plutonium primary objecnve of the EIS is a Comprehenswe descnpuon of proposeds
inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use. DOE’s disposition strategy, consistent . . ., . . . 1@
with the preferred alternative analyzed in the Storage and Disposition PEIS, allows for SUfp'US plutonlum dlSpOSlthﬂ actions and alternatives and their potent|c IE-
both the immobilization of soms (and potentally all of the surplus piutonium and use of environmental impacts. DOE has analyzed each environmental resource ajeg
some of the surplus plutonium as mixed oxide (MOX) fuel in existing domaestic, X X tent ” th |t t ¢ " f f X A
commercial reactors.” IN a consistent manner across al e alternatives to allow 1or a rair comparisq
The statement suggests that DOE believes that both approaches would render surplus plutonium 2 among the alternatives and among the candidate sites for the propos
(weapons-usable plutoniut that has been deemed surplus) inaccessible and unattractive for weapons surplus plutonium disposition facilities. As discussed in Section 2.1 th€
> P s a8, p p p . -1,
use, thercby achieving DOE’s objectives. . .. . . . e . .
disposition facility alternatives, immobilization technology alternatives, and
Qur analysis of the information presented in the Draft EIS leads us to a conclusion that DOE conducted : : : H i i |
) - jnte oratt ; MOX fuel fabrication alternatives evaluated are consistent with the decisionp
a less-than-rigorous analysis of the full immobilization alternatives. We note that DOE conducted . X ” o
more extensive analysis for all of the hybrid alternatives (those that would involve implementation of given in the ROD for thstorage and D|Sp03|t|on PE|8mpaCts for both

both approaches). This leaves the reader with an impression that DOE decided to pursue the MOX
disposition option without the benefit of adequate analysis.

technologies and all alternatives are summarized in Chapterodurh¥ I,
and complete analyses are provided in the appendixes. Alternatives 11 g
12, the 50-t (55-tons) immobilization cases, are fully analyzed.

RECOMMENDATION # 46 SEPTEMBER 15, 1998
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Cimizens Abvisory Boarp, INEEL
CHARLES M. RICE
Pace 30F 11

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuin
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing eithd
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunit
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongdg
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again. Becaus
the Russians have expressed concern that immobilization would not destrg
any plutonium, it is conceivable that the Russians would not dispositior
their surplus plutonium stockpile if the United States were to implement arj
immobilization-only approach.
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Similarly, the INEEL CAB notes that the description of the alternatives is unclear regarding how
immobilization would achieve the standards set the National Academy of Sciences. It has not heen
demonstrated, for example, that high-level waste can be used in the can and canister immobilization
method to achieve a radiation barrier. The INEEL CAB recommends that the total immobilization
options be given full consideration and rigorous discussion in this EIS. Such an analysis will make
the Final EIS less vulnerable to legal challenge and allow the Secretary of Energy preater lesway in
selecting the most appropriate path forward for the disposition of surplus plutonium.

The members of the INEEL CAB are divided on whether national and/or international interests would
be better served by selection of the total immobilization or the hybrid approach, partly because we lack
confidence in the adequacy of the analysis. Improved analysis may reveal that the hybrid approaches
will result in greater impacts on the environment, human health, and security. The hybrid alternative
could aiso take a much longer period of time, require more transportation of radioactive materials, and
produce preater quantities of wastes. We note that some of the alternatives propose using a 1954
facility for plutonium conversion and immobilization, which could involve permitting challenges that
are not adequately addressed in the EIS.

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

The Draft EIS and presentations by DOE related to the document imply that the international
community will not be satisfied with U.S. nonproliferation efforts in the absence of MOX. TIn light of
the fluid political situation in Russia, the INEEL CAB v Is that the pti (that
the U.S. has no choice but to pursue the MOX alternative in order to ensure that Russia will take
reciprocal action) should be periodically confirmed. The INEEL CAB further recommends that
implementation of U.S. actions, regardless of which alternative is selected, should proceed
concurrently with impl ion of parable actions in Russia.

While the entire INEEL CAB wholcheartedly supports DOE’s efforts to achieve nonproliferation
objectives and would not argue in favor of a decision that would jeopardize Russian cooperation,
the INEEL CAB recommends that DOE base its decisions on complete information and sound
analysis. In the spirit of the National Environmental Policy Act, this EIS must document the decision
in a publicly defensible manner.

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

The INEEL CAB regrets that the cost analysis of the various allernatives presented in the Draft EIS
was provided in a separate document that was relatively unavailable. The absence of cost information
in the Draft EIS itself leaves the reader to a conclusion that either (1) the costs of implementing the
alternatives do not differ or (2) DOE wili not consider costs in selecting from the various alternatives.
Neither conclusion seems realistic or appropriate. The INEEL CAB recommends the inclusion of
more information about costs in the body of the Final EIS,

RECOMMENDATION # 46 SEPTEMBER 15, 1998
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FD318-3 DOE Policy

In the Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment Weapons-Usablg
Fissile Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives|
(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), DOE identified two potential liabilities of the

immobilization alternatives relative to the Spent Fuel Standard. These liabilities

involve ensuring sufficient radiation levels and removal-resistant
can-in-canister designs. Since that time, DOE has modified the can suppd

rt

structure inside the canisters and has focused its research on the cerafnic

form of immobilization. As part of the form evaluation process, an independerit

panel of experts determinddefter Report of the Immobilization Technology
Peer Review Panefrom Matthew Bunn to Stephen Cochran, LLNL,

August 21, 1997) that the can-in-canister design would meet the Spent Fuel

Standard. In addition, NAS is currently conducting studies to confirm thg
ability of the ceramic can-in-canister immobilization approach to meet thg
Spent Fuel Standard. DOE is confident that immobilization remains a viabl
alternative for meeting the nonproliferation goals of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.

FD318-4 Alternatives

This SPD EIS identifies and analyzes potential environmental and huma
health impacts that might result from the construction and normal operatio
of proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. The hybrid approach
would produce some additional potential impacts, as described in Chapter
of Volume 1.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the preferred approal
of using both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication to disposition surplus
plutonium.

DOE eliminated as unreasonable the eight alternatives in the SPD Draft E
that would involve use of portions of Building 221-F (the 1954 building
referred to in the comment) for plutonium conversion and immobilization. It
was determined that the amount of space required for the immobilizatio
facility would be significantly larger than originally planned. These new
space requirements mean that the Building 221—F alternatives would now
very close in size and environmental impacts to the new immobilization facilil;T
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alternatives at SRS. Therefore, this SPD EIS only presents the alternativ
involving a completely new immobilization facility at SRS.

FD318-5 Nonproliferation

DOE agrees with the commentor’s recommendation and has maintained
close working relationship with Russia to develop technical solutions for
plutonium disposition. The United States and Russia recently made progre
in the management and disposition of plutonium. In late July 1998,
Vice President Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed §
5-year agreement to provide the scientific and technical basis for decisior
concerning how surplus plutonium will be managed. This agreement enable
the two countries to explore mutually acceptable strategies for safeguardir
and dispositioning surplus plutonium. During the first week of

September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit an
signed a statement of principles with the intention of removing approximately
50t (55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s stockpile. Sensitive
negotiations between the two countries have indicated that the Russig
government accepts the technology of immaobilization for low-concentration,
plutonium-bearing materials, but that the MOX approach would be considere
for higher-purity feed materials. The United States does not currently plaf
to implement a unilateral program; however, it will retain the option to begin
certain surplus plutonium disposition activities in order to encourage the
Russians and set an international example.
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FD318-6 Cost

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cogs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @pstrinalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time|as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and titonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docu{@&it/MD-0013,

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdd
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
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locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decision
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmentd
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input.
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Review of the cost analysis document allows an improved understanding of the costs asseciated with
implementation of the surplus plutonium disposition decision. The INEEL CAB believes the cost
analysis is based on a questionable methodology, as it appears that the costs were not fully evaluated.
We question why the estimates of total costs do not appear to include certain categories of costs
{nuclear reactor modifications and irradiation services, for example) based on an assumption that they
will apply uniformly across all altematives. It is hard to believe that nuclear reactor modifications will
be required under the full immobilization alternatives, however. Calculation of fuel offsets and
inclusion of those offsets in the estimates of total costs is questionable and the definition of those
offsets is not clear, which further complicates the reader’s ability to understand the analysis of costs for
the various alternatives.

Similarly, we have concerns about the adequacy of cost estimates for immobilization as they are based
on less thorough process design and experience than the MOX option. We also noted that they do not
include cost estimates for several undetermined aspects of the plutonium ceramic fabrication process.
Potentially significant costs that would be required to ensure that the glass product can meet the
National Academy of Sciences “spent fuel standard” for making weapons plutonium “sufficiently
unattractive to proliferation.” Finally, recent developments at the Savannah River Site indicate that it
could be significantly more expensive to meet nonproliferation standards using the immobilization
approach than with one of the hybrid approaches.

The INEEL CAB recommends that the cost analysis include calculation of all expected costs
associated with each of the alternatives—including appropriate offsets (those that result in real
reductions in the costs to the U.S. government). The INEEL CAB further recommends an
independent review of the cost estimates by competent cost analysts following the suggested
recalculation. Improved cost estimates are imperative to support selection of the most appropriate
alternative for inclusion in the Record of Decision following completion of the Final EIS.

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

1f DOE decides to pursue a hybrid approach, review of the analysis of the candidate sites for the lead
test assembly phase reveals that Argonne National Laboratory - West (ANL-W) is well qualified. We
noted thai ANL-W was the only site that did not fall short in at least one of the site selection criteria
considered.

With regard to the post-irradiation examination of the lead test assemblies, the INEEL CAB believes
that ANL-W is uniquely qualified for conducting the needed examinations. The Hot Fucl Examination
Facility has successfully completed similar missions and has appropriate facilities to handle all aspects
of the work.

The INEEL CAB recognizes that fabrication of lead test assemblies will involve transportation of
plutonium to the INEEL and fabricated fuel rods to the commerciai power plant where irmadiation will

irradiated fuel rods to and from the site. The shipments to and from ANL-W, if the facility is selected
to conduct either phase, will likely cross the Fort Hall Indian Reservation.

RECOMMENDATION # 46 SEPTEMBER 15, 1998

FD318

oceur. In addition, we recognize that the post-irradiation evaluation phase will involve shipment of 9

FD318-7 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has be
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. Plii@nium

Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Documen{DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on t
MD Web site at http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms af
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C
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FD318-8 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting lead assembly an
postirradiation examination activities at ANL-W. As discussed in

Section 2.17, ANL-W was considered as one of several candidate site
because it would require only minimal alteration of interior spaces, is authorize
to handle plutonium, and has existing facilities that meet the standards fdg
processing special nuclear material.

As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on consideration of capabiliti
of the candidate sites and input from DCS on the MOX approach, DOHE
prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication. LANL is preferred because it
already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not require major modifications,
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise
Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would be used to fabricate
the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at the site. DOE prefe
ORNL for postirradiation examination activities. ORNL has the existing
facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination as
a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or
processing capabilities would be required. In addition, ORNL is about 500 knj
(300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel. Decisions on leaq
assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination will be based or
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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FD318-9 DOE Policy

It is DOE's policy that plutonium shipments comply with DOT and NRC
regulatory requirements. The highway routing for commercial shipments o,
nuclear material is systematically determined using primarily interstatg
highways and shipments in accordance with appropriate DOT regulations
49 CFR 171 through 179 and 49 CFR 397. The dates and times that spec
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classifi
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by
location, has been included in this SPD EIS.

Itis possible that shipments to INEEL or ANL-W could cross the Fort Hall
Reservation. The Fort Hall Reservation was contacted by DOE to discud
this issue during October 1998 and in March 1999 but no response has be
received to date.
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The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE-ID develop un agr t with the Shosh B L

Tribes to allow and appropriately manage the transport of plutonium and other radioactive
materials across the reservation. We further recommend that such an agreement be achieved 10
before decisions are made on the siting of the lead test assembly fabrication and the post-
irradiation evaluation phases.

With regard to the potential siting of both the lead test assembly and the post-irradiation examination
phases at ANL-W, the INEEL CAB makes the following recommendations to help ensure that neither 11
will jeopardize compliance with the Idaho Settlement Agreement:

1. The INEEL CAB understands that the plutonium invelved in both of the phases can meet residence
limitations imposed by the Settlement Agreement. We recommend that DOE confirm that
interpretation with Governor Batt’s office.

2. The INEEL CAB recommends that the timing and guantities of plutonium shipments to and
from ANL-W for the lead test assembly fabrication and the post-irradiation examination 12
phases should be clearly defined in the final EIS.

3. The Board T ds that disposition plans should be in place for all waste streams from
all activities before the Record of Decision is signed to ensure that the decision will be
consistent with the Idahe Settlement Agreement. The Draft EIS reports that the fabrication of
lead test assemblies would produce 132 cubic meters of transuranic waste, 736 cubic meters of
low-level waste, and 4 cubic meters of mixed low-level waste. No estimates of waste streams 13
produced were included for the post-irradiation examination mission; the final EIS should specify
that information. In addition, the INEEL CAB recommends that DOE provide a clear exit
path and timetable for all waste streams, as well as residual plutonium, before it enters Idaho
if ANL-W is selected for either phase.

4. With regard to the disposal of the lead test assemblies after the post-irradiation examination has
been completed, how will the irradiated and archived fuel rods be managed and disposed? Will the 14
INEEL be expected to store the rods until Yucca Mountain opens? What will happen if Yucca
Mountain doesn’t open? The Board recommends that the Final EIS answer these questions.

RECOMMENDATION # 46 SEPTEMEER 15, 1998
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FD318-10

After DOE selects an alternative, a transportation plan (in which State, triba
and local officials in addition to DOE, the carrier, and other Federal agencie
would be involved) would be prepared to address the details of implementin
the actions analyzed in this SPD EIS, including prenotification of States. Thg
shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial carrie
would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes an
specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans af
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached ofrittag Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Wast]
(WM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) andWi#PP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EI®OE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). The transportation
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE’S
Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times that specifi
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classifi
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, b
location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details are provide
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation
Estimation(SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web
site at http://mww.doe-md.com. Until the decision to use INEEL for any of
the surplus plutonium disposition activities is made, it is premature to developp
an agreement with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes.

Tansportation

"
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FD318-11 DOE Policy

Should the SPD EIS ROD identify ANL-W as the lead assembly fabrication
or postirradiation examination site, DOE would consider taking this
recommended action. Until then, it is premature to contact the
Governor’s office, in this regard, although the State of Idaho was provided
with the SPD Draft EIS for review and comment. As discussed in
Section 2.4.4.4, any postirradiation examination activities and associatef
material shipments would comply with the Consent Order and Settlement
Agreement in Public Service Company of Colorado v. Batt (if the work were
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performed at ANL-W), and all other applicable agreements and DOE order
including provisions concerning removal of material from the applicable
examination site.

o7

FD318-12 Lead Assemblies

As described in the revised Section 1.6, DOE prefers LANL and ORNL fot
lead assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination activities

respectively. Therefore, if the preferred alternatives were selected in the

decision, shipments to ANL-W would not be made. Table E-25 indicate$

planned lead assembly operation from 2003 to 2006. The dates and times that
specific transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials afe

classified information; however, the number of shipments that would be
required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Plutonium is routine
and safely transported in the United States every day. All shipments ¢
surplus plutonium other than MOX spent fuel and immobilized plutonium

would be made by the DOE SST/SGT system. The transportation analydis

results are presented for each alternative in Chapterehoh¥ land detailed

in Appendix L. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from
nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicld
emissions are expected.

FD318-13 Waste Management

If ANL-W were selected, the wastes generated by lead assembly fabricatig
and postirradiation examination would be managed in accordance with th
Batt Agreement, the FFCA Agreement, and decisions made in RODs for th
WM PEIS and thaVIPP Disposal Phase Final Supplemental .ElSs
described in Section 4.27.1.2 and Appendix H, wastes generated by led
assembly fabrication could be managed using existing and planned wag
management facilities with little impact to these facilities. Section 4.27.6.2
was revised to discuss wastes from postirradiation examination at ANL-W
should that site be chosen to provide those services in the SPD EIS ROD}

't
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FD318-14 Waste Management

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding spent nuclear fu
management at INEEL. As described in the supporting régelt;W MOX

Fuel Lead Assemblies Data Report for the Surplus Plutonium Disposition]
Environmental Impact Statemef@RNL/TM-13478, August 1998),
unirradiated archived lead assemblies would be managed at the lead assem
facility until lead assembly and postirradiation activities were completed,
after which the archives would be shipped to the MOX facility. The bulk of
the irradiated lead assembly fuel rods would be stored in the spent fuel po
at McGuire, the reactor where the lead assemblies would be irradiated. Ofth
rods actually shipped to the postirradiation examination site, one of which i
INEEL, some of the wastes from postirradiation examination activities would
be considered TRU waste; remaining intact rods and pellets would be manag
as spent nuclear fuel. Spent nuclear fuel left over after postirradiatior
examination would be stored at INEEL until disposed of in a potential geologid
repository. This is consistent with the ROD for B®E Programmatic

Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Program{
Final EIS(DOE/EIS-0203-F, April 1995). The spent nuclear fuel generated by
this activity would be a very small fraction of the approximately 1,186,800 kg
(2,616,419 Ib) of spent nuclear fuel currently stored at ANL—W and INEEL.
The small amount of spent fuel generated by postirradiation examinatiof
would not drive future decisions on spent nuclear fuel management at INEE[:
or the potential geologic repository.
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The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD318-11.
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COMMENTS ON SURPLUS FLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DEIS August 20. 1998

DOE is to be congratulated on their efforts to incorporate in this DEIS
suggestions and answers to various issues raised during earlier public
comment periods for the Scoping and Storage & Disposition PEIS.

There are, however, some salient points that need to be made or emphasized
at this time: N

1. World peace is extremely questionable with the current potential for
proliferation of nuclear weapon materials. Thus. disposition of surplus
plutonium by both the U,S. and Russia is of immediate importance,

2. Russia intends to utililze their surplus as MOX {Mixed Oxide) nuclear
fuel for power production. The U.5. should likewise be using their pure
plutonium for energy production with MOX fuel elements. There is ample
information available on MOX from the 1970's to the present. After use in
nuclear reactors, it would be thus be rendered eguivalent to other Spent
Nuclear Fuels. Only the plutonium teoo impure for either weapon or MOX
fuel should be immobilized for burial.

3. It was unfortunate that INEEL was not selected for a new peaceful
mission to convert nuclear weapon materials to peaceful energy purposes.
The Idaho Falls Scoping meeting was the first and only hearing that was of
a technically objective format instead of the 'we want it for jobs and
econemiecs' hearings. We are unhappy that DOE has already selected
Savannah River as the preferred site for MOX production. rather than
awaiting the Record of Decision following the Final Envircenmental Impact
Statement. WIPP might then be open to receive Rocky Flats waste now
3tored at INEEL. This would then show that the ’'Settlement Agreement on
Nuclear Wastes' is working so that our political leaders and the public
could support new projects at INEEL.

4. DOE's choice of Savannah River as the preferred site for MOX produc-
tion was not based on any environmental issues at INEEL. The DEIS states
(under Cumulative Impacts): VINEEL is currently in compiiance with all
Federal, State and local air quality regulations and guidelines. and would
continue to remain in compliance even with consideration of the cumulative
effects of all activities. The surplus plutonium disposition facilities
contribution to overall site concentration is extremely small."” 1In this
EIS, DOE must answer ail concserns of independent oversight advisers (State
of Idaho) and stakeholders (Citizens Advisory Board) to assure acceptabil-
ity of any future nuclear projects.

5, DOE's preference for siting plutonium disposition states: "DOE prefers
that INEEL should focus on cleanup and nuclear technology'. One example
of ‘nuclear technology' would be for DOE to choose Argonne—-West as the
site to make the lead assemblies and do post—irradiation examination if
required for NRC licensing of MOX. Based on their superior equipment and
expertise, we support Argonne-West for this work. We are encouraged that
some of our nation's leaders are now recognizing the need for future
additional envirommentally—-clean nuclear power, and feel sure that INEEL
should and will play an important part.

Lo A
‘/7 otertlt ol 2

Lowell A. Jbbe
Cealition 21

IDD04-1 Nonproliferation

DOE agrees with the commentor’s view that surplus plutonium disposition
by both the United States and Russia is of immediate importance to world
peace and appreciates the support for the hybrid approach. The SPD HIS
analyses include those materials suitable for immobilization and those suitalje
for MOX fuel fabrication. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potentip
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.

IDD04-2 DOE Policy

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEP,
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementatid
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14(e), the agency shall identify its preferre
alternative, if one or more exists, in the draft EIS and identify such alternativ
in the final EIS. DOE identified the preferred alternative, as required, so th
public could understand DOE'’s orientation and provide comment. Decision
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at INEEL will be based on
public input, environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, and natior
policy and nonproliferation considerations. DOE will announce its decisiond
regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in thg
SPD EIS ROD.

1722972 A © M T B >

Q.

IDD04-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Section 2.18 provides a summary of the potential environmental impact
from each alternative. The Comment Response Document provides respon
to the comments on the SPD Draft EIS received from independen
oversight organizations and the public.

n@od] a0
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IDD04-4 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting lead assembly an
postirradiation examination activities at ANL-W. As discussed in
Section 2.17, ANL-W was considered as one of several candidate sit
because it would require only minimal alteration of interior spaces, is authorize,
to handle plutonium, and has existing facilities that meet the standards f
processing special nuclear material.

updsa pue sius

oyep|—s



8¢¢—¢

CoaLiTioNn 21
LoweLL A. JOBE
PaGe 20F 2

As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on consideration of capabiliti
of the candidate sites and input from DCS on the MOX approach, DOHE
prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication. LANL is preferred because it
already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not require major modifications,
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise
Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would be used to fabricate
the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at the site. DOE prefe
ORNL for postirradiation examination activities. ORNL has the existing
facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination &
a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or
processing capabilities would be required. In addition, ORNL is about 500 knj
(300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel. Decisions on leaq
assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination will be based or]
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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This is Lowell Jobe of Coalition 21. Our phone number is
(208) 528-2161. We also have a fax 528-2199. | am asking
whether there is going to be an extension on the commer
period for this Plutonium Disposition DEIS. We are really
tied up with many DOE related meetings here this week and
it's going to be difficult to get a real meaningful comment ﬂo
you. So, | noticed that there was an extension given on thel
advanced mixed waste treatment plan according to last
Saturday’s paper. And I'm hoping this will be also an

extension on this. | know that the Citizen’s Advisory Boaid
is meeting today, Monday the 14th and tomorrow and this
plutonium disposition is also on their agenda and | intend to
be at their meeting.

—

PD046-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

A period of 60 days was allowed for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS
and DOE accepted comments submitted by various means: public hearing
malil, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Although it did
not extend the comment period, DOE did consider all comments receive
after the close of that period. All comments were given equal consideratio
and responded to.
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2 Supporting Tomomrow's Technologies With Facts 4+ Not Fears!
I rl 0” P.O. Box 512324Idaho Fatls, Idaho 834054208-528-21614FAX: 528-2199

September 16, 1998

U. S. Depariment of Energy

Office of Fisgile Materials Disposition
P. 0. Box 23786

Washington D. C.

Subject: Additional Comments on Surplus Phitonium Disposition DEIS
The following comments supplement those submitted by Coalition 21 on September 15.

1. Coalition 21 has just completed (he attached summary on the risks of plutonium, We
request that it be included in the public comment record for this EIS, We ask that 1
DOE address the accuracy of each paragraph in the summary.

2. We also wish DOE to consider applicable parts of this summary as the framewerk of
its own summary on plutonium risks to be included in the final EIS. Much
misinformation about plutonium resides with the general public. DOF should uss this | 2
EIS and every other appropriate opportunity to put the risks of plutonium inte proper
perspective for its stakeholders,

3. We have also submitted the plutonium risk summary for the public comment record
for the BIS on the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project. This DEIS is out for

MD240

public comment by the 1daho Office of DOE. Please ensure that DOE’s responses 10 3
the summary are consistent between the two EIS’s.
ez
(2L

T Tl et

Richard Kcnncy;’?‘dem

Attachment (4 s)

Visit our intamef sffef www.coalition21.0rg 6B} Printed on Recycled Paper Send us E4mai! tactsgeoalition21.0rg

MD240-1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the views expressed in the commentor’s summary whid
is included in the public record as part of the SPD EIS. The comments on tH
SPD Draft EIS have been reviewed and acknowledged by DOE as shown
the following responses. The scope of this comment response proceq
however, focuses on the issues and alternatives related to this SPD EIS.

MD240-2 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges that there is misinformation about plutonium among th
public. It has established reading rooms near DOE sites to provide eas
access to information about DOE programs and encourages the use of th
source of information. DOE has numerous Web sites, including the MD Wel
site at http://mww.doe-md.com, that also provide up-to-date information abou
DOE programs.

MD240-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
This comment is addressed in response MD240-1.
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THE RISKS OF PLUTONIUM September 1998

Most of us recognize carbon dioxide as vital to cur environment to make planis thrive.
People who follow the global warming debate know that teo nwch carbon dioxide might
add to the risks of global warming. Until July 1998, few people in Eastern Idaho were
aware that a single lungful of this very comimon gas in our attosphere could result m
death. ¥et that’s what bappened to an employee at INEEL. Thus risks from even

exlremely common materials are net obvious.

Plutonium is a man-made material whose origin is linked to muclear bombs. Like many
man-made materials, including most chemicals, it can be both beneficial and potentially
harmful. It has raised genuine concetns in the general publie. Coalition 21 believes that
some groups are opposed to nuclear benefits in any form. We recognize that some such
groups deliberately fuet the genuine concerns with a campaign of misinformation.

The challenge in that climate is to describe plutonium risks in two two-sided sheets of
valid and interesting information. {We concluded at once that ong sheet is not enough).
We must make this information factual and subject to a minimum of debate. We’ll meet
this challenge by addressing the most common concerns, allegations, amd claims.

Allegation: Plutvnium is the most dangerous material known to man. That statement
originated during World War II. Then plutonium was being made for the atomic bomb
dropped on Nagasaki. Those responsible for phutonium worker safety wanted to make
sure that this new material was not handled carelessly. Since then this now publicly
disproved statement has derived its only authority from constant repetition. Experts in
industrial hygiene do not support it.

A number of chemical and biological agents, such as nerve gases and botulism, are fatal
to man in much smaller quantities. Even common materials such as caffeine, carbon
dioxide, cyanides, lead and arsenic are, al times, more hazardous poisons.

The risk of plutonium differs from that of these other materials. Tts chemical toxicity is
inconsequential. Tts primary hazard comes from its radioactivity if it is somehow taken
into one’s body. Our skin helps to protect us from this radioactivity. The danger arices
from a radiation dose delivered to various organs inside the body. In general, plutonium
that is inhaled is far more hazardous than plutondum that is swallowed. It is more readily
absorbed into the blood stream via the lungs than via the G. L. tract. (For rcaders needing
numbers, see the end of this fact sheat). Nevertheless, nobody is known to have died
from a disease that indisputably developed from contamination with plutonium.

Concern: Plutonium is poisoning the Snake River Plain Aquifer. Or "plutonium is
conceivably a health risk 1o those drawing water fom the aguifer beyond the INEEL."

Between 1954 and 1970 waste shipped in from the nuclear weapons plant at Rocky Flats
was buried in about a dozen acres at the INEEL. These locations are about 50} feet above
the aquifer. This industrial-type waste contains an estimated several thousand pounds of

MD240
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present great dangers. Nevertheless they are a factor, now that the amount of rad
permitied for industrial workers has become more conservative. A phutonium-fa
piant buill in Germany, but never operated, is a monument 1o this increased conservatism.

Aliegation: Plutonium makes a nuclear reactor accident much worse. All nuclear
powet plants that make electricily produce plutonium. For a typical U.S. plant, this
plutoniwm generates ahout one-third of the total energy output. It is under controlled
conditions. Under accident conditions, the reactor could be sufficiently damaged 10 result
in the release of harmfil radioactivity. The main threat would not be airborne plutonium.
The accident at Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania dispersed no plutonium. Only a small
amount was released during the much more severs accident at Chernobyl. Under no
" circumstances could a rsactor explode like a nuclear bomb.

Concern: Plutenium from peaceful uses can be diverted to nuelear bombs. Hach
commercial nuclear power plant discharges once-uscd fuel each year contuining several
hundred pounds of plutonium, The U. S. does not attempt to recover the plutanium from
the highly radioactive [uel. Other countries are recovering plutonivm.

The recovery process is technically quite difficult. It is not realistic for terrorists. It
ftequires 2 major national commitment in respurces. Therefore the Russians and the U. S.
are tatking about including our excess weapons plutonium in fuel for power reactors. Not
only would some bomb material be used up in producing energy, but also the remainder
would be hard to recover after usc in a reactor.

‘Lhe countries that do recover plutonium from reactor fuel believe they aceount for the
plutonium very carefully. Reactor plutonium is much less pure than weapons material. A
very crude and inefficiem nuciear bomb could be made from reactor plutoniwm at great
risk to the producer.

Allegation: Platonium cun neither be iransported nor disposed safely. No one
anywhere in the world has been injured by tadiation from shipments of nutlear materials.
Plutonium, as nuclear weapons materinl, has been sent around the country for fifty years
without a serious aceident. Likewise shipments of used fuel from the nuclear Navy and
from foreign reactors have had no serious accidents. The used fasls have operated
successtully at much higher temperatures than the temperatures in the shipping
containers. The containers arc heavy, lead-shicided casks. They have been tested under
very severe simulated accident conditions and proven safe.

The main form of phitonium loses its radioactivity very slowly. To lose it all will take
about 200,000 years. (Remember that poisons like arsenic never lose their toxicity.) The
EPA has approved the Wasie Lsolation Pilot Plant ( WIPP) for storage/disposal of
phrtonium-contaminated waste generated by the nuclear weapons program. The State of
New Mexico is challenging that decision. 'Their concern seems to centet not around the
plutonium, but around the hazardous organic solvents alsc in the waste.
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Nz Supporting Tomorrow's Technologies With Facts + Mot Fears'
I rl a P.0. Box 512324 Idaho Falls, ldaho 834054-208-528-21614FAX; 528-219%

U. 3. Department of Energy

Office of Fisaile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington. D.C.

COMMENTS ON SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DEIS  Sept. 15, 1998

DCE is to be.congratulated on their efforts to incorporate in this DFIS
suggestions and answers to various issues raised during earlier public
comment pericds for the Scoping and Storage & Diaposition PEIS. There
remain, however, some points about which we wish to comment or guestion:

1. World peace is extremely questionable with the current potential for
proliferation of nuclear weapon materials. Thus. dispositicn of surplus
plutonium by both the U.5. and Russia is of immediate importance. Russia
intends to utililze their surplus as MOX (Mixed Oxide) nuclear fuel for
power production. The U.S. should likewise be using their pure plutonium
for energy production with MOX fuel elements. There is ample information
available on MCX from the 1970's to the present. We atrongly feel that
only the plutonium too impure for either weapon or MOX fuel should be
immobilized for burial.

2. We are unhappy that DOE has already selected Javannah River as the
praferred site for MOX productisn, rather than awaiting the Record of
Decigion following the Final Envirconmental Impact Statement. WIPP might
then be open to receive Rocky Fiats waste now stored at INEEL. This would
then show that the 'Settlement Agreement on Nuclear Wastes' is working,. so
that our political leaders and the public could actively support new
vrojects at INEEL.

3. DOE's choice of Savannah River as the preferred site for MOX produc—
tien was not based on any environmental issues at INEEL. We feel that DOE
should clearly state that envirenmental impacts of the MOX project at INEE
would be extremely small and were not a basis of their preference of SRS
for the Plutonium MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility.

4, Pantex was included as a possible site for the pit disassembly and
conversion facility. This is logical since most of the MOX plutenium (as
pits) is located there. The non—weapon plutonium oxide presents no
different proliferation concern if it were to be shipped to INEEL.

5. Transportation distances to move plutonium oxide from Pantex would be
essentially the same to INEEL as to SRS. Therefore, shipmen:z to INEEL
would not censtitute any additieonal and unnecessary transportation, as
claimed by DOE.

6. The plutonium teoo impure for MOX fabrication can logically be shipped
directly to SRS for immobilization.

MD240

MD240-4 Nonproliferation

DOE agrees with the commentor’s view that surplus plutonium disposition
by both the United States and Russia is of immediate importance to worl
peace and appreciates the support for the hybrid approach. The SPD H
analyses include those materials suitable for immobilization and those suitalj
for MOX fuel fabrication. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potenti
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.

MD240-5

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEP,
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementatid
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14(e), the agency shall identify its preferre
alternative, if one or more exists, in the draft EIS and identify such alternativ
in the final EIS. DOE identified the preferred alternative, as required, so th
public could understand DOE'’s orientation and provide comment. Decision
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at INEEL will be based on
public input, environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, and nation
policy and nonproliferation considerations. DOE will announce its decisiond
regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in thg
SPD EIS ROD.

Alternatives

MD240-6 Alternatives

As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility becausd
this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of existin
infrastructure and staff expertise. DOE prefers that INEEL focus on cleanu
and nuclear technology. Environmental impact analyses of the proposg
surplus disposition actions discussed in Chapter 4ohfrive |show that

the potential impacts of the proposed actions during routine operations af

small for all DOE candidate sites.
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MD240-7 Alternatives

Proliferation issues associated with the transportation of plutonium dioxide
from a pit conversion facility at Pantex to a MOX facility at either INEEL or

SRS would not be the only discriminating factor for selection between INEEL]
and SRS for the MOX facility. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is
preferred for the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities becaus
the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these faciliti

complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructureg

MD240-8 Alternatives

DOE assumes that the commentor’s suggestion is to locate the pit conversi
facility at Pantex, the immaobilization facility at either Hanford or SRS, and the
MOX facility at INEEL. Transportation of pits from Pantex to INEEL rather

than SRS may not involve additional, unnecessary transportation, but th
arrangement would locate each of the proposed facilities at a different sit
Section 2.3.1 of the SPD Draft EIS explained that a range of 23 reasonab
alternatives remained after evaluating over 64 options against three screeni
criteria: worker and public exposure to radiation, proliferation concerns due

to transportation of materials, and infrastructure cost. These 23 reasonal

alternatives were evaluated in the SPD Draft EIS. After the Draft was issueq
DOE eliminated as unreasonable the 8 alternatives that would involve use
portions of Building 221—F with a new annex at SRS for plutonium conversion
and immobilization, thereby reducing the number of reasonable alternative
to the 15 that are analyzed in the SPD Final EIS. Options that placed each
the three facilities at a different site were eliminated as unreasonable.

MD240-9 Alternatives

Most of the plutonium that would be immobilized under the hybrid alternatives
would be sent directly to the immobilization facility for conversion to plutonium
dioxide, followed by immobilization. SRS has been announced as the preferreg
site for all three proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities; therefore
all the surplus plutonium would be transferred to SRS for processing shoul
SRS be selected.
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already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not require major modifications
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertisg
Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would be used to fabricate
the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at the site. DOE prefe
ORNL for postirradiation examination activities. ORNL has the existing
facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination 3
a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or
processing capabilities would be required. In addition, ORNL is about 500 kn
(300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel. Decisions on lea
assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination will be based of
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

Pace 80oF 9
MD240-10 Alternatives
This comment is addressed in response MD240-8.
The cembirabion of itaws 4, 5. and & would wake a logical alternativs ;
tha';dsgould have been considered by DOE. An explanation of why it v;:sn‘z 10 MD240-11 Alternatives
wou ¢ in order. . . .
) This comment is addressed in response MD240—6.
8. No reasons were stated in the DEIS for DOE's preference for aiting MOX
F;}e:)lELFabrnl:gtlon at SR3 beyond stating "DOE ....... prefers similarly that
1 should focus on cleanup and nuclear technology”. We bhelieve that the — i
ﬁoﬁoir?eftfbgl?ng?i" ;he ‘nuclear technolo%‘ gocus specified for INEEL. 1 MD240 12 Lead Assemblles
ue ili £ L then i 3 1 1
naclear pOWGT Lesnnaingy Lhat hod ith Loors au INEEL e the peacefol DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for lead assembly fabrication
9. 3 major sxample of 'mclear technology’ would ba for DOE o thoose and, if required, postirradiation examination at ANL-W. All the lead assembly
Argonne-West a3 the site to make the icad assemblies and do post- candidate sites were considered because they have existing facilities that
irradiation examination if required for NRC licensing of MOX. Based on 12 . . . |
their superior equipnent and expertise. we support Argomne-West for this meet the standards for processing special nuclear material, would requife
' only minimal alteration of interior spaces, and are authorized to handlg
16. In answer to many ccmmentat (includi i ) for th 4 = H H H4 i i
enaiyzs total costs of cam altormative. DOE prepared a separats cost study plutonium. ANL-W was also identified as a potential location for
/) at will be considered . along with the SPD RIS analysis, in i iati i i i isti ilitiesi i
D S o B B ol el 13 13 postirradiation examination pecause of its existing hot cell facilities in which
that study and, at least, state that INEEL was very cost sffective: the tests on fuel rods from irradiated lead assemblies could be conducted.
actual cost document shows INEEL lower cast than any other site or
alternatives and even equal to or less than any immobilization-only ) ) . . . . .
alternatives. As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on consideration of capabilities
éé{; E%g gonsidegation of 3i1 the factors ws have prasented. bssed upon all of the candidate sites and input from DCS on the MOX approach, DOH
ocuments i . it t that DOE should h i : : H H
INEEL & more favorggT;eansiéerzgg‘;:riorot‘}ti MO?( Fabriza?:;lon F:\éeilgi.:.;/regr 14 pr9fer3 LANL fOI‘ Iead assembly fabrlcatlon. LANL IS preferred because It
give the reasons for not doing so.
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MD240-13 Cost Report

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the cost effectiveness d
siting the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at INEEL.

Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based or]
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

MD240-14 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting surplus plutonium
disposition facilities at INEEL.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD240-6.
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2023 Balboa Drive
[daho Falls [D 83404

September 15, 1998

U. 8. Department of Fnergy

Officc of Fissile Material Disposition
P. 0. Box 23786

Washington D. C.

Comments on Surplus Plutonium Disposition DEIS

1.

DGE should clearly state that environmental impacts of the MOX project at INEEL
would be minimal and that these impacts were not used to rule out INFEL as the
preferzed site for the MOX Fugl Fabrication Facility. The failure of INFEL to he the
preferred site should net be used to generzte opposition to future nuclear technology
projeets ot INFEL.

. To further nuclear technelogy at INEEL, DOE should select Argonne-West for the

fabrication of the MOX lead assemblies and for their post-imadiation examination.
ANL-West i the only DOR site deemed capuble of doing both tasks. DOE should
explain in the DEIS and/or ROTY what advantages, ifany, accrue from that fact.

. DOE should explain in the DELS when and why, under the hybrid option, it

climinated any alternative that would involve three separate facililies for the three
tasks of {a) pit disassembly and conversion, (b) MOX fabrication and ()
immeobilization. | believe an alternative involving Pantex for (a), INEEL [or (b), and
SRS firr (¢) would be competitive with other alternatives. It should not be dismissed
out-of-hand and should be analyzed more theroughly,

() Fupind

Gaebrge A Freund

MD239-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the MOX facility at
INEEL. Chapter 4 of ®lume I describes environmental impacts of the

implementation of alternatives that included the construction and normg|
operation of MOX facilities at INEEL. DOE prefers that INEEL focus on
cleanup and nuclear technology. Environmental impact analyses of th
proposed surplus disposition actions discussed in Chapter 4 show that the
potential impacts of the proposed actions during routine operations are smll
for all DOE candidate sites.

[¢)

SRS is preferred for the MOX facility because this activity complementg
existing missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff
expertise. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at INEEL
will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, natiorjal
policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will
announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplu
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

v

MD239-2 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting lead assembly an
postirradiation examination activities in ANL-W at INEEL. As noted in
Section 2.17, ANL-W was considered as one of several candidate sit
because it would require only minimal alteration of interior spaces, is authorize|
to handle plutonium, and has existing facilities that meet the standards fq
processing special nuclear material.

[o8

As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on consideration of capabilit
of the candidate sites and input from DCS on the MOX approach, DOK
prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication. LANL is preferred because it
already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not require major modifications
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertisg
Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would be used to fabricate
the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at the site. DOE prefef.
ORNL for postirradiation examination activities. ORNL has the existing

facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination 3
a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or

oyep|—sdsuodsay pue susWnRoq JU3uen
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processing capabilities would be required. In addition, ORNL is about 500 knj
(300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel. Decisions on leaq
assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination will be based or
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD239-3 Alternatives

Section 2.3.1 of the SPD Draft EIS explained that a range of 23 reasonab
alternatives remained after evaluating over 64 options against three screenip
criteria: worker and public exposure to radiation, proliferation concerns due
to transportation of materials, and infrastructure cost. Options placing thre
facilities at three different sites were eliminated from consideration becaus
this arrangement did not meet these screening criteria. Options were n
dismissed out of hand, but were eliminated as part of a methodical process
narrow the scope of this SPD EIS to a reasonable range of alternatives. Sin
publication of the SPD Draft EIS, DOE eliminated another 8 alternatives thal
would have involved the use of portions of Building 221—F at SRS and a ney
annex for plutonium conversion and immobilization at that site, thereby
reducing the number of reasonable alternatives to 15 that are analyzed in |
SPD Final EIS. The environmental impacts of these alternatives are summarizg
in Section 2.18 and elaborated in Chapter 4oddiivie I.
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FriITzEN, MARY JANE
Pace 1or 1

Mary Jane Fritzen
390 Lincoln Drive
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-4166

23 August 1998
Subject: Comments for public meeting on Surplus Plutonium Disposition

1 have learned a lot about science by reading information about miclear energy. I am not
associated with the field, except 10 live in Idaho Falls with neighbors who work for nuclear
industry. Many good people work for “the site.” It has been good for this city. For example, they|
arc peaceful citizens, who contributc to the finc arts, making Idaho Falls a place of peace, beauty
and culture,

Points I soe in general, which apply to the issue:

1. Need for energy independent of expendable fossil fuel. Otherwise we would depend on Middle
East, where peace is insecure.

2. Need for continued good relations with Russia

Recently (June 1998, Prove, Utah) I listened to a forum of two speakers: the U. §.
General in charge of on-site inspections, and the Russian General in charge of on-site inspections] 1
Subject with the nuclear non-proliferation treaty between the two nations. Both generals
emphasized the success of such mutual inspections. They said working together makes us fiiends
We are only aftaid of our enemies. For cxample, the U.S. doesn’t fear Canada. The need for
disarmament vanishes when we are friendly. Bath speakers advocated “open skies,” because fear
is bred in ignorance or secrecy, while knowledge dispels fear. They said high technology is not
needed for open skies. Someone with binoculars in a helicopter could detect a major military
tuild-up. The previous build-up of watheads was caused by each fearing the other was a threat.

(I typed detailed notes, which 1 would be happy to send if requested.)

3. Need to use and value the expertise of nuclear scicntists, For example, one speaker at
last week’s public meeting advocated converting the plutonium to metal for storage.

Because an uninformed public is fearfl of nuclear energy, I believe education of students in
public schools and of journalists is necessary.

: i o,
Vet Jome Pl

FD199-1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the value of nuclear industry
workers in Idaho Falls, nuclear power as an alternative energy source, the
nonproliferation activities of the United States and Russia, and publig
information and education programs with regard to nuclear energy.

The United States and Russia recently made progress in the managemgnt
and disposition of plutonium. In late July 1998, Vice President Gore an(
Russian Prime Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed a 5-year agreement to provide
the scientific and technical basis for decisions concerning how surplug
plutonium will be managed. This agreement enables the two countries o
explore mutually acceptable strategies for safeguarding and dispositioning
surplus plutonium. During the first week of September 1998, Presidents Clintgn
and Yelstin held a Moscow summit and signed a statement of principles with
the intention of removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from
each country’s stockpile.

The United States does not currently plan to implement a unilateral program,;
however, it will retain the option to begin certain surplus plutonium disposition
activities in order to encourage the Russians and set an international examg

®

DOE regards public education as a very high priority. Accordingly, it used
various communications resources to make information on its policies an
program publicly available. DOE presents information about the dispositio
of fissile materials to the public in various forms. These include public
hearing presentations, fact sheets, exhibits, technical reports, visual aid
and a video. Information is available from a variety of sources, including
DOE reading rooms, the MD Web site (http://www.doe-md.com), and
attendance at public hearings.
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8 Department Comment Form
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FD311-1 MOX Approach

DOE appreciates the commentor’s input on the MOX approach to surplu
plutonium disposition. The current plan calls for maintaining the MOX fuel
cycle within the United States. The MOX fuel would be fabricated in a
Government-owned facility and irradiated in a domestic, commercial reacto
in a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

FD311-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the selection of sites fo
MOX fuel fabrication. DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain
focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of}
cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying preferred
sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities. However, no decision hag
been made and DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutoniun
disposition programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility becauss
this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of existin
infrastructure and staff expertise.
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FD311

FD311-3 MOX Approach

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative a hybrid approach of usin
both immabilization and MOX fuel fabrication to disposition up to 50 t (55 tons)
of surplus plutonium. Under this alternative, approximately 33 t (36 tons) o
clean plutonium metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel
which would be irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. The remainin
17t (19 tons) of surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for
fabrication into MOX fuel because of the complexity, timing, and cost that
would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD311-2.

FD311-4 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 arq
subject to the completion of the NEPA process. Although COGEMA is
international, itis one of only a few companies with recent commercial MOX|
fuel fabrication experience, and this experience would contribute to the succe
of DOE’s MOX fuel fabrication effort.

The MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would b
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively tq
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

FD311-5

TheJoint Statement of Principlesgned by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin
in September 1998 provide general guidance for achieving the objectives
a future bilateral agreement to disposition surplus plutonium in thg
United States and Russia. Sensitive negotiations between the two countr
have indicated that the Russian government acceptiedhaology of
immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing materials, but that

Nonproliferation
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HampsonN, WALTER L.
Pace 30F 3

the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity feed materials
DOE will continue to discourage Russia from reprocessing its spent nucleg
fuel and starting a plutonium cycle but this issue is beyond the scope of th
SPD EIS. As stated in response FD311-1, the use of U.S. surplus plutoniu
in existing domestic, commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing
(reprocessing is a chemical separation of uranium, transuranic elemen
[including plutonium], and fission products from spent reactor fuel and the|
reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce new fresh fuel). The proposd
use of MOX fuel is consistent with the U.S. nonproliferation policy and

would ensure that plutonium which was produced for nuclear weapons an
subsequently declared excess to national security needs is never again u
for nuclear weapons. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition prograr
will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, nation
policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input, not

“perceptions” of what other countries may think or do.
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NEWS RELEASE

RE: The MOX plutomium fuel refinery(or how to accidentally become the supersitc)

Rumors of the death of MOX have been greatly exaperated. How long will it
take for Kempthorne or Huntley to organize a rally for the nuclear project after they
are elected? 1'd give them 30 minutes to call their supporters or the [daho Falls
Chamber of Commerce. These people have never met a nuclear project that they
didn't like. We should be prepared. We should reinstate accident analysis into our
state Air Quality Permits but our politicians refuse. Please let me explain...

The first tier EIS for plutonium disposition talked about the "triple play".(1/97)
For the first time the DOE stated that an accident at the nuclear reactors that will
use the plutonium fuel(plus make tritium for nuclcar weapons and electric power 1o be
sold} could cause up to 7,000 cancer deaths. In the final analysis INEEL has less
people living in the 50 mile area that is used to comparc project sitings. The DOE
admits that the choice of where to build this nuclear supersite may change in the final
document.

In 1991, the DOE was passing out pink slips at the ICPP, saying fuel
reprocessing was over. At the same time, the DOF. was applying (or 17 Air Quality
Permuts to prepare to reprocess 17 types of fuel rods. Thanks to the nuclear "deal”
we are now receiving many types of fucl rods from around the world. The nuclear
businesses that pay Kempthorne and Huntley view spent fuel rods and weapons
grade plutonium as a fuel source, not a waste.

During the documented transcript of my appeal of that Air Quality Permit
1 caught the DOE lying about the accident analysis that was required for the permit.
The wrong computer program, that wasn't supossed to be used for accidents,
eliminated most of the radionuclides released, falsifying the results. The state responce
was to look the other way and then they removed the requirement for accident
analysis for permits!

So 1 ask you, were they protecting your children, or protecting Lockheed?
Even if the MOX plutonium project goes to South Carolina, why won't Kempthorne
and luntley join me in my effort (0 reinstate accident analysis to the permits to
protect state's rights?

My sympathy is with the family of the INEEL worker who died in their most
recent accident. Doctors make mistakes, 400, and fortunately this was not a big nuclear
accident. Doclors can only kill one person at a time, when we make a mistake during
anecessary operation. The nuclear businesses can devestate a whole area and that's
why we must question if the nuclear future (s on a dead end road. The people of
1daho have a right lo know the truth about our nuclear future. We have a right and
obligation to our children to not remain at the mercy of political salesmen like
Kempthomne and Huntley. Is states right's just a cute phrase peliticians use to get
elected? Should we remain at the mercy of Bill Clinton's DOE ? Do Bill, Dirk, and
Bob know what's best or should we put accident analysis back in our state permits ?

Dr. Peter Rickards DPM
Box 911,TF,83303
734-7941(H), 734-3338 W)

IDD02-1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the MOX approach.
This SPD EIS does not address the siting or operation of a “triple play
reactor. Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific analyses and
discuss the potential environmental impacts of using a partial MOX coré
during routine operations and reactor accidents. Reactors that use MQX
fuel have small accident risks similar to those associated with reactors thpt
use only LEU fuel. Were a major accident to occur at a reactor using eithd
fuel type, there would be fatalities in the public. However, the probability of
amajor accident actually occurring is about 1 in 100,000 over the lifetime of
the reactor; thus, the risk (consequence times probability of occurrence) ¢f
an LCF in the public is much less than 1.

=

Changes to Idaho air quality permit requirements are beyond the scope pf
this EIS; they are a State rather than a DOE issue. However, contacts hgve
been made with the Idaho Division of Environmental Quality and with the
contractor responsible for air quality permits for INEEL. There have been ng
State requirements to perform an accident analysis as part of the air-permitting
process regardless of the type of pollutant that could be emitted (criterip
pollutants, toxic pollutants, or radionuclides). Only routine operations ard
considered in the air-permitting process.
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SUTTER, THoMAS J.
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Yes. Thisis Thomas J. Sutter. 1414 South 35 West, Idaho Falls,
ID 83402-5538. Telephone number is 529-0624. What I'd really
like to know is where the workshops are at today on the Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Public Meeting. | see there is an afternoon and evening
workshop, but it doesn’t give where they’re going to be at.

Second thing is, | just want to let it be known that I'm in favor| of
the MOX program and | would think that disposing of plutonium
which is no longer needed for nuclear weapon should be in the
best interests of our country. Also | would think that if we had
the opportunity to receive any of that material from any other
nation in the globe, it would be best if we did the reprocessing
and particularly if we could do it here in Idaho it would make a lot
of sense to me. But if we can’t then | would encourage
reprocessing it wherever its going to be done. And | would like
to also note that this plutonium is very valuable material and|it
should not be placed in a depository where it could not be put to
better use at some time in the future and the, only the most
impure plutonium that can not have any further use should bhe
put in the glass and buried directly. So I'd just like to talk in
support of the MOX program as proposed by the Department of
Energy. Thank you very much and if you would let me know
where the meeting is going to be | would appreciate it. Tom
Sutter 529-0624. Thank you.

PD033-1 MOX Approach
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the MOX approach.

It should be noted, however, that DOE is not considering reprocessing an
of the surplus plutonium that is the subject of this SPD EIS. The propose
action is intended to permanently remove 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from th
U.S. weapons stockpile by converting that plutonium into
proliferation-resistant forms. Reprocessing plutonium would not be consister]
with that goal.

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuin
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing eithd
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunit
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.
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IDD06-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the No Action Alternativg
to surplus plutonium disposition, the details and environmental impacts o
which are described in Section 4.2. DOE has determined, however, that 1
action (i.e., continued storage) would not satisfy the surplus plutonium
disposition program goal: to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferatig
worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in the
United States in an environmentally safe and timely manner. Converting th
surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial reactors
is an effective way to accomplish this. Pursuing both immobilization and
MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important insurance againg
potential disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybri
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in workin
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 surply
plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyseq
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

(0]

=]

[¢)

O~

[¢)

Y

9)

sasU0dsay pue SJUSWNIOd JUSWLWO

oyepy






