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3.0 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND DOE RESPONSES

This section presents a side-by-side display of the comments received by the U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE) during the public comment period on the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SPD Supplemental EIS) and DOE’s response to each comment. To find a
specific commentor or comment in the following pages, refer to the “List of Commentors” immediately
following the Table of Contents. This list is organized alphabetically by commentor name and shows the
corresponding page number(s) where commentors can find their comment(s).

If a commentor provided comments through a postcard, form letter campaign, or petition, that commentor is
referred to a copy of that postcard or form letter. This section only contains one representative copy of each
postcard, form letter, or petition.
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Commentor No. 1: Tom Ferguson

From: Tom Ferguson

Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2012 11:53 AM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com
Subject: public comment on Draft Pu SEI

I would support option 1. immobilization and oppose the so-called MOS fuel option
as expensive, unnecessary, expensive and a proliferation risk

tom ferguson

| =

1-1

DOE is considering four options for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons)
of surplus plutonium: (1) immobilization and vitrification at the Defense Waste
Processing Facility (DWPF) at SRS; (2) MOX fuel fabrication and use in domestic
commercial nuclear power reactors; (3) processing at H-Canyon/HB-Line and
vitrification at DWPF; and (4) preparation for potential disposal as contact-handled
transuranic (CH-TRU) waste at the existing Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP), a
deep geologic repository in southeastern New Mexico. All of the action alternatives
evaluated in this SPD Supplemental EIS are considered to render surplus plutonium
into a proliferation-resistant form or result in proliferation-resistant disposal.

Cost is among the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an
alternative for implementation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B,
of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 2: John R. Hammons
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Presently available information and analysis leads TVA to believe that the Browns
Ferry Nuclear Plant has the capability to safely utilize MOX fuel with minor
modifications. The potential impacts of accidents involving the use of MOX fuel
in TVA’s reactors are not expected to be meaningfully different from the impacts
associated with the use of LEU fuel, as described in Appendix I, Section 1.1, and
summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.6. Before MOX fuel could be used at Browns
Ferry, NRC would perform a comprehensive safety review, which would include
information prepared by TVA, as part of the 10 CFR Part 50 license amendment
process. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, and Section 2.5,
Topic A, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 3: Hans J. Kaufmann, Jr.
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An adequate supply of diesel fuel is maintained to ensure the operability and safety
requirements for the time period assumed in the facility safety design-basis.
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Commentor No. 4: Robert L. Anderson

From: Robert Anderson

Sent: Sunday, August 05, 2012 9:39:39 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Invitation to attend hearing on draft surplus pu disposition

Hi, | received your card inviting me to participate in one of the New Mexico
hearings. | would urge you to put on a hearing for the people in the central, large
city of the state Albuquerque also. This city is directly effected by anything that
happens upstream at Los Alamos and effected are not just Los Alamos, Santa Fe
and Carlsbad. Espanola is also effected. | don’t expect you will get a full range of
responses if you leave out Albuquerque and Espanola.

Let me know if you plan a meeting here as | will surely attend. As a short comment
on anything that happens at Los Alamos regarding nuclear materials | think there
is a total disregard to the fact that our water supply here comes from the river that
flows past Los Alamos and any major earthquake, or man-made disaster at Los
Alamos NL effects not just the Los Alamos but all the cities in central New Mexico
along the river. Problems there are our problems. Think of it this way. Any disaster
at LANL of major proportions means most of central New Mexico, including our
capital city of Santa Fe are likely to be uninhabitable also.

The simple fact is that this lab is in the most wrong of places, at the headwaters of
most of the cities of our state. There should be no nuclear materials related work of
any kind done upstream from here.

| ask you all at DOE to show some common sense before this stuff comes south on
us.

Sincerely,
Robert L. Anderson

4-2

4-1

4-2

In response to requests for additional public hearings and an extension of the
comment period, DOE added a public hearing in Espaiiola, New Mexico, held
on September 18, 2012, to the six meetings that DOE had initially scheduled
and extended the comment period through October 10, 2012. Ultimately,

New Mexico-based hearings were held in Carlsbad, Espafiola, Los Alamos, and
Santa Fe. As a convenience to the public, DOE also made the public hearing
available for viewing on the SPD Supplemental EIS website.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9). The chances of a
severe earthquake accident sufficient to result in a significant release of radioactive
material from LANL are extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. If

a severe earthquake were to cause a building collapse (a beyond-design-basis
earthquake) as discussed in Appendix D, radioactive materials could be released as
a result of impacts, spills within the building, and possibly fires. These mechanisms
could result in airborne releases and the principal means of public exposure would be
via inhalation. As noted in Appendix D, Section D.1.5.2.11, activities are underway
to improve the performance of PF-4 in the event of a large earthquake and to
mitigate potential impacts if such an earthquake were to occur. A severe earthquake
is not projected to release any liquids to the Rio Grande or to the canyons on LANL
that intermittently flow into the Rio Grande. A small amount of radioactive material
emitted into the air could be deposited directly on the surface of the river if the wind
was blowing in that direction at the time of the accident. Most materials would be
deposited on land and because most of that material would bind to the soils, very
small amounts of additional material would be expected to reach the Rio Grande.
Because of these considerations, DOE does not expect that the Rio Grande would be
an exposure pathway of concern in the event of a severe earthquake affecting PF-4.
The potential effects of land contamination following a severe accident are described
in Appendix D, Section D.2.9.1, of this SPD Supplemental EIS.

If such an event were to occur, DOE would implement a recovery plan that would
include assessing the potential for further public exposure and conducting cleanup to
mitigate adverse effects on the public. The LANL Emergency Preparedness program,
which combines Federal and local emergency response capabilities, is discussed in
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.6.5.
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Commentor No. 5: Congressman Ben Ray Lujdn,

Member of Congress, House of Representatives

BEN RAY LUJAN

300 Disthcr, New Mexco

Wasmnaron Orrice

Santa Fe Ormice.
811 Say Mickare Suire 104
Santa FE.NM 87508
Prone 505.984.6950

e sesavesonr Congress of the Hnited States
House of Representutives
Washington, BE 20515
August 7,2012

Thomas P. D’ Agostino

Under Secretary for Nuclear Security
Administrator, National Nuclear Administration
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

‘Washington, DC 20585

Dear Administrator D’ Agostino,

Over the past few days, some of my constituents have approached me and my office with
concerns and inquiries regarding the Department of Energy’s proposed Surplus Plutonium
Disposition plan. I appreciate the process established by the DOE and the National Nuclear
Security Administration to provide public comment prior to the drafting of the Environmental
however, due to the widespread interest among my
constituents, I urge you to cxpand upon your outreach efforts in my Congressional District.

Impact S and upon its

Commrrss o Natunat Resources.

OMUTTEES O
Inoun an0 Auksia NaTVE Arrams
Waren ano Powen

CommTTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
SuscommTees on

ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT
TECHNOLOGY AKD INNOVATON

As you know, New Mexico has a long tradition of proudly supporting nonproliferation efforts 5-1

while ensuring that the natural resources and way of life in New Mexico are protected. Due to
the great interest in this proposal, I strongly recommend that the Department extend the comment
period and conduct additional public meetings to both inform local officials and the general
public of the Department’s proposed plans as well as to listen to the perspectives of the
community. As the Surplus Plutonium Disposition proposal could broadly affect the residents of
my District, it is important that New Mexicans are well-informed of the plan and are provided an

opportunity to discuss their concerns directly with Department officials.
I look forward to your response.
Sincerely,

2~
Ben Ray Lujan

Member of Congress

Tucumeant Orrice Gawwur Orrice Rio Rancwo Orrice Fasmincron Orrice Las Veoas Orrice
404 W Rr. 66 Bivo. 110 Wear Avec Ave 3200 Civic Cenren Cincue NE 800 Munic.»as Dave 0. Box 1368
Ucuucani. NM 88401 . NM 87301 330 Famuinaron. NM 87401 Lus Vegas N 87701

Prowe. 575-261-3029 Prone. 505-863.0882 Rio Rancuo. NM 87144 Pronk: 505-324-1005 Prone: 505-454.3038
Fax 5754613192 Fix 5058630678 Prone. 505-994-0495 Fax 5053241026 Fax 5054543285

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
-

In response to the request to expand outreach efforts, DOE added a public hearing in
Espaiola, New Mexico, held on September 18, 2012, to the six meetings that DOE
had initially scheduled and extended the comment period through October 10, 2012.
In total, DOE held four public hearings on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS in

New Mexico.
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Commentor No. 6: Larry S. Pollock

Department of Energy National N r Security Administration, 7/28/2012

DI T | ! Enuil |

| am writing you concerning the DOE Draft Surplus P
Impact (SPD Els), DOE/!
using mixed oxide (MOX) fuel assemblies.

| live within 20 miles of Browns Ferry Nuclear plant in Athens, Alabama. | work at Calhoun Community
College which is within 7 miles of the nuclear plant. This is the same plant that that in May 2011
received a “red “safety rating for having not discovered a defective valve for the previous 18 months
which if there had been an emergency a disaster may have occurred. Unfortunately, as of today that
issue has not been resolved. The VP of Browns Ferry nuclear stated on June 22", 2012 that the planis
still not ready for the third and final inspection.

$2. This concerns TVA nuclear power reactors

In a June 22™, 2012 article by the News Courier TVA spokesman Ray Godman discussed the issuance of a
“white” finding that followed the “red” finding in that when Browns Ferry plant operators were quizzed
concerning fire containment issues it was discovered that the responses demonstrated a lack of
knowledge in fire containment/prevention. This comes 5 months after TVA and Browns Ferry had
implemented procedures for such an event.

Yet the following statement was issued by TVA as quoted in New Courier article dated July 10", 2012:

“TVA’s top priority is the safe operation of its nuclear plants. We are upgrading our fire protection
systems at Browns Ferry as part of an improved fire protection program,” said an official statement
provided by the utility. “TVA promptly addressed the training issue and the causes related to the issue.
We have an improvement plan for Browns Ferry’s overall performance and will submit an improved fire
protection program to the NRC for review by March 2013.” TVA only addressed the issue after
inspection by the NRC. Where is the proactive response that is necessary for public safety? TVA’s
attitude appears to be “If we write it down it will happen”.

This is the same nuclear plant that in 1975 a worker caused a fire by using a candle as a light source
while performing an inspection. The same nuclear plant today 37 years later that still does not meet the
fire requirements set by the NRC. Again, 37 years and has not complied. May | remind you that the great
pyramids of Egypt did not take 37 years to build and they lacked the technological innovations we have
today. On June 22", 2012 NRC Deputy Administrator Leonard Wert made this statement at a public
meeting concerning safety at the Brown Ferry nuclear plant when asked about the lack of compliance
and progress over the past 37 years concerning this issue:

"“There are some things we have not gotten across the goal line, and fire safety is one of them," he
said. "But we've come a long way since that fire and we have not had another fire as serious as

Browns Ferry's since because of some of the things we've implemented. "

When the Deputy Administrator of the NRC uses the analogy of the safety of a nuclear plant and the
disaster that can possibly occur that could involve multiple deaths, multiple casualties, untold

6-1

NRC has an established safety and licensing process for all domestic commercial
nuclear facilities, which necessarily would include any domestic reactors that choose
to use MOX fuel. Operation of any domestic commercial reactor which uses MOX
fuel would be subject to NRC regulations, license conditions, and requirements. As
described in Appendix J, Section J.3, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, reactor accident
analyses consider natural phenomena hazards such as floods, tornados, earthquakes,
and unstable foundation conditions. For more information, see the Browns Ferry
Nuclear Plant Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (TVA 2009). Presently available
information and analysis leads TVA to believe that the Browns Ferry Nuclear

Plant has the capability to safely utilize MOX fuel with minor modifications. The
potential impacts of accidents involving the use of MOX fuel in TVA’s reactors are
not expected to be meaningfully different from the impacts associated with the use
of LEU fuel, as described in Appendix I, Section I.1, and summarized in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6.

Accident analyses for U.S. nuclear power reactors already consider the radiological
impacts of accidents like the Fukushima accident in that the safety evaluations
include evaluation of beyond-design-basis accidents. As discussed in Appendix J,
Section J.3, the analysis in this Final SPD Supplemental EIS compares the accident
results for partial MOX fuel and full LEU fuel cores to determine whether the use
of MOX fuel in these TVA reactors would make any substantive difference in the
potential risks associated with the accidents analyzed. The beyond-design-basis
accidents include severe accidents with a subsequent loss of containment similar

to the accident at Fukushima. The results show that the consequences of such an
accident, should it occur, would be comparable, regardless of whether the reactor
was using a partial MOX fuel core or a full LEU core. DOE does not believe that the
accident at the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station changes this conclusion.
At the time of that accident, the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station’s Unit 3
was operating using a partial MOX fuel core. However, at least one authority has
determined that the accident involved failures unrelated to the use of MOX fuel, and
there is no evidence to suggest that the presence of MOX fuel in Unit 3 increased
the consequences of the accident (ONR 2011). For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.5, Topic C, of this CRD.

Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant’s used nuclear fuel is temporarily stored in a specially
designed and engineered fuel pool. The pool’s floor and walls are multiple feet
thick, and it contains large volumes of water (300,000 gallons [1,100,000 liters] or
more) to help ensure no releases of radioactive material to the environment. The
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Commentor No. 6 (cont’d): Larry S. Pollock

environmental damage, property loss and di: of masses of indivi for 25 to 50 mile
radiuses (as wi d in the Jap: F ima disaster and for decades as in the Russian Chernobyl)
in terms of the game of football is it any wonder the public has no trust in its commitment to policing
the nuclear industry. Why then would anyone be surprised that 37 years have passed without resolution
to a critical safety issue at Browns Ferry nuclear plant that the public has no confidence that TVA is
committed to running the facility in a safe and highly functional manner? This is not a game to me or my
family! 1 live here and work in the shadow of Browns Ferry with hundreds of thousands of other
Alabamians.

Browns Ferry has the same reactors that the Japan Fukushima nuclear plant had. In a recently published
Japanese report a Reuters published 07/05/2012 article printed the following from the report:

"The ... Fukushima Nuclear Power Plant accident was the result of collusion between the
government, the regulators and Tepco, and the lack of governance by said parties,” the pancl

said in an English summary of a 641-page Japanese document.

Furthermore. Browns Ferry has outlasted its original date for operations and was simply
recertified to continue to operate. So what you arc asking is to:

1. Allow the DOE to continue to regulate a nuclear plant that 37 years after a fire with a
candle does not meet fire regulations.

2. Stand behind the statement of NRC Deputy Administrator “There are some things we have not

otten ac the goal line, and fire safety is on them” when responding to a question
about the passage of the 37 years and no resolution the failure of the Browns Ferry nuclear
plant to comply with the DOE fire regulations.

3. Experiment with nuclear material (MOX) that can burn hotter than the fuels currently being use
in a plant that has outlived its original design life.

4. Have TVA Browns Ferry management write policies and procedures but not sufficiently
implement those. Fail to have TVA operators perform on a regular basis safety drills and conduct
in services that are at the core of the safety of plant.

5. Experiment with MOX fuel at Browns Ferry nuclear facility that has the same GE nuclear reactors
as found at the Fukushima Nuclear Power Plant and in which the Japanese published report
there was “collusion between the government, the regulators and Tepco, and the lack of
governance by said parties”.

6. Do so at a plant that is in known earth quake zones: the New Madrid Seismic Zone, Southern
Appalachian Seismic Zone, and the South Carolina Seismic Zone.

7. Do so at a plant that was down for several days in April, 2011 as the result of tornadoes that
could be seen crossing the Tennessee River near the Browns Ferry nuclear plant.

8. A plant at which the nuclear waste is stored outside under simple metal roof buildings.

9. Risk bringing into effect because of a nuclear accident the Price-Anderson Nuclear Industries
Indemnity Act which indemnifies the nuclear industry and places the expense of cleanup and
compensation on the backs of the American public.

6-1
cont’d

6-1
cont’d

6-3

fuel pools at Browns Ferry have been modified to safely store more used fuel. The
nuclear industry and NRC have studied the potential impact of an F-5 tornado and
determined that the used fuel would remain safely covered. Initial reports from
the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station show little damage to the used fuel
stored in the plant’s fuel pools.

As summarized in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2, and described in detail in Appendices [
and J of this SPD Supplemental EIS, the risks associated with both normal operations
and accidents for a partial MOX fuel core and full LEU fuel core are expected to

be comparable. The risks associated with the postulated accidents would be small.
These risks include consideration of seismic hazards (see Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.2,
and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9).

Use of MOX fuel at Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant would be at the discretion of TVA
and subject to NRC approval of appropriate amendments to the applicable licenses.
In the process of evaluating such a license amendment request from TVA, should
one be requested, NRC would consider the effects of MOX fuel, if any, on Browns
Ferry’s plans for used fuel storage.

As summarized in Chapter 4 and Chapter 2, Section 2.6, and described in detail in
Appendices I and J of this SPD Supplemental EIS, the impacts associated with using
a partial MOX fuel core versus a full LEU fuel core in the reactors at the Browns
Ferry Nuclear Plant are expected to be similar. See the response to comment 6-1
regarding the safety of the Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant. The Price-Anderson Act is
outside the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS.
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Commentor No. 6 (cont’d): Larry S. Pollock

The NRC should be conducting studies on how to decommission and not expand the nuclear
plants in the United States. We should follow Germany’s lead in closing all nuclear plants by
date certain and focus on the future of energy which is green energy. Germany has committed
to moving to green energy and is well on its way to doing so. They understand there is no good
solution to destructive possibility of nuclear power which we have already experience at 3 mile
island, Russia experience Chernobyl and now Japan has Fukushima. Most individuals would
chant the mantra “NOT IN MY BACK YARD”. However, my mantra is “NOT IN ANYONES BACK
YARD”.

The only option | support is #1 short of decommissioning

the plants:

Glass can-in-canister immobilization of the surplus plutonium and subsequent filling of the
canister with high-level radioactive waste (HLW) at Defense Waste Processing Facility (DWPF)
at the Savannah River Site (SRS).

Furthermore, let me assure you that if the nuclear industry had to obtain private insurance for
the nuclear facilities instead of having made themselves indemnified at the expense of the

American public these plants would have never been built.

| strongly oppose the use of any MOX fuel at any nuclear facility in these United States or in the
world.

Thank you for having taken the time to read and add my comments to the public record.

Respectfully submitted,
Sy )
R

Larry S. Pollock

6-4

I| co(si;f’d

6-4

6-5

The United States’ policy on the continued use of nuclear energy is not within the
scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 7: Eileen J. Jenkins
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DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 7 (cont’d): Eileen J. Jenkins
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Commentor No. 8: Mary Jo Carey

From: Jo Carey

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2012 5:57 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com
Subject: Plutonium

Dear Ms. McAlhany:

| am very concerned about Department of Energy plans for surplus plutonium. No
additional plutonium should be brought to Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL),
which has a cleanup mission and cannot meet seismic standards in the case of

a severe earthquake. This is to say nothing about the winding, precipitous roads
used to access Los Alamos! The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) has a limited
mission and does not have the capacity for all surplus plutonium. Stop the Mixed
Oxide (MOX) Plutonium Fuel Program and immobilize and safely store plutonium
until technically sound, suitable disposition facilities are available.

It seems very dangerous for this plutonium to be shipped here and there.

Can't there be one safe place in which to reconstitute the plutonium instead of
endangering more populations? Please think this out very carefully. You have a
tremendous responsibility here.

Sincerely,
Mary Jo Carey

8-1

8-2

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The potential consequences of postulated accidents
can be found in Tables 4—6 through 4-8; however, the chances of a severe
earthquake accident are extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal
at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed

the available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if Fast Flux Test Facility
(FFTF) fuel were direct-shipped to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were
used for packaging other surplus plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs,
then the volume of CH-TRU waste under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to
65 percent of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.

In developing the proposed action and reasonable options for pit disassembly

and conversion and surplus plutonium disposition, DOE has determined that
transportation of plutonium materials between sites cannot be avoided. The
alternatives analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS were developed recognizing that
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Commentor No. 8 (cont’d): Mary Jo Carey

plutonium materials are currently stored at multiple DOE sites and individual sites
have their own specific capabilities with respect to pit disassembly and conversion
and plutonium disposition. Appendix E of this SPD Supplemental EIS presents

the transportation analysis methodology, assumptions, and results. The packaging
to be used would meet all applicable regulatory requirements, as summarized in
Appendix E, Section E.3. As presented in Section E.12, for all alternatives, it is
unlikely that the transportation of radioactive material and waste would cause an
additional fatality as a result of radiation, either from incident-free operation or
postulated transportation accidents.

Transportation risks are analyzed for all alternatives proposed in this SPD
Supplemental EIS, including the threat of theft and diversion of radioactive
materials. As shown in Chapter 4, Table 4-22, under all alternatives, the radiological
risks to the public from shipments of radioactive materials would be comparable,
with no LCFs expected among the transportation crew or general public along the
transportation routes.
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Commentor No. 9: Barry Hatfield

From: Barry Hatfield

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2012 8:35 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Public Comment re. draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition

Dear Ms. McAlhany:

| am very concerned about Department of Energy plans for surplus plutonium. No
additional plutonium should be brought to Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL),
which has a cleanup mission and cannot meet seismic standards in the case of a
severe earthquake. The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) has a limited mission
and does not have the capacity for all surplus plutonium. Stop the Mixed Oxide
(MOX) Plutonium Fuel Program and immobilize and safely store plutonium until
technically sound, suitable disposition facilities are available.

Sincerely,
Barry Hatfield

9-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.
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Commentor No. 10: Lucy R. Lippard

From: Lucy Lippard

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2012 9:01 AM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com
Subject: Plutonium to Los Alamos

August 15, 2012
Dear Sachicko McAlhany:

| am very concerned about Department of Energy plans for surplus plutonium. No
additional plutonium should be brought to Los Alamos National Lab (LANL), which
has a cleanup mission and cannot meet seismic standards in the case of a severe
earthquake. WIPP has a limited mission and does not have the capacity for all
surplus plutonium. Stop MOX and immobilize and safely store plutonium until
technically sound, suitable disposition facilities are available.

Please consider the reswidents of New Mexico and keep nuclear waste on the
sites where it was created. We are not a dumping ground. Thank you,

Lucy R. Lippard

10-1

10-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.
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Commentor No. 11: Senator Jeff Bingaman and Senator Tom Udall,

United States Senate

Linited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 2031C

August 16", 2012

Thomas P. D’ Agostino

Under Secretary for Nuclear Security
Administrator, National Nuclear Administration
US Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Administrator D*Agostino,

We arc writing today about the Department of Energy’s Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition

Suppl 1 Envil | Impact (SPD DWEIS) and to request additional public

hearings in New Mexico. Several of our constituents have requested that two other meetings be

held in Espafiola and Taos, in addition to the public meetings already scheduled in Los Alamos

and Santa Fe. 11-1

We request that DOE hold two additional public hearings— one in Espanola and the other in
Taos, NM—to ensure that i in these four stakehold ities have an
opportunity to learn more about the SPD DWEIS, and share input with DOE.

Thank you in advance for your thoughtful consideration of this request. We look forward to
your response.

Sincerely,
yJrmy Tom Udall
itedStdtds Senat United States Senator

}

11-1

In response to requests for additional public hearings and an extension of the
comment period, DOE added a public hearing in Espaiiola, New Mexico, held
on September 18, 2012, to the six meetings that DOE had initially scheduled and
extended the comment period through October 10, 2012. In total, DOE held four
public hearings on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS in New Mexico.
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Commentor No. 12: Helen Rynaski

From: Helen Rynaski

Sent: Friday, August 17, 2012 11:08 AM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com
Subject: surplus plutonium

Dear Ms. McAlhany:

| am very concerned about Department of Energy plans for surplus plutonium. No
additional plutonium should be brought to Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL),
which has a cleanup mission and cannot meet seismic standards in the case of a
severe earthquake. The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) has a limited mission
and does not have the capacity for all surplus plutonium. Stop the Mixed Oxide
(MOX) Plutonium Fuel Program and immobilize and safely store plutonium until
technically sound, suitable disposition facilities are available.

| live downwind of Los Alamos and plutonium was found in the soil of organic
farmers following fires there. There is NO SAFE LEVEL of plutonium in the air,
water or soil!

Sincerely,
Helen Rynaski

12-1

12-2

12-1

12-2

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.

Appendix D, Section D.1.5.2.11, of this SPD Supplemental EIS addresses the
potential for wildfire impacts at LANL. Based on past experience and analysis,
wildfires are not expected to impact facilities in TA-55, including PF-4.

DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the health impacts of plutonium.
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Commentor No. 13: Frank DePinto

U.S. Department of Energy ‘ FIRST CLASS

P.O. Box 2324 U.S. POSTAGE
Germantown, MD 20874-2324 MERRIF B
-_— J PERMIT #2444

OFFICIAL BUSINESS

13-1 13-1  As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, the purpose
of the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Program is to reduce the threat of nuclear
weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium

in the United States in an environmentally sound manner and ensuring it can never
again be readily used in nuclear weapons. Examining the recycling (reprocessing)
of used nuclear fuel is not within the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS; however,
DOE remains committed to meeting its obligations to safely dispose of used nuclear
fuel and HLW.
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Commentor No. 13 (cont’d): Frank DePinto

...... lowering the "Temperature-Bar' for 'Human
Extinction'.....2150.....'Global Warming'......

Frank DePinto

: Thu 6/21/12 1:39 PM

timesfree press (letters@timesfreepress.com); Channel 9 Producers
(producers@newschanneld.com); channel 12 (comments@wdef.com); channel 3
{news@wrcbtv.com); pulse info (info@chattanoogapuise.com); letters@ajc.com;
editorial@nytimes.com; news@chattanoogan.com; letters@usatoday.com; ctc-
tribletter@tribune.com; cjohnson@pbs.org; editor@seattletimes.com; letters@oregonian.com;
letters@sfchronicle.com; let ime.com; | shpost.com; letters@suntimes.com

6 attachments

Frank DePinto

6/22

...... 1) 'human/species extinction’ will occur at a temperature-rise of '6-degress’ Celsius...predicted,
‘approx. 2150.

........... a) EPA predicts a 'temperature rise’ of '7-degrees-Celsius' due to Global Warming/century i.e.
carbon and methane global warming gas emissions.

....... 2) 'profound' environmental damage i.e. tornadoes, droughts, fiooding, melting icebergs and glaciers,
food shortages w/related social and political turmoil.......with a '2 degrees-Celsius' increase, predicted
‘approx. 2020.'

........... b)the modern Earth has increased its temperature '1 degree-Celsius’ in the last 150 years due to
the industrial revolution i.e.

carbon-dioxide gas emissions,

o ..b} temperatures could easily reach a '10-degree-Celsius' increase by 2150.

.......3) previous 'species extinction’ in the last 500 million years i.e. volcanic eruptions dumping carbon
gas into the atmosphere.

.a) the human species is 6 million yrs. old.

.b} the Earth is 4.5 billions years old.

-......4) NASA has a plan of sending satellite screens into space to block sun radiation, however, that

is like trying to 'stop a Heart-attack w/a band-aid.'

....... 5) there is some science that says it is ‘too-late' to stop the 'extinction-process,’ due to the
irreversibility of the now carbon/global warming gas saturation-of-Earth's atmosphere.

......6) the Earth is heading towards a 'carbon-gas-dominated' atmosphere like the planet Venus i.e. 95%
carbon gas.

e

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 14: Phoebe Anne Thomas Sorgen

From: Phoebe Anne Thomas Sorgen

Sent: Friday, August 17, 2012 1:28 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT-public comment

To the U.S. Dept of Energy, NNSA and other relevant decision makers:

Please include my statement in the public comments for the SURPLUS
PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT:

http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/spdsupplementaleis
Please read and consider at the hearings.

We all agree that plutonium needs to be stored “in a safe, secure, and
environmentally sound manner, by converting such plutonium into proliferation-
resistant forms that can never again be readily used in nuclear weapons.” WMD’s
are not the only lethal risk, however. The world can be, and is being, poisoned from
nuclear power plant releases, so MOX is NOT part of the answer but would be
adding fuel to the fire.

What have the Dept of Energy, NNSA, and nuclear “regulators” learned from
Chernobyl and Fukushima? Have you seen the photos of children with gross
deformities/birth defects from Chernobyl radiation? Have you seen the recent
report showing that post 3/11/11 Fukushima butterflies are increasingly deformed
from the DNA damage caused by radiation released there, and that the deformities
magnify with each generation? The MOX fuel at Fukushima, and elsewhere, is
treacherous. Our species risks extinction due to nuclear follies.

Some say the world will end in fire,
Some say in ice.

From what I've tasted of desire

| hold with those who favor fire.
But if it had to perish twice,

| think | know enough of hate

To say that for destruction ice

Is also great

And would suffice.

-Robert Frost

14-1

14-2

14-1

14-2

In this SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE analyzed four options for dispositioning

13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium: (1) fabrication into MOX fuel
with subsequent irradiation in a domestic commercial nuclear power reactor,

(2) immobilization using a can-in-canister immobilization capability, (3) vitrification
with HLW, and (4) disposal as CH-TRU waste at WIPP. As a result of the analysis in
this SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE believes that the MOX fuel disposition option is
comparable to the other options analyzed in terms of environmental impacts.

As detailed in a report by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL 1999) and
described in a discussion added to Appendix J, Section J.2, of this SPD Supplemental
EIS, MOX fuel has been used in commercial and experimental nuclear power
reactors worldwide for more than 40 years. This experience base includes the use of
MOX fuel in pressurized water reactors (PWRs) and boiling water reactors (BWRs),
including tests using plutonium ranging from reactor-grade to weapons-grade. While
there are differences in MOX fuel compared to LEU fuel, these differences are
understood and can be addressed using measures such as modifications to reactivity
control systems and core fuel management procedures. Before any MOX fuel is
used in the United States, NRC would perform a comprehensive safety review,
which would include information prepared by TVA or other reactor operators, as
part of the 10 CFR Part 50 license amendment process. As summarized in Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2, under normal operating as well as postulated accident conditions,

the impacts of operating reactors using partial MOX fuel cores are not expected to
change meaningfully from those associated with use of full LEU fuel cores. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.5, Topic B, of this CRD.

When there is a serious accident at a nuclear power reactor, agencies of the U.S.
Government closely evaluate the circumstances to determine whether there are
lessons to be learned and applied to nuclear plants in the United States. The
Chernobyl reactor was an RBMK type, a high-power, pressure-tube reactor that was
moderated with graphite and cooled with water. U.S. reactors have different plant
designs, broader shutdown margins, robust containment structures, and operational
controls to protect them against the combination of lapses that led to the accident at
Chernobyl. As part of the studies performed following the Chernobyl accident, NRC
determined that no immediate changes were needed in its regulations regarding the
design or operation of U.S. commercial nuclear reactors as a result of lessons learned
from Chernobyl (NRC 2012f).

Appendix J, Section J.3.3.3, of this SPD Supplemental EIS describes the NRC
recommendations developed in response to the March 11, 2011, accident at the
Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station in Japan and the subsequent actions
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Commentor No. 14 (cont’d): Phoebe Anne Thomas Sorgen

Plutonium is one of the most toxic substances on the planet. Our species
cannot afford more plutonium nor “depleted” uranium etc. releases. We must
stop producing nuclear waste and instead contain and guard, as best we can,
all of the radioactive waste already produced for millennia. Yucca Mt and other
potential repositories are not options due to geological shift over time and due
to the dangers of transport. For now, the waste is best encased in thick glass
(vitrification) and/or dry storage (once cooled adequately) on site, moving offsite
only in the many cases of high earthquake risk.

The environmental impacts of using MOX fuel in Tennessee Valley Authority’s
Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant near Athens, AL and Sequoyah Nuclear Plant near
Soddy-Daisy, TN, are potentially devastating on a widespread scale that could far
exceed the states of TN and AL.

| urge decision makers to come to your senses and act with courageous wisdom.
Recently two activists and | were asked, “Someday, when you are in a casket at a
funeral parlor and your friends/family are at the viewing, mourning, what would you
like to hear them say about you?”

One said, “l want to hear them say | was a positive change maker, that | did my
best towards motivating/organizing people to solve the myriad problems of the
world.”

The other said, “I'd like to hear that | was a wonderful parent and teacher who
made a huge difference in the lives of children.”

I replied, “I'd like to hear them say....... Look, she’s moving!

Survival of the species is the most basic of all instincts. Our species is naturally
intelligent, loving, creative, and flexible...and we have clearly gone astray. | invite
you to envision our true destiny as creating a just, peaceful, healthy world for all
until our star expires in another six billion years or so. Please join the many good
people who are striving to steer us off the lemming paths.

Sincerely,

Phoebe Anne Thomas Sorgen
Commissioner of Disaster and Fire Safety (for i.d. purposes)

14-3

14-3

TVA has taken to further reduce the likelihood and severity of accidents at its
nuclear plants. NRC is incorporating lessons learned from the Fukushima accident
in its regulations for U.S. nuclear power reactors. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.5, Topic C, of this CRD.

Accident analyses for U.S. nuclear power reactors already consider the radiological
impacts of accidents like the Fukushima accident in that the safety evaluations
include evaluation of beyond-design-basis accidents. As discussed in Appendix J,
Section J.3, the analysis in this SPD Supplemental EIS compares the accident
results for partial MOX fuel and full LEU fuel cores to determine whether the use
of MOX fuel in these TVA reactors would make any substantive difference in the
potential risks associated with the accidents analyzed. The beyond-design-basis
accidents include severe accidents with a subsequent loss of containment similar

to the accident at Fukushima. The results show that the consequences of such an
accident, should it occur, would be comparable, regardless of whether the reactor
was using a partial MOX fuel core or a full LEU core. DOE does not believe that the
accident at the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station changes this conclusion.
At the time of that accident, the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station’s Unit 3
was operating using a partial MOX fuel core. However, at least one authority has
determined that the accident involved failures unrelated to the use of MOX fuel, and
there is no evidence to suggest that the presence of MOX fuel in Unit 3 increased
the consequences of the accident (ONR 2011). For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.5, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Appendix I, Section 1.1.2.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, used
MOX fuel would be managed at a commercial nuclear reactor in the same manner
as used LEU fuel, by storing it in the reactor’s used fuel pool or placing it in dry
storage. See the response to 14-1 regarding the comparison of MOX fuel to LEU
fuel.
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Commentor No. 15: Angela Werneke

From: Angela Werneke

Sent: Saturday, August 18, 2012 12:19 AM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Comment on transport and storage of surplus plutonium in New Mexico

August 17, 2010

Sachiko McAlhany

SPD Supplemental EIS Document Manager
P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

Toll-free Fax: 877-865-0277
spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Dear Ms. McAlhany:

| am very concerned about Department of Energy plans for surplus plutonium. No
additional plutonium should be brought to Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL),
which has a cleanup mission and cannot meet seismic standards in the case of a
severe earthquake. Further, the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) has a limited
mission and does not have the capacity for all surplus plutonium.

| urge you to stop the Mixed Oxide (MOX) Plutonium Fuel Program and immobilize
the plutonium for disposal as a waste, and safely store plutonium until technically
sound, suitable disposition facilities are available.

Sincerely,
Angela Werneke

RIVER LIGHT MEDIA
3466 Cerrillos Road J1
Santa Fe, NM 87507-3014

15-1

15-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.
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Commentor No. 16: Joanna Kennedy

From: Joanna Kennedy

Sent:  Saturday, August 18, 2012 1:04 AM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com
Subject: new mexico

| am very concerned about Department of Energy plans for surplus plutonium being
brought to LANL or WIPP

LANL is not meeting its waste cleanup schedule, and its facilities do not meet
seismic standards in case of a severe earthquake. Bringing thousands of
plutonium pits to LANL would further endanger public health and safety and
divert resources away from cleanup.

Doubling the amount of TRU waste coming from SRS will likely exceed WIPP’s
capacity. As a result, TRU waste from LANL and other sites might not fit into
WIPP.

Plutonium should be immobilized for disposal as a waste so that it can be safety
stored until new disposition options are available. Immobilization would also be
less expensive than MOX.

MOX is not viable as there are no utilities that want to use MOX fuel in existing
power plants because of its costs, dangers, and the need to make changes to
the reactors.

sincerely
Joanna Kennedy

16-1

16-2

16-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL
is in the vicinity of active geologic faults. DOE and LANL are continuing to take
appropriate actions to further improve the safety policies and controls in place at
the laboratory and implement facility modifications and upgrades as necessary to
improve safety in the event of an earthquake.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9), including a
beyond-design-basis earthquake with fire, and describes concerns identified by
DNEFSB. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, under all
alternatives, DOE would disposition as MOX fuel 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of
surplus plutonium in accordance with previous decisions. The pit disassembly

and conversion options analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, including the
PDCF Option, apply to 27.5 metric tons (30.3 tons) of pit plutonium that DOE has
decided to fabricate into MOX fuel (a portion of the 34 metric tons [37.5 tons]),

as well as to the 7.1 metric tons (7.8 tons) of pit plutonium for which disposition

is under consideration in this SPD Supplemental EIS, for a total of approximately
35 metric tons (38.6 tons). Appendix B, Table B-3, lists the annual and total
plutonium throughput for the various pit disassembly and conversion options at
SRS and LANL. For example, the maximum annual throughput for PF-4 at LANL
is 2.5 metric tons (2.8 tons) per year, while the maximum amount of plutonium to
be processed could be 35 metric tons (38.6 tons) over the life of facility operation.
The amount of plutonium that would be allowed at LANL at any given time would
be limited, and shipments of pits to be disassembled there would be timed to support
pit disassembly and conversion activities such that the amount of plutonium at PF-4
would not exceed the established material safety limit.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
implementation of any of the alternatives evaluated would generate CH-TRU
waste that would be sent to WIPP for disposal. As discussed in Chapter 4,
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Commentor No. 16 (cont’d): Joanna Kennedy

16-2

Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result of surplus plutonium
disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under the No Action Alternative)
and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal
capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit
plutonium would be processed for potential disposal at WIPP, is the only alternative
where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the available unsubscribed capacity
at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped to WIPP and criticality control
overpacks were used for packaging other surplus plutonium for WIPP disposal
instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste under the WIPP Alternative
could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity instead
of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE is considering four action alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium: (1) Immobilization to DWPF Alternative; (2) MOX
Fuel Alternative; (3) H-Canyon/HB-Line to DWPF Alternative; and (4) WIPP
Alternative. The analyses in this SPD Supplemental EIS indicate that none of the
alternatives analyzed, including immobilization, involve any substantial risk to

the safety of the public. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.2, Topic A, of

this CRD.

The decisionmaker may consider cost, among other factors, when selecting an
alternative for implementation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B,
of this CRD.

Disposition of surplus plutonium as MOX fuel is a reasonable alternative, requiring
a full evaluation of potential environmental impacts per NEPA, regardless of whether
a specific utility has been identified to use MOX fuel today. Accordingly, this SPD
Supplemental EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of irradiating MOX fuel in
commercial nuclear power reactors (see Appendix I, Section 1.2).

The environmental, human health, and socioeconomic impacts of using MOX fuel

in a nuclear reactor are described in Appendix I, Section 1.2, and summarized in
Chapter 2, Section 2.6, of this SPD Supplemental EIS. The impacts of the use of

a partial MOX fuel core are not expected to be meaningfully different from the
impacts of reactor operation using a conventional full LEU fuel core. As described in
Appendix B, Section B.4, and Appendix I, only minor changes would be needed to
commercial nuclear power reactors to use a partial MOX fuel core.
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Commentor No. 17: Kenneth J. Collins

From: Kenny Collins
Sent: Saturday, August 18, 2012 7:31 AM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear sirs,

This material should be stored properly until it can be neutralized. It should not be
used as nuclear fuel in nuclear reactors. As witnessed in Fukushima, MOX fuel
poses hazards that are easily avoided if you just don't use it. Furthermore, the price
of disposing of spent nuclear fuel outweighs the benefit of it's use, and it's time

we stopped bolstering the nuclear energy industry. We need to end nuclear power
generation completely, and creating tons of nuclear fuel is a step in the wrong
direction for mankind.

Sincerely,
Kenneth J Collins

17-1

17-1

Examining nuclear power generation policy is not within the scope of this SPD
Supplemental EIS. There are some minor differences between MOX fuel and LEU
fuel, such as the amount of actinides in used MOX fuel rods would be higher than in
used LEU fuel rods. These differences, however, are not expected to affect reactor
safety or meaningfully increase the environmental consequences or risks associated
with the use of a partial MOX fuel core. As summarized in Chapter 4 and described
in detail in Appendices I and J of this SPD Supplemental EIS, the impacts associated
with using a partial MOX fuel core versus a full LEU fuel core in commercial
nuclear power reactors are expected to be similar. The risks associated with
postulated accidents would be small. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.5,
Topic A, of this CRD.

Accident analyses for U.S. nuclear power reactors already consider the radiological
impacts of accidents like the Fukushima accident in that the safety evaluations
include evaluation of beyond-design-basis accidents. As discussed in Appendix J,
Section J.3, the analysis in this SPD Supplemental EIS compares the accident

results for partial MOX fuel and full LEU fuel cores to determine whether the use
of MOX fuel in these TVA reactors would make any substantive difference in the
potential risks associated with the accidents analyzed. The beyond-design-basis
accidents include severe accidents with a subsequent loss of containment similar

to the accident at Fukushima. The results show that the consequences of such an
accident, should it occur, would be comparable, regardless of whether the reactor
was using a partial MOX fuel core or a full LEU core. DOE does not believe that the
accident at the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station changes this conclusion.
At the time of that accident, the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station’s Unit 3
was operating using a partial MOX fuel core. However, at least one authority has
determined that the accident involved failures unrelated to the use of MOX fuel, and
there is no evidence to suggest that the presence of MOX fuel in Unit 3 increased
the consequences of the accident (ONR 2011). For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.5, Topic C, of this CRD.

As stated in Appendix I, Sections 1.1.2.4 and 1.2.2.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
used MOX fuel would be managed in the same manner as used LEU fuel, by storing
it in the reactor’s used fuel storage pool or placing it in dry storage. The use of MOX
fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would not result in the generation of large
quantities of additional used fuel. Most of the MOX fuel would displace LEU fuel
that otherwise would have been used to power the nuclear power reactor. Use of
MOX fuel could increase used nuclear fuel generation by 8 to 10 percent for TVA’s
Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants, and from 2 to 16 percent for generic
reactors during the period MOX fuel could be used at a reactor.
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Commentor No. 18: Elizabeth Christine

Dear Sachicko McAlhany:

I am concerned about current plans held by the Department of Energy to bring surplus
plutonium into New Mexico. Los Alamos National Lab does not meet seismic standards
in the case of severe earthquake and needs to hold to a cleanup mission regarding
materials already stored here. WIPP has a limited mission and does not have the capacity
for all surplus plutonium.

Please consider safer alternatives. Stop MOX. Instead, mobilize and safely store

plutonium until technically sound and suitable disposition facilities are available. Care for
the plutonium with the least amount of travel between facilities.

Name ¢ aé)’% %Mfﬂéa,

oy |

Comments are to be submitted by September 25, 2012

To:

Sachiko McAlhany

NEPA Document Manager, SPD Supplemental EIS, U.S. Department of Energy
P.0. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

18-1

18-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 19: Richard Polese
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1 am concerned about current plans held by the Department of Energy to bring surplus /F

plutonium into New Mexico. Los Alamos National Lab does not meet seismic standard

in the case of severe earthquake and needs to hold to a cleanup mission regarding

materials already stored here. WIPP has a limited mission and does not have the capacity

for all surplus plutonium. 19-1

Dear Sachicko McAlhany:
-

Please consider safer alternatives. Stop MOX. Instead, mobilize and safely store
plutonium until technically sound and suitable disposition facilities are available. Care for
the plutonium with the least amount of travel between facilities.

Name /M >41~4—<

aiiess I

Comments are to be submitted by September 25, 2012

To:

Sachiko McAlhany

NEPA Document Manager, SPD Supplemental EIS, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324
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19-1

19-2

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2, of this SPD Supplemental EIS describes geology and soils
conditions at PF-4 at LANL, including the locations of faults, as well as seismic and
volcanic hazards. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9, of this
SPD Supplemental EIS explicitly evaluate the potential radiological impacts of an
earthquake so severe that it would cause major structural damage to the heavily
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Commentor No. 19 (cont’d): Richard Polese

reinforced PF-4. DOE also considers the potential impacts of volcanic eruptions

in Appendix D, Section D.1.5.2.11. As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in
Chapter 2, Section 2.6, Table 2-3, risks to the public are expected to be minor from
both normal operations and potential accidents under any proposed alternative.
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Commentor No. 20: Teresa Roberts

From: Teresa Roberts

Sent: Wednesday, August 22, 2012 3:32 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com
Subject: No to Nukes, No to Plutonium

Sachiko McAlhany,Ogenki de irasshaimasu ka?

Please shut down and seize for-profit prisons from the banks who raped our
economy and store your plutonium, etc there.

Do not continue to develop LANL. NM is committed to solar and wind power and
we do not want your waste or your nuclear facilities.

Further, hands off our public parks!!!

As a taxpayer for decades, | demand my rights as a consumer.
Otherwise, | intend to stop paying taxes.

No more wars, no more nukes, no more 1%ers.

Douka yoroshiku onegai itashimasu.

Teresa Roberts

Registered Voter

20-1

20-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 21: Anna Hansen

From: Anna Hansen

Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2012 11:40 AM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Draft supplemental Plutonum Disposition Environmental Impact
Statement

Sachiko McAlhany

SPD Supplemental EIS Document Manager
P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

Toll-free Fax: 877-865-0277
Email: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com <mailto:spdsupplementaleis@saic.com>
Dear Ms. McAlhany:

| am very concerned about Department of Energy plans for surplus plutonium. No
additional plutonium should be brought to Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL),
which has a cleanup mission and cannot meet seismic standards in the case of a
severe earthquake.The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) has a limited mission
and does not have the capacity for all surplus plutonium.Stop the Mixed Oxide
(MOX) Plutonium Fuel Program and immobilize and safely store plutonium until
technically sound, suitable disposition facilities are available.

Not to mention that LANL is now located above a major drinking water supply
for the city of Santa Fe and Area G is leaking into the ground water. NO more
plutonium or waste at the LANL site. It MUST be cleaned up.

Sincerely,
Anna Hansen

Anna Hansen
Dakini Design
Art Director for Green Fire Times
Santa Fe, NM

Love and compassion are necessities, not luxuries. Without them humanity cannot
survive.

—Dalai Lama

21-1

21-2

21-1

21-2

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.

As evaluated in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.7.3, and summarized in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6, Table 2-3, impacts from pit disassembly and conversion operations at
LANL on surface water and groundwater resources would be minimal. LANL works
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Commentor No. 21 (cont’d): Anna Hansen

cooperatively with the New Mexico Environment Department and City of Santa Fe
to monitor three water supply wells in Santa Fe’s Buckman well field. As in the past,
drinking water sampling in 2011 detected background levels of naturally occurring
uranium and gross alpha results near or above screening levels; naturally occurring
uranium and its decay products are present in drinking water throughout the

region (LANL 2012). No LANL-derived radionuclides were detected in 2011, and
repeated sampling since 2001 has shown no evidence of groundwater impacts from
LANL operations (City of Santa Fe Water Division 2011, LANL 2012). In 2011,
data from the groundwater monitoring network around Technical Area (TA-54),
where Area G is located, showed sporadic detections of a variety of contaminants,
including pore-gas volatile organic compounds. The temporal and spatial nature of
the occurrences did not, however, indicate a release from potential sources at TA-54
(LANL 2012). DOE intends to continue conducting the environmental restoration
programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions.
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Commentor No. 22: FEileen J. Jenkins
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DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 22 (cont’d): Eileen J. Jenkins
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Commentor No. 23: Dave Sepich

From: Dave Sepich

Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2012 12:32 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com
Subject: SPD Supplemental EIS

Sachiko McAlhany

NEPA Document Manager
SPD Supplemental EIS

U. S. Department of Energy

P. O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

Dear Mr. McAlhany:

| completely support the disposal of Surplus Plutonium at the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant in Carlsbad, NM.

As a long term citizen of Carlsbad, | have seen the professionalism, focus on
safety, and the open communication with the citizens of our community the DOE,
and operational contractors have done at WIPP. | am confident that this is the right
place to dispose of the Surplus Plutonium waste.

Disposal in salt is the only proven geology for this type of disposal. The
transportation system and skilled workforce are already in place, making this the
best option for our country for both safety and economy.

Thanks you for the opportunity to comment.
Dave Sepich

23-1

23-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 24: Jayann Sepich

From: Jayann Sepich

Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2012 3:46 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Support of the Disposal of Surplus Plutonium

To Whom It May Concern:

| am a lifelong resident of Carlsbad, New Mexico and am writing to express my
support of the proposal to dispose of surplus plutonium in the WIPP facility near
Carlsbad. Years ago when WIPP was first proposed |, like many of the citizens
of Carlsbad, became educated on the facility and its operations. It is not only the
safest disposal solution, it is an important solution for our country.

I have had the opportunity to tour the WIPP facility and am amazed at the intricate
safety precautions. Although | am not a scientist, | have read a great deal about
WIPP and am convinced that WIPP is the best solution for the disposal of nuclear
waste, including surplus plutonium.

Not only is WIPP extremely safe, the process is already in place. The National
Academy of Sciences has deemed that the transportation system utilized by WIPP
is the “safest transportation system for hazardous materials in this country”. Why
should the taxpayers of this country spend untold dollars to re-invent the wheel
when we have WIPP ready and able to take on this vital task?

Of course the citizens of Carlsbad want to see the continuation of WIPP because of
the benefits WIPP brings to our community. But we also look beyond that. If our
country is to survive, we need to solve the energy crisis---and it is a crisis. The only
truly viable solution is nuclear energy. And disposing of nuclear waste at the WIPP
facility safely isolates it from the environment forever. We know it works. We know
it is scientifically sound. It is the best solution.

Jayann Sepich

24-1

24-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 25: Patrick Woehrle

From: Patrick Woehrle

Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2012 4:41 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com
Subject: LANL SEIS Support

| support increasing the plutonium work being done at LANL to get rid of excess
nuclear weapons pits.

PW

I| 25-1

25-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 26: Amy M. Barnhart, Executive Director

Carlsbad Mainstreet

From: Amy Barnhart

Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2012 5:10 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Cc: Robert Defer; Dave Sepich

Subject: In Support of Plutonium Disposition at WIPP

To whom it may concern,

As a Carlsbad Resident who has lived here most of my life, | am fully in support of
the surplus plutonium being disposed of at the Waste Isolation Pilot Project.

With a long established record of safety and superior management, WIPP is

the ideal location to receive these shipments. There are no regulatory changes
needed to accept this new waste, and past shipments received at WIPP have
been a similar plutonium-bearing waste. The National Academy of Sciences has
termed the transportation system used for moving waste to WIPP as the “safest
transportation system for hazardous materials in this country.” There is still room
at WIPP to receive waste materials and the infrastructure is already in place.
Continuing WIPP’s waste disposal mission just makes sense.

Additionally, WIPP employs hundreds of Carlsbad residents and its continuing
mission effects the community as a whole. WIPP provides jobs suitable to a
variety of different education levels and its closure would have a direct, negative
impact on the economy of Carlsbad. | can speak to this first hand, as my family
moved to Carlsbad in 1986 because of my father’s employment with WIPP, where
he is still employed to this day. The employees of WIPP have made a profound,
positive impact on the city of Carlsbad, as have the companies responsible for its
management over the years.

Continuing WIPP’s mission is the right thing to do.
Thank you,

Amy M. Barnhart
Executive Director
Carlsbad MainStreet
PO Box 302
Carlsbad, NM 88221

26-1

26-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 27: Leo Jaramillo

From: Leo Jaramillo

Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2012 9:14 AM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)

Good Morning:

| would like to communicate my strong support for efforts to allow Los Alamos

National Laboratory (LANL) to render unused nuclear weapons Plutonium into

forms that would be easier to store and ultimately be reused for peaceful purposes. 27-1
| also believe that LANL is best positioned to handle this activity since they have

the expertise and facilities to securely and safely manage nuclear material.

Leo Jaramillo

27-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 28: Henry Sokolski, Executive Director

The Nonproliferation Policy Education Center

From: Henry D Sokolski

Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2012 10:35 AM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: The Department of Energy’s Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement

Attachments: DOE comment on Pu Disposition from NPEC August 29, “12.docx

Dear Ms. McAlhany,

Please find attached the comment of my organization, The Nonproliferation Policy
Education Center on The Department of Energy’s Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and the policy choices the
Department derives from that document. Thank you in advance for putting on file
as a formal submission to the department.

Sincerely,

Henry Sokolski
Executive Director

The Nonproliferation Policy Education Center
601 North Kent St., Suite 802
Arlington, VA 22209

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Juawiaivs Jovdut] pppudwuoIaUy [pIudWa|ddng uorisodsiq wniuon]g snjding putg



I¥-€

Commentor No. 28 (cont’d): Henry Sokolski, Executive Director

The Nonproliferation Policy Education Center

Sachiko McAlhany, NEPA Document Manager
SPD Supplemental EIS

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

Toll-Free Fax: 1-877-865-0277

Email: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com
http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/spdsupplementaleis

This is the comment of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center (NPEC) on
DOE’s Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
and the policy choices the Department derives from that document.  For reasons
explained below NPEC opposes DOE’s preferred option of fabricating surplus plutonium
into fuel and recycling it in power reactors.

DOE represents its “surplus” plutonium disposition program as designed to
reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation from existing weapons-usable
plutonium. The technical goal of the program is to convert this material into
“proliferation resistant forms that can never again be readily used in nuclear weapons.”
Naturally, this has to be done in an environmentally acceptable manner.

The current Supplemental EIS deals with a proposed addition of about 13 tons of
plutonium to DOE’s existing Surplus Plutonium Disposition program, under which DOE
decided to “dispose” of 34 tons of plutonium by turning it into power reactor fuel. This
was extremely expensive as it involves building a multi-billion dollar plutonium fuel 28-1
fabrication facility. This option also lends support for advocates of plutonium recycle in

South Korea, Iran, India, Japan, Russia, China, and North Korea, which defeats DOE’s

putative objective of promoting nonproliferation. In its existing program DOE chose to

28-1

As discussed in Section 2.1, Topic A, of this CRD, the Storage and Disposition
PEIS (DOE 1996) and the SPD EIS (DOE 1999) evaluated numerous alternatives
for disposition of surplus plutonium, including immobilization. DOE selected an
approach for disposition of some of the plutonium declared surplus (68 FR 20134).
As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior disposition decisions
are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, but DOE is evaluating alternatives
for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of additional surplus plutonium.
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Commentor No. 28 (cont’d): Henry Sokolski, Executive Director

The Nonproliferation Policy Education Center

sideline the cheaper and more effective option of immobilizing the plutonium by mixing

28-1

it with fission products in melted glass to form cylinders for true disposal. NPEC cont’d

believes that not embracing this option was an extremely unwise decision.

It is a choice, however, that reveals the Department’s strong long-standing
attachment to recycling of plutonium, whether or not it makes economic sense (it does
not) and in disregard of the implications for proliferation. Only a few years ago DOE
supported a crash program commercial reprocessing and plutonium recycle under the so-
called Global Nuclear Energy Partnership, also with a nonproliferation rationale. This
labeling should not mislead the public. It is done to gain public and Congressional
support for the first steps in plutonium recycle—commercial fuel fabrication—that if
clearly labeled would be unacceptable.

One should note that DOE is proceeding with its fuel fabrication program without
a definite customer for the plutonium fuel. TVA has shown interest but has not made a
commitment. Use of plutonium fuel on a large scale alters the control characteristics of a
reactor and is no simple matter. Whatever happens, however, the project will have
provided justification for a substantial plutonium fuel activity at DOE and its
laboratories. This is nuclear bureaucratic decision making at its worst.

DOE has indicated it would not, as a result of the current public comment process
on the Supplemental EIS, reconsider decisions made in the existing program. But one has
to know the background to understand DOE’s bias toward plutonium recycle.

In the supplemental program for the additional 13 tons—covered by the
Supplemental EIS—DOE faces the same options: (extremely expensive) fabrication into

fuel and recycling in power reactors or immobilization in glass mixed it with radioactive

28-2

28-3

Disposition of surplus plutonium as MOX fuel is a reasonable alternative, requiring
a full evaluation of potential environmental impacts as required by NEPA, regardless
of whether a specific utility has been identified to use MOX fuel today. Accordingly,
this SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of irradiating MOX
fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors, including existing domestic commercial
BWRs and PWRs (see Appendix I, Section 1.2). This SPD Supplemental EIS also
provides specific analysis of five reactors at TVA’s Browns Ferry and Sequoyah
Nuclear Plants because, in February 2010, DOE and TVA signed an interagency
agreement to study this possibility (see Section I.1).

As detailed in a report by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL 1999) and
described in a discussion added to Appendix J, Section J.2, of this Final SPD
Supplemental EIS, MOX fuel has been used in commercial and experimental nuclear
power reactors worldwide for more than 40 years. This experience base includes
the use of MOX fuel in PWRs and BWRs, including tests using plutonium ranging
from reactor grade to weapons grade. There are differences in nuclear reactor core
physics between MOX and LEU fuel cores, but these differences are understood
and can be addressed using measures such as modifications to reactivity control
systems and core fuel management procedures. Before any MOX fuel is used in
the United States, NRC would perform a comprehensive safety review, which
would include information prepared by TVA or other reactor operators, as part of
the 10 CFR Part 50 license amendment process. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 28 (cont’d): Henry Sokolski, Executive Director

The Nonproliferation Policy Education Center

fission products to make the plutonium essentially unrecoverable. Not surprisingly
DOE’s preferred alternative is again is to fabricate the additional material into fuel and 28-4
use it in TVA’s reactors. As mentioned, TVA has yet to agree.

NPEC’s recommendation is that the current mixed oxide power reactor plutonium
disposition effort be brought to a halt. Its price is excessive and growing and it is
unhelpful from the point of view of nonproliferation. It makes more sense and would be 28-5

far cheaper to keep the material in guarded storage until such time as we can dispose of it

in a way, such as immobilization, that truly promotes nonproliferation.

28-4

28-5

Chapter 2, Section 2.5, was revised to change the Preferred Alternative. In the Draft
SPD Supplemental EIS, the MOX Fuel Alternative was DOE’s Preferred Alternative
for surplus plutonium disposition. DOE’s preferred option for disposition of surplus
non-pit plutonium that is not suitable for MOX fuel fabrication was disposal at
WIPP. DOE’s preferred option for pit disassembly and conversion of surplus
plutonium metal, regardless of its origins, was to use some combination of facilities
at TA-55 at LANL and K-Area, H-Canyon/HB-Line, and MFFF at SRS, rather than
to construct a new stand-alone facility.

In this Final SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE has no Preferred Alternative for the
disposition of the 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium that is the subject
of this SPD Supplemental EIS. Also, DOE has no Preferred Alternative regarding

the sites or facilities to be used to prepare surplus plutonium metal for disposition
(i.e., pit disassembly and conversion capability). Consistent with the requirements of
NEPA, once a Preferred Alternative is identified, DOE will announce its preference
in a Federal Register notice. DOE would publish a Record of Decision no sooner
than 30 days after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative.

TVA does not have a preferred alternative at this time regarding whether to pursue
irradiation of MOX fuel in TVA reactors and which reactors might be used for this
purpose.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.

For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B, of this CRD. Also see the
response to comment 28-1 regarding alternatives and U.S. nonproliferation policy.
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Commentor No. 29: Russell Hardy

From: Russell Hardy

Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2012 11:45 AM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Public comment for SPD SEIS

As a third generation New Mexican and as a resident of Carlsbad, New Mexico,
| fully support the DOE's preferred alternative listed in the SPD SEIS including:
1) the conversion of pit-based and non-pit-based plutonium into MOX fuel; 2)
permanent disposal of non-convertible, non-pit-based plutonium at the WIPP
site; and 3) use of existing facilities at LANL and SRS for the disassembly and
conversion of plutonium pits into MOX fuel.

Thank you,
Russell Hardy

29-1

29-1

Chapter 2, Section 2.5, was revised to change the Preferred Alternative. In this
Final SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE has no Preferred Alternative for the disposition
of the 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium that is the subject of this
SPD Supplemental EIS. Also, DOE has no Preferred Alternative regarding the sites
or facilities to be used to prepare surplus plutonium metal for disposition (i.e., pit
disassembly and conversion capability). Consistent with the requirements of NEPA,
once a Preferred Alternative is identified, DOE will announce its preference in a
Federal Register notice. DOE would publish a Record of Decision no sooner than
30 days after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative.
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Commentor No. 30: Dr. David L. Clark

2 minutes — Los Alamos

Surplus Plutonium Disposition EIS
Dr. David L. Clark, August 21, 2012

My name is David Clark and I’'m a Los Alamos Laboratory Fellow. I've
devoted my career to developing knowledge and expertise on the science and
technology of plutonium.

As a scientific leader in this field, I remind everyone that there is well over
2000 metric tons of plutonium throughout the world in various forms. Regardless
of your views on how this situation came to be, it is clear that these large
inventories must be prudently managed for many centuries. To succeed, we will
have to stabilize, store, and/or destroy excess plutonium. I submit that converting
7 metric tons of plutonium from nuclear weapon pits into plutonium oxide is an
essential first step in the disposition plan. The NNSA is looking for existing
facilities that can do this work. In fact, Los Alamos scientists developed and
demonstrated the seminal technology concepts for pit disassembly and conversion
that would be used in any facility under consideration. Los Alamos is therefore
ideally suited for that mission, and we are currently disassembling pits with this
technology today. Los Alamos already has a workforce with the appropriate depth
and skill to support that part of the Supplemental EIS, and I support bringing that
important mission to Los Alamos.

The second part of the Supplemental EIS explores disposal of plutonium once
extracted from pits. The options include vitrification and storage at DWPF, burial
at the WIPP, or burning as MOX fuel in a reactor. Storing plutonium in canisters
or underground will not reduce the global inventories of plutonium. The only one
of these options that will destroy plutonium forever is to burn it in a nuclear
reactor. Therefore I support conversion to MOX fuel as the preferred disposition
option for our country.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this public hearing

30-1

30-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 31: Joe Martz

e

Comments for the Plutonium Disposition Hearing, Santa Fe, August 23, 2012

Good evening. My name is Joe Martz. [ am a plutonium scientist at Los Alamos
speaking tonight as a private citizen. I have spent a portion of my career engaged
with the technical challenges of nuclear weapon dismantlement, specifically pits. |
was a founder of the ARIES technology from which this plutonium disposition plan
is based. The science of pit dismantlement is non-trivial, and the techniques we
developed were recognized in 1995 with a R&D 100 award, the Oscars of
Technology. Ours was the first pure-nuclear weapons technology ever presented
with such an award, a recognition of the technical creativity employed in
overcoming significant challenges in the recovery of plutonium from pits.

I support the preferred alternative proposed here. A portion of the work under the
preferred alternative will be conducted at Los Alamos, much of it by my colleagues.
These men and women are exceptional and have devoted decades to ensuring the
safe and environmentally responsible dismantlement of pits. Given these technical
challenges, it is essential that such expertise by available for this program. Los
Alamos uniquely possesses this expertise along with the facility and capability to
ensure the safe recovery of plutonium from pits.

I also support the recommendation that excess plutonium be used in the production
of mixed uranium/plutonium oxide fuels - known as MOX - for use in nuclear power
production. I note that this is the only alternative among those proposed which
truly destroys the plutonium, rendering it unusable for weapons. Given the
challenges of nonproliferation, the example set by the United States in irreversibly
destroying plutonium by burning it in reactors is an important symbol and message
to the rest of the world of our commitment to nuclear disarmament.

Finally, I would like to correct a common misconception related to the preferred
alternative. Plutonium exists in every single nuclear reactor in the world. It builds
up naturally as a result of nuclear burn-up. In fact, roughly half of the power
generated in a light-water reactor derives from the fission of plutonium. Another
way of saying this, is to note that 10% of all electricity in the US comes from burning
plutonium: 1 in 10 light bulbs in this very room is lit by plutonium. Those that
suggest that MOX fuel is unsafe because of the plutonium in a reactor simply
misunderstand the basic physics of reactor operation. The plutonium from MOX
poses no additional risk within a reactor compared to ordinary nuclear fuel.

Thank you providing this opportunity to comment on a critical proposal of
relevance to all of us here in New Mexico.

31-1

31-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 32: Thomas Jaggers

g

My name is Thomas Jaggers. I have lived in Santa Fe for 9 years and I have two young
children, ages 8 and 10.
‘Whilst I support the move to disassemble plutonium pits and anything else that leads to nuclear
disarmament, the DOE’s plan to convert those plutonium pits into MOX fuel at LANL is
deeply flawed.
The LAHDRA report clearly showed how incapable LANL has been of preventing widespread
dioacti ination of the sur ding envi And the DOE’s own proposal
states how ill-equipped LANL is to handle waste. In addition to this, as we know all too well,
facilities at LANL are risk of both fire and earthquake, and are not constructed well enough to
withstand those threats.
So, bringing another 7 metric tons of weapons grade plutonium to LANL for further
processing does not inspire me with confidence for the health of myself, my children, the
ighboring ities, or our envi
Furthermore, the intent of the plan is to convert that plutonium into MOX fuel, which then has
to be used in nuclear power plants in order to be irradiated. That is just kicking the can down
the road. It commits the US to years more of nuclear energy, which in light of the Fukushima
disaster, we can all see is absolute folly. It threatens worker health, because as the DOE’s
proposal states, “MOX fuel presents a slightly higher risk of higher doses to workers.” And
thirdly, it begs the question of what is to be done with the spent fuel when it is spent, and
where will that take place? Are then other communities to be placed at risk of further
di i ination for th ds of years to come?
Based on those facts this plan is both foolhardy and frankly immoral.
Rather than proceed with this plan, the DOE needs to present the nation with plans to rid
ourselyes of all nuclear weapons and all nuclear power plants as soon as possible, and to look
after and steward all radioactive waste in a ly safe manner for as long as it takes. That
would be something I would be happy to see my tax dollars spent on.

32-1

32-2

32-3

32-4

32-1

Chapter 3, Section 3.2.6.3, of this SPD Supplemental EIS lists the health effects
studies performed in the region around LANL, including the Los Alamos Historical
Document Retrieval and Assessment (LAHDRA) project. As indicated in the
LAHDRA final report (CDC 2010), “The LAHDRA project’s primary purpose
was to identify all available information concerning past releases of radionuclides
and chemicals from the Los Alamos National Laboratory,” (the vast majority of
the releases occurred between the 1940s and the 1970s). This SPD Supplemental
EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts from operation of facilities at
LANL that employ current technologies and practices that minimize the releases
of radioactive materials and hazardous chemicals to the environment to protect
workers, the public, and the environment, as evidenced by the reporting in
LANL’s Annual Site Environmental Reports and National Emissions Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) reports. As shown in Chapter 4 of this SPD
Supplemental EIS, the potential environmental releases associated with the normal
operation of proposed surplus plutonium disposition activities at LANL are very
small and pose minimal risk to the public.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the waste management impacts of the
alternatives and includes the cumulative impacts on each site; the analyses do
not indicate that LANL would have any problems managing the waste associated
with any of the alternatives. For example, refer to Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.2,
Table 446, for the total cumulative waste generation at LANL, including the
incremental impacts of each of the proposed alternatives.

DOE is aware of the potential for earthquakes and wildfires in the Los Alamos
region. Recognizing the risks posed by wildfires, forests at LANL are thinned as
part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load
available in the event of a fire. As exemplified in 2000, post-event soil erosion

and sediment control measures are implemented to minimize the on- and offsite
environmental impact potentials of wildfires (see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2). The
risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire LANL site were evaluated in
the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008). PF-4 at TA-55 was not included as
a facility that presents a substantial risk due to wildfires because it is constructed of
noncombustible materials and is surrounded by a buffer area in which combustible
materials, including vegetation, are kept to a minimum. This SPD Supplemental
EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several postulated accident scenarios
for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D,
Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9). The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
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Commentor No. 32 (cont’d): Thomas Jaggers

32-2

32-3

extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

The alternatives evaluated in this SPD Supplemental EIS include bringing up

to 35 metric tons (38.6 tons) of plutonium pits to LANL for disassembly and
conversion and then transporting the plutonium product to SRS for disposition. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topics A and B, of this CRD.

Environmental impacts are expected to be minor, and there would be little offsite
impact on the public from normal operations of surplus plutonium disposition
facilities. Operation of surplus plutonium disposition facilities would contribute
little to cumulative effects, including health effects among the offsite population. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD.

An examination of U.S. nuclear energy policies is outside the scope of this SPD
Supplemental EIS. With respect to disposition of material, this SPD Supplemental
EIS analyzes four action alternatives for dispositioning 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons)
of surplus plutonium, as described in Chapter 2, Section 2.3, Alternatives. Analyses
presented in this SPD Supplemental EIS show that impacts in the vicinity of

the potentially affected sites would be minor as a result of any of the proposed
alternatives. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD.

As the analysis in this SPD Supplemental EIS shows, as described in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6.1, using MOX fuel is not substantially more dangerous to workers or
the public. At the time of publication of this Final SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE
does not have a disposition path assigned to the 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
surplus plutonium. Based on this SPD Supplemental EIS and consistent with the
requirements of NEPA, DOE may make a decision in a ROD to be issued no sooner
than 30 days after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative in the Federal
Register.

The use of MOX fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would not result in

the generation of large quantities of additional used fuel. Most of the MOX fuel
would displace LEU fuel that otherwise would have been used to power the nuclear
power reactor. Use of MOX fuel could increase used nuclear fuel generation by

8 to 10 percent for TVA’s Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants, and from

2 to 16 percent for generic reactors during the period MOX fuel could be used

at a reactor. DOE expects that increases of this magnitude would be managed
within the reactor’s normal planning for storage of its used fuel. DOE is evaluating
various options for the long term storage of used fuel; however, there would be no
substantial increase in risk to the public if used MOX fuel were managed instead of
used LEU fuel.
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Commentor No. 32 (cont’d): Thomas Jaggers

32-4

Examining the construction and operation of a geologic repository for used nuclear
fuel and HLW is not within the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS. DOE has
terminated the program for a geologic repository for used nuclear fuel and HLW

at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. Notwithstanding the decision to terminate the Yucca
Mountain program, DOE remains committed to meeting its obligations to manage
and ultimately dispose of used nuclear fuel and HLW. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.7, Topic A, of this CRD.

The analysis in this SPD Supplemental EIS also demonstrates that the use of a
partial MOX fuel core in a commercial nuclear power reactor is not meaningfully
different than irradiation of a full LEU fuel core. There is no substantial increased
risk to the public or workers from using MOX fuel versus LEU fuel. The only
occasion when a small increase in worker dose could potentially occur would be
during acceptance inspections at the reactor(s) when the fuel assemblies are first
delivered. Workers would be required to inspect the assemblies to ensure there are
no apparent problems. As stated in the Chapter 2, Section 2.6.1, discussion of human
health impacts on workers in this SPD Supplemental EIS, TVA has indicated that
any potential increases in worker dose would be minimized through the continued
aggressive implementation of existing radiation protection programs, including the
use of additional shielding and remote handling equipment, if necessary.

The United States’ nuclear weapons and energy policies are not within the scope of
this SPD Supplemental EIS.
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Commentor No. 33: Donald Silversmith

Surplus Plutonium Disposition

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SPD Supplemental EIS)

Comment Form Dmm
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U.S. Mail: Sachiko McAlhany, NEPA Document Manager, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box 2324, Germantown, MD 20874-2324
Toll-Free Fax: 1-877-865-0277

E-mail: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

33-1

33-2

33-1

33-2

Sending pits or surplus plutonium to France, Russia, or any foreign country for
processing is not a reasonable alternative for a number of reasons, including
nonproliferation and security concerns. Specifically, outsourcing pit disassembly and
conversion to foreign countries would violate the U.S. nonproliferation policy.

As stated in Chapter 2, Section 2.5 of this Final SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE is not
prepared to make a decision in the near term regarding the sites or facilities to be
used to prepare surplus plutonium metal for disposition (i.e., pit disassembly and
conversion capability). The analysis in this SPD Supplemental EIS does include
options for conducting most surplus plutonium disposition activities at SRS. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic A, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 34: Drew Kornreich

Drew Kornreich

I'am an employee of Los Alamos National Laboratory. My statements, comments, or opinions
are my own and should not be construed to be those of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
LANS, LLC, the NNSA, or DOE.

I fully support both the specific mission for Los Alamos to disassemble pits and send the
plutonium to Savannah River and the overall mission to dispose of the plutonium via irradiation
in commercial nuclear reactors. The excess plutonium has served its purpose in protecting
America during the Cold War, and it is only fitting that it now be used to continue supporting
American domestic interests via power generation in mixed-oxide fuel.

Regarding the concerns for certifying MOX fuel, we should all recognize that in a typical light-
water reactor, approximately one-third of the power generated at the end of core life is from
plutonium-based fissions. The US commercial fleet of reactors is constantly converting low-
enriched uranium fuel to a form of MOX fuel. Reactors in Europe continue to safely use MOX
fuel and the US should not be afraid to use this technology either.

Based on an approximate calculation with the Origen code, a boiling-water reactor fueled with a
MOX core will remove about half of the initial inventory of “fissile” isotopes and will eliminate
anet of about one-third of the overall inventory of plutonium at the end of three cycles. Thus,
burning weapons-grade plutonium in commercial reactors not only converts the weapons-grade
plutonium to reactor-grade plutonium, thereby making it unusable in weapons, but also
eliminates part of the plutonium inventory. Assuming this one-third plutonium reduction, at the
end of the current Surplus Plutonium Disposition Program, the US will have converted 34
metric tons of weapons-grade plutonium into 23 metric tons of reactor-grade plutonium, with
the remaining mass being either fission products that protect the residual plutonium from
diversion, and energy, which will have provided electrical power to millions of Americans.

The only thing that could make this program even more attractive to me would be for the SPD
program to work with the Office of Nuclear Energy to either restart fast-reactor development to
further burn reactor-grade plutonium or to work toward closing the fuel cycle via construction
of a facility that could reprocess commercial nuclear fuel and feed the MOX plant with reactor-
grade plutonium, further increasing the value of the investment in the MOX facility. @,/

C'O’h'n/mu:vy 7Lo WW‘Z& (ﬁlem—‘{ile,(, L&u{)\? (w -‘/’1\:\

iv\%[& ZF% :

34-1

34-2

34-1

34-2

DOE and TVA acknowledge the commentor’s opinion.

Recycling (reprocessing) of used nuclear fuel is not within the scope of this SPD
Supplemental EIS, which evaluates the use of MOX fuel in PWRs and BWRs.
There are currently no plans to fabricate fuel for fast reactors. Use of MOX fuel in
other types of nuclear reactors would require the preparation of additional NEPA
documentation.
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Commentor No. 35: John Chamberlin

From: John Chamberlin

Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2012 11:17 AM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: agree

| agree with DOE'’s preferred option.

Il 35-1

35-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 36: Stu McKernan

From: Stu McKernan

Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2012 5:48 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: DEO’s Preferred option

| agree with DOE's preferred option. It makes more sense to use existing facilities

than to spend a huge amount of taxpayer dollars on a limited lifetime facility. || 36-1

Stu McKernan

36-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 37: Dr. David L. Clark

Statement on Surplus Plutonium Disposition EIS
Dr. David L. Clark, September 18, 2012

My name is David Clark and I’'m a senior scientist at Los Alamos National
Laboratory. I’ve come tonight as a citizen and a scientific expert on matters
related to plutonium to say that I support the preferred alternative for disposition.

I remind everyone that there is well over 2000 metric tons of plutonium
throughout the world in various forms. Regardless of your views on how this
situation came to be, it is clear that these large inventories must be prudently
managed for many centuries, and we must secure it against theft and diversion.
The US and Russia have agreed to dispose of 68 metric tons of weapons usable
plutonium as an essential step in reducing the global nuclear danger.

Better still, the NNSA proposes to convert 7 metric tons of plutonium currently
in weapons into plutonium oxide and MOX fuel as part of this plan.

The NNSA is looking for existing facilities that can do this work, and all of the
facilities described are capable of performing portions of this mission. In fact, Los
Alamos scientists developed and demonstrated the seminal science and technology
concepts for pit disassembly and conversion that will be used in any facility under
consideration. This is not a new activity for Los Alamos, as we are currently
disassembling pits and converting them to oxide with this science and technology
today. Los Alamos already has a workforce with the appropriate depth and skill to
support this effort, and I therefore support Los Alamos continuing that portion of
this important plutonium disposition mission.

The second part of the Supplemental EIS explores disposal of plutonium once
extracted from pits. The options include vitrification and storage at DWPF, burial
at the WIPP, or burning as MOX fuel in a reactor. Storing plutonium glass or
ceramic in canisters or underground will not reduce the global inventories of
plutonium. The only one of these options that will destroy plutonium (through
fission burning), or make it unsuitable for weapons (by changing the isotopic mix)
is to burn it in a nuclear reactor. MOX is a proven fuel that has been used for over
30 years around the world that gives a 60% reduction in plutonium inventories
after 2 irradiation cycles. I support reducing the global plutonium inventories, and
therefore I support conversion to MOX fuel as the preferred disposition option for
our country.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on reducing plutonium inventories.

37-1

37-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 38: Anonymous

Surplus Plutonium Disposition

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SPD Supplemental EIS)

Comment Form s

Name

Organization

Address

City, State, Zip Code

E-mail

Your comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS

Sor@Y THAT Twe  SPEAEe. DoES N ‘vt LaDER STRAD

Q ¢ <

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM TO THE REGISTRATION DESK OR SUBMIT BY SEPTEMBER 25, 2012 TO:
U.S. Mail: Sachiko McAlhany, NEPA Document Manager, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box 2324, Germantown, MD 20874-2324
Toll-Free Fax: 1-877-865-0277

E-mail: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

|

38-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 39: Anonymous

Surplus Plutonium Disposition ’y

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 7V

(SPD Supplemental EIS)

Comment Form st

Name

Organization

Address q 1

A ey e
City, State, Zip Code s A«(‘M& lo s Cauid
E-mail

Your comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS

G/WL ({’/i) rzile ¢ /«A% s(/u,l//e/
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Aot /0/74\’7 MO o
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PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM TO THE REGISTRATION DESK OR SUBMIT BY SEPTEMBER 25, 2012 TO:
U.S. Mail: Sachiko McAlhany, NEPA Document Manager, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box 2324, Germantown, MD 20874-2324
Toll-Free Fax: 1-877-865-0277

E-mail: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

39-1

39-1

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup
and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the

environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For

further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topics A and C, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 40: David Bingham

From: david_bingham

Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 8:46 AM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Agree with the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)

from 34 metric tons of surplus U.S. weapon grade plutonium and 7.1 metric tons 40-1

| agree with the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) plan to make mixed oxide fuel |
(MT) of additional weapons-usable plutonium.

David Bingham

40-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 41: Susan Gordon, Director

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

August 23 Public Meeting, Santa Fe, New Mexico
Draft Suppl tal Envir tal Impact Stat t
on Surplus Plutonium Disposition

Submitted by Susan Gordon, Director
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

Good evening, my name is Susan Gordon and I’m the director of the Alliance for Nuclear
Accountability (ANA), a network of 35 local, regional and national organizations representing
the concerns of communities in the shadows of the US nuclear weapons sites. I live in Santa Fe.

1 appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Draft

Suppl 1 Envirc I Impact S on plutonium disposition. 1 will submit these
written comments for the record and ANA will submit more extensive comments by the end of
the comment period on September 25,2012

New Approach Needed to Plutonium Disposition

The document we are discussing tonight is part of the problem in the challenge to deal with
surplus weapons plutonium and not part of the solution. Almost five years in process, this
document plows little new ground and only serves to reaffirm the misguided policy to fabricate
plutonium into mixed oxide plutonium fuel (MOX). What is urgently needed is for DOE to start
over and begin a new process to determine the best options to dispose of the surplus plutonium
as nuclear waste.

History of Plutonium Disposition

In 2000, the US entered into an agreement with Russia to eliminate surplus weapons grade
plutonium. The US chose two parallel disposition strategies: one track to make experimental
mixed oxide plutonium fuel for use in unspecified nuclear reactors; and a cheaper quicker, safer
track to immobilize plutonium in high-level nuclear waste. DOE subsequently dropped the
immobilization option in 2002 without a public process, and has gone on to spend billions
building a MOX plant.

In 2003, DOE estimated that construction of the MOX plant would be finished in 2007 and cost
$1.6 billion. Under the terms of the plutonium disposition agreement with Russia, both countries
were to begin operating MOX facilities in 2007.

‘Where are we now

The US has separated its plutonium disposition program from the Russian program. Russia
never wanted a MOX plutonium fuel program unless they could reprocess their spent fuel. The
US would not agree to allow reprocessing because that is how plutonium and uranium are
removed from spent fuel rods, meaning that it could then be turned back into nuclear weapons if
desired, which defeats the goal of putting the plutonium into a form where it can not be used in
nuclear weapons in the future. At the point it became clear that Russia’s disposition program had
turned into an effort to build new breeder reactors that can produce weapons grade plutonium,

41-1

41-2

41-2

As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior decisions with
respect to the disposition path for the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus
plutonium (68 FR 20134) are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, but
DOE is evaluating alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
additional surplus plutonium.

The Agreement Between the Government of the United States of America and

the Government of the Russian Federation Concerning the Management and
Disposition of Plutonium Designated As No Longer Required for Defense Purposes
and Related Cooperation (Plutonium Management and Disposition Agreement
[PMDA]) (USA and Russia 2000) entered into force in 2011. Under the PMDA, the
United States and the Russian Federation agreed to each dispose of at least 34 metric
tons (37.5 tons) of excess weapons-grade plutonium in nuclear reactors to produce
electricity, or by any other method as may be agreed to by the parties in writing.
Russia plans to irradiate its MOX fuel in fast reactors (BN-600 and BN-800) under
certain nonproliferation conditions. To that end, Russia has successfully irradiated
21 prototypic MOX fuel LTAs in its BN-600 fast reactor; completed over 50 percent
construction of the BN-800 fast reactor; completed formal siting of its MOX fuel
fabrication facility; established an integrating contracting office for implementation
of PMDA activities; and actively participated with the United States and the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in negotiating a verification agreement
that will enable IAEA to independently verify that the objectives of the PMDA

are met. More information on the PMDA is located on the U.S. State Department
website at www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2010/04/140097.htm. The use of MOX

fuel in nuclear power reactors is consistent with U.S. nonproliferation policy and
international nonproliferation agreements. Use of MOX fuel in commercial nuclear
power reactors would render surplus plutonium into a used fuel form that is not
readily usable for nuclear weapons.
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Commentor No. 41 (cont’d): Susan Gordon, Director

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

the US should have abandoned its MOX program and moved quickly forward with
immobilization.

It is all about the money

And now we get to the numbers, as in tax-payer dollars spent on a failing program. The MOX
plant construction has cost an estimated $3 billon with another $3 billion needed to complete
construction. Remember, it was only supposed to cost $1.6 billion and start operating five years
ago.

The FY 2013 budget request is for $388 million for construction costs of the MOX plant and
$499 million for associated plutonium disposition costs.

The out-year projection through 2017 for the MOX program is approximately $900 million a
year for an estimated total of $3.6 billion. ANA estimates $17.4 billion will be spent through the
remaining life of the program. NNSA refuses to release their numbers.

In the earlier presentation, it was suggested that DOE wanted to save money by not building the
Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility at SRS. The truth is that due to the MOX program
costs soaring out of control, DOE had to reduce costs somehow, and they never proceeded with
the PDCF plans. Congress has wisely pulled all funding from the construction project.

However, it is still going to cost lots more money to disposition the surplus plutonium using
MOX and any of the alternatives in the SEIS. And DOE has not provided their estimated costs
associated with the alternatives.

Where are the customers?

So, after DOE has spent all this money, the draft document only hints at the problems remaining.
They include first and foremost, there is no reactor or customer identified to use MOX fuel. The
document is unrealistic and inadequate concerning MOX testing and use. No MOX plant
operational schedule is p no plan or schedule for MOX testing in TVA or “generic”
reactors is presented and no schedule for full-scale use of MOX is presented. Therefore, no
Record of Decision can be issued.

Soaring MOX Costs Mean More Problems

As it appears that DOE could prepare 34 metric tons of plutonium for disposal as waste for a sum
of only $3.4 billion — a figure based on costs estimates given to ANA of $100,000 per kilogram
to prepare for disposal as waste — there simply is no choice on what option must now be pursued.

DOE must cancel the costly MOX program, prepare a new PEIS on disposition of plutonium as
waste, and focus in the short term on safe, secure storage of plutonium now located at the
Savannah River Site, Pantex Site and Los Alamos. A careful review of options to dispose of
plutonium as an immobilized waste form will yield the best path forward, a path away from a
proliferation-prone and risky attempt to commercialize the use of plutonium as a nuclear power
fuel.

41-2
cont’d

41-3

41-4

41-5

41-3

41-4

41-5

Cost is among the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an
alternative for implementation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B,
of this CRD.

The disposition of surplus plutonium as MOX fuel is a reasonable alternative,
requiring a full evaluation of potential environmental impacts as required by NEPA,
regardless of whether a specific utility has been identified to use MOX fuel today.
Accordingly, this SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of
irradiating MOX fuel in generic commercial nuclear power reactors, including
existing domestic commercial BWRs and PWRs (see Appendix I, Section 1.2). This
SPD Supplemental EIS also provides specific analysis of five reactors at TVA’s
Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants because, in February 2010, DOE and
TVA signed an interagency agreement to study this possibility (see Appendix I,
Section I.1).

Before any MOX fuel is used in the United States, NRC would perform a
comprehensive safety review, which would include information prepared by TVA or
other reactor operators, as part of the 10 CFR Part 50 license amendment process.
The need for additional testing of MOX fuel to support its use in U.S. commercial
nuclear power reactors would be determined in the future by NRC as part of the fuel
qualification and licensing process. If MOX fuel LTAs were required, they would
likely be fabricated at MFFF from feedstock supplied by the existing plutonium
inventory. There is currently no schedule for LTA fabrication and testing. For further
discussion, refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

A detailed program schedule is not required to perform the environmental impacts
analysis in this SPD Supplemental EIS. The actual production schedule for MFFF
would depend on factors such as license conditions and the specific contracts
received from customers to manufacture specific types of MOX fuel. As shown in
Appendix B, Table B-2, MFFF is estimated to operate for 21 to 24 years, depending
on the amount of surplus plutonium to be fabricated into MOX fuel.

See the response to comment 41-3 regarding costs. As stated in the response to
comment 41-1, DOE’s prior decisions with respect to the disposition path for the
34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus plutonium (68 FR 20134) are not addressed in
this SPD Supplemental EIS, but DOE is evaluating alternatives for the disposition
of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of additional surplus plutonium. The action
alternatives evaluated for the 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium

are the Immobilization to DWPF Alternative, MOX Fuel Alternative, H-Canyon/
HB-Line to DWPF Alternative, and WIPP Alternative. For further discussion, refer
to Section 2.1, Topic B, and Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 42: Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety

- dual path approach to surplus plutonium disposition by fiat, outside the public NEPA

Concerned Citizens .
for Nuclear Safety

107 Cienega Street

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
505.986.1973
www.nuclearactive.org

CGNS

TO: U.S. Department of Energy and National Nuclear Security Administration
(DOE/NNSA) N
FROM: Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS)
- DATE: August 23, 2012
RE: Public Comments about the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact

Statement (draft SEIS) Surplus Plutonium Disposition

CCNS contends that the DOE/NNSA violated the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), as this process and the draft SEIS disclose that the agencies have dropped the

process. Neither the public nor federal and state agencies participated in an open and
informed process concerning this significant decision that supports the entire draft SEIS
for this project. The DOE/NNSA failure to go forward with construction and operation
of the facilities to immobilize and treat as waste the surplus plutonium while going
forward with the Shaw-Areva mixed-oxide plutonium (MOX ) fuel production facility
at the Savannah River further demonstrates a violation of the NEPA process by
DOE/NNSA fiat and the commitment of major federal resources to MOX fuel
fabrication as the preferred option at the expense of the immobilization-as-waste option
for surplus plutonium. The DOE/NNSA made and carried out that decision despite
the fact that the agencies knew or should have known that the immobilization and
treatment as waste of the surplus plutonium can be accomplished more rapidly, at less
cost, and with less environmental and occupational and public health and safety risks
than utilization of the surplus plutonium as MOX fuel for domestic nuclear power
reactors. Finally, there is no basis in the record of this process that supports the notion
that the public and relevant state and federal agencies were informed that the Waste
Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP) and the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) were
included in it. The prior record of this NEPA process did not disclose the DOE/NNSA
intention to utilize these facilities in relation to surplus plutonium disposition.

For these reasons, CCNS contends that the entire draft SEIS is flawed and that a new
Programmatic EIS must be redone in order to offer the public and relevant state and
federal agencies real choices and meaningful and informed participation in this
decision-making process. CCNS therefore also requests that the DOE/NNSA withdraw
the current draft SEIS. It is essential for DOE/NNSA to reinitiate the Programmatic EIS
process in order to reopen both options for public and state and federal agency review
and examination prior to making a final decision in this matter.

CCNS is a 501(c)(3) nonprofi

and your di is tax deductible to the extent of the law. ﬁ

42-1

42-1

DOE does not agree with the opinions of the commentor about DOE’s compliance
with NEPA and about the need for a new programmatic EIS on storage and
disposition of surplus plutonium. This SPD Supplemental EIS was prepared in
accordance with applicable CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations. As described in
Appendix A, Section A.1.1, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, in the 2002 amended
ROD (67 FR 19432), DOE amended the Storage and Disposition PELS and SPD EIS
RODs (62 FR 3014 and 65 FR 1608) and cancelled the immobilization portion of
the disposition strategy. The 2010 amended Notice of Intent (NOI) (75 FR 41850)
described the inclusion of a WIPP Alternative, and the 2012 amended NOI

(77 FR 1920) described the inclusion of options for pit disassembly and conversion
at LANL. The Storage and Disposition PEIS (DOE 1996), SPD EIS (DOE 1999),
supporting supplement analyses, and decisions announced in the related RODs
remain valid and, in accordance with CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, do not
need to be updated before this SPD Supplemental EIS can be issued. For further
discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic A, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 42 (cont’d): Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety

CCNS incorporates herein by reference to the comments of the Natural Resources
Defense Council, Southwest Research and Information Center, the Alliance for Nuclear
Accountability, TEWA Women United, Honor Our Pueblo Existence, George WAND
and Nuclear Watch New Mexico.

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 43: Beata Tsosie Peria
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As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

The United States supports the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous People (Declaration), which, while not legally binding or a statement of
current international law, has both moral and political force. It expresses both the
aspirations of indigenous peoples around the world and those of nations seeking

to improve their relations with indigenous peoples. Most importantly, it expresses
aspirations of the United States that this country seeks to achieve within the structure
of the U.S. Constitution, Federal laws, and international obligations while also
seeking, where appropriate, to improve current laws and Government policies.

To this end, Federal agencies continue to be informed by the Declaration as they
implement policies and develop new initiatives together with tribal leaders.

Chapter 3, Section 3.2.11, of this SPD Supplemental EIS describes minority

and low-income populations near LANL. Chapter 4, Section 4.1.6, analyzes the
environmental justice impacts of the options for pit disassembly and conversion

at LANL and concludes that Native Americans and other minority or low-income
populations living near LANL would not be exposed to elevated risks compared to
nonminority populations living in the same area from the proposed activities, and
the risks associated with these activities are small. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.6, Topic A, of this CRD.

This SPD Supplemental EIS includes an analysis for a special pathways receptor that
was developed for the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008) using the best information
available to DOE to reflect exposures that could result from traditional living habits,
including subsistence consumption of native vegetation (pinyon nuts and Indian Tea
[Cota]), locally grown produce and farm products, groundwater, surface water, fish
(game and nongame), game animals, other foodstuffs, and incidental consumption
of soils and sediments (on produce, in surface water, and ingestion of inhaled dust);

Juawiaivs Jovdut] pppudwuoIaUy [pIudWa|ddng uorisodsiq wniuon]g snjding putg



£9-¢

madenndt e ot wiaded  lemg} v bur LM(Q.YWJS whare
ﬁ P ol m&wd\u b Mgl Culiclob

Commentor No. 43 (cont’d): Beata Tsosie Peiia

Tt amre no e \ewr ovwf ks RO AT
\«\\6\/\ Y‘\’;\L5 o~d e fems e D'Q ‘l’mﬁfb“l' SWPLH,B
\A/M ‘OQL{L \“’ LA LJ ;l’ &725 VH’"’ vv\qk' ns <
.LLQ:& dis 15 our (Lo X7 SR, e are GM‘&W\
C\w/\' Vl{) QYlbf) ‘(50«\'\& 4014 L Lovcar aA S,
Lé, + oam achividie o dhad wodh
N"Caﬁ;e Q)LPMS)M O‘Q LANVL A( (}43¢S,M& w(.lm\
onlbon e do B oylemax wm alread evccled apon
o U Sacpel Sumez ‘)\n\ow amd C—ufn \vf$ \" LANL
\4«3“4\( V\/W;LQ CO’\M\M'L-N\ and  Cuyrent (’*‘(3

434

/ © Pe s *\'\—* disagganble P75 d

where My are cu»ff%/\‘\'\) X"L“"&A O-MA $‘LW‘¢1- Fo"
. N As unnelessar r\"quW\ aud '
rC—\OCBL‘V‘ ~ o& mé ()a_(,"l\‘L MLW\D(, g TL¢5¢

43-5

e o~ ownr

}— CW\C\,”\ 0551 |\& O'Q ~\€5L‘ ""é‘tb‘
‘u\b '\cvs\'_ maﬂ o 43 ,9—

MO X ()»c%% bfé vl o reeetr s,

Ny zon t
WS o As walln oy

t\u\" ®
.\%‘Y QL e (mptﬁwsm\ RN
\A‘\N\—(_A ‘\’LLQ\I f‘f“!‘i@h T‘,f,r-c s no SL\cu,v\c
O adesddnaa was mis Mnﬂoeé a~d 2 m:s‘akq_
8 wesl o84 k,m%( \«35
Y iefMLr» y¥~ Gk Neem Pt 0%, ed
Wl commwet  on iy ,;su.
anp Kov Credin A‘tqloaw mé solulims Wnaa-\— —V’Wx Mﬁ'(’
(V‘\ac-‘ctz&)\\(\nﬁnw o our wwq,u& calbwa\\ |
Q\bfx He_. ’U\ Tdigernous tﬁ CQM@ { e /(( /e«-’g'
Q\u‘n"\ H“”"\ 9 ~L 3CM°L'- Mé&o&l 9/“’-"\ egua( {«)’JM

43-6

43-3

43-4

absorption of contaminants in sediments through the skin; and inhalation of plant
materials. These pathways are in addition to the meat, milk, produce, water, and
sediment consumption reflected in the “offsite resident” pathway assumption. The
analysis concludes that persons living near LANL who practice traditional living
habits would receive a higher dose than the rest of the populations living in the same
area, but the risks associated with the exposures from LANL would be small (see
Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.8.2).

DOE continues its long-standing practice of engaging area tribal authorities through
several mechanisms, including specific accords with four Pueblo governments
(Cochiti, San Ildefonso, Jemez, and Santa Clara) whose lands are adjacent to or near
LANL. DOE invited Native American tribes, as well as representatives of other
Federal agencies, state governments, and the public, to provide comments at seven
public hearings held in Alabama, New Mexico, South Carolina, and Tennessee.
During the public comment period, DOE briefed the four Pueblo governments on
the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS. DOE also maintains a working relationship with
member tribes of the Eight Northern Indian Pueblos Council, the All Indian Pueblo
Council, and others as relevant to the programs and activities at LANL. For further
discussion, refer to Section 2.6, Topic A, of this CRD.

The alternatives analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS were developed recognizing
that plutonium materials are currently stored at multiple DOE sites and individual
sites have their own specific capabilities with respect to pit disassembly and
conversion and plutonium disposition. LANL is included because of its unique
capabilities with respect to pit disassembly and plutonium processing.

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 43 (cont’d): Beata Tsosie Peiia

43-5

43-6

Transportation risks are analyzed for all alternatives proposed in this SPD
Supplemental EIS, including the threat of theft and diversion of radioactive
materials. Chapter 4, Section 4.15, presents projected impacts from transportation
of nuclear materials and waste; additional information is provided in Appendix E.
Under all alternatives, no LCFs are expected among the general public or transport
crews due to incident-free transport of nuclear material and waste, and the risk of an
LCF due to the accidental release of the radioactive cargo would be no more than
about 1 chance in 10,000 for the duration of any alternative.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.7, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pits are
currently stored at the Pantex Plant. In the SPD EIS (DOE 1999), DOE analyzed
and dismissed locating pit disassembly and conversion activities at the Pantex Plant
(see 65 FR 1608) because it possesses neither the experience nor the infrastructure
needed to support plutonium processing. DOE is reconsidering options for pit
disassembly and conversion capabilities only at locations with existing plutonium
processing capabilities (i.e., LANL and SRS). This SPD Supplemental EIS does
consider the environmental impacts of the alternatives that DOE has identified

as reasonable for carrying out pit disassembly and conversion. Specifically, the
discussion in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2, and the summary in Chapter 2, Section 2.6,
Table 2-3, set out the basis for DOE conclusions that risks to the public are expected
to be minor from normal operations, potential accidents, and transportation under
any proposed alternative.

In response to requests for extension of the public comment period and additional
public hearings, DOE extended the end of the comment period from September 25
to October 10, 2012, and added a public hearing in Espafiola, New Mexico on
September 18, 2012.
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44-1

44-2

44-3

44-4

44-5

44-6

44-1

44-2

44-3

The use of MOX fuel is consistent with U.S. nonproliferation policy and
international nonproliferation agreements. Use of MOX fuel in commercial nuclear
power reactors would render surplus plutonium into a used fuel form that is not
readily usable for nuclear weapons. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.4,
Topic A, of this CRD.

Under the PMDA (USA and Russia 2000), which entered into force in 2011, the
United States and the Russian Federation agreed to each dispose of at least 34 metric
tons (37.5 tons) of excess weapons-grade plutonium in nuclear reactors to produce
electricity, or by any other method as may be agreed to by the parties in writing.
Russia plans to irradiate its MOX fuel in fast reactors (BN-600 and BN-800) under
certain nonproliferation conditions. To that end, Russia has successfully irradiated
21 prototypic MOX fuel LTAs in its BN-600 fast reactor; completed over 50 percent
construction of the BN-800 fast reactor; completed formal siting of its MOX fuel
fabrication facility; established an integrating contracting office for implementation
of PMDA activities; and actively participated with the United States and the IAEA
in negotiating a verification agreement that will enable IAEA to independently verify
that the objectives of the PMDA are met. More information on the PMDA is located
on the U.S. State Department website at www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2010/04/140097.
htm.

Under the PMDA, Russia must operate its fast reactors as plutonium burners, not
breeders; cannot reprocess any of its used fuel during the life of the agreement; and,
after the agreement expires, can only reprocess under an international monitoring
regime and only for commercial purposes. Operations of the Russian fast reactors
will be monitored and verified by IAEA.

Cost is among the factors that may be considered in reaching a decision on the
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Program. This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the
potential environmental impacts of alternatives for plutonium disposition to ensure
environmental factors inform the decision on the program. Cost information on
DOE programs is made publicly available as part of the President’s annual budget
submission to Congress. Surplus plutonium disposition activities are subject to

the availability of funds appropriated by Congress. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.1, Topic B, of this CRD.

Cost, schedule, technical viability, worker and public safety, environmental
impacts, security, and the ability to carry out international agreements are among
the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an alternative for
implementation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B, of this CRD.
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44-9

44-10

44-11

44-12

44-4

44-5

44-6

As summarized in Appendix J, Section J.2, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, use

of MOX fuel in nuclear power reactors is widespread worldwide. Differences in
the design and performance of MOX fuel compared to LEU fuel are understood.
Tests of MOX LTAs performed by Duke Energy at the Catawba Nuclear Station
demonstrated that MOX fuel containing weapons-grade plutonium performed as
expected in a nuclear power reactor similar in design to TVA’s Sequoyah Nuclear
Plant. The need for additional testing of MOX fuel to support its use in U.S.
commercial nuclear power reactors would be determined in the future by NRC as
part of the fuel qualification and licensing process. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

As summarized in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.3, use of MOX fuel in TVA or other
reactors would require a license amendment in accordance with 10 CFR Part 50.
The need for additional testing of MOX fuel to support its use in U.S. commercial
nuclear power reactors would be determined in the future by NRC as part of the fuel
qualification and licensing process.

Accident analyses for U.S. nuclear power reactors already consider the radiological
impacts of accidents like the Fukushima accident in that the safety evaluations
include evaluation of beyond-design-basis accidents. As discussed in Appendix J,
Section J.3, the analysis in this SPD Supplemental EIS compares the accident
results for partial MOX fuel and full LEU fuel cores to determine whether the use
of MOX fuel in these TVA reactors would make any substantive difference in the
potential risks associated with the accidents analyzed. The beyond-design-basis
accidents include severe accidents with a subsequent loss of containment similar

to the accident at Fukushima. The results show that the consequences of such an
accident, should it occur, would be comparable, regardless of whether the reactor
was using a partial MOX fuel core or a full LEU core. DOE does not believe

that the accident at the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station changes this
conclusion. At the time of that accident, the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power
Station’s Unit 3 was operating using a partial MOX fuel core. However, at least one
authority has determined that the accident involved failures unrelated to the use of
MOX fuel, and there is no evidence to suggest that the presence of MOX fuel in
Unit 3 increased the consequences of the accident (ONR 2011). As summarized in
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2, and described in detail in Appendices I and J of this SPD
Supplemental EIS, the risks associated with both normal operations and accidents for
a partial MOX fuel core and full LEU fuel core are expected to be comparable. The
risks associated with the postulated accidents would be small. For further discussion,
refer to Section 2.5, Topic B, of this CRD.
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44-9

44-10

Disposition of surplus plutonium as MOX fuel is a reasonable alternative, requiring
a full evaluation of potential environmental impacts per NEPA, regardless of whether
a specific utility has been identified to use MOX fuel today. Accordingly, this SPD
Supplemental EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of irradiating MOX fuel in
commercial nuclear power reactors (see Appendix I, Section 1.2).

Transportation risks are analyzed for all alternatives proposed, as appropriate,

in this SPD Supplemental EIS, including the threat of theft and diversion of
radioactive materials. In developing the proposed action and reasonable options

for pit disassembly and conversion and surplus plutonium disposition, DOE has
determined that transportation of plutonium materials from the Pantex Plant to SRS
or LANL cannot be avoided. The alternatives in this SPD Supplemental EIS were
developed recognizing that plutonium materials are currently stored at multiple
DOE sites and individual sites have their own specific capabilities with respect to pit
disassembly and conversion and plutonium disposition. Packaging and transportation
of radioactive materials would be conducted in compliance with NRC and U.S.
Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations that are designed to ensure the safe
transport of these materials on the Nation’s highways, as described in Appendix E,
Section E.3. Appendix E also includes tables showing the number of transports
associated with each alternative and option (refer to Tables E-6 through E-10).

The Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF)
was not related to any particular program, but was designed to replace analytical
chemistry and materials characterization capabilities that are or were supported in
the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building. However, the CMRR-NF will not
be constructed and NNSA plans on providing the necessary analytical chemistry and
materials characterization capabilities using a combination of space already available
at the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building (RLUOB) and space to be
made available at PF-4 (DOE 2015).

The period for submitting comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS closed
on October 10, 2012. On the same day, DOE posted the references on the SPD
Supplemental EIS website at http://nnsa.energy.gov/aboutus/ouroperations/
generalcounsel/nepaoverview/nepa/spdsupplementaleis. Nonetheless, the Draft
SPD Supplemental EIS and the cited resources on which DOE relied to support
the analysis in the Drafi SPD Supplemental EIS were available to the public for
the duration of the comment period. Copies of the cited reference materials were
sent along with copies of the document to all of the reading rooms and libraries
listed in the Summary, Section S.13, of the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS prior to
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Commentor No. 44 (cont’d): Anonymous

44-11

44-12

the beginning of the public comment period. However, there are certain types of
sensitive information that cannot be posted at publicly accessible locations and
may be exempt from public release, including Unclassified Controlled Nuclear
Information (UCNI), Official Use Only (OUO), Personally Identifiable Information
(PII), and proprietary information. This information was not posted on the project
website or provided to the reading rooms and libraries. Despite the stated closing
date of the comment period, DOE considered all comments received on the Draft
SPD Supplemental EIS, including those received after the close of the comment
period.

This SPD Supplemental EIS was prepared in accordance with applicable CEQ and
DOE NEPA regulations. As described in Appendix A, Section A.1.1, of this SPD
Supplemental EIS, in the 2002 amended ROD (67 FR 19432), DOE amended the
Storage and Disposition PEIS and SPD EIS RODs (62 FR 3014 and 65 FR 1608),
and cancelled the immobilization portion of the disposition strategy. It is not
uncommon to have multiple RODs based on one NEPA document where the later
ROD modifies the earlier decision. The Storage and Disposition PEIS (DOE 1996),
SPD EIS (DOE 1999), supporting supplement analyses, and the decisions announced
in the related RODs, remain valid and, in accordance with CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations, do not need to be updated before this SPD Supplemental EIS can be
issued.

As discussed in Section 2.1, Topic A, of this CRD, the Storage and Disposition
PEIS (DOE 1996) and the SPD EIS (DOE 1999) evaluated numerous alternatives
(technologies and locations) for pit disassembly and conversion and disposition of
surplus plutonium; those alternatives included locating facilities at the Pantex Plant
and immobilization and direct disposal of the entire surplus plutonium inventory as
waste. DOE selected an approach for disposition of some of the plutonium declared
surplus (68 FR 20134). As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s
prior disposition decisions are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS. DOE is,
however, reconsidering the decision to construct and operate a stand-alone PDCF
and is evaluating alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
additional surplus plutonium.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.7, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pits are
currently stored at the Pantex Plant. In the SPD EIS (DOE 1999), DOE analyzed
and dismissed locating pit disassembly and conversion activities at the Pantex
Plant (see 65 FR 1608) because it possesses neither the experience nor the
infrastructure needed to support plutonium processing. DOE is reconsidering
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Commentor No. 44 (cont’d): Anonymous

options for pit disassembly and conversion capabilities only at locations with
existing plutonium processing capabilities (i.e., LANL and SRS).

With respect to the 13.1 metric tons (14.4) tons of surplus plutonium addressed
in this SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE is considering alternatives for its
disposition, including preparation into MOX fuel, immobilization, vitrification
with HLW, and preparation for potential disposal at WIPP. DOE does not
believe that an alternative involving crushing the plutonium pits and placing the
result into containers for geologic disposal would be a reasonable alternative.
Pit crushing would not change the chemical form of the plutonium metal and,
therefore, would present a criticality risk and would not be as proliferation-
resistant as the other alternatives considered in this SPD Supplemental EIS.
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Commentor No. 45: Michael Mykris

From: Michael Mykris

Sent: Monday, October 01, 2012 1:40 PM

To: ‘spdsupplementaleis@saic.com’

Subject: Support for Los Alamos National Laboratory

Good afternoon:

As a concerned citizen of northern New Mexico, | want to express my strong
support for the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) plan to convert
excess plutonium used in nuclear weapons to non-weapons applications. | believe
this is good for our national security and is a reasonable path toward the ultimate
disposition of this material.

| would like to communicate my strong support for efforts to allow Los Alamos
National Laboratory (LANL) to render unused nuclear weapons plutonium into
forms that would be easier to store and ultimately be reused for peaceful purposes.
| also believe that LANL is best positioned to handle this activity since they have
the expertise and facilities to securely and safely manage nuclear material.

As a member of the northern New Mexico business community, | want to state my
strong support for the NNSA plan to allow LANL to process excess plutonium into a
weapons form. | believe this activity will bring in additional revenue to New Mexico
and will increase high paying jobs at the Laboratory.

| would like to voice my support for the Department of Energy’s efforts to

turn excess Plutonium into sources for energy. This is a great example of the
nonproliferation work that Los Alamos undertakes. | believe that this work will be
beneficial to the Lab and the Nation.

Sincerely,

Michael Mykris, Director

Santa Fe Small Business Development Center
at Santa Fe Community College

6401 Richards Avenue

Santa Fe, NM 87508

45-1

45-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 46: Pamela Gilchrist

William Lawless, an expert on radioactive waste says, “MOX being used as a way of controlling weapons
proliferation is a myth. You will d the amount of pl ium minutely but you will increase the amount of waste
inside the fuel rod greatly...”. http://www.dcbureau.org/201103 15782/natural- x-fuel-rods-
d-in-i 1 " t-multinle-d: htm!

P p

Jap;

» LANL is currently not meeting its waste cleanup schedule, and its facilitics do not meet seismic standards
in case of a severe earthquake.

» Bringing thousands of plutonium pits to LANL would further endanger public health and safety
and divert resources away from cleanup.

» Doubling the amount of TRU waste coming from SRS will exceed WIPP’s capacity. As a result, TRU waste
from LANL and other sites might not fit into WIPP.

need to immobilize plutonium so that it can be safely stored until new disposition options are available.

voutdatsob o Vel

Pamela Gilchrist

46-1

46-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL

is in the vicinity of active geologic faults. DOE and LANL are continuing to take
appropriate actions to further improve the safety policies and controls in place at
the laboratory and to implement facility modifications and upgrades as necessary to
improve safety in the event of an earthquake.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9), including a
beyond-design-basis earthquake with fire, and describes concerns identified by
DNFSB. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, under all alternatives, DOE would
disposition as MOX fuel 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus plutonium in
accordance with previous decisions. The pit disassembly and conversion options
analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, including the PDCF Option, apply to

27.5 metric tons (30.3 tons) of pit plutonium that DOE has decided to fabricate into
MOX fuel (a portion of the 34 metric tons [37.5 tons]), as well as to the 7.1 metric
tons (7.8 tons) of pit plutonium for which disposition is under consideration in this
SPD Supplemental EIS, for a total of approximately 35 metric tons (38.6 tons).
Appendix B, Table B-3, lists the annual and total plutonium throughput for the
various pit disassembly and conversion options at SRS and LANL. For example, the
maximum annual throughput for PF-4 at LANL is 2.5 metric tons (2.8 tons) per year,
while the maximum amount of plutonium to be processed could be 35 metric tons
(38.6 tons) over the life of facility operation. The amount of plutonium that would
be allowed at LANL at any given time would be limited, and shipments of pits to

be disassembled there would be timed to support pit disassembly and conversion
activities such that the amount of plutonium at PF-4 did not exceed the established
material safety limit.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
implementation of any of the alternatives evaluated would generate CH-TRU
waste that would be sent to WIPP for disposal. As discussed in Chapter 4,
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Commentor No. 46 (cont’d): Pamela Gilchrist

Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result of surplus plutonium
disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under the No Action Alternative)
and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal
capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit
plutonium would be processed for potential disposal at WIPP, is the only alternative
where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the available unsubscribed capacity
at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped to WIPP and criticality control
overpacks were used for packaging other surplus plutonium for WIPP disposal
instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste under the WIPP Alternative
could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity instead
of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE considers immobilization a viable disposition pathway for at least some portion
of the approximately 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium for which a
disposition path is not assigned and has analyzed immobilization options it could
potentially implement in this SPD Supplemental EIS (see Chapter 4). The analyses in
this SPD Supplemental EIS indicate that none of the alternatives analyzed, including
immobilization, involve any substantial risk to the safety of the public.
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Commentor No. 47: Ronald Galbraith

Surplus Plutonium Disposition

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SPD Supplemental EIS)

Comment Form Dae %29 /1>
Comacn & acsepri

PN E

Name

Organization
Address

I

E-mail

Your comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS

IR I—

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM TO THE REGISTRATION DESK OR SUBMIT BY SEPTEMBER 25, 2012 TO:
U.S. Mail: Sachiko McAlhany, NEPA Document Manager, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box 2324, Germantown, MD 20874-2324
Toll-Free Fax: 1-877-865-0277

E-mail: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 47 (cont’d): Ronald Galbraith

August 28, 2012 Carlsbad, NM

Introduction

1 am Ronald Galbraith [ R

My employment is with a contractor whose work supports safe disposal of waste at Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant (WIPP).

| am present and speaking to this issue today as a citizen not as an employee.

Background

| first become interested in waste storage as long ago as 1978 when in college for a sociology class
when | critiqued Final Environmental Impact Statement for a pending issue then virtually unknown as
WIPP. My critique probably was sub-novice. Subsequent years while Chief of Police for City of
Carlsbad, | was one of hundreds commenters who trekked to Santa Fe or other locales to provide
affirmative comments for support and approval of WIPP.

The important issue clearly was nuclear -- many were good uses or many not and then those who “fear
nuclear”.

Then as now the issue is to stop nuclear before anything else. “What to do about its waste?” Now as

then since salt has not change in 34 years except by WIPP process making salt more useful relative to

safe storage/disposal of waste. WIPP and “WIPP-like" storage/disposal are now more than ever a 47-1
credible way of isolating waste from our day-to-day environment. -

Salt and WIPP science and technology has provided alternatives and solutions,

The “Not In My Backyard” stakeholders and those simply opposed to anything nuclear have not
changed either and probably never will.

Support

| support the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Study on Plutonium Disposition as analyzes
the potential environmental impacts of alternatives for the disposition of 7.1 metric tons (MT) of
additional weapons-usable plutonium from pits that were declared surplus to national defense needs in
2007 but were not included in DOE's prior decisions as well as 6 MT of surplus, weapons-usable non-
pit plutonium. It is now and should be considered. Furthermore, an alternative | support is disposal of
non-pit plutonium at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico.

Additional analysis of the original EIS, now includes this supplemental Surplus Plutonium Disposition, 47-1
is exactly what needed to be included and it should be done. It is not illegal as some might say — it - 'd
extends concepts, technologies, and processes. Furthermore, this Draft SPD supplemental process cont

allows input of citizens on local, state, and regional levels. This process allows for consent /approval
or not — which is essential in today’s scoping / siting / performing environment.

Having and finding alternatives (Supplemental EIS’s if you will) that leads technologies and processes
to be applied to alternative concepts, ultimately to become usable processes. This is what makes US
great innovators — we see what ifs and make them happen through the inclusiveness inherent with
many having input.

47-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 48: Christopher Chancellor

Surplus Plutonium Disposition -

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement IVA'S‘I”JA
(SPD Supplemental EIS)

CommentForm N 7 Y2220
Clhrishs S Chrrrrev

Name

Organization

i
E-mail L

Your comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS

Do 77 /

48-1

WIFP Js ioleml dor Fus o//;///ffn/ //’7,{7‘

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM TO THE REGISTRATION DESK OR SUBMIT BY SEPTEMBER 25, 2012 TO:
U.S. Mail: Sachiko McAlhany, NEPA Document Manager, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box 2324, Germantown, MD 20874-2324
Toll-Free Fax: 1-877-865-0277

E-mail: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

48-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 49: Nancy Teague

From: Teague, Nancy L

Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2012 6:10 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Dept. of Energy’s Preferred Option for PU

| agree with the Department of Energy’s preferred option for the disposition of Pu.

Nancy Teague, IRM-DCS
Document Control Team Lead
Los Alamos National Laboratory
ADEP ARD & PC

Il 49-1

49-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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City of Carlsbad, Mayor’s Nuclear Opportunities Task Force

Commentor No. 50: John Heaton

My name is John Heaton, | am a former 7 term state representative, and presently chairman of the
Mayor’s Nuclear Opportunities Task Force. A group of forty citizens dedicated to the future safe use of
nuclear materials for the benefit of mankind as well as their safe storage and disposal.

| would like to devote my time to d

the erroneous ar of those that would irresponsibly

leave nuclear waste where it is to seep into our water supplies, be subject to the ever increasing number
of tumultuous weather events and be a target for weapons proliferation. But, most of all deferring the
legacy problem to our children when we know that WIPP and salt are the solution.

1.
A

Would the plutonium fit into WIPP?

WIPP’s volume limit is 176,000 cubic meters (6.2 million cubic feet). The volume of all the waste
currently emplaced and planned for disposal at WIPP is a little more than 144,000 cubic meters
(5.1 million cubic feet). This is approximately 32,000 cubic meters (1,10,000 cubic feet) less than
the TRU waste permitted capacity. The draft SEIS we are discussing today states that up to
17,000 cubic meters (600,000 cubic feet) of surplus plutonium could be sent to the facility —
easily falling within WIPP’s volume limit without interfering with any of the project’s other plans.

The attributes of Star Dust must be described in detail.

A. The Stardust concept involves adding off-the-shelf chemical additives to by-products
from plutonium operations to reduce the recoverability of plutonium and allow
increased options for storage and disposition. There are various candidate Stardust
compositions including dry mixtures of commercially available chemicals and
reagents that promote cementing, gelling, thickening, and/or foaming in the unlikely
event that recovery is attempted.

If any future candidate materials chosen for Stardust did include RCRA constituents,
they would be listed as such as part of the normal RCRA permit requirements. While
the fact that stardust is added is not classified, once a choice of a specific candidate
is made, the specific constituent composition is classified.

What changes in existing laws would be required? i prohibiting funds for
disposal of WIPP “Of plutonium in excess of 20 percent by weight for the aggregate of any
material category...”)

A. This was a requirement annually included by Senator Domenici in the appropriations act
which is good only for a year at a time. It was i ded to protect our ium stores, but
now we recognize the need to dispose of it so it is no longer included in the appropriations
act. No changes to existing laws are required.

What additional NEPA analysis is necessary to support a decision to bring additional

plutonium waste to WIPP?

A. The direct disposal of 50 metric tons (55 tons) of surplus plutonium was eliminated from
further analysis in the Storage and Disposition PEIS because it would exceed the capacity of
WIPP  when added to DOE’s inventory of TRU waste (DOE 1996a;2-13). The disposal at
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Commentor No. 50 (cont’d): John Heaton
City of Carlsbad, Mayor’s Nuclear Opportunities Task Force

WIPP of up to 6 metric tons (6.6 tons) of non-pit plutonium, which is approximately 12
percent of the amount considered in the Storage and Disposition PEIS, would not exceed
WIPP’s capacity and therefore was considered to be a ble alternative in this SPD
Supplemental EIS.
5. What are the impacts of the surplus plutonium on the WIPP performance assessment?
A. None that are known in that it fits the WAC
6. What are the means of international inspections at WIPP?

B. IAEA will have the authority to inspect this waste if they chose to do so.

7. How does the waste coming to WIPP meet the Spent Fuel Standard?

A. I have already spoken about “stardust” and its ability to render the plutonium to this
standard. And furthermore, DOE, as do L, believes the WIPP Alternative provides the
best possible protection from theft, diversion, or future reuse in nuclear weapons.

8. In closing, burying this waste at WIPP safely isolates it from the environment forever, and
ensures it is never available for proliferation.

Thank you for your time. I strongly support the WIPP alternative for the 6 MT of plutonium to
be disposed at WIPP.

50-1

50-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 51: Walter Dasheno, Sr., Governor
Santa Clara Pueblo

/

SANTA CLARA

S

INDIAN PUEBLO

POST OFFICE BOX 580 ESPANOLA, NEW MEXICO
(505) 753-7330 87532
(505) 753-5375 Fax OFFICE OF GOVERNOR

October 03,2012

Via e-mail (spd I lei. ic.com) and first-class mail

Sachiko McAlhany

NEPA Document Manager, SPD Supplemental EIS
U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

Re: Santa Clara Pueblo's Comments on the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition
! 1 Envir I Impact S (DOE/EIS-0283-S2)

Dear Ms. McAlhany:

Santa Clara Pueblo submits the following comments on the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Suppl | Envi | Impact S ("Draft SPD SEIS").

We trust these comments will be respected as part of our government-to-government relationship
with the U.S. Department of Energy ("DOE"), which is formalized not only in DOE Order 144.1
(approved January 16, 2009) and the DOE American Indian and Alaska Native Tribal
Government Policy ("DOE Indian Policy") but also more specifically through an Accord
developed in 1992 directly between our Pueblo and the DOE which was restated and reaffirmed
by both governments in 2006 ("2006 Accord"). While our comments here reference by name
the DOE, they apply as well to the National Nuclear Safety Administration ("NNSA") since the
NNSA is part of the DOE and since Los Alamos National Laboratory ("LANL") is considered to
be a NNSA site.

We begin our comments with some background information regarding Santa Clara Pueblo to
provide context for our comments and then follow with specific comments regarding why LANL
should not be included as an option, let alone as part of the DOE's preferred alternative, for
surplus plutonium disassembly and conversion. We understand that PF-4 at Technical Area
("T.A") 55 currently has an already approved but limited pit disassembly and conversion
function for 2 metric tons (2.2 tons) of plutonium but that the pit disassembly and conversion
function at PF-4 at LANL would increase as high as perhaps 35 metric tons (or more - see Draft
SPD SEIS at 4-3) through DOE's preferred alternative in the Draft SPD SEIS. Our comments
here are intended to address the proposal(s) to dr: ically i the pit di bly and
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Commentor No. 51 (cont’d): Walter Dasheno, Sr., Governor

Santa Clara Pueblo

Ms. McAlhany

Santa Clara Pueblo's Comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS
October 03, 2012

Page 2

conversion function at LANL. (As for the lack of certainty about the exact amount contemplated
for LANL surplus plutonium pit disassembly, that issue is discussed further in section II(C)
below.)

Although we submit these comments as part of the process for the National Environmental
Policy Act ("NEPA"), please remember as you review these comments that this is no sterile
regulatory matter for Santa Clara Pueblo. The Pajarito Plateau, where LANL is situated,
contains many areas of traditional importance to the Santa Clara Tribal community. In
accordance with our belief system and traditional practices, environmental degradation of this
place, which is profoundly holy to the Santa Clara community, affects the cultural survival of
Santa Clara Pueblo. As you review these comments, please bear in mind that these areas both
at and near LANL are the equivalent of our Bethlehem, our Mecca, our Jerusalem, and that Santa
Clara's connection to the Pajarito Plateau goes back to the beginning of time.

I Overview regarding Santa Clara Pueblo

Santa Clara Pueblo is a federally-recognized Indian tribe located in northern New Mexico,
approximately twenty-five (25) miles northwest of the City of Santa Fe. Much of the City of
Espaiiola, approximately one (1) mile to the west of our Tribal government offices, actually is
located within the exterior boundaries of Santa Clara lands. While our Tribal offices are
approximately eighteen (18) miles away from LANL, our closest border is actually only about
five (5) miles from the current-day boundaries of LANL. In fact, early maps reveal that LANL
once shared a boundary with Santa Clara Pueblo and that the area now located between LANL
and Santa Clara was once referred to as "Area E." Our traditional lands include lands taken for
the Manhattan Project.

While we always will emphasize the need for DOE to respect its government-to-government
relationship with the Pueblo, Santa Clara Pueblo is not only a government in some bureaucratic
sense of the word. In the broader cultural sense, we are also an Indian community of people, a
society unto ourselves numbering less than a few thousand, distinct from every other Indian
community in our traditions. We have similarities with the other Pueblos in New Mexico,
especially those who also speak our Tewa | but we are a sep sovereign Indian
nation, recognized as such over the past 400 years by three different sovereign governments -
Spain, Mexico, and the United States of America. Tribal leaders at Santa Clara Pueblo still carry
the canes presented to our ancestral leaders by the Spanish and Mexican governments, as well as
a similar cane presented by President Abraham Lincoln after New Mexico was annexed by the
United States. Tribal protection and management of our natural resources along our ancestral
lands in the Jemez M ins, Pajarito Plateau, and Rio Grande Valley began many
thousands of years ago, long before the Spanish, Mexican, or American periods of our history.

1
hc

The modern-day boundaries of our Pueblo include over 53,000 acres of land. This acreage figure
includes some of our traditional lands that we have fought to regain but does not encompass all
of our aboriginal territory. Many of the various vegetative cc ities and the i able
wildlife species they support have significant traditional and spiritual value to us as a people. The
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Commentor No. 51 (cont’d): Walter Dasheno, Sr., Governor

Santa Clara Pueblo

Ms. McAlhany

Santa Clara Pueblo’s Comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS
October 03, 2012

Page 3

Pajarito Plateau contains many areas of cultural importance to our people and our cultural
practices connected to these areas continue to this day.

1L The Draft SPD SEIS does not meet the standards of NEPA

A. It is improper to analyze the inclusion of LANL as an alternative site for pit

disassembly and conversion of surplus pli ium through a supy !
envir I impact To comply with NEPA, such a programmatic shift
must be done through a new, revised progr ic envir [ impact

As the Draft SPD SEIS describes, the issue of plutonium disposition was originally discussed in

the mid-1990s in a programmatic envirc | impact entitled Storage and
Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Final Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement ("Storage and Disposition Prc ic EIS"). Ap ic environmental

impact statement is the correct mechanism to use when the proposed action constitutes a group
of interrelated actions to implement a policy or plan. See, e.g., 40 C.F.R. 1508.18(b)(3).
However, the Storage and Disposition Programmatic EIS never even considered LANL as a pit
disassembly or conversion location. To include LANL now in the range of alternatives for pit
disassembly and conversion constitutes a shift in the overall programmatic plan and therefore
cannot be achieved solely through a suppl | envirc | impact Instead, a
new, revised programmatic environmental impact statement is needed to address what the DOE
is posing now as new alternatives (involving LANL) to the Storage and Disposition
Programmatic EIS which were not addressed in that document or any records of decision issued
for that document. In fact, the Draft SPD SEIS clearly states that the DOE is "revisiting" what
was an actual programmatic decision from a record of decision issued in 2000 stemming from
the original decisions for the Storage and Disposition Programmatic EIS -- it is "revisiting" the
previously made programmatic decision to construct and operate a pit disassembly and
conversion facility at the Savannah River Site. See Draft SPD SEIS at 3 n.6, 10, and 2-1. With
respect to pit disassembly and conversion, the proposed action in the Draft SPD SEIS is not just
about dispositioning an additional 13.1 metric tons of surplus plutonium for which it has not
previously made a disposition decision. Instead, because the DOE is "revisiting" its previous

ic decision ding pit di bly and conversion and "a total of 35 metric tons
(38.6 tons) is analyzed for all pit disassembly and conversion options." Compare Draft SPD
SEIS at 2 and at 10.

While the decision about whether to develop a progr ic envir | impact

lies with the federal agency and there is deference afforded by courts to agency decisions,
agency discretion is not unlimited because the decision cannot be arbitrary and capricious. The
DOE's own regulations mandate that this new consideration of LANL for up to 35 metric tons
(38.6 tons) of programmatic pit disassembly and conversion' must be done through a new

* The document actually is not clear if additional plutonium, up to 45 metric tons, is contemplated for pit
disassembly and conversion. See id. at 4-3. And, as further discussed in section Il (C), the document is not clear as

51-1

51-1

DOE believes that the decision to prepare this SPD Supplemental EIS complies with
CEQ and DOE regulations and guidance. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1,
Topic A, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 51 (cont’d): Walter Dasheno, Sr., Governor

Santa Clara Pueblo

Ms. McAlhany
Santa Clara Pueblo's Comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS
October 03, 2012

Page 4
programmatic envi | impact instead of merely back-dooring the inclusion of
LANL through a suppl | envirc | impact See, e.g., 10 C.F.R.

§1021.330(a)("When required to support a DOE programmatic decision (40 CFR 1508.18(b)(3)).
DOE shall prepare a programmatic EIS or EA (40 CFR 1502.4)")(emphasis added). To do
otherwise would be arbitrary and capricious based upon the DOE's own mandates in its
regulations.

B. DOE's preferred alternative in the Draft SPD SEIS does not meet the purpose and
need for the proposed action and therefore does not comply with NEPA.

An important req; in any envij | impact is that the agency "briefly
specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the
alternatives including the proposed action." 40 C.F.R. §1502.13. This requirement is closely
related to the duty to discuss alternatives, because the purpose of an action determines the
universe of alternatives an agency must consider.

The Draft SPD SEIS states that the purpose and need for the DOE's proposed action is "to reduce
the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus
plutonium in the United States in an environmentally sound manner, ensuring that it can never
again be readily used in nuclear weapons.” Draft SPD SEIS at 2. While Santa Clara Pueblo
certainly supports the overall goal of reducing the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation, it does
not appear to us that the DOE's preferred alternative, which includes the fabrication of surplus
plutonium into mixed uranium-plutonium oxide ("MOX") fuel for irradiation in existing
domestic commercial reactors, would actually meet the purpose and need stated in the Draft SPD
SEIS.

MOX fuel made from weapons-grade plutonium, which has a higher content of plutonium-239
than reactor-grade plutonium, has never been used before on a commercial scale in the U.S., has
not yet been fully tested in U.S. nuclear reactors, has not yet been licensed by Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, and it is unclear that there are any U.S. reactors capable of using it and
willing to use it. Moreover, it does not appear that MOX fuel use actually provides for true
disposition of plutonium since it is our understanding some additional plutonium is produced
when MOX fuel rods are irradiated in a nuclear reactor. It is unclear how the creation of
additional spent nuclear fuel from the MOX process is environmentally sound since it is our
understanding there is no known disposal facility for that spent fuel. Therefore it does not
appear DOE can meet its express purpose of disposing of surplus plutonium in an
envirorunzema.lly sound manner or in a manner that ensures it cannot be used again in nuclear
weapons.

to how much of the surplus plutonium would come to LANL for pit disassembly and conversion as part of DOE's
preferred alternative.

* Santa Clara Pueblo also why it would be cost-effective to have large quantities of pit disassembly and
conversion at LANL to support commercial power plants located on the East Coast (closer to the Savannah River
Site). The cumulative socioeconomic effects of such increased transportation on the surplus plutonium disposition
program do not appear to be addressed in the Draft SPD SEIS.

51-1
cont’d

51-2

51-2

Based on the analyses in this SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE believes all of the
alternatives are environmentally sound. None of the plutonium disposition
alternatives would produce more plutonium. MOX fuel is approximately 96 percent
uranium-238 and 4 percent plutonium-239. While it is correct that some of the
uranium-238 is converted to plutonium-239 during the irradiation of the MOX fuel,
the initial plutonium is undergoing fission as well as transmutation, thereby reducing
the total amount of plutonium at a rate faster than the conversion of uranium to
plutonium. The net effect of irradiating MOX fuel is a reduction in the amount of
plutonium present in the fuel. For example, a PWR MOX fuel assembly that begins
with approximately 4 percent of plutonium would have around 2 percent plutonium
at 50,000 megawatt-days per metric ton heavy metal of burnup, a level that is within
the range of normal burnup rates for nuclear fuel in the United States. In addition,
following irradiation, the remaining plutonium is rendered unattractive for weapons
use due to the amount of plutonium-240 and plutonium-242 isotopes created during
irradiation. Therefore, the use of MOX fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors
would reduce the quantity of weapons-usable plutonium and support accomplishing
DOE’s nonproliferation goals.

As stated in Appendix I, Sections 1.1.2.4 and 1.2.2.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
used MOX fuel would be managed in the same manner as used LEU fuel, by storing
it in the reactor’s used fuel storage pool or placing it in dry storage. The use of MOX
fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would not result in the generation of large
quantities of additional used fuel. Most of the MOX fuel would displace LEU fuel
that otherwise would have been used to power the nuclear power reactor. Use of
MOX fuel could increase used nuclear fuel generation by 8 to 10 percent for TVA’s
Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants, and from 2 to 16 percent for generic
reactors during the period MOX fuel could be used at a reactor. It is expected that
increases of this magnitude would be managed within the reactor’s normal planning
for storage of its used fuel.

DOE has terminated the program for a geologic repository for used nuclear fuel and
HLW at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. Notwithstanding the decision to terminate the
Yucca Mountain program, DOE remains committed to meeting its obligations to
manage and ultimately dispose of used nuclear fuel and HLW. For further discussion,
refer to Section 2.7, Topic A, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 51 (cont’d): Walter Dasheno, Sr., Governor

Santa Clara Pueblo

Ms. McAlhany

Santa Clara Pueblo’s Comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS
October 03, 2012

Page 5

C. The Draft SPD SEIS does not meet NEPA's standards for evaluating and clearly
explaining all the impacts associated with having increased pit disassembly and
conversion at LANL.

NEPA regulations mandate that federal agencies shall, to the fullest extent possible, ensure that
environmental impact statements are clear and concise in order to facilitate public involvement.
See 40 C.F.R. §1500.2(b). NEPA regulations require a discussion of both direct and indirect
effects of a proposed alternative. See id. at §1508.8. Unfortunately, the Draft SPD SEIS does
not meet these standards with respect to discussing impacts related to pit disassembly and
conversion at LANL.

While the Draft SPD SEIS states that "DOE has previously analyzed and made decisions on
disposition paths for most of the plutonium the United States has declared surplus," Draft SPD
SEIS at 1, the document also states that the DOE is completely rethinking where pit disassembly
and conversion should occur for 35 metric tons (38.6 tons) of surplus plutonium. See id. at 10;
see also id. at 19 n.10 ("[B]ecause DOE is revisiting its decision to construct and operate a PDCF
at SRS, the pit disassembly and conversion options analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS will
apply to the 27.5 metric tons (30.3 tons) of plutonium metal that DOE has decided to fabricate
into MOX fuel, as well as the 7.1 metric tons (7.7 tons) of pit plutonium for which disposition is
under consideration in this SPD Supplemental EIS"). The DOE has indicated that its "preferred
option for pit disassembly and the conversion of surplus plutonium metal, regardless of its
origins" is "to use some combination of facilities at Technical Area 55 at Los Alamos National
Laboratory and K-Area, H-Canyon/HB-Line, and MFFF at [Savannah River Site], rather than to
construct a new stand-alone facility." /d. at iv (emphasis added); see also id. at 2-2. However,
nowhere in the Draft SPD SEIS does DOE clearly or concisely indicate how many plutonium
pits would come to LANL for disassembly or how many metric tons of plutonium would come to
LANL as a result of using "some combination" of LANL and Savannah River Site for pit
disassembly or conversion.> See, e.g., id. at 2-6 and at figures 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5.

Because the document does not discuss in any clear or concise terms just how many pits or
metric tons of plutonium would come to LANL for the DOE's preferred options for plutonium pit
disassembly and conversion, there is not a meaningful discussion of the impacts associated with
this unknown additional pit number at LANL for pit disassembly and conversion. These impacts
are of great concern to us since we understand each pit to be converted contains 3-5 kg of
plutonium and given LANL's less than stellar safety record.

* We note that to the extent such an analysis exists in the document that we could not readily ascertain, the
document still fails to meet NEPA's requirements to be clear and readily understandable. After digging through the
document, we were able to find a mention in an appendix that under some of the pit disassembly and conversion
alternatives, the "LANL ARIES program would be expanded to produce 35 metric tons (38.6 tons) of plutonium
oxide feed," Draft SPD SEIS at B-26, but there also is a reference table in chapter 4 that seems to indicate that up to
45.1 metric tons of plutonium might be coming to LANL under some of the alternatives discussed. See id. at 4-3.
The document is, thus, not clear on this point in a way that is readily understandable to the public.

51-3

51-3

In selecting an alternative to pursue, the decisionmaker would consider the
environmental impacts disclosed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, along with cost,
schedule, technical viability, worker and public safety, security, and the ability to
carry out international agreements to establish a precise division of responsibilities
among these facilities. To ensure that DOE had fully analyzed the impacts associated
with this pit disassembly and conversion option, DOE evaluated a range of
plutonium operations at LANL to conservatively envelop the possible operational
scenarios (see Appendix B, Tables B-2 and B3, for a summary of the options).

Discussion of the number of pits to be disassembled and converted to oxide is not
necessary to describe the level of operations and potential environmental impacts

at any of the facilities proposed for the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Program.
The potential environmental impacts are tied directly to the mass of plutonium

that would be processed through a facility. As shown in Table B-3, a maximum

of 35 metric tons (38.6 tons) of plutonium would be processed through PF-4 at
LANL under the alternatives that include PF-4 pit disassembly and conversion
options. Regardless of the pit disassembly and conversion option chosen by DOE, a
minimum of 2 metric tons (2.2 tons) of plutonium would be processed through PF-4,
as discussed in Appendix B. The transportation and operational impacts associated
with processing these amounts of surplus plutonium at LANL are described in
detail in the appendices and summarized in Chapter 4. The presentation of impacts
included in this SPD Supplemental EIS represents the level of detail needed by the
decisionmaker to understand the differences between the proposed pit disassembly
and conversion activities at LANL and those at SRS and support the decisions that
need to be made concerning these activities.

In the footnote associated with this comment, the commentor refers to a text box

in Chapter 4, page 4-3, that shows that up to 45.1 metric tons (49.7 tons) of surplus
plutonium could be made into MOX fuel and questions why this is different from the
35 metric tons (38.6 tons) that could be processed at LANL as shown in Appendix B.
The higher amount of material that could be processed into MOX fuel includes non-
pit plutonium and plutonium metal and oxides that are located at SRS and would

be processed there in existing facilities, such as the K-Area Complex or H-Canyon/
HB-Line, then potentially sent to MFFF for use in the fabrication of MOX fuel.
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Santa Clara Pueblo

Ms. McAlhany

Santa Clara Pueblo's Comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS
October 03, 2012

Page 6

To not provide such an explanation in a draft environmental impact statement in clear and
concise terms that the public can easily understand renders the statement "so inadequate as to
prevent meaningful analysis." 40 C.F.R. §1502.9(a) It also fails to meet the standards of NEPA to
have federal agencies ensure, to the fullest extent possible, that envi | impact

promote informed decision-making by public officials. See id. at § 1500.1(c).

D. DOE must fix the NEPA fatal flaws by issuing a new draft document for additional
review.

There are two possible solutions for the DOE to fix the NEPA flaws in its current Draft SPD
SEIS. One solution is to issue a new, revised draft supplemental environmental impact
statement. As the NEPA regulations instruct, if a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude
meaningful analysis, the agency shall prepare and circulate a revised draft of the appropriate
portion. 40 C.F.R. §1502.9(a). Here, the Draft SPD SEIS discussion of LANL for pit
disassembly and conversion meets that threshold of being so inadequate as to preclude
meaningful analysis since Santa Clara Pueblo could not ascertain from the document just how
many pits would come to LANL as a result of including LANL as an oplionA4 The better
solution, however, is for the DOE to actually issue a new programmatic environmental impact
statement because the new inclusion of LANL as an option for pit disassembly and conversion is
actually a change in a previous programmatic plan involving systematic and connected agency
decisions and involves reallocating agency resources to implement a specific overall program
covering many component parts of the DOE complex. See id. at §1508.18(b)(3); see also 10
C.FR. §1021.330(a).

Moreover, the 2006 Accord requires that DOE consult with the Pueblo "to assure that tribal
rights, responsibilities, and concerns are addressed prior to the DOE taking actions." 2006
Accord at 3 (emphasis added). In order to remedy the problems di d above, at a mini

the DOE must conduct government-to-government consultation with Santa Clara Pueblo on any
proposed revisions to the fix these NEPA defects.

III. Increased pit disassembly and conversion at LANL should not remain as part of
DOE's preferred alternative because continued and increasing information about
additional seismic risks at LANL make LANL a clearly unsafe and unjustifiable
choice.

LANL was built on the Pajarito Fault System along the Rio Grande Rift. The Pajarito Fault
connects to a number of secondary faults -- the Santa Clara Canyon Fault, the Rendija Canyon
Fault, the Guaje Mountain Fault, and the Sawyer Canyon Fault. See Draft SPD SEIS at 3-61.
This fault system connects to Santa Clara Pueblo's landbase and, among other concerns, Santa
Clara Pueblo remains deeply concerned that this fault system provides a means of transport for
groundwater contamination to our lands.

* Santa Clara Pueblo also objects to the fact that the reference documents for the Draft SPD SEIS were not made
available online for review during the comment period on the draft. This too prevented meaningful analysis.

51-3
cont’d

51-4

51-5

51-4

51-5

As more comprehensively discussed in the responses to comments 51-1 and 51-3,
both the Draft and Final SPD Supplemental EIS clearly disclose and discuss the

full range of potential environmental impacts from potential pit disassembly and
conversion options at LANL and SRS. Therefore, DOE believes issuance of this
SPD Supplemental EIS is appropriate pursuant to CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations.
For further discussion as to why the introduction of LANL in this SPD Supplemental
EIS does not amount to a programmatic change, refer to Section 2.1, Topic A, of
this CRD.

DOE has reached out to the Santa Clara Pueblo to accommodate their request for
government-to-government consultation.

The period for submitting comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS closed
on October 10, 2012. On the same day, DOE posted the references on the SPD
Supplemental EIS website at http://nnsa.energy.gov/aboutus/ouroperations/
generalcounsel/nepaoverview/nepa/spdsupplementaleis. Nonetheless, the Draft
SPD Supplemental EIS and the cited resources on which DOE relied to support the
analysis in the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS were available to the public for the
duration of the comment period. Copies of the cited reference materials were sent
along with copies of the document to all of the reading rooms and libraries listed
in the Summary, Section S.13, of the Drafi SPD Supplemental EIS prior to the
beginning of the public comment period.

Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2, of this SPD Supplemental EIS describes geology and

soils conditions at PF-4 at LANL, including the location of faults (e.g., the

Rendija Canyon, Guaje Mountain, and Sawyer Canyon faults) and seismic and
volcanic hazards. As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.1, there appear to be

no active surface-displacing faults at TA-55, where PF-4 is located. The closest
mapped surface trace of faults associated with the Pajarito fault system lies about
1,000 meters (3,300 feet) to the east of TA-55. Chapter 3, Section 3.2.3.1, describes
surface water and groundwater resources at and near LANL. As described in
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.7.3, DOE does not expect that pit disassembly and conversion
operations at PF-4 at LANL would impact the quality or quantity of surface water or
groundwater resources under normal operating conditions.

Appendix F of this SPD Supplemental EIS includes analyses of the environmental
impacts and human health risks of expanded pit disassembly and conversion
processes in PF-4. Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9, provide more-
detailed information on accidents at PF-4, including consideration of natural
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The Draft SPD SEIS does acknowledge the seismic faults at and around LANL and does
incorporate information from the seismic hazard study for LANL conducted in 2009 that
indicated "[e]xpected maximum magnitudes for the various rupture scenarios of the Pajarito fault
system range from M [a magnitude of] 6.5 to 7.3." Id. at 3-63. The document also states that the
Defense Nuclear Facilitics Safety Board ("DNFSB") accepted the 2009 updated analysis. /d. 51 'é
However, what the Draft SPD SEIS fails to state is that the DNFSB actually has recently cont’d
expressed significant concerns about the seismic integrity of the very facility, PF-4 at T.A.55 at

LANL, where the DOE has stated in the Draft SPD SEIS that it prefers to have some potentially

quite large but not clearly specified amount of plutonium pits disassembled and converted.

In fact, as recently as July 18, 2012, the DNFSB stated in a letter to DOE®:

The National Nuclear Security Administration's (NNSA) Plutonium
Facility at Los Alamos National Laboratory will continue to play a vital
role as a production facility for the foreseeable future. The Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board) remains concerned by the seismic
integrity of the Plutonium Facility. The timely identification and
remediation of any structural vulnerabilities will have profound
implications for ensuring public health and safety. The Board believes that
NNSA's current approach for assessing the Plutonium Facility's seismic
behavior is not adequately defined, and is technically inadequate in several
aspects. Timely action must be taken to fully understand if additional
building modifications are required to eliminate or mitigate any remaining
structural vulnerabilities in the design.

The 1970's-era design and construction of the Plutonium Facility lacks the
structural ductility and redundancy that would be required by modern
building codes in force today. This lack of ductility and redundancy makes
the Plutonium Facility susceptible to catastrophic structural failure if
subjected to the strong seismic ground motions identified in the most
recent probabilistic seismic hazard analysis conducted by NNSA's
contractor. The analysis identifies ground motions up to five times greater
than the original design basis in the frequency band of interest for the
Plutonium Facility.

NNSA and its contractor are currently performing a static nonlinear
analysis intended to definitively characterize the Plutonium Facility's
structural response to large earthquake ground motions. The Board is
concerned that the ongoing static nonlinear analysis is proceeding without
adequate definition and technical justification.

* A copy of the letter is attached to these comments as Exhibit 1.

phenomena hazards, such as earthquakes and volcanic eruptions. Section D.1.5.2.11
describes the completed and planned seismic upgrades to PF-4.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9), including a
beyond-design-basis earthquake with fire, and describes concerns identified by
DNEFSB. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.
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It does not appear that the Draft SPD SPEIS (or past LANL probabilistic seismic hazard
analyses referenced in the Draft SPD SEIS) adequately take into account the extent of known
concealed active faults close to (and possibly below) PF- 4 such as the Rendija Canyon and
Guaje Mountain faults or fully address the still as yet uncertain termination of the Sawyer
Canyon Fault as an active concealed fault. As the DNFSB has pointed out, the DOE must
address impacts associated with large ground motions and not only surface ruptures.

DOE therefore should not just brush aside seismic concerns by indicating that seismic risks will
be mitigated through engineering design upgrades to PF-4 since, as the DNFSB letter makes
clear, DOE's current approach for assessing seismic risks to PF-4 is "technically inadequate" and
there is simply not yet sufficient knowledge of the full extent of the seismic hazard to ensure a
safe design.

Consequently, the DOE should eliminate LANL from any of its alternatives for pit disassembly
and conversion for surplus plutonium and not include LANL within its preferred alternative.

The location of LANL in a seismic fault zone between a known seismically active rift and a large
super volcano (the Valles Caldera), coupled with the DNFSB's very specific and as yet
unaddressed concerns about the seismic integrity of the PF-4 facility in T.A.55, make LANL a
choice where there are clearly significant but not yet fully understood health and safety impacts
on the human environment.

1IV. The Draft SPD SEIS does not properly lyze envir I justice imp to the
Santa Clara Pueblo community related to new pit disassembly and conversion options
involving LANL.

Santa Clara Pueblo recognizes and respects that many Tribes shy away from the term
"environmental justice" because they believe the interpretation of Executive Order 12898,
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (Feb. 11, 1994) (Executive Order 12898"), may relegate Tribes
to being just another minority group. Minority group status alone, of course, fails to recognize
Tribes' sovereign status, the government-to-government relationship, and the Federal trust
responsibility to Tribes. However, at Santa Clara Pueblo, we believe environmental justice
should not be the only avenue for discussion of impacts to Tribes but is still an important
analysis for DOE to conduct properly with respect to Tribes. Unfortunately, the Draft SPD SEIS
does not contain a meaningful environmental justice analysis related to Santa Clara Pueblo
regarding the pit disassembly and conversion alternatives involving LANL.

As the Council on Environmental Quality ("CEQ") has made clear through explicit guidance
about environmental justice issued in 1997, "[w]here environments of Indian tribes may be
affected, agencies must consider pertinent treaty, statutory, or executive order rights and consult
with tribal governments in a manner consistent with the government-to-government
relationship." See CEQ, Envir [ Justice: Guid Under the National Environmental
Policy Act (Dec. 10, 1997)("CEQ EJ Guidance") at 14. No such consultation occurred with

51-5
cont’d

51-6

51-6

See the response to comment 51-4 regarding the Santa Clara request for government-
to-government consultation.

Chapter 4, Section 4.1.6, of this SPD Supplemental EIS analyzes environmental
justice impacts of the options for pit disassembly and conversion at LANL and
concludes that Native Americans living near LANL are not exposed to elevated
risks compared to nonminority populations living in the same area, and that the
incremental risks associated with the activities proposed in this SPD Supplemental
EIS are small. Section 4.5.3.8 describes cumulative environmental justice impacts
and includes a summary of the impacts from consideration of a special pathways
scenario. This analysis shows that a special pathways receptor would receive

a higher dose than other receptors, but the dose is still low and would not be
appreciably affected by the activities evaluated in this SPD Supplemental EIS. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.6, Topic A, of this CRD.
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Santa Clara Pueblo. We did receive a briefing about the document after it was drafted but that is
not the same thing. Perhaps the lack of consultation is why the Draft SPD SEIS environmental
Jjustice analysis is flawed.

The best way to illustrate the flaws is to look to a situation discussed in the Draft SPD SEIS
where a significant impact to the general population was acknowledged by DOE, although the
DOE downplayed the situation. The DOE analyzed the "maximum evaluated beyond-design-
basis accident" for LANL and indicated that, under all the alternatives, such a "maximum
luated beyond-design-basi ident" would be an earthquake resulting in severe damage to

the facilities. Draft SPD SEIS at 2-23. The Draft SPD SEIS indicates that such an accident is

"extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely." Id. As our discussion in section III above
makes clear, the likelihood of an earthquake severely damaging PF-4 at LANL is still of grave
concern to the DNFSB and the DNFSB believes the facility could be subject to catastrophic
structural failure if subjected to the strong seismic ground motions identified in the most recent
probabilistic seismic hazard analysis conducted by DOE. We also note that earthquakes do not
seem so unlikely to us at Santa Clara Pueblo as they do to DOE. In fact, as recently as October
of 2011, a 3.5 magnitude earthquake occurred in the Nambe/Chupadero area of northern New
Mexico, approximately 30 miles away from LANL. Despite downplaying the situation, the DOE
does admit in the Draft SPD SEIS that this type of accident would cause one (1) to two (2) latent
cancer fatalities among the general population surrounding LANL "from radiation exposure and
uptake of radionuclides." /d. What the Draft SPD SEIS fails to acknowledge is that Santa Clara
Pueblo's closest border to LANL is actually only about five (5) miles away from the lab.® The
Pueblo estimates that T.A.55 (where PF-4 is located) is 6.17 miles from the Pueblo's closest
border to LANL and 9.22 miles from our main village/population center at the Pueblo.

Even though the Draft SPD SEIS acknowledges there could be 2 latent cancer fatalities in the
general populauon surrounding LANL resulting from an earthquake damaging PF-4, the

di there are no environmental justice impacts from the alternatives involving
LANL because the impacts are "essentially the same or lower for minority and low-income
populations” near LANL as they are for nonminority or non-low income populations. /d. at 2-
26. However, it appears the environmental justice analysis was completed solely on a macro
level, using a "block-group level of spatial resolution from the 2010 census" to address the
overall distribution of all minority populations within a fifty (50)-mile radius of LANL and to
estimate overall combined minority or low-income population numbers to the year 2020. Id. at
3-105 and 4-77. In other words, there was no analysis of the impacts of how 1 to 2 latent cancer
fatalities would impact the sovereign nation of Santa Clara Pueblo, a separate Indian community
(which happens to be a low-income, minority community too), unique unto ourselves and with
only approximately 2,600 members.

¢ The only mention we found in the document of Santa Clara Pueblo's location is on page 3-56. There, the Draft
SPD SEIS indicates that Santa Clara Pueblo is located approximately 20 miles to the northeast of LANL. Our main
village/population center is located approximately 18 miles to the northeast of the lab, but our closest border with
LANL is considerably closer than the Draft SPD SEIS explains.

51-6
cont’d

51-7

DOE is aware of the earthquake risks associated with LANL. The nuclear facilities
at LANL were designed to survive earthquakes, such as the earthquake mentioned
by the commentor that occurred close to LANL in 2011, with no damage to PF-4.
DOE continues to evaluate the performance of PF-4 in an earthquake and implement
engineering and administrative measures to control risk. However, this Final

SPD Supplemental EIS also analyzes the possibility that a beyond-design-basis
earthquake could result in the collapse of PF-4, as well as the potential impacts

of such a collapse. A revised accident analysis has been included in this SPD
Supplemental EIS that reflects DOE’s latest analysis of such an accident involving
PF-4 (see Appendix D). As presented in the revised Chapter 2, Table 2-3, of this
SPD Supplemental EIS, up to 3 LCFs would be associated with a beyond-design-
basis accident under any of the proposed alternatives involving activities at PF-4
should such an accident occur. These activities include not only the proposed pit
disassembly and conversion activities, but also pit production and heat-source
plutonium activities unrelated to surplus plutonium disposition. The estimate of
up to 3 LCFs is based on a dose of 3,800 to 4,300 person-rem to the population of

approximately 448,000 people living within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of the accident.

It is an incorrect interpretation or use of the results to assume that the LCFs would
occur in a particular subset of the population such as the Santa Clara Pueblo.

Persons living nearest the site would be exposed to the greatest risk. Appendix D,
Table D-18, of this SPD Supplemental EIS indicates that the increased probability
of an fatal cancer to a MEI at the site boundary, about 0.75 miles (1.2 kilometers)
from PF-4, if the beyond design-basis earthquake were to occur, would be about 1
chance in 100. When the likelihood of the accident occurring is taken into account,
the increased risk to the MEI of developing a fatal cancer from such an accident
would be, at most, approximately 1 chance in 10 million. The risk at the Santa Clara
Pueblo’s closest border, about 6.17 miles (9.93 kilometers) away, would be roughly
an order of magnitude lower due to its greater distance from the site, making the
increased risk to an individual on the Pueblo’s border from such an accident on

the order of 1 chance in 100 million. Risks to individuals at the main village or
population center of the Pueblo would be even smaller due to the even greater
distance from the site.

Regarding the environmental justice evaluation and distribution of Native
Americans, as indicated in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.11, of this Final SPD
Supplemental EIS, the finer resolution provided by evaluating the population at the
block level as opposed to the block group level would not provide any benefit in
distinguishing the potential for disproportionate impacts to minority or low income
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The CEQ EJ Guidance also instructs that "[a]gencies should recognize the interrelated cultural,
social, occupational, historical, or economic factors that may amplify the natural and physical
environmental effects of the proposed agency action" and that such factors "should include . ..
the effect of any disruption on the community structure associated with the proposed action.”
CEQ EJ Guidance at 9. The Draft SPD SEIS does not include any such discussion with respect
to Santa Clara Pueblo. Perhaps to compensate for the lack of consultation with Santa Clara
Pueblo and the lack of actual analysis relating directly to the Pueblo as a unique Indian
community, the Draft SPD SEIS relies, instead, upon an analysis of "special pathways
receptors” from the LANL 2008 Site-wide Envirc | Impact Si ("LANL SWEIS") -
- an analysis which Santa Clara Pueblo resoundingly and repeatedly criticized during the 2008
LANL SWEIS process.

Essentially, in the LANL SWEIS, a special pathway user was a Maximally-Exposed Individual
("MEI") who also is assumed to consume more elk and deer and surface water and drinks some
Indian tea. See, e.g., Draft SPD SEIS at 4-78. As the record for the LANL SWEIS process
reflects, Santa Clara Pueblo objected strongly to the lack of government-to-government
consultation with Santa Clara Pueblo regarding the assumptions used for the special pathways
analysis and, as Santa Clara Pueblo stated throughout the LANL SWEIS process, Santa Clara
Pueblo's interactions with the natural world are far greater than those assumed. Simply put, we
have more direct and intimate contact with stream and surface clay deposits than are captured in
the special pathways analysis. We also have dermal absorption of natural pigment paints placed
on our bodies for long periods of time during which there is considerable physical activity
opening the pores. We use many more plants and animals for food, medicinal, and other
cultural purposes than the special pathways analysis assumes and we harvest and consume far
more of the elk and deer than the special pathways analysis assumes. Thus, by relying upon the
flawed and incomplete assumptions of the LANL SWEIS's special pathways analysis to address
environmental justice, the Draft SPD SEIS misses the mark.

In short, the DOE's environmental justice analysis in the Draft SPD SEIS fails to take into
account the true extent of Santa Clara Pueblo's heightened i ions with the envi and
the increased exposures we would have if there were an earthquake-related accident at PF-4. In
addition, the Draft SPD SEIS fails to analyze the effects of how 1 to 2 latent cancer fatalities at
Santa Clara Pueblo resulting from an earthquake-related accident at PF-4 could affect the
community structure of our Pueblo and therefore does not meet CEQ environmental justice
standards.

V.  Pit disassembly and conversion at LANL should not be part of the DOE's preferred
alternative because of the significant cumulative impact it would have on the
remediation and restoration processes underway at LANL.

NEPA regulations state that ies, in i lative impacts in an environmental
impact statement, have to address:

51-8

51-8

populations beyond the immediate vicinity of LANL. In response to this comment,
DOE performed analyses using block level census data as opposed to block group
level data. This analysis showed that, using block level data, the number of Native
Americans within 0 to 10 miles and 20 to 30 miles decreased, while the number
within 10 to 20 miles increased; the net result was 69 fewer Native Americans
living within 30 miles of LANL, or a decrease of 0.4 percent compared to the
estimates included in this Final SPD Supplemental EIS. Using the block level

data, the Native American population within 50 miles was about 500 less than the
estimate using block group level data, or a decrease of 1.9 percent compared to

the estimates included in this Final SPD Supplemental EIS. An analysis of average
doses shows small changes, some higher and some lower, but the overall relationship
between the average dose to a Native American and a nonminority member of the
total population remains the same and does not change the conclusion regarding
environmental justice impacts. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.6, Topic A,
of this CRD.

DOE, through the Los Alamos Area Office, has been working with the Santa Clara
Pueblo since 2010 to develop a plan that would enable the Santa Clara Pueblo to
collect data that would better represent the Pueblo’s interaction with the natural
world. Once data are obtained, they would be incorporated into future NEPA
analyses for proposed actions that could potentially affect the Santa Clara Pueblo.
This SPD Supplemental EIS includes an analysis for a special pathways receptor that
was developed for the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008) using the best information
available to DOE to reflect exposures that could result from traditional living habits,
including subsistence consumption of native vegetation (pinyon nuts and Indian Tea
[Cota)), locally grown produce and farm products, groundwater, surface water, fish
(game and nongame), game animals, other foodstuffs, and incidental consumption
of soils and sediments (on produce, in surface water, and ingestion of inhaled dust);
absorption of contaminants in sediments through the skin; and inhalation of plant
materials. These pathways are in addition to the meat, milk, produce, water, and
sediment consumption reflected in the “offsite resident” pathway assumption. The
analysis concludes that persons living near LANL who practice traditional living
habits would receive a higher dose than the rest of the populations living in the same
area, but the risks associated with the exposures from LANL would be small (see
Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.8.2). For further discussion, refer to Section 2.6, Topic A, of
this CRD.
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the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or
person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a
period of time.

40 C.F.R. at §1508.7.

There are two reasonably foreseeable future actions that do not appear to have been analyzed in
the Draft SPD SEIS , namely: the effect that significantly increasing or moving some unknown
but potentially large amoum of pit disassembly and conversion to LANL would have on: (1)
DOE's diation hedule under the March 2005 Compliance Order on Consent
between the New Mex1c0 Environment Department and LANL ("Consent Order") ; and (2) the
natural resources damage assessment and restoration ("NRDAR") work of the LANL Trustee
Council, for which DOE serves a governmental Trustee.

The purposes of the Consent Order are: (1) to define the extent of releases of contaminants at
LANL; (2) to evaluate corrective measures to clean up contaminants and prevent or mitigate the
migration of contaminants; and (3) to implement such corrective measures. DOE has been
chronically behind schedule in completing the Consent Order milestones and funding for
completion of remedial activities seems to be a continuing struggle for LANL. Santa Clara
Pueblo objects to DOE bringing additional plutonium to LANL in potentially large quantities
when DOE still has not cleaned up the legacy waste at LANL. The cumulative effect on Consent
Order compliance of adding another mission at LANL that would generate more waste to be
cleaned up and that would divert increasingly limited resources away from clean-up needs to be
addressed.

The NRDAR proccss overseen by the LANL Trustee Council is governed by the Comprehensive
Envir IR Cc ion, and Liability Act. The Trustees on the LANL Trustee
Council include DOE the Depanmem of Interior, the United States Department of Agriculture,
the State of New Mexico, Santa Clara Pueblo, San Ildefonso Pueblo, and Jemez Pueblo. The
purpose of this NRDAR process at LANL is to assess the extent to which natural resources have
been injured by the release of hazardous substances from LANL and the extent to which there
has been lost use of those resources because of the injury. The ultimate goal of NRDAR is to
restore the natural resources and the services they provide to the same condition they would have
been in without the release of the contaminant substances or to provide some sort of equivalent
replacement. Restoration processes under NRDAR can address conditions that are not fully

dd d through the diation process.

Just as a large pit disassembly and conversion mission at LANL could undermine the
remediation process under the Consent Order, so too could it undermine the NRDAR process

51-9

51-9

Progress on implementing the Consent Order or engaging in the Natural Resources
Damage Assessment and Remediation (NRDAR) process is not linked to

decisions on pit disassembly and conversion activities. As described in Chapter 4,
Section 4.5.2.1.2, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, cleanup and remediation activities
at LANL were considered in the cumulative impacts assessment associated with
LANL and included in the impacts analysis presented in Section 4.5.3. The proposed
pit disassembly and conversion activities are not expected to interfere with these
activities. Nor are they expected to interfere with the NRDAR process, and there are
no potential impacts anticipated from this process that DOE could have analyzed in
this SPD Supplemental EIS. DOE intends to continue conducting the environmental
restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions.
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now finally underway. The DOE has to factor in these cumulative impacts, which underscore
why LANL is a poor choice for new pit disassembly and conversion.

VI. Next steps DOE must take in addressing these comments, which include government-
to-government consultation with Santa Clara Pueblo.

As stated in section II(D) above, to fix the NEPA flaws in the Draft SPD SEIS, DOE needs to
issue a new programmatic environmental impact statement regarding plutonium disposition or, at
a minimum, issue a revised draft suppl 1 envi | impact However, no
further NEPA document on this subject which includes a discussion of LANL for pit
disassembly and conversion should be issued by DOE without first consulting with Santa Clara
Pueblo to ensure compliance with our 2006 Accord. See 2006 Accord at 3 ("DOE will consult
with the Pueblo to assure that tribal rights, responsibilities, and concerns are addressed prior to
the DOE taking action, making decisions, or implementing programs that may affect the
Pueblo."). Such government-to-government consultation is also required to ensure DOE has
lived up to its commitment to "protect and promote" Tribal Trust resources in order try to avoid
impacts to those resources. See DOE Indian Policy at 3 (Section I).

For all the reasons we have stated above, we urge that LANL be excluded from the preferred
alternative for pit disassembly and conversion as part of DOE's surplus plutonium disposition
program. However, if LANL remains in the preferred alternative, then government-to-
government consultation with Santa Clara Pueblo must first occur to ensure impacts are avoided
or properly mitigated if impacts cannot be avoided. The DOE Indian Policy is clear that, when
avoidance of impacts through "DOE trust protection measures" cannot be fully carried out, the
DOE will work with the affected Tribe regarding corrective measures. /d. Consultation with any
affected Tribe regarding mitigation strategies is also part of the DOE's environmental justice
duties. See CEQ Environmental Justice Guidance at 10; see also Comprehensive Presidential
Dc No. 279, M dum from the President to the Heads of Departments and
Agencies, EPA-175-N-94-001 (Feb. I 1, 1994),
htp:/www.epa.gov/fedfac/documents/executive_order_12898.htm#memol.

VIIL. Conclusion
The CEQ,in its NEPA regulations, advises that:

NEPA's purpose is not to generate paperwork-even excellent paperwork-
but to foster excellent action. The NEPA process is intended to help public
officials make decisions that are based on understanding of environmental
consequences, and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the
environment.

40 C.F.R. §1500.1(c).

|| 51-9
cont’d

51-10

51-10

See the response to comment 51-1 regarding the commentor’s opinion about the
need for a new programmatic EIS on storage and disposition of surplus plutonium,
51-3 regarding pit disassembly and conversion, and 51-4 regarding government-to-
government consultation.
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It is with this spirit that Santa Clara Pueblo offers these b the envi that
we seek to have DOE protect, restore, and enhance is our aboriginal homeland and continued
spiritual sanctuary.

For all the reasons discussed herein, Santa Clara Pueblo urges you in the strongest possible terms
to ensure LANL no longer continue to be part of DOE's preferred alternative for new pit
disassembly and conversion capabilities associated with the DOE's surplus plutonium disposition
program.

Sincerely,

Walter Dasheno,
Governor

cc:

Members of the Santa Clara Tribal Council

DOE Secretary Steven Chu

NNSA Administrator Thomas D'Angostino

DOE Director of Tribal and Intergovernmental Affairs David Conrad
Senator Jeff Bingaman

Senator Tom Udall

Representative Ben Ray Lujan

Representative Martin Heinrich

Representative Steve Pearce

New Mexico Governor Susanna Martinez

New Mexico Environment Department Secretary F. David Martin
New Mexico Indian Affairs Department Secretary Arthur Allison
Santa Clara Pueblo Office of Environmental Affairs Director Joseph M. Chavarria
Jessica Aberly, Esq.
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SANTA CLARA INDIAN PUEBLO
POST OFFICE BOX 580 ESPANOLA, NEW MEXICO
(505) 753-7330 87532
(505) 753-5375 Fax OFFICE OF GOVERNOR

RESOLUTION NO. 2012 - X 3

APPROVING THE SUBMISSION OF COMMENTS FOR SANTA CLARA
PUEBLO TO THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY REGARDING THE DRAFT
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION

WHEREAS, Santa Clara Pueblo (the “Pueblo”) is a sovereign Indian tribe, recognized
as such by the United States Government, with the Pueblo’s Tribal
Council as its governing body, whose authority is defined by the Pueblo’s
Constitution and Bylaws approved on December 20, 1935; and,

WHEREAS, the Pueblo has maintained a recognized and formalized government-to-
government relationship with the Department of Energy (the “DOE”) as
set forth first in 1992 and then in 2006 in the Restatement of Accord
between the Pueblo of Santa Clara, a Federally-Recognized Indian Tribe
and the United States Department of Energy (October 31, 2006); and,

WHEREAS, the DOE has issued a draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(“SEIS”) regarding surplus disposition of plutonium; and

WHEREAS, the DOE's preferred alternative in the surplus plutonium disposition SEIS
is: (1) to convert surplus plutonium pits into mixed uranium-plutonium
oxide ("MOX") fuel for irradiation in U.S. commercial nuclear reactors;
(2) to dispose of surplus non-pit plutonium not suitable for MOX fuel in
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant; and (3) to disassemble plutonium pits and
to convert various forms of surplus plutonium for use in MOX fuel
fabrication at "some combination" of facilities at Los Alamos National
Laboratory ("LANL") and Savannah River Plant; and

WHEREAS, currently a relatively small quantity of surplus plutonium disassembly and
conversion is already approved at LANL but a dramatic increase in
plutonium (although the exact amount is not clearly stated in the SEIS)
would come to LANL as part of DOE's preferred alternative; and

(&
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Santa Clara Pueblo

WHEREAS, after careful consideration, the Tribal Council is of the view that it is in the
best interest of the Pueblo to submit the attached comments regarding the
surplus plutonium disposition SEIS;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED the Tribal Council opposes increasing
plutonium pit disassembly and conversion at LANL because: (1) the safety
and structural integrity of the current plutonium facility at LANL cannot
be ensured due to continued and increased uncertainty about additional
seismic risks to the facility; (2) increasing plutonium at LANL would
undermine remediation and restoration efforts already underway; and (3)
environmental justice impacts to the Santa Clara Pueblo community that
would result from increased pit disassembly and conversion at LANL have
not been adequately addressed by DOE; and,that the Tribal Council
hereby approves the attached comments regarding the surplus plutonium
disposition SEIS.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Tribal Council authorizes and directs the

Governor to execute and submit the attached comments regarding the
surplus plutonium disposition SEIS on behalf of the Pueblo.

CERTIFICATION
1, the undersigned, duly elected Governor of the Santa Clara Pueblo, do hereby certify
that the Tribal Council, at a duly called meeting that was convened with proper notice
and was held on the 3 day of October, 2012, at Santa Clara Pueblo, New Mexico, a

quorum being present, approved the foregoing Resolution with / & in favor, and _©
opposed, _C_abstaining, 2 being absent.

Governor Walter Dasheno, Sr.
ATTEST:

(/};.ctary an?;s/ra y

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 52: Yolande McCurdy Gottfried

From: Gottfried, Yolande

Sent: Monday, October 08, 2012 7:09 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com
Subject: SPD Supplemental EIS comment

Yolande McCurdy Gottfried

| am a resident in the area of influence of the Seqouyah and Brown’s Ferry nuclear
power plants where the use of MOX as fuel is being considered. | am opposed to
the use of this fuel in these plants for the following reasons:

1. Browns Ferry and Sequoyah are the worst reactors for the MOX program.
Browns Ferry “boiling water reactors” have the same GE Mark | design as the failed
Fukushima reactors. Sequoyah’s “pressurized water reactors” have been cited by
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission as having newly discovered earthquake and

flood risks.

2. MOX made from weapons-grade plutonium has never been used on a
commercial scale in any reactor worldwide and has never been tested at all in a
boiling water reactor (BWR) like Browns Ferry. Likewise, a MOX test in Duke’s
Catawba pressurized water reactor (PWR) was halted prematurely and not taken
to conclusion.

3. The plutonium in fresh MOX fuel is vulnerable to theft and weaponization at
every stage of the fuel's production. To make things worse, the NRC does not
require the highest level of security in transport and storage at the reactor sites.
At a meeting in Chattanooga, residents were told that at least 438 shipments of
plutonium-enriched fuel could be shipped over the road from South Carolina to
Soddy-Daisy, TN or to Athens, AL. | do not want this risk in my area.

4. MOX is the most expensive option for handling plutonium. The Alliance for
Nuclear Accountability estimates additional costs of the MOX program at around
$17.5 billion versus less than $4 billion to manage plutonium as nuclear waste.
DOE refuses to release life-cycle cost estimates while AREVA and contractors rake
in profits off the program.

5. MOX will not reduce the total amount of nuclear waste that we will need
disposal. Not only does MOX eventually come out of reactors as spent nuclear
fuel requiring indefinite storage, but spent MOX fuel still contains plutonium and is
harder to manage as it's thermally hotter than traditional uranium fuel.

6. While irradiation in a reactor gets the plutonium into a more protected form, the
same thing can be accomplished better via immobilization.

52-1

52-2

52-3

524

52-5

52-6

52-1

52-2

52-3

As analyzed in Appendix J, Section J.3, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, the risks to
the MEI and the surrounding population of developing a fatal cancer as a result of
one of the analyzed accidents are small, regardless of whether the reactors are using
partial MOX or full LEU fuel cores. Both the Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear
Plants would require an NRC amended license to use MOX fuel, as discussed in
Chapter 5, Section 5.3.3, of this SPD Supplemental EIS. NRC would independently
determine whether new public or industry information might warrant additional
safety reviews.

The Sequoyah and Browns Ferry reactors and their safety equipment are seismically
designed to withstand a much larger earthquake than planned in their original design.
The Sequoyah reactors have equipment (e.g., submersible pumps and hoses) and
procedures to keep the reactors safe in the event of flooding. For further discussion,
refer to Section 2.5, Topic C, of this CRD.

As detailed in a report by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL 1999) and
described in a discussion added to Appendix J, Section J.2, of this Final SPD
Supplemental EIS, MOX fuel has been used in commercial and experimental nuclear
power reactors worldwide for more than 40 years. This experience base includes the
use of MOX fuel in PWRs and BWRs, including tests using plutonium ranging from
reactor-grade to weapons-grade. Tests of MOX LTAs performed by Duke Energy

at the Catawba Nuclear Station demonstrated that MOX fuel containing weapons-
grade plutonium performed as expected in a nuclear power reactor similar in design
to TVA’s Sequoyah Nuclear Plant. The need for additional testing of MOX fuel to
support its use in U.S. commercial nuclear power reactors would be determined in
the future by NRC as part of the fuel qualification and licensing process. For further
discussion, refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

It is important to note that, whether using reactor- or weapons-grade plutonium,

the total quantity of fissile plutonium within a fuel element is adjusted so that it
represents only a small fraction of the material within the fuel rod (currently planned
to be approximately 4 to 5 percent fissile plutonium within each MOX fuel rod).

Details of the security measures in place for transporting plutonium and at facilities
in which plutonium is stored or processed are classified. However, these facilities
are located in highly secure areas within controlled-access, secure DOE sites.
Transportation of surplus plutonium, including transportation of unirradiated MOX
fuel assemblies to reactors, would be conducted using vehicles and procedures from
NNSA’s Office of Secure Transportation, Secure Transportation Asset Program.
Appendix E of this SPD Supplemental EIS describes transportation between
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Commentor No. 52 (cont’d): Yolande McCurdy Gottfried

The draft document is unrealistic and inadequate conceming MOX testing and use.
No MOX plant operational schedule is presented, no plan or schedule for MOX
testing in TVA or “generic” reactors is presented and no schedule for full-scale use
of MOX is presented. Therefore, no Record of Decision (ROD) can be issued.

DOE must cancel the costly MOX program, prepare a new PEIS on disposition
of plutonium as waste, and focus in the short term on safe, secure storage of
plutonium now stored at the Savannah River Site, Pantex and Los Alamos. A
careful review of options to dispose of plutonium as an immobilized waste form
will yield the best path forward, a path away from a proliferation-prone and risky
attempt to commercialize the use of plutonium as a nuclear power fuel.

Sincerely,
Yolande McCurdy Gottfried

52-7

52-8

52-4

52-5

facilities and the evaluation of human health effects from transportation. Although
most of the details of transportation by Secure Transportation Asset are classified,
key characteristics are described in Appendix E, Section E.2.4. As described in
Section E.6.2, DOE and its predecessor agencies have a successful 50-year history
of transporting radioactive materials with no fatalities related to transportation of
hazardous or radioactive cargo.

Substantial security exists at commercial nuclear power reactors in accordance
with NRC requirements, although details of these security measures are also not
releasable to the public. Although unirradiated (fresh) MOX fuel may not be
sufficiently radioactive to be self-protecting, fresh MOX fuel is not an attractive
target because it is not readily usable for a nuclear device or dirty bomb. As indicated
in footnote 3 in Chapter 2 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, plutonium-239 may make
up only 4 percent of a fuel assembly. The plutonium in MOX fuel is blended with
approximately 20 times as much depleted uranium as plutonium and is formed into
ceramic pellets encased in metal cladding. Moreover, the MOX fuel is contained in
large, heavy fuel assembly structures that would make theft extremely challenging.
Use of MOX fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would render surplus
plutonium into a used fuel form that is not readily usable for nuclear weapons.

Cost is among the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an
alternative for implementation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B,
of this CRD.

As stated in Appendix I, Sections 1.1.2.4 and 1.2.2.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
used MOX fuel would be managed in the same manner as used LEU fuel, by storing
it in the reactor’s used fuel storage pool or placing it in dry storage. The use of MOX
fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would not result in the generation of large
quantities of additional used fuel. Most of the MOX fuel would displace LEU fuel
that otherwise would have been used to power the nuclear power reactor. Use of
MOX fuel could increase used nuclear fuel generation by 8 to 10 percent for TVA’s
Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants, and from 2 to 16 percent for generic
reactors during the period MOX fuel could be used at a reactor. It is expected that
increases of this magnitude would be managed within the reactor’s normal planning
for storage of its used fuel.

MOX fuel produces more heat over the long term than the LEU fuel currently used
at the Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants. Although the amount of fissile
material would be somewhat higher in used MOX fuel rods than in used LEU fuel
rods, the fuel assembly number and spacing in the used fuel pools and dry storage
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Commentor No. 52 (cont’d): Yolande McCurdy Gottfried

52-6

52-7

52-8

casks could be adjusted as necessary to maintain the necessary criticality and thermal
safety margins. The heat from MOX fuel would not affect the ability of TVA to
safely store this fuel on site and would not prevent the MOX fuel from ultimately
being placed in a geologic repository or other long-term storage facility. For further
discussion, refer to Section 2.5, Topic B, of this CRD.

Examining the long-term storage of used fuel is not within the scope of this SPD
Supplemental EIS. DOE is evaluating various options for the long-term storage of
used fuel; however, there would be no substantial increase in risk to the public if
used MOX fuel were managed instead of used LEU fuel. For further discussion,
refer to Section 2.7, Topic A, of this CRD.

DOE believes all the action alternatives addressed in this SPD Supplemental

EIS would be resistant to proliferation. MOX fuel use, immobilization, and
vitrification with HLW are all alternatives that would place the plutonium within

a highly radioactive matrix. Because of this, and because used fuel assemblies

and HLW canisters are heavy, the plutonium under all of these alternatives would
be impossible to handle without highly specialized equipment. Using surplus
plutonium as MOX fuel, however, would generate electricity, and the isotopic
distribution of the residual plutonium in used MOX fuel would be changed so that
it would be less suitable for use in nuclear weapons. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD. Disposal of surplus plutonium at WIPP would be
proliferation-resistant because the plutonium would be disposed of deep in the earth,
mixed with inert material, and co-mingled with thousands of other containers of
TRU waste.

A detailed program schedule is not required to perform the environmental impacts
analysis in this SPD Supplemental EIS. The actual production schedule for MFFF
would depend on factors such as license conditions and the specific contracts
received from customers to manufacture specific types of MOX fuel. As shown in
Appendix B, Table B-2, MFFF is estimated to operate for 21 to 24 years, depending
on the amount of surplus plutonium to be fabricated into MOX fuel.

DOE does not agree with the opinion of the commentor about the need for a
programmatic re-evaluation of the disposition of surplus plutonium as waste. DOE
evaluated disposition of plutonium as waste in the SPD EIS in addition to analyzing
the disposition of some of the material as MOX fuel. DOE believes that the decision
to prepare this SPD Supplemental EIS complies with CEQ and DOE regulations and
guidance. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic A, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 52 (cont’d): Yolande McCurdy Gottfried

As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior decisions with
respect to the disposition path for the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus
plutonium (68 FR 20134) are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, but

DOE is evaluating alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
additional surplus plutonium. The action alternatives evaluated for the 13.1 metric
tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium are the Immobilization to DWPF Alternative,
MOX Fuel Alternative, H-Canyon/HB-Line to DWPF Alternative, and WIPP
Alternative. DOE believes all the action alternatives addressed in this SPD
Supplemental EIS would be resistant to proliferation. MOX fuel use, immobilization,
and vitrification with HLW are all alternatives that would place the plutonium within
a highly radioactive matrix. Because of this, and because used fuel assemblies and
HLW canisters are heavy, the plutonium under all of these alternatives would be
impossible to handle without highly specialized equipment.
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Commentor No. 53: John A. Wojtowicz

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

From: John Wojtowicz

Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2012 9:38 AM

To: ‘spdsupplementaleis@saic.com’

Cc: Bud Yard; David Thomasson; Dale Rector; Richard Cator; John Owsley; Chudi
Nwangwa; David C. Foster; Phillip Roush

Subject: RE: Comments on Summary and Volume 1 of Draft Supplemental
Plutonium EIS

Attachments: Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement_Summary_comments.doc; Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement_Vol1_comments.doc

Attn: Sachiko McAlhany

| am attaching comments | have generated on both the Summary and Volume 1

of the “Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SPD Supplemental EIS) (DOE/EIS-0283-S2)”. Our office has made
the decision to not provide official comments to the documents. These documents
have, however, been reviewed and comments generated. As indicated on the
attached material the comments are not intended as official State of Tennessee
comments; however, it is believed that the included comments will contribute
toward producing a better quality final document.

If you have any questions regarding the attached, please feel free to contact me by
e-mail or by phone at XXX-XXX-XXXX.

Thank you.

John A. Wojtowicz

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation
Division of Remediation

DOE-Oversight Office

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 53 (cont’d): John A. Wojtowicg
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

NOT INTENDED AS OFFICIAL COMMENTS FROM
THE STATE OF TENNESSEE

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation
Remediation Division
DOE Oversight Office
Radiological Monitoring and Oversight Section
Document Review

Date of Review: September 28,2012 By:  John Wojtowicz
Document Title: Draft Surplus Pl ium Disp Suppl 1
Envir 1 Impact S
(SPD Supplemental EIS)
Document Number: (DOE/EIS-0283-S2) Summary July 2012

Discussion: TDEC is pleased to have this opportunity to review the above cited document.

It would be extremely helpful to the reading public to have the mention of any laws, regulations,
policies, Orders,, etc. to be expanded on to some extent. Although Table 5-1 of Volume 1 gives
a synopsis of the laws, etc., no mention is made of the table unless you read Chapter 5 (in the
same volume). Mentions of these laws, regulations, etc., could at least point the reader to this
table. In the chapter on laws, regulations, etc. it might also be helpful to give the public guidance
on how to locate a copy of the various regulations, etc. Not everyone is aware that many of these
documents may be located on the internet. A document that is supposed to allow the public the
opportunity to review DOE actions should be more useable by the public.

Page S-1, Paragraph 2, Line 4:
Should SPD be included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Page S-1, Paragraph 2, Lines 7-8:
Should the 1999 ROD mentioned here be included in the References?

Page S-3, Paragraph 1, Line 1:
Should the 2000 and 2003 RODs be included in the References?

Page S-10, Last Paragraph, Lines 11-13:
Should all the RODs mentioned here be included in the References?

53-1

| 532

53-3

53-1

53-2

53-3

Readers of this SPD Supplemental EIS are directed throughout the document to
the information provided in Chapter 5 regarding relevant regulations, permits, and
consultations. DOE considers this to be sufficient to inform readers of the location
and content of these documents.

“SPD” is not used as an acronym in the Summary.

It is neither a NEPA requirement nor DOE policy to provide reference information in
an EIS for all Federal documents that are easily found using their document number
in publications that are available on the Internet (such as the Federal Register and
the United States Code of Federal Regulations). The document number is considered
sufficient for easy reference.
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Commentor No. 53 (cont’d): John A. Wojtowicz
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

Page S-11, Response 4, Lines 3-5:
Should the 10 CFR section mentioned here be included in the References and cited appropriately
here?

Page S-17, Pit Disassembly and Conversion Options, Paragraph 1, Line 3:
Should the ROD mentioned here be included in the References?

Page S-18, Paragraph 2, Line 1:
See comment Page S-3, Paragraph 1, Line 1: above.

Page S-24, No Action Alternative, Paragraph 1, Line 1:
See comment Page S-3, Paragraph 1, Line 1: above.

Page S-24, No Action Alternative, Paragraph 3, Lines 4-5:
Should these RODS be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

Page S-29, Second-Last Paragraph:
Should the RODS mentioned here be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

53-3
cont’d

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 53 (cont’d): John A. Wojtowicg
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

NOT INTENDED AS OFFICIAL COMMENTS FROM
THE STATE OF TENNESSEE.

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation
Remediation Division
DOE Oversight Office
Radiological Monitoring and Oversight Section
Document Review

Date of Review: September 28,2012 By:  John Wojtowicz
Document Title: Draft Surplus Pl ium Disposition Suppl 1
Envir I Impact S
(SPD Supplemental EIS)
Document Number: (DOE/EIS-0283-S2) Volume 1 July 2012

Discussion: TDEC is pleased to have this opportunity to review the above cited document.

It would be extremely helpful to the reading public to have the mention of any laws, regulations,
policies, Orders,, etc. to be expanded on to some extent. Although Table 5-1 gives a synopsis of
the laws, etc., no mention is made of the table unless you read Chapter 5. Mentions of these
laws, regulations, etc., could at least point the reader to this table. In the chapter on laws,
regulations, etc. it might also be helpful to give the public guidance on how to locate a copy of
the various regulations, etc. Not everyone is aware that many of these documents may be located
on the internet. A document that is supposed to allow the public the opportunity to review DOE
actions should be more useable by the public.

Page xxiii, Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts:
DBA (design-basis accident) and DMO are not used in volume 1.

Page xxv, Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts:
S&P is not used in this volume.

Page 1-1:

53-4

53-5

53-4

53-5

See the response to comment 53-1 regarding information provided in Chapter 5.

The unused acronyms have been removed from the list of acronyms and
abbreviations.
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Commentor No. 53 (cont’d): John A. Wojtowicz

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

All of the pages in the first chapter of the downloadable version of Volume 1 are given straight
page numbers and not 1-1, 1-2, etc.

Page 1-1, Introduction, Paragraph 2, Lines 7-8:
Should the ROD mentioned here be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

Page 1-10, Paragraph 1, Line 1:
Should the two RODs mentioned here be included in the References and cited appropriately
here?

Page 1-10, Footnote 9, Line 2:
DOE 2010b in the references is not this document.

Page 1-12, Response 1, Lines 11-13:
Should all the RODs mentioned here be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

Page 1-18, Comment Summary 1, Line 2:
Should “...numbers of scoping meeting,...” be ‘numbers of scoping meetings,..."?

Page 1-19, Footnote 10, Line 1:
See comment Page 1-10, Paragraph 1, Line 1: above.

Page 2-2, Paragraph 1, Line 1:
See comment Page 1-10, Paragraph 1, Line 1: above.

Page 2-7, MOX Fuel, Paragraph 2, Line 2:
Should this ROD be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

Page 2-9, No Action Alternative, Paragraph 3, Lines 4-5:
Should these RODS be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

Page 2-9, Paragraph 3, Lines 4-6:
Should the RODS mentioned here be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

Page 2-15, Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Study Paragraph 3, Lines
3-4:
Should the RODS mentioned here be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

Page 2-15, Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Study, Paragraph 4:
Should the RODS mentioned here be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

53-6

53-7

53-8

53-9

53-10

53-11

53-6

53-7

53-8

53-9
53-10

53-11

The page numbers have been corrected in the downloadable version of Volume 1 of
this Final SPD Supplemental EIS.

See the response to comment 53-3 regarding reference information in an EIS.

The correct reference for this document has been added to Chapter 7, and the citation
in Chapter 1 has been corrected.

See the response to comment 53-3 regarding reference information in an EIS.

The text has been changed to “...number of scoping meetings.”

See the response to comment 53-3 regarding reference information in an EIS.
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Commentor No. 53 (cont’d): John A. Wojtowicg

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

Page 2-17, Paragraph 1 Line 7:
Should the ROD mentioned here be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

Page 2-38, Last Paragraph, Lines 1-2:

Should “The cumulative maximum concentrations of nonradiological air pollutants at the site
boundary from operation of all SRS facilities at the site boundary would meet regulatory
standards.” Be ‘The cumulative maximum concentrations of nonradiological air pollutants at the
site boundary from operation of all SRS facilities at-the-site-beundary would meet regulatory
standards.”?

Page 2-41, Paragraph 2, Line 2:
Should “...Nevada Nuclear Security Site...” be ‘Nevada MN«elear National Security Site’?

Page 2-41, Paragraph 2, Lines 4-6:
Should the ROD mentioned here be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

Page 2-41, Paragraph 2, Lines 13-14:

Given the many other options for environmentally friendly use of a number of the wood “waste
products”, is the statement “Furthermore, the biomass fuels to be burned would otherwise require
disposal space in landfills (DOE 2008e:36).” Necessarily true?

Page 2-42, Table 2-5, Column 1, Row 4, Line 3:
DOE EA 1736 is included in the references as DOE 2010e. Why not just reference here
accordingly?

Page 2-43, Paragraph 2, Line 3:
Table 2-6 in the pdf version of the document appears garbled.

Page 3-11, General Site Description, Paragraph 3, Line 2:
Should FW be added to the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 3-11, General Site Description, Paragraph 3, Line 11:

It is assumed that the sentence “The river intake is approximately 78.5 hours of river travel time
from SRS.” is referring to the BIWSA: however, the placement of the sentence appears to infer
that it refers to the SRS water intake. Please clarify.

Page 3-16, Paragraph 2:

The discussion in this paragraph is confusing. First, the water withdrawal for an area in a 10-
mile radius of SRS for 2007 is mentioned, then compared to SRS 2010 withdrawal rate. When
page 3-25 of the WSRC 2007f reference was accessed, there was no mention of an estimated
water use for a 10-mile radius. Also, wouldn’t it be better to compare 2010 data to 2010 data?

53-11
cont’d

53-12

53-13

53-14

53-12
cont’d

53-15

53-16

53-12
cont’d

53-12

53-13

53-14

53-15

53-16

The text has been revised.

See the response to comment 53-3 regarding reference information in an EIS.

The text is correct as provided.

Table 2—6 did not appear garbled in the online PDF version of this Draft SPD
Supplemental EIS when checked by DOE.

This is a designation of the South Carolina water resources classification system and
does not need to be added to the acronyms and abbreviations.
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Commentor No. 53 (cont’d): John A. Wojtowicz

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

The next 7 lines of the paragraph talk about the Savannah River Basin (parts of 44 counties) as a
whole indicating that 54.5% of water use is for hydroelectric and that 99.8% of use in surface
water. This causes confusion as to the remaining two lines which address the water use (surface
and groundwater) in the three county area of the SRS. None of this water in the three counties is
used for hydroelectric. Only 29.2% of the water usage is surface water for the three counties.

Page 3-20, General Site Description, Paragraph 1, Line 4:
Should GDNR be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 3-30, Paragraph 1, Line 3:
Should NESHAPs be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 3-36, Socioeconomics, Paragraph 3, Line 2:
Should RIMS II be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 3-40, Table 3-19, Note, Line 2:
Should PQCD be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 3-45, Table 3-21, Legend, Line 1:
Should C&D be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 3-52, Environmental Justice, Paragraph 2, Linel:
Should CEQ be defined here? It is included with the Acronyms; however, this is its first use in
the document.

Page 3-64, Paragraph 5, Lines 3-4:
Should “...which primary produce sand and gravel.” Read ‘...which primarily produce sand and
gravel’.?

Page 3-64, Facility Location, Paragraph 1, Lines 2-3-:
Should “Tshirege Member bedrock subunits of the Bandelier Tuff exposed at TA-55 includes...”
read ‘Tshirege Member bedrock subunits of the Bandelier Tuff exposed at TA-55 includes...”?

Page 3-69, Paragraph 3, Lines 1-5-:
Don’t the first two sentences of this paragraph “LANL streams all average less than 1 cubic foot

per second of flow annually, with combined average daily flows of greater than 10 cubic feet
(0.28 cubic meters) per second occurring infrequently.” And “ No LANL streams average over 1
cubic foot (0.03 cubic meters) per second of flow annually and combined mean daily flow is
normally less than 10 cubic feet per second (0.28 cubic meters per second) (LANL 2011d:6-4).”
Say essentially the same thing?

53-12
cont’d

53-17

53-18

53-19

53-20

53-17

53-18

53-19

53-20

“GDNR?” is part of a reference citation in this sentence and, thus, does not belong in
the list of acronyms and abbreviations. It is spelled out in the reference citation.

The list of acronyms and abbreviations has been updated.

The first use of “Council on Environmental Quality” appears in Chapter 3 on
page 3-1, and the acronym has been defined at its first use in this Final SPD
Supplemental EIS.

The text has been revised.
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Commentor No. 53 (cont’d): John A. Wojtowicg

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

Page 3-70, Paragraph 2, Line 2-:
Should MSGP-2008 be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 3-71, Paragraph 2, Lined-:
Should NMAC be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 3-72, Table 3-27, Legend Line 1; Footnote-a, Line 2:
Should HUC and TMDL be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion
Charts?

Page 3-73, Paragraph 1, Lines 5-6:
In the sentence “Saturated alluvial occurs in the lower portion of Pajarito Canyon.”, should
alluvial be modifying a noun such as zone, sediments, deposits ,etc.?

Page 3-73, Paragraph 2:

Although NMED sampling failed to replicate the Radioactivist Campaign’s detection of Cs-137
at spring 4A, couldn’t elevated levels of tritium, perchlorate, Pu-238, Pu-239, and Pu240 be
indicative of contamination coming from LANL? Shouldn’t this be discussed here?

Page 3-74, Paragraph 1, Line 2:
Should RDX be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 3-84, Paragraph 1, Line 2:
On page 3-83 in the last paragraph, it is stated that wetlands are dominated by narrowleaf cattail

(Typha angustifolia) among other flora. Here it is indicated that the wetland in area T-55 is
dominated by broadleaf cattail (Typha latifolia). Is this the only wetland on LANL where
broadleaf is dominant, or is the first paragraph incorrect?

Page 3-99, Paragraph 2, Line S:
Should LACBPU be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 3-103, Table 3-44, Footnote a, Linel:
Should WCCRF and WAC be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion
Charts?

Page 3-104, Paragraph 1, Line 7:
Should the ROD mentioned here be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

Page 3-104, Paragraph 1, Lines 1-2:

53-21

53-22

53-23

53-24

53-25

53-26

53-27

53-28

53-29

53-21

53-22

53-23

53-24

53-25

53-26

53-27

53-28

53-29

The list of acronyms and abbreviations has been updated.

HUC has been added to the list of acronyms and abbreviations. TMDL no longer
appears as an acronym.

“Alluvial” was replaced with “alluvium.”

No change is required. This paragraph presents data describing the existing
environment.

The list of acronyms and abbreviations has been updated.

The text is correct as written. A citation has been added to the General Site
Description paragraph.

This acronym is part of a reference citation in this sentence and does not belong
in the list of acronyms and abbreviations. The full citation is defined in Chapter 7,
“References.”

WCCREF no longer appears as an acronym. WAC has been added to the list of
acronyms and abbreviations.

See the response to comment 53-3 regarding reference information in an EIS.
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Commentor No. 53 (cont’d): John A. Wojtowicz

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

When comparing volumes as is done here, it might be easier for the reader if there is consistency
in the measures of volumes. In the first sentence here the volume is given with liters first
followed by gallons in parentheses. In the second sentence the opposite tact is used (i.e., gallons
first followed by liters in parentheses.

Page 4-9, Footnote 4, Line 1:
Should WRI and WBCSD be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion
Charts?

Page 4-24, Paragraph 6, Lines 7-8:
‘Would it be clearer here to phrase “1 x 10-4 to 2 x 10-4 (1 chance in 5,000 to 1 chance in
10,000)” as ‘42 x 10-4 to21 x 10-4 (1 chance in 5,000 to 1 chance in 10,000)’?

Page 4-25, Paragraph 5, Line 6:
See comment Page 4-24, Paragraph 6, Lines 7-8: above.

Page 4-25, Paragraph 5, Line8:
‘Would it be clearer here to phrase “1 x 10-3 to 2 x 10-3 (1 chance in 500 to 1 chance in 1000)”
as ‘42 x 10-3 to21 x 10-3 (1 chance in 5000 to 1 chance in 1000)*?

Page 4-26, Paragraph 6, Lines 6-7:
See comment Page 4-24, Paragraph 6, Lines 7-8: above.

Page 4-26, Paragraph 6, Line8:
See comment Page 4-25, Paragraph 5, Line8: above.

Page 4-26, Last Paragraph, Line5:
In the pdf version of Volume 1: “1 in 100 (> 1 x 10-2)” appears with the left parenthesis and >
superimposed.

Page 4-34, Paragraph 1, Lines 9-10:

‘Would it be clearer here to phrase “2 x 10-5 to 3 x 10-4 (about 1 chance in 3,300 to 50,000) for
the MEI and 3 x 10-4 to 1 x 10-3 of (about 1 chance in 1,000 to 3,300) for the noninvolved
worker” as ‘3 x 10-4 to 2 x 10-5 te-3=<+6-4 (about 1 chance in 3,300 to 50,000) for the MEI
and 1 x 10-3 to 3 x 10-4 te4=<+6-3 of (about 1 chance in 1,000 to 3,300) for the noninvolved
worker.’?.

53-30

53-31

53-32

53-33

53-32
cont’d

53-30 The text has been revised.

53-31 The list of acronyms and abbreviations has been updated.

53-32 The text was changed to insert the appropriate parenthetical statement directly
following each statement of risk.

53-33  The text has been corrected in the PDF version of this Final SPD Supplemental EIS.
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Commentor No. 53 (cont’d): John A. Wojtowicg

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

Page 4-35, Paragraph 1, Lines 3 & 5:
Would it be clearer here to phrase “2 x 10-4 to 4 x 10-4 (1 chance in 2,500 to 5,000)” and “9 x

10-4 to 1 x 10-3 (about 1 chance in 1,000 to 1,100)” as ‘4 x 10-4 to 2 x 10-4 te=4=<40-4 (1
chance in 2,500 to 5,000)” and “1 x 10-3 to 9 x 10-4-te-+=<48-2 (about 1 chance in 1,000 to
1,100)?

Page 4-40, Regional Economic Characteristics, Paragraph 1, Line 5:
Should RIMS II be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 4-44, PF-4 and MFFF discussion, Paragraphs 4& S:
Has discussion of the socioeconomic impacts at LANL be left out of this discussion under the
MOX Fuel Alternative?

Page 4-48, Second Last Paragraph:

Since the previous two paragraphs in this discussion relate to the socioeconomic impacts for
SRS for the PF-4 and MFFF Option, should the paragraph “The socioeconomic impacts at SRS
from construction under the PF-4 and MFFF Option would be the same as those for this option
under the MOX Fuel Alternative (Section 4.1.3.1.3).” be for LANL instead?

Also, there is no discussion of this option for LANL under the MOX Fuel Alternative. See
comment Page 4-44, PF-4 and MFFF discussion, Paragraphs 4& 5: above.

Page 4-49, Second Paragraph:

The statement “The socioeconomic impacts at LANL from construction under the PF-4, H-
Canyon/HB-Line, and MFFF Option would be the same as those for this option under the MOX
Fuel Alternative (Section 4.1.3.1.3).” may be true; however, the MOX Fuel Alternative
discussion only refers you back to the Immobilization to DWPF Alternative, where the real
discussion occurs.

Page 4-49, Second Last Paragraph:
Since the previous three paragraphs in this discussion relate to the socioeconomic impacts for

SRS for the PF-4 and MFFF Option, should the paragraph “The socioeconomic impacts at SRS
from construction under the PF-4 and MFFF Option would be the same as those for this option
under the MOX Fuel Alternative (Section 4.1.3.1.3).” be for LANL instead?

Also, there is no discussion of this option for LANL under the MOX Fuel Alternative. See
comment Page 4-44, PF-4 and MFFF discussion, Paragraphs 4& 5: above.

Page 4-50, Paragraph 3:

53-32
cont’d

53-34

53-35

53-36

53-37

53-36
cont’d

53-34

53-35

53-36

53-37

The list of acronyms and abbreviations has been updated.

Socioeconomic impacts from PF-4 modifications are addressed in the last paragraph
of the construction section.

Revised the text to refer to LANL; also see the response to comment 53-35.

The text has been revised.
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Commentor No. 53 (cont’d): John A. Wojtowicz

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

Although the statement “The socioeconomic impacts at LANL from construction under the PF-4,

H-Canyon/HB-Line, and MFFF Option would be the same as those for this option under the
MOX Fuel Alternative (Section 4.1.3.1.3).” may technically be true, see comment Page 4-49,
Second Paragraph: above.

Page 4-62, Paragraph 1, Line 2:
The hyphen in (DOT-) is unnecessary.

Page 4-66, Paragraph 1, Line 4:
Should FGE be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 4-69, Paragraph 2, Line 8; Paragraph 5; Line 5; Last Paragraph, Line 3:
Should RADTRAN, RISKIND, and TRAGIS be included in the list of Acronyms,
Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 4-110, Savannah River Site, Paragraph 2, Lines 8-9:
Should the “ DOE Record of Decision (ROD) for the Salt Processing EIS” and “revised ROD “
be included in the References?

Page 4-110, Savannah River Site, Paragraph 3, Line 13:
Should the “ROD issued on August 19, 2002 (67 FR 53784)” be included in the References?

Page 4-111, Paragraph 3:
Should all the documents mentioned in this paragraph be included in the References? Only a

couple of them are.

Page 4-111, Paragraph 5, Last Linel3:
Should the ROD mentioned here be included in the References?

Page 4-112, Paragraph 2, Line 4:
DOD is not included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts.

Page 4-112, Paragraph 3, Lines 1-2:
Should the Memoranda of Understanding mentioned here be included in the References?

Page 4-112, Los Alamos National Lab, Paragraph 1, Line 4:
Should the ROD mentioned here be included in the References?

Page 4-112, Last Paragraph, Lines5-6 & 12:

I‘ 53-38
I‘ 53-39
53-40
53-41
I‘ 53-40
cont’d
I‘ 53-42
I‘ 53-40
cont’d

53-38 The text has been revised.

53-39 The text has been changed to “...U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT)-
approved...”

53-40 The list of acronyms and abbreviations has been updated.

53-41 See the response to comment 53-3 regarding reference information in an EIS.

53-42  The cited Memoranda of Understanding are business proprietary documents.
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Commentor No. 53 (cont’d): John A. Wojtowicg

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

Should the RODS mentioned here be included in the References?

Page 4-113, Paragraph 1, Line 3:
Should the RO””D mentioned here be included in the References?

Page 4-113, 1% Bullet:
Should SOC be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts?

Page 4-114, Paragraph 1, Line 7:
COLs is not included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts.

Page 4-125, Second Last Paragraph, Lines 1-2:
Should the ROD mentioned here be included in the References?

Page 4-125, Last Paragraph, Lines 5-6:
See comment Page 2-41, Paragraph 2, Lines 13-14: above.

Page 4-130, Table 4-48, Footnote d:
Should the ROD mentioned here be included in the References?

Page 4-132, Global Climate Change, Paragraph 2, Line 1:
IPCC is not included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts.

Page 5-1, Second Last Paragraph, Lines 4-5:
This plan is included in the References as DOE 2007¢ and should be cited as such here.

Page 5-12, Second Row, Second Column, Line 4:
TSS is not included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Conversion Charts.

Page 5-1, Row 4, Column 2, Line 4:
Should SARA be included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations and Conversion Charts?

Page 5-13, Table Legend, Line 3:
NMAC is not included in the list of Acronyms, Abbreviations , and Conversion Charts.

Page 5-13, Pit Disassembly and Conversion, and Plutonium Dispoistion Capabilities,
Paragraph 1, Line 5:
DOE Order 6430.1A has not been included in Table 5-1 with the remaining regulations.

Page 5-14, Pit MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility, Paragraph 1, Lines 2-3:

53-41
cont’d

53-43

53-44

53-45

53-46

53-45
cont’d
53-47

53-48

53-49

53-47

cont’d

53-50

53-43

53-44

53-45

53-46

53-47

53-48

53-49

53-50

SOC is not an acronym; it is the name of the security contractor at LANL.

The term “COLs” is part of the title of a document; as such, it does not belong in the
list of acronyms and abbreviations.

See the response to comment 53-3 regarding reference information in an EIS.

The text is correct as provided.

The list of acronyms and abbreviations has been updated.

The text has been revised.

Not needed in the list of acronyms and abbreviations because it is only used once.

This DOE Order is not an environmental order and, therefore, was not included in
Table 5-1.
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Commentor No. 53 (cont’d): John A. Wojtowicz

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

Should the ROD mentioned here be included in the References and cited appropriately here?

Page 5-16, Paragraph 1, Lines 1-3:
Should the report mentioned here and its subsequent revision be included in the References and
cited appropriately here?

Page 5-16, Paragraph 2, Last Line:
See comment Page 5-16, Paragraph 1, Lines 1-3: above.

Page 2, References.Reference 8:
Cantey 2008 is not cited in this volume.

Page 7, References.Reference 11:
DOE 2008l is not cited in this volume.

Page 12, References,Reference 8:
Kleinfelder 2010 is not cited in this volume.

Page 17, References,Reference 12:
Page 2010b is not cited in this volume.

Page 19, References,Reference 11:
SNOC 2007 is not cited in this volume.

53-51

53-52

53-53

53-54

53-55

53-56

53-57

53-51

53-52

53-53

53-54

53-55

53-56

53-57

See the response to comment 53-3 regarding reference information in an EIS.

The reference citation was added.

“Cantey 2008” was removed from Chapter 7, “References.”

The reference “DOE 20081 appears in Chapter 3.

The reference “Kleinfelder 2010 appears in Chapter 3.
The reference “Page 2010b” appears in Chapter 4.

The reference “SNOC 2007 appears in Chapter 3, Figure 3-3.
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Commentor No. 54: Cathrynn Brown, State Representative

State of New Mexico House of Representatives

From: Kyle Marksteiner

Sent: Friday, August 31, 2012 3:52 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: submission

Attachments: Rep. Brown statement re DOE SEIS__28Aug2012.pdf

Good afternoon. I'm submitting this at the request of Representative Brown, who
was not able to attend your Carlsbad hearing.

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 54 (cont’d): Cathrynn Brown, State Representative

State of New Mexico House of Representatives

CATHRYNN BROWN
R - Eddy
District 55

1814 North Guadalupe Street

State of Nefo Mexico

House of Representatifes

Santa He

COMMITTEES:
Chair: Enroling & Engrossing - B
Agriculture & Natural Resources
Judiciary

Carlsbad, NM 88220
Phone: (575) 302-2746

PUBLIC COMMENTS OF STATE REPRESENTATIVE CATHRYNN BROWN

RE: DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT PERTAINING TO DISPOSAL
OF SURPLUS PLUTONIUM AT THE WASTE ISOLATION PILOT PLANT

28 August 2012
é mﬂwb,,_ I/'\»v':/& BW\

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I am attending a conference in Las Cruces about water issues facing New Mexico and therefore cannot
be with you in person today. | have asked that this letter be read into the record.

Itis my privilege to serve the citizens of eastern Eddy County in the New Mexico House of
Representatives. The cities and towns in my district are Carlsbad, Loving, Malaga, Otis, and now, after
recent redistricting, Loco Hills and south Artesia. Each of these communities is situated within 26 to 70
miles of the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP), with Carlsbad being the most proximate.

The 29,000 residents of my district—overwhelmingly—are pro-energy, pro-nuclear, and pro-WIPP.
Frank and thorough discussions about nuclear waste issues have been common fare in the district for
more than thirty years, and citizens are clearly satisfied that operations at WIPP are designed to be,
are being, and will continue to be conducted safely and fastidiously in pursuance of an important
national interest, and that is to make America safer by isolating nuclear waste from the biosphere.

The disposal alternative for which the Department of Energy has expressed preference, i.e., burial of six
metric tons of surplus plutonium at the WIPP deep-geologic salt repository, is consistent with the
mission and parameters of WIPP. These shipments truly are welcomed for permanent disposal at the
repository.

On behalf of the citizens of New Mexico House District 55, | strongly endorse the Department of
Energy’s preferred alternative specified in the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental EIS.
In a nutshell, we consent.

54-1

54-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 55: Franz Freibert

From: Franz Freibert

Sent: Saturday, September 01, 2012 11:32 AM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Support for SPD Supplemental EIS

| support the SPD Supplemental EIS.

F. Freibert

|| 551

55-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 56: Pam Gilchrist

From: Pam Gilchrist

Sent: Sunday, September 02, 2012 4:16 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: DOE Comment - Attn: Sachiko McAlhany
Attachments: 2012-08-23doeCOMMENTS.doc

Dear Sachiko,

While you were here in this polluted land of enchantment, | do hope you had some
fun. Did you get to see the Japanese Garden in Albuquerque or Carlsbad Cavern
bats?

It was good to meet you. Please see my comments of the spdsupplementaleis
attached.

Thanks for the work you do.
Pam Gilchrist

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 56 (cont’d): Pam Gilchrist

Sachiko McAlhany, NEPA Document Manager
SPD Supplemental EIS

US Dept. O Energy

P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

My comments:

The scheme of making MOX with surplus plutonium is not viable. August 8th of this year, the NRC
determined the process would require years of testing; it’s too expensive a process, (private corporations
benefit grossly); reactors would need expensive retrofit, (again another financial gift to private
corporations); the process is fraught with lethal hazards; and there’s still huge amounts of hot waste to deal
with. The cost of converting plutonium into MOX fuel is estimated at nearly $19 BILLION today, while
immobilizing the material would cost much less — less than $4 Billion. The dangers are real: one has only to
look at the situation at the number 3 reactor at Fukashima. MOX is far more dangerous than enriched
uranium: one milligram (mg) of MOX is as deadly as 2,000,000 mg of normal enriched uranium.

Only a very small percent of MOX fuel is used up in the fuel cycle, BUT it will generate high level
contamination throughout the fuel rods.

At Tuesday’s hearing we heard from a LANL chemist speaking for himself. He said, “the mission [of
disassembly of the pits and mixing the plutonium into MOX for nuclear reactor fuel] is to ensure that the
plutonium can never be used again.” What he didn’t tell us was that 90+% of the plutonium is NOT burned
in the reactors fuel rods and so we are still left with this TRILLION POUND ELEPHANT for secure
disposition.

Russia now plans to use their MOX fuel in breeder reactors which actually generates more plutonium. This,
along with encouraging commercial markets for MOX as reactor fuel, is NOT a nonproliferation advance.

William Lawless, an expert on radioactive waste says, “MOX being used as a way of controlling weapons
proliferation is a myth. You will decrease the amount of plutonium minutely but you will increase the
amount of waste inside the fuel rod greatly...”. http://www.dcbureau.org/20110315782/natural-resources-
news-service/mox-fuel-rods-used-in-japanese-nuclear-reactor-present-multiple-dangers.html

LANL is currently not meeting its waste cleanup schedule

LANL’s facilities do not meet seismic standards in case of a severe earthquake.

Bringing thousands of plutonium pits to LANL would further endanger public health and safety and
divert resources away from cleanup.

Doubling the amount of TRU waste coming from SRS will exceed WIPP’s capacity. As a result,
TRU waste from LANL and other sites might not fit into WIPP.

Y VYV

v

‘We need to immobilize plutonium so that it can be safely stored until new disposition options are available.
DOE needs to rid our nation of all nuclear weapons and all nuclear power plants — there is no other safe
environmental or moral alternative. DOE has the obligation to look after and safely steward all radioactive
waste for as long as it takes — a Herculean task.

Pamela Gilchrist

56-1

56-2

56-3

56-4

56-5

56-1

56-2

The need for additional testing of MOX fuel to support its use in U.S. commercial
nuclear power reactors would be determined in the future by NRC as part of the
fuel qualification and licensing process. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.4,
Topic A, of this CRD.

The analysis in Appendix I of this SPD Supplemental EIS indicates that only minor
modifications would be needed at existing commercial nuclear reactors to use MOX
fuel. As summarized in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2, under normal operating as well as
postulated accident conditions, the impacts of operating reactors using partial MOX
fuel cores are not expected to change meaningfully from those associated with use
of full LEU fuel cores. Additional information is presented in Appendices I and J.
As addressed in Appendix J, the impacts that could result from an accident depend
on the complete quantities of actinides, fission products, and activation products
involved in the accident, not just plutonium or LEU.

Cost, schedule, technical viability, worker and public safety, environmental
impacts, security, and the ability to carry out international agreements are among
the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an alternative for
implementation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B, of this CRD.

Use of MOX fuel in domestic commercial nuclear power reactors would render
surplus plutonium into a used fuel form that is not readily usable for nuclear
weapons. The use of MOX fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would reduce
the quantity of weapons-usable plutonium and support accomplishment of DOE’s
nonproliferation goals. Footnote 3 in Chapter 2 of this SPD Supplemental EIS
describes a 60 percent reduction in plutonium-239 after irradiation for two cycles in
a domestic commercial nuclear power reactor.

As stated in Appendix I, Sections 1.1.2.4 and 1.2.2.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
used MOX fuel would be managed in the same manner as used LEU fuel, by storing
it in the reactor’s used fuel storage pool or placing it in dry storage. The use of MOX
fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would not result in the generation of large
quantities of additional used fuel. Most of the MOX fuel would displace LEU fuel
that otherwise would have been used to power the nuclear power reactor. Use of
MOX fuel could increase used nuclear fuel generation by 8 to 10 percent for TVA’s
Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants, and from 2 to 16 percent for generic
reactors during the period MOX fuel could be used at a reactor. DOE expects that
increases of this magnitude would be managed within the reactor’s normal planning
for storage of its used fuel. The use of MOX fuel in domestic commercial nuclear
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Commentor No. 56 (cont’d): Pam Gilchrist

56-3

56-4

power reactors is consistent with U.S. nonproliferation policy and international
nonproliferation agreements. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, of
this CRD.

Under the PMDA (USA and Russia 2000), which entered into force in 2011, the
United States and the Russian Federation agreed to each dispose of at least 34 metric
tons (37.5 tons) of excess weapons-grade plutonium in nuclear reactors to produce
electricity, or by any other method as may be agreed to by the parties in writing.
Russia plans to irradiate its MOX fuel in fast reactors (BN-600 and BN-800) under
certain nonproliferation conditions. To that end, Russia has successfully irradiated
21 prototypic MOX fuel LTAs in its BN-600 fast reactor; completed over 50 percent
construction of the BN-800 fast reactor; completed formal siting of its MOX fuel
fabrication facility; established an integrating contracting office for implementation
of PMDA activities; and actively participated with the United States and the IAEA
in negotiating a verification agreement that will enable IAEA to independently verify
that the objectives of the PMDA are met. More information on the PMDA is located
on the U.S. State Department website at
www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2010/04/140097.htm. Use of MOX fuel in commercial
nuclear power reactors would render surplus plutonium into a used fuel form that is
not readily usable for nuclear weapons.

Under the PMDA, Russia must operate its fast reactors as plutonium burners, not
breeders; cannot reprocess any of its used fuel during the life of the agreement; and,
after the agreement expires, can only reprocess under an international monitoring
regime and only for commercial purposes. Operations of the Russian fast reactors
will be monitored and verified by [AEA.

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL
is in the vicinity of active geologic faults. DOE and LANL are continuing to take
appropriate actions to further improve the safety policies and controls in place at
the laboratory and implement facility modifications and upgrades as necessary to
improve safety in the event of an earthquake.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9), including a
beyond-design-basis earthquake with fire, and describes concerns identified by
DNEFSB. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, under all alternatives, DOE would
disposition as MOX fuel 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus plutonium in
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Commentor No. 56 (cont’d): Pam Gilchrist

accordance with previous decisions. The pit disassembly and conversion options
analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, including the PDCF Option, apply to

27.5 metric tons (30.3 tons) of pit plutonium that DOE has decided to fabricate into
MOX fuel (a portion of the 34 metric tons [37.5 tons]), as well as to the 7.1 metric
tons (7.8 tons) of pit plutonium for which disposition is under consideration in this
SPD Supplemental EIS, for a total of approximately 35 metric tons (38.6 tons).
Appendix B, Table B-3, lists the annual and total plutonium throughput for the
various pit disassembly and conversion options at SRS and LANL. For example, the
maximum annual throughput for PF-4 at LANL is 2.5 metric tons (2.8 tons) per year,
while the maximum amount of plutonium to be processed could be 35 metric tons
(38.6 tons) over the life of facility operation. The amount of plutonium that would
be allowed at LANL at any given time would be limited, and shipments of pits to

be disassembled there would be timed to support pit disassembly and conversion
activities such that the amount of plutonium at PF-4 did not exceed the established
material safety limit.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
implementation of any of the alternatives evaluated would generate CH-TRU

waste that would be sent to WIPP for disposal. As discussed in Chapter 4,

Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result of surplus plutonium
disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under the No Action Alternative)
and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal
capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit
plutonium would be processed for potential disposal at WIPP, is the only alternative
where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the available unsubscribed capacity
at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped to WIPP and criticality control
overpacks were used for packaging other surplus plutonium for WIPP disposal
instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste under the WIPP Alternative
could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity instead
of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 56 (cont’d): Pam Gilchrist

56-5

DOE considers immobilization a viable disposition pathway for at least some portion
of the approximately 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium for which a
disposition path is not assigned and has analyzed immobilization options it could
potentially implement in this SPD Supplemental EIS (see Chapter 4). The analyses in
this SPD Supplemental EIS indicate that none of the alternatives analyzed, including
immobilization, involve any substantial risk to the safety of the public.

The United States’ nuclear weapons and energy policies are not within the scope of
this SPD Supplemental EIS.
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Commentor No. 57: Mona Ruark

From: Mona Ruark

Sent: Sunday, September 02, 2012 6:36 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: public comment - DOE’s Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition SEIS

September 2, 2012

Sachiko McAlhany

SPD Supplemental EIS Document Manager
P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

Dear Ms. McAlhany:

| am very concerned about Department of Energy plans for surplus plutonium. No
additional plutonium should be brought to Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL).
LANL is not meeting its waste cleanup schedule and its facilities do not meet
seismic standards in case of a severe earthquake. Bringing thousands of plutonium
pits to LANL would further endanger public health and safety and divert resources
away from cleanup.

The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) has a limited mission and does not have
the capacity for all surplus plutonium. Stop the Mixed Oxide (MOX) Plutonium Fuel
Program and immobilize and safely store plutonium until technically sound, suitable
disposition facilities are available.

Sincerely,
Mona Ruark

57-1

57-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE expects the proposed activities at LANL would not negatively impact the site’s
environmental restoration program. As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3,
CH-TRU waste generated as a result of surplus plutonium disposition activities
could use between 24 percent (under the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent
(under the WIPP Alternative) of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP
Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would
be processed for potential disposal at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU
waste generation could exceed the available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP.
However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped to WIPP and criticality control overpacks
were used for packaging other surplus plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs,
then the volume of CH-TRU waste under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to
65 percent of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.
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Commentor No. 58: Chris Evans

From: Chris Evans

Sent: Sunday, September 02, 2012 10:10 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Nuclear is not the answer.

Nations throughout the globe have learned the hard lesson of nuclear energy.
Please do not bring plutonium or any other nuclear material to our state. Ever. |
will vote green from now on. Thank you for helping me get off the republican’s and
democrat’s merry-go-round.

Chris Evans M.Ed.
Special Education Teacher

58-1

58-1

The United States’ policy on the continued use of nuclear energy is not within the
scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS.
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Commentor No. 59: Jacqueline Wasilewski, Ph.D.

August 25, 2012

Sachiko McAlhany

NEPA Document Manager
SPD Supplemental EIS
U.S. Department o Energy
P.O. Box 2324
Germantown, Maryland
20874-2324

Dear Ms. McAlhany:

I am very concerned about Department of Energy plans for surplus plutonium.

No additional plutonium should be brought to Los Alamos National Lab (LANL), which
already has an unfinished cleanup mission to accomplish and cannot meet seismic
standards in the case of a severe earthquake.

WIPP has a limited mission and does not have the capacity for all surplus plutonium. In
addition, it was only designed to store materials that had come in contact with hot

materials, not the hot waste itself.

Therefore, stop MOX and immobilize the plutonium for disposal as a waste and safely
store plutonium until technically sound, suitable disposition facilities are available.

In fact, all nuclear energy activity should cease until we figure out what to do with the
waste. We are killing ourselves.

Sincerely,
Jacqueline Wasilewski, Ph.D.

59-1

|| s59-2

59-1

59-2

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.

The United States’ policy on the continued use of nuclear energy and the
construction and operation of a repository for HLW and used nuclear fuel are not
within the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS.
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Commentor No. 60: Jeanne Green

Sachiko McAlhany

NEPA Document Manager
SPD Supplemental EIS

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

Dear Sachicko McAlhany:

1 am very concerned about Department of Energy plans for surplus plutonium.

No additional plutonium should be brought to Los Alamos National Lab (LANL), which
has a cleanup mission and cannot meet seismic standards in the case of a severe
earthquake. WIPP has a limited mission and does not have the capacity for all surplus
plutonium. Stop MOX and immobilize and safely store plutonium until technically sound,
suitable disposition facilities are available.

My concerns about DOE’s plan?

LANL is not meeting its waste cleanup schedule, and its facilities do not meet
seismic standards in case of a severe earthquake. Bringing thousands of plutonium
pits to LANL would further endanger public health and safety and divert resources
away from cleanup.

Doubling the amount of TRU waste coming from SRS will likely exceed WIPP’s
capacity. As a result, TRU waste from LANL and other sites might not fit into WIPP.
Plutonium should be immobilized so that it can be safety stored until new disposition
options are available. Immobilization would also be less expensive than MOX.
MOX is not viable as there are no utilities that want to use MOX fuel in existing
power plants because of its costs, dangers, and the need to make changes to the
reactors.

Please reconsider the options and eliminate this faulty plan.

60-1

60-2

60-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL
is in the vicinity of active geologic faults. DOE and LANL are continuing to take
appropriate actions to further improve the safety policies and controls in place at
the laboratory and implement facility modifications and upgrades as necessary to
improve safety in the event of an earthquake.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9), including a
beyond-design-basis earthquake with fire, and describes concerns identified by
DNEFSB. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, under all alternatives, DOE would
disposition as MOX fuel 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus plutonium in
accordance with previous decisions. The pit disassembly and conversion options
analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, including the PDCF Option, apply to

27.5 metric tons (30.3 tons) of pit plutonium that DOE has decided to fabricate into
MOX fuel (a portion of the 34 metric tons [37.5 tons]), as well as to the 7.1 metric
tons (7.8 tons) of pit plutonium for which disposition is under consideration in this
SPD Supplemental EIS, for a total of approximately 35 metric tons (38.6 tons).
Appendix B, Table B-3, lists the annual and total plutonium throughput for the
various pit disassembly and conversion options at SRS and LANL. For example,
the maximum annual throughput for PF-4 at LANL is 2.5 metric tons (2.8 tons) per
year while the maximum amount of plutonium to be processed could be 35 metric
tons (38.6 tons) over the life of facility operation. The amount of plutonium that
would be allowed at LANL at any given time would be limited, and shipments

of pits to be disassembled there would be timed to support pit disassembly and
conversion activities such that the amount of plutonium at PF-4 did not exceed the
established material safety limit.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
implementation of any of the alternatives evaluated would generate CH-TRU
waste that would be sent to WIPP for disposal. As discussed in Section 4.5.3.6.3,
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Commentor No. 60 (cont’d): Jeanne Green

60-2

CH-TRU waste generated as a result of surplus plutonium disposition activities
could use between 24 percent (under the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent
(under the WIPP Alternative) of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP
Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would
be processed for potential disposal at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU
waste generation could exceed the available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP.
However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped to WIPP and criticality control overpacks
were used for packaging other surplus plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs,
then the volume of CH-TRU waste under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to
65 percent of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE considers immobilization a viable disposition pathway for at least some portion
of the approximately 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium for which a
disposition path is not assigned and has analyzed immobilization options it could
potentially implement in this SPD Supplemental EIS (see Chapter 4). The analyses

in this SPD Supplemental EIS indicate that none of the alternatives analyzed,
including immobilization, involve any substantial risk to the safety of the public.
The decisionmaker may consider cost, among other factors, when selecting an
alternative for implementation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B,
of this CRD.

Disposition of surplus plutonium as MOX fuel is a reasonable alternative, requiring
a full evaluation of potential environmental impacts per NEPA, regardless of whether
a specific utility has been identified to use MOX fuel today. Accordingly, this SPD
Supplemental EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of irradiating MOX fuel in
commercial nuclear power reactors (see Appendix I, Section 1.2).

The environmental, human health, and socioeconomic impacts of using MOX fuel

in a nuclear reactor are described in Appendix I, Section 1.2, and summarized in
Chapter 2, Section 2.6, of this SPD Supplemental EIS. The impacts of the use of

a partial MOX fuel core are not expected to be meaningfully different from the
impacts of reactor operation using a conventional full LEU fuel core. As described in
Appendix B, Section B.4, and Appendix I, only minor changes would be needed to
commercial nuclear power reactors to use a partial MOX fuel core.
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Commentor No. 61: Christopher J. Chancellor, Chair
American Nuclear Society

From: Christopher Chancellor

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 7:51 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Surplus Plutonium Disposition

I would like to take a moment to voice my complete support for the Surplus

Plutonium Disposition EIS. Specifically, | feel that Carlsbad, New Mexico’'s WIPP

Site is an ideal avenue for disposal for unwanted transuranic materials. WIPP

has for over a decade demonstrated its commitment to getting the job done and 61-1
maintaining the public trust. This is my opinion, that of my family, and that of the

local chapter of the American Nuclear Society (of which | am the Chair).

Best Regards,
Christopher J. Chancellor

61-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 62: Cassandra Fralix

From: Cassandra Fralix

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 10:08 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Draft SPD Supplemental EIS

| was unable to attend the Department of Energy’s hearing on disposal of plutonium

in Augusta, Georgia. | appreciate the opportunity to express my opposition to
the MOX option, and | support the immobilization of nuclear waste. | live about
45 minutes from Savannah River Site. | have been very concerned about the
plutonium waste that was generated at Savannah River Site and certainly do
not want any additional experimental programs--"non pit metal and oxide” to be
disposed of at this site.

Of course, | am grateful that the United States is working to dispose of surplus
military plutonium, but the US must work to rapidly complete nuclear disarmament.
The cost and technical problems related to MOX, | believe,makes it a poor choice
for solving the nuclear waste issue. The production of MOX and its use in reactors
compounds plutonium risks. The plutonium in MOX fuel won’t make the plutonium
unusable. With the concern that our country has about terrorism, we should not be
putting our citizens at any risk of terrorism. The transportation of plutonium is a
security risk. Immobilization makes more sense and is safer for the country.

More importantly, as a concerned resident of South Carolina, the event at
Fukushima is a wake up call. The Savannah River Site is on a fault line. MOX

is much harder to control. It can cause more cancer deaths in a severe accident
and poses severe storage problems. We can not experiment with this deadly
material. We must chose the better alternative, immobilization and put the citizens
of Georgia and South Carolina at a higher level of value than collateral damage—
often mentioned in regard to accidents. The land, my family, friends, and all those
that live in this area deserve the highest care and priority. We live in fear that
something will leak, someone will not be able to maintain the storage, that there will
be a natural catastrophe, which we know is a very real possibility.

| implore you as NEPA seeks to provide an environmental analyses and hear the
voices of the public that you will very carefully consider your decision and the
environmental consequences that MOX fuel presents.

Sincerely,
Cassandra Fralix

62-1

62-2

62-3

62-4

62-5

62-1

62-2

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of immobilization of surplus
plutonium. As discussed in Section 2.1, Topic A, of this CRD, the Storage and
Disposition PEIS (DOE 1996) and the SPD EIS (DOE 1999) evaluated numerous
alternatives for disposition of surplus plutonium, including immobilization.

DOE selected a disposition approach for some of the material declared surplus
(68 FR 20134). As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior
disposition decisions are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, but DOE
is evaluating alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
additional surplus plutonium.

Cost, schedule, technical viability, worker and public safety, environmental
impacts, security, and the ability to carry out international agreements are among
the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an alternative for
implementation.

The purpose of the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Program is to reduce the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus
plutonium in the United States in an environmentally sound manner to ensure that

it can never again be readily used in nuclear weapons. Central to the purpose of the
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Program is protecting plutonium from terrorists, so
appropriate safeguards and security measures are taken at all involved facilities and
during transportation to protect against unauthorized access to materials. Although
unirradiated (fresh) MOX fuel may not be sufficiently radioactive to be self-
protecting, fresh MOX fuel is not an attractive target for terrorist attack because it is
not readily usable for a nuclear device or dirty bomb. The plutonium in MOX fuel is
blended with approximately 20 times as much depleted uranium as plutonium and is
formed into ceramic pellets encased in metal cladding. Moreover, the MOX fuel is
contained in large, heavy fuel assembly structures that would make theft extremely
challenging. Without substantial physical dismantling and chemical separation,

the plutonium in the MOX fuel cannot be used in a nuclear bomb. Once the fuel

has been irradiated in a reactor, it would be highly radioactive, and recovering the
plutonium would be impossible without highly specialized equipment. DOE would
transport plutonium between DOE sites, as well as MOX fuel from SRS to domestic
commercial nuclear power reactors, using the NNSA Secure Transportation Asset
Program, as described in Appendix E. Under this program, security measures
specific to the materials being transported would be implemented to protect against
diversion. Chapter 2, Section 2.1, was revised to clearly indicate that transportation
of materials such as plutonium oxide and pits would be conducted under the NNSA
Secure Transportation Asset Program.
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Commentor No. 62 (cont’d): Cassandra Fralix

62-3
62-4

62-5

Only low-level radioactive waste generated as a result of proposed activities at SRS
would be buried on site. All other radioactive wastes would be disposed of at offsite
authorized or licensed facilities.

See the response to comment 62-1 regarding the decision on MFFF and alternatives.

Activities and facilities proposed for SRS involve preparation of surplus plutonium
for fabrication into MOX fuel or disposal by other methods. These activities are not
the same as those at the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station, a nuclear power
reactor, and the potential consequences of an accident caused by an earthquake or
other natural phenomenon at SRS would not be the same. There is currently no
operating nuclear reactor at SRS, nor would there be under any of the proposed
alternatives. The potential radiological impacts of an earthquake occurring in the
vicinity are evaluated in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Section D.2, of
this SPD Supplemental EIS. In addition to evaluating a design-basis accident based
on the current understanding and interpretation of the seismic risk, radiological
impacts of a beyond-design-basis earthquake are evaluated. The accident analysis
concludes that releases of plutonium following a beyond-design-basis earthquake,
should one occur, could result in up to 16 latent cancer fatalities in the surrounding
population from the radiation.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.

Analyses in this SPD Supplemental EIS, including analyses for cumulative impacts,
were performed for all potentially affected environmental, human health, and
social resource areas, consistent with applicable CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations.
Cost, schedule, technical viability, worker and public safety, environmental
impacts, security, and the ability to carry out international agreements are among
the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an alternative for
implementation. This SPD Supplemental EIS provides the decisionmaker with
information on the environmental impacts of each alternative.
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Commentor No. 63: Lee Poe

From: Lee Poe

Sent:  Wednesday, September 05, 2012 2:21 PM

To: Sachiko Mc Alhany

Subject: Comments on Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition SEIS
(DOE/EIS- 0283-S2)

Attachments: EIS Comments 0283-S2.doc

Attached are my comments on PU Disposition SEIS. | enjoyed the meeting in NA
last evening.

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 63 (cont’d): Lee Poe

Scitcmbcr 5,2012

Ms. Sachiko McAlhany, NEPA Document Manager
SPD Supplemental EIS

US Department of Energy

PO Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

Dear Ms. Mc Alhany

Public Comment on
Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Suppl tal Environ tal
Impact Statement
DOE/EIS-0283-S2

I attended the North Augusta Public Hearing last evening. Attendance at the
meeting was like old home week. During the open house portion of the meeting, |
had the opportunity to talk with a number of spectators about how the Russians
were proceeding with their part of the treaty. DOE has been totally silent on
Russia’s portion of the treaty agreements and the expects the public buy in on our
very expensive stabilization of weapon usable plutonium.

As one of your slides shown the US and Russia agreement started this whole mess
in 9/1/2000. The entire EIS process began at that time. Ihad the opinion from
reading newspapers that Russia is not meeting their commitment. I took the
opportunity to talk with some of the people attending the “open house” portion of
the meeting about this subject. They gave me a very good feeling that Russia was
acting on this commitment. I find very little information on this subject in the
referenced Summary of the EIS.

After looking at the summary, I found the US-Russia program mentioned at
several locations but it gave me no comfort about how they are progressing. That
treaty is a fundamental part of the justification for this action and the program
should be treated clearly in the EIS. It, in my opinion it is one of the major
drivers for these actions. It should be clearly treated in the EID; do not rely on the
public to grasp the implications of this major action.

In general the document is too complex and needs to be fixed so the public will
understand what is proposed. Turge DOE to stop changing the alternatives each
time something new comes up.

I am convinced that the general public does not understand this EIS nor will they
read such a complex EIS.

63-1

63-2

63-1

63-2

Under the PMDA (USA and Russia 2000), which entered into force in 2011, the
United States and the Russian Federation agreed to each dispose of at least 34 metric
tons (37.5 tons) of excess weapons-grade plutonium in nuclear reactors to produce
electricity, or by any other method as may be agreed to by the parties in writing.
Russia plans to irradiate its MOX fuel in fast reactors (BN-600 and BN-800) under
certain nonproliferation conditions. To that end, Russia has successfully irradiated
21 prototypic MOX fuel LTAs in its BN-600 fast reactor; completed over 50 percent
construction of the BN-800 fast reactor; completed formal siting of its MOX fuel
fabrication facility; established an integrating contracting office for implementation
of PMDA activities; and actively participated with the United States and the IAEA
in negotiating a verification agreement that will enable IAEA to independently verify
that the objectives of the PMDA are met. More information on the PMDA is located
on the U.S. State Department website at
www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2010/04/140097.htm.

DOE acknowledges the complexity of this SPD Supplemental EIS, which is
attributable to the complexity of the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Program. A
Summary is available for those who prefer not to review the detailed document.
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Commentor No. 63 (cont’d): Lee Poe

As I sat there and listened to the public comments last night, I had heard most of
them before last night in other EISs. This indicates to me DOE process for
responding to public comments is broken. Most of the comments seemed to be
sincere.

Minor Comments:

1) What is the problem between the DOE program and the TVA Program? This
has never been explained.

2) The comment response section helped but it is probably too terse to handle
most of the comments received.

3) Worker health effects (page S5-35) are very confusing.

4) Use of terms like worker latent fatal cancers (MEI would be about 1 chance in
2,500 (page S-37). Explain.

5) Comparison of individual health to public health at the Los Alamos seems
unreasonable. Typically workers are more healthy than the general public. Most
medical statistics show this to be true.

6) On page S-39, the report talks about extending the completion time for the No
Action Alternative from 2036 to 2038. What are the basis for the 2036 and the
two year extension?

63-3

63-4
63-5

63-7

63-3

63-4

63-5
63-6

63-7

During the public comment period, the public was encouraged to submit comments
on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS. Despite the stated closing date of the comment
period, DOE considered all comments received on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS,
including those received after the close of the comment period. This CRD provides
responses to those comments.

DOE and TVA have entered into an interagency agreement to evaluate the use

of MOX fuel in five reactors at the Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants.
Activities are continuing in accordance with this agreement. For further discussion,
refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

See the response to comment 63-3.

An LCF is a death of an individual due to cancer resulting from—and occurring
some time after—exposure to ionizing radiation. An estimate of the number of
LCFs in a population group or the risk of an LCF for an individual is determined
by multiplying the estimated radiation dose (measured in units of person-rem

for a population and rem for an individual) by the risk estimator or risk factor of
0.0006 LCFs per person-rem or rem. The Summary of the Draft SPD Supplemental
EIS included a footnote explaining the use of the risk estimator; that footnote
remains in this Final SPD Supplemental EIS, and another footnote has been added
explaining the term “latent cancer fatality” at its first use.

The health impacts analysis in this SPD Supplemental EIS examines the additional
health effects that may result from both normal operations and postulated accidents
related to the alternatives and options described in Chapter 2. The risk estimator was
developed considering a wide range of data and is appropriate for estimating risks
among the general public or workers. The risk of 1 chance in 2,500 to an MEI to
which the commentor refers is associated with a postulated design-basis earthquake
with fire at SRS. This means that, if the accident occurred (which is considered
unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely), there would be 1 chance in 2,500 that the
MEI would develop a fatal cancer at some time in his or her life. A new Section C.1
was added to Appendix C to include a more detailed discussion of human health
impact measures and assessment methods. Additional information was provided
regarding the basis for the risk factor of 0.0006 LCFs per person-rem (for the
population) or rem (for an individual) and the scientific basis of its use.

These dates are based on the information presented in Appendix B, Table B-2, of
this SPD Supplemental EIS. 1t should also be noted that for purpose of analyses

in this SPD Supplemental EIS, it was assumed that surplus plutonium disposition
activities under the No Action Alternative would extend to 2036 and to 2038 under
the action alternatives. The action alternatives extend to 2038 because they include
the disposition of an additional 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of plutonium, which
would remain in storage under the No Action Alternative.
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Commentor No. 64: Peggy L. Gonzales

From: peggon

Sent: Wednesday, September 05, 2012 11:03 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Support for NNSA Disposition of Excess Plutonium at LANL

To Whom It May Concern:

As an employee of the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) and concerned
citizen of northern New Mexico, | want to express my strong support for the
National Nuclear Security Administration’s (NNSA) plan to convert excess
plutonium used in nuclear weapons to resources for non-weapons applications. |
believe this is good for our national security, keeps it out of the hands of terrorists,
and is the best path toward the final disposition of this material. | also believe that
LANL is best positioned to handle this activity since they have the unique expertise
and facilities to securely and safely manage nuclear material.

Thank you for allowing me to share my opinion. | hope that right decisions are
made in the handling and disposition of these used nuclear materials.

Sincerely,
Peggy L. Gonzales

64-1

64-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 65: Dennis F. Nester

From: Dennis

Sent: Thursday, September 06, 2012 4:40 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis

Cc: Dennis

Subject: Re: UPDATE: Additional Hearing on the Draft Surplus Plutonium
Disposition Supplemental EIS and Comment Period Extension

From:

Dennis F. Nester

To: Federal Registry

There is already plutonium 239 in everyone’s DNA from 1945. And now from
Fukushima, Japan, deadly spent fuel. We can minimize exposure to radioactive
fallout by backwards engineering isotopes to zero at each nuclear power plant
where the spent fuel is stored in cooling ponds. In addition, electricity can be made
from the decay heat which turns the existing steam electric generators.

The Roy Process should be tested and installed worldwide.

NEW film edit - Please share widely

No Time To Waste: The Roy Process for Neutralizing Nuclear Waste
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XnGHSnDXLgQ&feature=you

tu.be

#51 Nuclear Hot Seat - Radio Show: The Roy Process
http://itunes.apple.com/us/podcast/nuclear-hotseat-hosted-by/id458213762
www.NuclearHotseat.com

On Sep 6, 2012, at 12:00 PM, spdsupplementaleis wrote:

Additional Hearing and Notice of Comment Period Extension for the Draft Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SPD
Supplemental EIS)

65-1

65-1

Examining the management of radioactive waste other than that resulting from
surplus plutonium disposition is not within the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS.
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Commentor No. 65 (cont’d): Dennis F. Nester

In response to the public comments and requests, the U.S. Department of
Energy has added an additional hearing that will be held on September 18, 2012,
in Espafiola, New Mexico and the public comment period for the Draft SPD
Supplemental EIS has been extended through October 10, 2012.

All comments received on or before October 10, 2012, will be considered during
the preparation of the Draft Final SPDisposition Supplemental EIS. Comments
received after the close of the comment period will be considered to the extent
practicable.

Draft SPD Supplemental EIS Public Hearing Schedule

August 21,2012 August 23, 2012 August 28, 2012
Holiday Inn Courtyard by Marriott ~ Pecos River Village
Express Santa Fe Conference Center

60 Entrada Drive 3347 Cerrillos Road 711 Muscatel Avenue
Los Alamos, NM  Santa Fe, NM 87507  Carlsbad, NM 88220
87544

Additional Hearing
September 18, 2012

Northern New Mexico College
Espafiola Campus

Center for Fine Arts Building
921 N. Paseo de Ofiate
Espariola, NM 87532

September 4, 2012 September 11, 2012 September 13, 2012

North Augusta Chattanooga Calhoun Community

Municipal Center Convention Center College - Decatur Campus

100 Georgia Avenue 1150 Carter Street Aerospace Building -

North Augusta, SC 29841 Chattanooga, TN 37402  Lecture Hall

(video webcast) 6250 Highway 31 North
Tanner, AL 35671

5:30 p.m. — Open House
6:30 p.m. — Presentation, followed by public comment session
8:00 p.m. — Hearing adjourns

If you require assistance to participate in a hearing, please call the toll-free
voicemail at 1-877-344-0513 and leave a message, or send an email to
spdsupplementaleis@saic.com, identifying the assistance you need at least 72
hours before the hearing. Please include your contact information so that we may
call you regarding your request. A Spanish interpreter will be present to assist at
the hearing in Espafiola.

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 65 (cont’d): Dennis F. Nester

The Federal Register NOA, the Draft SEIS, and additional project information are
available at http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/spdsupplementaleis.

OPPORTUNITIES TO COMMENT:

The comment period will end on October 10, 2012. Written comments may also be
submitted at the hearings or by U.S. Mail: Sachiko McAlhany, SPD Supplemental
EIS Document Manager, P.O. Box 2324, Germantown, MD 20874-2324

Toll-free Fax: 877-865-0277; Email: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 66: The Fisher Family

From: Greg Fisher

Sent: Thursday, September 06, 2012 5:29 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Please Support Nuclear Material Disposal and Don't Listen to Uninformed
naysayers

Fisher Family
Dear DOE,

We live in White Rock and work in Los Alamos but do not work for the lab or DOE
or any federal agency. Special interests in Santa Fe, most not originally from
New Mexico, always seem to think they know what is best for the economy and
environment of New Mexico and the USA- but they do not- you the policy leaders
and environmental scientists do.

Special interest visitors and mostly new residents or uninformed residents of Santa
Fe think our water is contaminated with radiation when it is cleaner than water
downstream from the auto junkyards that litter a part of Santa Fe where few of
these people live. These uniformed but well-intentioned people would try to kill

the jobs and opportunities that the national lab brings to Northern New Mexico.
And, amazingly they would slow down the removal of old waste and destruction of
weapons that is an essential part of what LANL does for the START Treaty.

You as professionals know better. Please do not bend to the irrational, well-
meaning but uninformed Santa Fe visitors and mostly new residents who think they
know what is best for the people and communities of Northern New Mexico that
work hard for the federal government and know the lan is a first-class operation
that will take pride and care in the disposal process.

Please allow the radioactive material to go to WIPP where it belongs, and continue
to let us in Los Alamos do our job to help our government and trhe world. There

is no other better place to do the disposal and conversion work and everyone
outside of a few naysayers in santa fe depends on the lab and DOE and has and
will continue to give our best to our government. Please allow LANL to keep turning
Russian weapons into safe fuel, using common sense and guided by science and
safety, not out-of-town politics. We all support you up here, and we can do the best
job there is to do, right here in Northern New Mexico. Los Alamos is a great place
and the right place for DOE and NSAA to invest.

Thanks,
The Fisher Family

66-1

66-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 67: Scott Shuker

From: Scott S.

Sent: Thursday, September 06, 2012 5:43 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Public comment

As always, | must protest, in the strongest possible terms, the proposed Plutonium
Disposition proposal at LANL. The generation of plutonium pits has no rational

purpose but to keep money flowing into the lab for a questionable justification while 67-1
endangering all living things which surround it. Our money is very much needed

elsewhere.

I look forward to the day when LANL's best and brightest can be put to work for
peaceful,sustainable purposes. Future generations will be appalled that such
nonsensical activities ever occurred there.

Thank you for your consideration.
Scott Shuker

67-1

The Surplus Plutonium Disposition Program is not related to the production of

pits at LANL. Examining issues related to pit production is not within the scope

of this SPD Supplemental EIS. The Surplus Plutonium Disposition Program is a
nonproliferation program in which plutonium would be removed from pits and
made inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use. All of the action alternatives
evaluated in this SPD Supplemental EIS are considered to render surplus plutonium
into a proliferation-resistant form or result in proliferation-resistant disposal.
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Commentor No. 68: Sharon Stover, Chair
Los Alamos County Council

COUNTY COUNCIL

LOS ALAMOS COUNTY gz

133 Central Park Square - Los Alamos, NM 87544 Geoff Rodgers

I I Phone (505) 563-1750 Fax (505) 6628079 Councilors
" Jamosnm us Frances M. Berting
Vincent Clmavalle

Dam Izraelevrfz

E. Wismer
COI‘NTY ADMINSTRATOR
my Bu

September 5, 2012

Sent via fax & USPS: (877)865-0277

Sachiko McAlhany, NEPA Document Manager
SPD Supplemental EIS

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

Dear Ms. McAlhany,

The County Council of Los Alamos would like to extend our strongest support for the Deparlment of
Energy's (DOE'’s) Draft |l Er I Impact for ir plutonium disp
work at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). We believe that it is a sound national security decision to
decommission unused plutonium pits into configurations that cannot easily be reused in a nuclear weapon. The
ARIES program at LANL has eliminated roughly 240 kilograms of plutonium pits over the last year and
converted them into a plutonium oxide.

Because of the initial success of ARIES, we believe that increased operations at the Laboratory for this
program will have minimal health or safety impacts on our community. In addition, LANL has the existing
personnel and facilities capable of safely and securely handling this additional scope of work.

We are also pleased to learn that approximately $70 million in new funding has the potential to create
an additional 300 permanent jobs associated with increasing the scope of this program. The Los Alamos
County Council believes it is imperative that LANL acquire additional mission scope in both their weapons and
non-weapons portfolios to ensure long-term stability.

Thank you for including our comments as part of the official record on this matter.
Sincerely,

ChaFhe~

Sharon Stover, Chair
Los Alamos County Council

SS:ms
cc: Los Alamos County Council

Harry Burgess, County Administrator
Charlie McMillan, Los Alamos National Laboratory

68-1

68-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 69: Victoria More

From: Corelight

Sent: Friday, September 07, 2012 2:23 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Please no more surplus plutonium in New Mexico!
Importance: High

Dear Ms. McAlhany,

| am very concerned about Department of Energy’s plan for surplus plutonium as
outlined in its Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement. No additional plutonium should be brought to Los Alamos
National Laboratory (LANL). LANL is not meeting its waste cleanup schedule and
its facilities do not meet seismic standards in case of a severe earthquake. Bringing
thousands of plutonium pits to LANL would further endanger public health and
safety and divert resources away from cleanup.

The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) has a limited mission and does not have
the capacity for all surplus plutonium. Stop the Mixed Oxide (MOX) Plutonium Fuel
Program and immobilize and safely store plutonium until technically sound, suitable
disposition facilities are available.

Sincerely,
Your name Victoria More
Your address

69-1

69-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.
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Commentor No. 70: Linda Garcia

From: Linda Garcia

Sent: Friday, September 07, 2012 2:55 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com
Subject: DOE Proposal

| oppose the current DOE proposal where plutonium triggers or pits will be
shipped to Los Alamos National Labs in New Mexico. LANL is not meeting its
waste cleanup schedule as it is without this additional burden. Its facilities do not
meet seismic standards in case of a severe earthquake. Bringing thousands of
plutonium pits to LANL would further endanger public health and safety and divert
resources away from cleanup, which LANL still needs to do.

Do not make a bad situation worse. LANL is not ready for this.
Sincerely,
Linda Garcia

70-1

70-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. Potential consequences of postulated accidents can
be found in Tables 4-6 through 4—8; however, the chances of a severe earthquake
accident are extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion,
refer to Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

Juawiaivis Jovdut] pppudwUoLIAUT [PIUdWI]ddng uolIsodsi] wniuomn]g snding putg



681-€

Commentor No. 71: Jonathan Crews

From: Jonathan Crews

Sent: Saturday, September 08, 2012 11:04 AM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Plutonium shipment

Dear Ms. McAlhany,

| am very concerned about Department of Energy’s plan for surplus plutonium as
outlined in its Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement. No additional plutonium should be brought to Los Alamos
National Laboratory (LANL). LANL is not meeting its waste cleanup schedule and
its facilities do not meet seismic standards in case of a severe earthquake. Bringing
thousands of plutonium pits to LANL would further endanger public health and
safety and divert resources away from cleanup.

The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) has a limited mission and does not have
the capacity for all surplus plutonium. Stop the Mixed Oxide(MOX) Plutonium Fuel
Program and immobilize and safely store plutonium until technically sound, suitable
disposition facilities are available.

Sincerely,
Jonathan Crews

71-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.
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Commentor No. 72: Don Hancock
Southwest Research and Information Center

SOUTHWEST RESEARCH AND INFORMATION CENTER

October 10, 2012

Sachiko McAlhany

NEPA Document Manager

SPD Supplemental EIS

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324 VIA: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

RE: Comments on the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)

Dear Sachicko McAlhany:

Southwest Research and Information Center (SRIC) is a nonprofit organization established in
1971 to promote the health of people and communities, protect natural resources, ensure citizen
participation, and secure environmental and social justice now and for future generations. SRIC
has been actively involved with issues related to surplus plutonium management for more than
two decades and to issues related to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) for more than 35
years. Over the past several years, SRIC also has been involved with various activities related to
Los Alamos National Lab (LANL). SRIC supports the goals of safely storing surplus plutonium,
making weapons-grade plutonium unavailable for future weapons use, and safely disposing of
plutonium waste. However, the existing the Department of Energy (DOE) National Nuclear
Security Administration (NNSA) program is not achieving, and will not achieve, those goals.

The following comments are in addition to those made orally by Don Hancock at the August 26,
2010 Santa Fe scoping meeting; the written scoping comments submitted on September 17,
2010; the written scoping comments submitted on March 12, 2012; and the oral comments made
by Don Hancock at the August 23, 2012 hearing in Santa Fe. Those comments also must be
fully considered and addressed. Of course, the DOE NNSA must fully consider and address all
comments received regarding the Draft SEIS.

For the many reasons that follow, DOE/NNSA cannot proceed with a Final Surplus Plutonium
Disposition Suppl. [ Envir [ Impact Si (SPD Supplemental EIS). DOE must
first issue a new or revised Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials

Programmatic EIS (Storage and Disposition PEIS or PEIS). Moreover, the Draft SEIS is grossly

inadequate and cannot serve as the basis for an adequate FEIS.

72-1

72-2

72-1

72-2

All comments received during the scoping process were considered by DOE in
developing the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS. During the public comment
period, the public was encouraged to submit comments on the Draft SPD
Supplemental EIS. Despite the stated closing date of the comment period, DOE
considered all comments received on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS, including
those received after the close of the comment period. This CRD provides responses
to those comments. As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.6, all comments received
during the scoping periods were considered in establishing the scope of this
document.

The decision to prepare this SPD Supplemental EIS was made in accordance with
CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations. This SPD Supplemental EIS supplements the SPD
EIS (DOE 1999), which in turn is tiered from the Storage and Disposition PEIS
(DOE 1996). DOE’s need to store and disposition surplus plutonium in accordance
with U.S. nonproliferation and export control policies in a safe, reliable, cost-
effective and timely manner, has not changed since the Storage and Disposition
PFEIS was prepared. DOE has, however, become aware of new circumstances

and information relevant to the SPD EIS that warrant re-examination of some of

the analyses provided in that NEPA document. Pursuant to CEQ and DOE NEPA
regulations and guidance, this can appropriately be done in a supplement to the SPD
EIS, which is the path DOE has elected to take with this SPD Supplemental EIS. For
further discussion, also refer to Section 2.1, Topic A, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 72 (cont’d): Don Hancock

Southwest Research and Information Center

1. NEPA requires halting the Supplemental EIS (SEIS) and instead issuing a Programmatic EIS.

DOE/NNSA is not in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
should not proceed with a SPD Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0283-S2). The SPD
Supplemental EIS to support decisions about surplus plutonium disposition is tiered from the
December 1996 Storage and Disposition PEIS (DOE/EIS-0229). However, the surplus
plutonium disposition program of the SPD Supplemental EIS is fundamentally changed from
the program and alternatives discussed in the Storage and Disposition PEIS. Therefore,
DOE/NNSA must issue for public comment a new Draft Storage and Disposition PEIS or a
Draft Supplemental PEIS describing the surplus plutonium disposition program and its
alternatives before it can proceed with an SPD Supplemental EIS. A new or supplemental
Final PEIS and a revised ROD are required before the SEIS could be issued.

The SPD Supplemental EIS program is greatly changed from the Storage and Disposition
PEIS in several ways. First, the PEIS considered and eliminated the alternative of disposing
of surplus plutonium at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) (pages 2-10 to 2-15).
Nonetheless, the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS (DSEIS) includes WIPP as the preferred
alternative for disposition of surplus plutonium that is not suitable for MOX fuel fabrication.
Second, the PEIS did not include Los Alamos National Lab (LANL) as a pit disassembly or
conversion location (pages 2-89 to 2-95). Nonetheless, the DSEIS includes LANL as a pit
disassembly and conversion action alternative. Third, the PEIS stated that disposition would
“meet the Spent Fuel Standard, thereby providing evidence of irreversible disarmament and
setting a model for proliferation resistance.” at 1-6. Nonetheless, the DSEIS has abandoned
the Spent Fuel Standard and provided no technical analysis that describes why the standard is
no longer valid. Fourth, the PEIS included sites for up to 50 years of long-term storage (pages
2-2to 2-7). However, storage at SRS and Pantex or reactor sites could be necessary for more
than 50 years, given that the disposition program as described in the PEIS has not been
implemented. Thus, at least four important elements of the current program were not
considered in the PEIS, leading to the unavoidable conclusion that the program has
dramatically changed, and a new PEIS or Supplemental PEIS is required before the SEIS can
proceed.

SRIC has reiterated its position regarding the need for a PEIS to comply with NEPA
repeatedly. The only response is on page 1-11 of the DSEIS:

Comment Summary: Commentors were concerned that related environmental
impact statements (EISs) need to be updated before this SPD Supplemental EIS
is issued and a decision made.

Resp : This SPD Suppl. | EIS is being prepared in accordance with
applicable Council on Environmental Quality and DOE NEPA regulations.
This SPD Supplemental EIS addresses all of the relevant issues and analysis
covered in the other documents and updates the analyses where necessary. The
other related EISs and supplement analyses, and the decisions announced in
the RODs for these documents, remain valid and, and in accordance with
Council on Environmental Quality and DOE NEPA regulations, do not need to
be updated before this SPD Supplemental EIS can be issued.

72-2
cont’d

The direct disposal of 50 metric tons (55 tons) of surplus plutonium was eliminated
from further analysis in the Storage and Disposition PEIS (DOE 1996:2-13) because
it would exceed the capacity of WIPP when added to DOE’s inventory of TRU
waste. In response to comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE expanded
the WIPP Alternative to include potential disposal of all 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons)
of the surplus plutonium for which a disposition path is not assigned. The disposal at
WIPP of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium, which is approximately
26 percent of the amount considered in the Storage and Disposition PEIS, could
potentially be accomplished within WIPP’s capacity and, therefore, is considered

to be a reasonable alternative in this Final SPD Supplemental EIS (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.5.3.6.3). A description of WIPP’s capacity and the process that would be
used to dispose of surplus plutonium as CH-TRU waste at WIPP, as analyzed in this
Final SPD Supplemental EIS, is contained in Appendix B, Sections B.1.3 and B.3.

Pit disassembly and conversion at the Hanford Site, Idaho National Laboratory, and
the Pantex Plant were evaluated in the SPD EIS (DOE 1999). Pit disassembly and
conversion at these sites was not selected in the ROD for the SPD EIS (65 FR 1608)
and, therefore, is not evaluated in this SPD Supplemental EIS.

The use of LANL to support pit disassembly and conversion has been ongoing. In
1998, DOE completed an environmental assessment of a proposed pit disassembly
and conversion demonstration project at LANL (DOE 1998a). The SPD EIS

(DOE 1999) acknowledged these activities, and the LANL SWEILS (DOE 2008)
included the impacts associated with these ongoing activities. In this SPD
Supplemental EIS, DOE is now considering an expansion of these activities and
has included an evaluation of all of the environmental impacts associated with this
proposal (see Appendix F and the various sections in Chapter 4 that include impacts
analyses related to LANL).

DOE believes that the alternatives, including the WIPP Alternative, analyzed in

this SPD Supplemental EIS meet the goals of the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent
Fuel Standard is a term, coined by the National Academy of Sciences and modified
by DOE, denoting the main objective of alternatives for the disposition of surplus
weapons-usable plutonium: that such surplus plutonium would be made roughly as
inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing stock
of plutonium in civilian spent (used) nuclear fuel.

As described in Appendix B, Table B-2, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, 40 years
of storage of surplus non-pit plutonium is analyzed in the proposed No Action
Alternative. Storage for fewer years is analyzed under the action alternatives. DOE’s
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That response is not adequate for several reasons. First, asserting that the PEIS “remain[s]
valid” is clearly contradicted by looking at the portions of its Chapter 2 cited above. If the
PEIS remains valid, WIPP must be excluded from consideration as a disposition alternative;
LANL must be excluded from consideration as a pit disassembly or conversion location; and
Hanford, Idaho National Lab, and Pantex must be included as alternative pit disassembly or
conversion locations. But the DSEIS provides no analysis of Hanford or INL for pit
disassembly or conversion and rejects Pantex for that activity.

Pit disassembly and conversion at Pantex was evaluated in the SPD EIS (DOE
1999b), and DOE selected PDCF at SRS for reasons set forth in the SPD EIS
ROD (65 FR 1608). Although DOE is reconsidering the decision to build a
PDCF at SRS and is looking at other options including using PF-4 at LANL,
DOE is not reconsidering pit disassembly and conversion at Pantex for the
reasons set forth in the SPD EIS ROD. at 2-15.

That Record of Decision (ROD) of 2000 describes the attributes of SRS, but provides no
analysis of why Pantex is not a reasonable alternative. Thus, the DSEIS does not adequately
consider alternative pit disassembly and conversion locations included in the PEIS.

Second, the DSEIS provides no adequate analysis of the reasons to reconsider the SRS pit
disassembly and conversion facility. Page 2-1 states that DOE/NNSA commissioned a study
and developed options for disassembly and conversion based on the study. However, the
study document (MPR 2011) is not available for public review. As of October 10, 2012, the
SPD website continues to state that reference documents are “Coming Soon.” However,
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations provide:

No material may be incorporated by reference unless it is reasonably available
for inspection by potentially interested persons with the time allowed for
comment. 40 CFR §1502.21.

CEQ further explained that requirement:

Care must be taken in all cases to ensure that material incorporated by
reference, and the occasional appendix that does not accompany the EIS, are in
fact available for the full minimum public comment period. 46 FR 18034.
Emphasis added.

The study cannot be the basis for the alternative locations considered nor for excluding other
sites because it is not “reasonably available for inspection.” The EIS process is ongoing for
more than 18 years (since the 1994 public meetings on surplus plutonium disposition), so
there is no justification for references not being available in a timely manner to fully comply
with CEQ regulations.

Third, if the PEIS remains valid, all the disposition alternatives would meet the Spent Fuel
Standard. But they do not. That Standard is abandoned, with the mere assertion that:

72-2
cont’d

72-3

|| 724

72-3

72-4

alternatives for surplus plutonium disposition would complete these activities within
the 50-year storage period previously analyzed.

The period for submitting comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS closed

on October 10, 2012. On the same day, DOE posted the references on the SPD
Supplemental EIS website at http://nnsa.energy.gov/aboutus/ouroperations/
generalcounsel/nepaoverview/nepa/spdsupplementaleis. Nonetheless, the Draft

SPD Supplemental EIS and the cited resources on which DOE relied to support

the analysis in the Drafi SPD Supplemental EIS were available to the public for

the duration of the comment period. Copies of the cited reference materials were
sent along with copies of the document to all of the reading rooms and libraries
listed in the Summary, Section S.13, of the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS prior to

the beginning of the public comment period. However, there are certain types of
information that are exempt from public release; in the Draft SPD Supplemental
EIS, the reference “MPR 2012” contained such protected information. In response to
requests for this document, DOE prepared a redacted version, which is now available
for public release. Despite the stated closing date of the comment period, DOE
considered all comments received on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS, including
those received after the close of the comment period.

As discussed in the response to comment 72-2, DOE believes that all of the
alternatives, including the WIPP Alternative, analyzed in this SPD Supplemental
EIS meet the goals of the Spent Fuel Standard. The approximately 2 metric tons
(2.2 tons) of surplus plutonium that would be disposed of at WIPP under the MOX
Fuel Alternative is impure plutonium that could not be readily used in a nuclear
weapon. This impure plutonium would be blended with large quantities of inert
material that would make recovery, purification, and reuse in a nuclear weapon even
more challenging, and the material would be disposed of 2,000 feet (610 meters)
underground. Under the WIPP Alternative, 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus
plutonium would be disposed of at WIPP (see Chapter 2, Section 2.3.5). As with
the MOX Fuel Alternative, this surplus plutonium would be blended with large
quantities of inert material, making it challenging to recover, purify, and reuse. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.
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DOE believes that the alternatives, including the WIPP Alternative, analyzed
in this SPD Supplemental EIS provide protection from theft, diversion, or
future reuse in nuclear weapons akin to that afforded by the Spent Fuel
Standard. at 2-12.

That assertion in no way serves as a rigorous technical basis for changing a fundamental
requirement of the PEIS disposition program. Nor does sending surplus plutonium to WIPP
provide “evidence of irreversible disarmament and setting a model for proliferation
resistance” as required by the Spent Fuel Standard. Indeed, part of the WIPP alternative is
processing plutonium in H Canyon, which is an actual and symbolic proliferation facility and
could result in plutonium being more weapons usable than in its current state, certainly does
not demonstrate either “irreversible disarmament” or “proliferation resistance.” If the Spent
Fuel Standard is to be abandoned, a new or supplemental PEIS that discusses why the Spent
Fuel Standard is not viable and the alternatives to that standard must be issued for public
comment.

Fourth, DOE/NNSA have provided no documentation of any analysis of the PEIS and
whether updating is needed. CEQ has stated:

As a rule of thumb, if the proposal has not yet been implemented, or if the EIS
concerns an ongoing program, EISs that are more than 5 years old should be
carefully reexamined to determine if the criteria in Section 1502.9 compel
preparation of an EIS supplement. 46 FR 18036.

Thus, a 16-year old PEIS should logically be supplemented. DOE/NNSA have produced no
document of a careful reexamination of the PEIS and the need to update it, and the cursory
assertion in no way can serve as such a reexamination. Therefore, for those many reasons,
before a SEIS can be issued, a new or supplemented PEIS must be issued for public comment,
and a final PEIS and revised ROD must be issued.

2. The DSEIS misstates previous decisions and misrepresents the history of the plutonium
disposition program, so much so that the SEIS is legally inadequate.
According to the DSEIS, the Proposed Action is:

DOE proposes to disposition an additional 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
surplus plutonium for which it has not previously made a disposition decision;
to provide the appropriate capability to disassemble surplus pits and convert
surplus plutonium to a form suitable for disposition; and to provide for the use
of MOX fuel in TVA and other domestic commercial nuclear power reactors.
at 1-2.

It is a gross falsehood that DOE “has not previously made a disposition decision” regarding
the 13.1 metric tons of surplus plutonium. The fact is that DOE previously determined that
surplus plutonium would be immobilized and dispositioned to meet the Spent Fuel Standard.
In its 1997 ROD, DOE determined that all surplus plutonium, including the 13.1 metric tons,
would be dispositioned by either immobilization or MOX:

72-4
cont’d

72-5

72-6

72-5

72-6

DOE believes that it is neither necessary nor desirable to supplement the Storage and
Disposition PEIS (DOE 1996). For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic A,
of this CRD.

Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of this Final SPD Supplemental EIS was revised to clarify
that the scope of this Final SPD Supplemental EIS is the disposition of 13.1 metric
tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium for which DOE does not have a disposition
path assigned; to provide the appropriate capability to disassemble surplus pits

and convert surplus plutonium to a form suitable for disposition; and to provide

for the use of MOX fuel in TVA’s and other domestic commercial nuclear power
reactors. As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.1, and Appendix A, Section A.1, the
March 28, 2007, NOI (72 FR 14543) recognized that a portion of the 13.1 metric
tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium was originally planned for immobilization in
the SPD EIS ROD (65 FR 1608). As further described in Chapter 1 (see Figure 1-7)
and Appendix A, the 2002 amended ROD cancelling the Immobilization Facility
(67 FR 19432), as well as subsequent actions, left 5.1 metric tons (5.6 tons) of
non-pit surplus plutonium originally planned for immobilization to be considered
for disposition in this SPD Supplemental EIS; this was rounded up to the 6 metric
tons (6.6 tons) analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS. As described in Section 1.5,
the 7.1 metric tons (7.8 tons) of pit plutonium included in the 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) is from a 2007 Excess Plutonium Declaration and, therefore, was

not included in the immobilization decision announced in the SPD EIS ROD

(65 FR 1608).
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DOE will provide for disposition of surplus plutonium by pursuing a strategy
that allows: (1) Immobilization of surplus plutonium for disposal in a
repository pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, and (2) fabrication of
surplus plutonium into MOX fuel, for use in existing domestic commercial
reactors (and potentially CANDU reactors, depending on future agreements
with Russia and Canada). 62 FR 3029.

The 2000 ROD explicitly re-affirmed that 1997 decision:

Consistent with the January 1997 decision on the Storage and Disposition
PEIS, the Department of Energy is affirming its decision to use a hybrid
approach for the safe and secure disposition of up to 50 metric tons of surplus
plutonium using both immobilization and mixed oxide fuel technologies and to
construct and operate three new facilities at its Savannah River Site. The
hybrid approach allows for the immobilization of approximately 17 metric tons
of surplus plutonium and the use of up to 33 metric tons as mixed oxide fuel
which would be irradiated in commercial reactors. 65 FR 1619.

Both NEPA and good government policy require DOE to base its proposals and actions on
factual bases. CEQ regulations state:

NEPA procedures must insure that environmental information is available to
public officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are
taken. The information must be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysis,
expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to implementing
NEPA. 40 CFR §1500.1(b).

DOE could state that it is changing its decisions — if it complies with NEPA and other federal
laws — but the DSEIS is based on a fundamental falsehood that DOE “has not previously
made a disposition decision.” That the DSEIS is fundamentally erroneous requires that it be
stopped and that a Final SEIS not be issued.

The DSEIS also fails to recognize that the entire plutonium disposition program of the PEIS
ROD has failed. Immobilization has not occurred, neither have the reactor disposition
alternatives. The PEIS ROD stated:

The time to attain production scale operation in existing LWRs and CANDU
reactors could be about 8—12 years, depending on the need for and source of
test assemblies that might be required. The time to complete the disposition
mission is a function of the number of reactors committed to the mission,
among other factors. For the variants considered, the time to complete varies
from about 24 to 31 years. 62 FR 3022.

While it is more than 15 years since the PEIS ROD was issued, no successful lead assembly tests
have occurred, and no production scale reactor operation has occurred at all, let alone in the

72-6
cont’d

72-7

72-7

See the response to comment 72-2 regarding the need to update or redo the Storage
and Disposition PEIS (DOE 1996). Whether actions being implemented based on
previous decisions made by DOE are progressing as originally planned does not
change or affect this analysis, and such actions are outside the scope of this SPD
Supplemental EIS.
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designated time period. In fact, there are no production scale LWRs that have agreed to use the
Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel, and no such MOX fuel has been produced. Nor will the production of
MOX fuel occur in the next few years, if ever. The completion of the disposition mission in
reactors by 2028 is clearly not feasible. Thus, the reactor disposition mission has failed, and a
new or supplemented PEIS is needed to discuss the reasonable alternatives.

In the April 19, 2002 Amended ROD on Surplus Plutonium Disposition that changed previous
decisions, DOE announced: “Cancellation of the immobilization portion of the disposition
strategies announced in those RODs due to budgetary constraints.” 67 FR 19432. No
comprehensive analysis has been provided that adequately supported that decision. Since that
Amended ROD, there has effectively been no immobilization disposition program. Thus, the
disposition immobilization program of the PEIS ROD also has failed, and a new PEIS is needed
to discuss the reasonable alternatives.

Under DOE regulations,

When required to support a DOE programmatic decision (40 CFR
1508.18(b)(3)), DOE shall prepare a programmatic EIS or EA (40 CFR
1502.4). DOE may also prepare a programmatic EIS or EA at any time to
further the purposes of NEPA. 10 CFR § 1021.330(a).

DOE has provided no NEPA or legal basis that describes and analyzes why a new PEIS should
not be completed. Once a new PEIS is completed, additional NEPA analyses also may be
necessary for the specific surplus plutonium programs discussed in the NOIs.

3. Since DOE is re-considering the PEIS disposition program, the Preferred Alternative should
be immobilization.
Like many other groups, SRIC has long supported immobilization of surplus plutonium and
continues to believe that option should be implemented. Thus, in the new NEPA analysis, SRIC
urges that the preferred alternative be some form(s) of immobilization for all of the surplus
plutonium. The NEPA analysis must discuss immobilization to meet the Spent Fuel Standard as
well as any reasonable alternatives to do not meet that standard, if DOE persists on abandoning
that requirement. If DOE is proceeding with “stardust” or “inert material” for some plutonium
oxide “to reduce the plutonium content to less than 10 percent by weight and inhibit plutonium
material recovery” (at 2-8), it must describe the process, whether it could be applied to more than
6 metric tons of surplus plutonium, and whether it is a reasonable alternative for up to 50 metric
tons of surplus plutonium. The NEPA analysis must discuss how all of surplus pit plutonium
could be immobilized or otherwise “inhibited from plutonium material recovery” and stored at
SRS in addition to the detailed analysis of how the 6 metric tons of non-pit plutonium could be
immobilized. The NEPA analysis must also discuss how the Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication
Facility (MFFF) could be modified to be part of the immobilization program, as well as
discussing how it could be modified for pit disassembly and conversion activities.

Given the need for a new PEIS for surplus plutonium disposition and the need for an
immobilization program, SRIC strongly objects to the statements in the DSEIS that DOE will not
reconsider decisions already made to disposition surplus plutonium. At least one immobilization

72-7
cont’d

72-8

72-8

For the reasons provided in the response to comment 72-2, DOE does not believe

a new Storage and Disposition PEIS is necessary. As discussed in Section 2.2,
Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior decisions with respect to the disposition path for
the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus plutonium (68 FR 20134) are not addressed
in this SPD Supplemental EIS. The commentor’s objections to this position are
noted.

DOE proposes to disposition 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium

for which a disposition path is not assigned; to provide the appropriate capability

to disassemble surplus pits and convert surplus plutonium to a form suitable for
disposition; and to provide for the use of MOX fuel in TVA’s and other domestic
commercial nuclear power reactors. The action alternatives include immobilization
and vitrification with HLW at DWPF, as well as fabrication of the surplus plutonium
into MOX fuel and preparation for potential disposal at WIPP. See the response to
comment 72-2 regarding the ability of the alternatives to meet the goals of the Spent
Fuel Standard.
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facility must be considered a reasonable alternative and examined in detail. In addition, how at
least some of the surplus plutonium could be vitrified in the Defense Waste Processing Facility
must be considered a reasonable alternative and examined in detail. Such an analysis must also
compare other immobilization methods with using H-Canyon for costs, environmental impacts,
and proliferation risks.

4. Since DOE is reconsidering previous decisions, it must consider that the MOX preferred
alternative should be cancelled. or its status revised and updated.
Revisiting the MOX preferred alternative is required for policy, NEPA, and legal reasons.
First, if “budgetary constraints” caused the cancellation of the immobilization program in
2002, the current more extreme federal budgetary constraints and the much greater costs of
MOX than previously estimated should result in canceling the MFFF. Any NEPA analysis
must fully discuss why the cancellation should not occur, if DOE plans to continue the MFFF.
Second, the DSEIS discusses LANL activities solely as supporting the MFFF. A reasonable
alternative is to not use LANL for the MOX programs (as has been the long-standing policy).
If not using LANL would mean that MFFF would not operate or would have less feedstock
than its proposed 34 metric-ton capacity, then not proceeding with the MFFF is a reasonable
alternative. Third, no U.S. light-water reactor (LWR) reactor company (including the
Tennessee Valley Authority) has agreed to use MOX fuel, so it is incumbent upon DOE to
develop alternatives to address the fact that much or all of the proposed 34 metric tons of
surplus plutonium designated for the MFFF would not be used so that disposition program
could not be implemented. Fourth, the more than $4 billion already spent on MFFF and
PDCEF does not mean that either or both facilities will operate as previously designed.
Another reasonable alternative would be to modify the MFFF so that it could carry out the
disassembly and/or conversion activities, instead of using LANL. Fifth, MOX used in
commercial reactors is not “dispositioned.” After being in the reactor, the MOX fuel will be
spent nuclear fuel and either has to be stored for decades at the reactor site or some other
storage site, since there is no disposal facility being developed under the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act (NWPA). The NEPA analysis must also include the environmental impacts of
long-term storage of the irradiated MOX fuel at any reactor that uses such fuel. Even if there
were a geologic repository being developed under the NWPA, it is not likely to have the
capacity for MOX reactor spent fuel because the current legal capacity of 70,000 metric tons
could be fully used by existing commercial reactor spent nuclear fuel and defense high-level
waste and spent fuel from MOX fuel is years away and therefore would likely be far down the
queue of waste in a first repository. The Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board also has
pointed out that MOX fuel creates numerous storage and security problems that are greater
than for low-enriched uranium fuel. The DOE analysis must fully discuss and respond to
those issues identified in the Board’s December 30, 2011 letter to Peter Lyons of DOE.
(http://www.nwirb.gov/corr/big1 62.pdf).

DOE NNSA should recognize that the surplus plutonium cannot be made into an “asset” by
being converted to MOX. Rather, that plutonium should be considered and handled carefully
as a waste, immobilized (or otherwise placed in a proliferation-resistant form), and stored at
SRS or some other site. Spending billions of dollars more to try to make the surplus
plutonium usable as MOX only serves to increase the costs of managing the plutonium, while
also risking proliferation. The new NEPA analysis should discuss the alternative that the

72-8
cont’d
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In April 2014, DOE’s Plutonium Disposition Working Group issued its report,
Analysis of Surplus Weapon-Grade Plutonium Disposition Options (DOE 2014),
which assesses options that could potentially provide a more cost-effective
approach for disposition of surplus U.S. weapons-grade plutonium and provides the
foundation for further analysis and independent validation.

As discussed in Section 2.1, Topic A, of this CRD, the Storage and Disposition

PEIS (DOE 1996) and the SPD EIS (DOE 1999) evaluated numerous alternatives
for disposition of surplus plutonium, including immobilization. DOE selected an
approach for disposition of some of the plutonium declared surplus (68 FR 20134).
As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior disposition decisions
are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS.

As discussed in the response to comment 72-2, LANL has been actively involved
in surplus plutonium disposition activities since the start of the program in the late
1990s. Pit disassembly and conversion options that do not involve an expanded
role for LANL are considered in this SPD Supplemental EIS (see Sections 2.1.1
and 2.1.2). Under either of these options, sufficient feedstock would be available to
support MFFF.

As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior decisions with
respect to the disposition path for the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus
plutonium (68 FR 20134) are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, but
DOE is evaluating alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
additional surplus plutonium. The action alternatives evaluated for the 13.1 metric
tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium are the Immobilization to DWPF Alternative,
MOX Fuel Alternative, H-Canyon/HB-Line to DWPF Alternative, and WIPP
Alternative.

DOE considered incorporating pit disassembly and conversion into the MFFF
design, but did not pursue full incorporation of this capability due to the
classification concerns associated with some pit disassembly and conversion
operations. This SPD Supplemental EIS does include analysis of the environmental
impacts associated with the addition of oxidation furnaces and the conversion of
plutonium metal to a plutonium oxide in MFFF (see Appendix B, Section B.1.1.2).

Chapter 4, Section 4.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS describes the avoided
environmental impacts associated with using MOX fuel in commercial nuclear
power reactors versus using LEU fuel.

Juawiaivs Jovdut] pppudwuoIaUy [pIudWa|ddng uorisodsiq wniuon]g snjding putg



LPI-€

Commentor No. 72 (cont’d): Don Hancock
Southwest Research and Information Center

MFFF will fail or that there will not be sufficient commercial reactors to use the MOX fuel.
The new NEPA analysis must discuss the alternatives in such circumstances.

The new NEPA analysis should describe in detail the environmental impacts and revised costs of
the MFFF, use of MOX fuel in reactors, storage and disposal of all wastes from MOX reactors so
that there is current analysis of the environmental impacts and costs of both the MOX and
immobilization alternatives, as well as any other alternatives that are being considered.

SRIC opposes MOX, which is a proliferation risk, creates many public health and safety dangers,
has enormous economic costs, and there are no U.S. reactors capable and willing of using it.
Regardless of policy preferences, a new or supplemental PEIS fully discussing and analyzing
surplus plutonium disposition options is required as a matter of law.

5. WIPP as an disposition disposal alternative is not adequately analyzed because the actual
capacity does not accommodate 6 metric tons of surplus plutonium.

In its previous comments SRIC identified numerous problems regarding use of WIPP and stated

that a comprehensive technical analysis was necessary to show that WIPP is a reasonable

alternative. The DSEIS fundamentally fails to include such an adequate analysis, as required by

NEPA.

The DSEIS states:

Since the TRU waste projections from baseline activities at SRS and LANL
are already included in subscribed estimates for these sites, implementation of
surplus plutonium disposition would leave approximately 2,700 cubic meters
(95,000 cubic feet) to 13,700 cubic meters (480,000 cubic feet) of
unsubscribed capacity at WIPP to support other activities. at 2-43.

The total WIPP capacity for TRU waste disposal is set at 175,600 cubic meters
(6.2 million cubic feet) pursuant to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Land
Withdrawal Act, or 168,485 cubic meters (5.95 million cubic feet) of contact-
handled TRU waste (DOE 2008k:16). Estimates in the Annual Transuranic
Waste Inventory Report — 2011 indicate that approximately 148,800 cubic
meters (5.25 million cubic feet) of contact-handled TRU waste would be
disposed of at WIPP (emplaced volume plus anticipated volume) (DOE 2011k:
Table C-1), approximately 19,700 cubic meters (696,000 cubic feet) less than
the contact-handled TRU waste permitted capacity. Therefore, approximately
19,700 cubic meters (696,000 cubic feet) of unsubscribed contact-handled
TRU waste capacity could support the waste generated by other missions, such
as the actions analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS. at 4-54.

There are numerous inadequacies in those statements. First, the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
(LWA) does not require that the entire capacity of 175,564 cubic meters be used, nor that the
entire 168,485 cubic meters of contact-handled (CH) capacity be used.

72-14
cont’d
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As stated in Appendix I, Sections 1.1.2.4 and 1.2.2.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
used MOX fuel would be managed in the same manner as used LEU fuel, by storing
it in the reactor’s used fuel storage pool or placing it in dry storage. The use of MOX
fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would not result in the generation of large
quantities of additional used fuel. Most of the MOX fuel would displace LEU fuel
that otherwise would have been used to power the nuclear power reactor. Use of
MOX fuel could increase used nuclear fuel generation by 8 to 10 percent for TVA’s
Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants, and from 2 to 16 percent for generic
reactors during the period MOX fuel could be used at a reactor. DOE expects that
increases of this magnitude would be managed within the reactor’s normal planning
for storage of its used fuel. The increases would represent a much smaller increase in
the total amount of used nuclear fuel associated with domestic commercial nuclear
reactors. Assuming the increase was at the high end of the range discussed above

(16 percent), the increase in the total amount of used fuel in the United States as a
result of using MOX fuel to disposition surplus plutonium would be approximately
0.2 percent.

Examining construction and operation of a geologic repository for used nuclear
fuel and HLW is not within the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS. As stated
in Appendix I, Sections I.1.2.4 and 1.2.2.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, used
MOX fuel would be managed in the same manner as used LEU fuel. In addition,
as discussed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, DWPF canisters containing vitrified
plutonium with HLW would be managed in the same manner as other DWPF
canisters containing HLW.

DOE has terminated the program for a geologic repository for used nuclear fuel and
HLW at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. Notwithstanding the decision to terminate the
Yucca Mountain program, DOE remains committed to meeting its obligations to
manage and ultimately dispose of used nuclear fuel and HLW. For further discussion,
refer to Section 2.7, Topic A, of this CRD.

See the response to comment 72-2 regarding the need to update or redo the Storage
and Disposition PEIS (DOE 1996).

DOE notes the commentor’s objection to MOX fuel. The environmental impacts
(including human health risks) of the alternatives for surplus plutonium disposition
would be similar. Environmental impacts are expected to be minor, and there would
be little offsite impact on the public from normal operations of surplus plutonium
disposition facilities. Operation of surplus plutonium disposition facilities under
the alternatives evaluated in this SPD Supplemental EIS would contribute little
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Second, the actual capacity of WIPP is less than 175,564 cubic meters because of the way the
facility has been managed since it received its first waste shipment in March 1999. As the
Attachment shows, Panels 1-5, which are closed, contain 75,770.85 of CH waste. If the
remaining five panels dispose of the same amount of CH waste, the projected WIPP disposal
capacity would be 151,542 cubic meters, or 2,742 cubic meters more than the estimated amount
of CH waste in the 2011 Inventory. That “unsubscribed” amount is far less than the amounts of
CH-TRU waste included in the DSEIS. Furthermore, just as the Attachment shows that the
actual capacity of remote-handled (RH) waste is no more than 3,545 cubic meters (or about half
of the legal limit), the table also shows that the legal CH capacity is unlikely to be available. The
CH capacity of each panel is 18,750 cubic meters. But panel 6, which is currently being filled,
will almost certainly have less than that amount of waste, thereby reducing the actual remaining
capacity to less than 168,485 cubic meters.

Third, the DSEIS does not discuss the DOE decision that using some of the CH capacity for RH
waste in shielded containers is a higher priority than surplus plutonium disposition. In response
to DOE’s request, on August 8, 2011, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) approved use
of RH waste in shielded containers. final 080811.pdf

In its pending permit modification request to allow RH waste in shielded containers to the New
Mexico Environment Department, DOE states that up to 6 percent of the floor space in panels 7-
10 could be taken by RH waste in shielded containers. Since the total CH capacity of those four
panels is 75,000 cubic meters (18,750x4), 6 percent is 4,500 cubic meters. Using actual practice
for the first five panels, that amount of RH waste in shielded containers added to the projected
148,800 cubic meters totals 153,300 cubic meters or more than 1,750 cubic meters more than the
projected disposal capacity. In that case, there would be no space for any of the surplus
plutonium included in the DSEIS. Furthermore, the actual amount of space used by RH waste in
shielded containers could be much more than the estimate in the permit modification request.
That estimate is based on full three-packs of RH waste in shielded containers, but with dunnage
drums, the space required for RH waste in shielded containers could be up to three times as much
as projected. The use of dunnage drums in waste shipments and disposal is one reason that so
much of WIPP’s disposal capacity has been unused.

Fourth, it is not correct that the “baseline activities at SRS and LANL are already included in
subscribed estimates for these sites.” The 2011 WIPP Inventory does not include waste stream
SR-221H-PuOx, which is the “pilot” program of pipe overpack containers with “inert material.”
The decision to use LANL for some pit disassembly has not been made and the TRU waste from
those activities are not included in the 2011 Inventory. In addition, there are substantial amounts
of TRU waste below ground at Area G at LANL that are not included in the 2011 Inventory
because a decision has not yet been made about those wastes. The possibility that some below
ground waste at LANL, in addition to the amounts included in the 2011 Inventory, would go to
WIPP must be considered. Such additional waste would further reduce “unsubscribed” capacity
at WIPP. Rather than asserting that “baseline activities” are included, DOE must provide an
analysis that confirms that assertion, must analyze the possibility that additional amounts of TRU
waste would go to WIPP, and fully discuss the actual capacity limits of WIPP. An adequate
analysis must include not just the legal capacity of WIPP, but also the actual capacity. Such an
analysis must address the capacity shortfall. Such an analysis must address other wastes being
considered for disposal at WIPP, including RH waste in shielded containers.
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to cumulative effects, including health effects among the offsite population. The
risks associated with using a partial MOX fuel core versus a full LEU fuel core

in commercial nuclear power reactors are expected to be comparable. The risks
associated with postulated accidents would be small. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD.

See the response to comment 72-2 regarding the need to update or redo the Storage
and Disposition PEIS (DOE 1996) and the response to comment 72-8 regarding
DOE’s previous decision concerning the fabrication of 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of
surplus plutonium into MOX fuel.

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP that are specified
in the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act and in the Agreement for Consultation and
Cooperation between the Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant and will continue to manage operations at WIPP within
the limits prescribed by law. Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, of this SPD Supplemental
EIS discusses the amount of TRU waste that is projected for disposal at WIPP, as
published in the Annual Transuranic Waste Inventory Report — 2012 (DOE 2012a),
as well as the amount of unsubscribed CH-TRU waste disposal capacity that would
be necessary to support the alternatives analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS. The
WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium
would be processed for potential disposal at WIPP, is the only alternative where
CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the available unsubscribed capacity at
WIPP. As discussed in Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result

of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE does not agree with the commentor that the actual capacity of WIPP would

be less than the 168,485 cubic meters (5.95 million cubic feet) of CH-TRU

waste allowed under the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act and the Consultation and
Cooperation Agreement between DOE and the State of New Mexico. The first five
panels at WIPP were closed with 75,771 cubic meters (2.68 million cubic feet) of
contact-handled waste, thereby leaving a total of 89,714 cubic meters (3.17 million
cubic feet) of unsubscribed capacity. DOE would seek permit modifications to allow
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Commentor No. 72 (cont’d): Don Hancock

Southwest Research and Information Center

In addition to the technical need for such capacity analysis, NEPA legal requirements necessitate
such a cumulative analysis. CEQ regulations state that an EIS must consider cumulative
impacts:

Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or
non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can
result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place
over a period of time. 40 CFR §1508.7

Regarding WIPP, the various proposed actions are significant.

Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but
cumulatively significant impacts. Significance exists if it is reasonable to
anticipate a cumulatively significant impact on the environment. Significance
cannot be avoided by terming an action temporary or by breaking it down into
small component parts. 40 CFR §1508.27(b)(7).

The various proposals that cumulatively affect the ability of WIPP to meet its longstanding
mission to dispose of legacy TRU waste, the possibility that surplus plutonium would displace
waste that is in the WIPP Inventory, that such additional waste may exceed the actual, not just
the legal, capacity must be comprehensively analyzed, which has not been done in either a
programmatic or WIPP-specific EIS.

6. The impacts of bringing the 6 metric tons of surplus plutonium to WIPP have not been
adequately analyzed.

Although SRIC’s scoping comments pointed out numerous issues that had to be included in an

adequate NEPA analysis, the DSEIS does not provide that analysis. Regarding transportation,

the DSEIS concludes:

The highest risk to the public due to incident-free transportation would be
under the WIPP Alternative, where up to 9,800 truck shipments of radioactive
materials, wastes, and unirradiated MOX fuel would be transported to and/or
from SRS (see Table E-10). at E-47.

However, that analysis understates the transportation impacts. The analysis assumes full loads of
surplus plutonium in TRUPACT-IIs or HalfPACTs. However, actual WIPP experience shows
that a significant number of dunnage drums are included in shipments, thereby increasing the
number of shipments. DOE must analyze the number of shipments to WIPP based on the

historic number of dunnage drums. Such an analysis will increase the number of shipments, and
therefore the risks to crews and the public from such shipments. That analysis is not covered by
the uncertainties described in Appendix E.

The DSEIS also states:

72-20
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enough mined volume to safely emplace contact-handled waste up to this total,

as future inventory warrants. As indicated in the WIPP Hazardous Waste Permit
(NMED 2012), disposal limits for Panels 9 and 10 will be the subject of a future
permit modification. Assuming Panels 6 through 8 are filled to their permitted
capacity (18,750 cubic meters [662,000 cubic feet]), Panels 9 and 10 would each
need to be permitted to allow for the disposal of approximately 18,230 cubic

meters (644,000 cubic feet) to reach the maximum limit of 168,485 cubic meters
(5.95 million cubic feet) of CH-TRU waste, a number lower than currently permitted
for Panels 3 through 8 (NMED 2012).

All of the waste associated with the proposed disposition of surplus plutonium

at WIPP would be CH-TRU waste. As shown in the modification of the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Permit (NMED 2012), which approved the use of shielded
containers for the disposal of remote-handled TRU waste on the floors at WIPP, no
change has been made in the amount of CH-TRU waste that could also be emplaced
in Panels 7 and 8. As discussed in the permit, the limits for Panels 9 and 10 will be
the subject of a new permit.

The CH-TRU waste estimates associated with the other CH-TRU waste planned

for disposal at WIPP have been updated in this Final SPD Supplemental EIS

(see Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3), based on estimates included in DOE’s Annual
Transuranic Waste Inventory Report — 2012 (DOE 2012a). The 2012 report includes
estimates of CH-TRU waste from LANL and SRS (including waste stream SR-
221H-PuOx). The commentor is correct that the revised estimates associated with
the proposed surplus plutonium disposition activities at these sites were not included
in the inventory, but they have been included as part of the analysis presented in this
Final SPD Supplemental EIS. Regarding TRU waste inventories, baseline activities
in this Final SPD Supplemental EIS are those activities itemized and discussed in the
Annual Transuranic Waste Inventory Report — 2012.

See the response to comment 72-17 regarding the capacity of WIPP to handle the
waste from the proposed surplus plutonium disposition activities.

Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, of this Final SPD Supplemental EIS discusses the
amount of CH-TRU waste that is projected for disposal at WIPP, as published in the
Annual Transuranic Waste Inventory Report — 2012 (DOE 2012a), as well as the
amount of unsubscribed CH-TRU waste disposal capacity that would be necessary
to support the alternatives analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS. As discussed

in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result of surplus
plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under the No Action
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Commentor No. 72 (cont’d): Don Hancock
Southwest Research and Information Center

It is assumed for analysis purposes in this SPD Supplemental EIS that WIPP
would be available for the duration of the surplus plutonium activities under
each alternative. at 4-54.

That assumption is not reasonable. The WIPP Hazardous Waste Permit describes WIPP’s
operational period as 25 years (see Attachments B, G, and H1), thus it is reasonable to assume
that the last shipments to WIPP could be in 2023. In that eventuality, much of the surplus
plutonium would not be shipped to WIPP. An adequate NEPA document would analyze the
alternative that some or all of the 6 metric tons would not come to WIPP and would analyze all
of the impacts and costs of extending the WIPP operations beyond 2023.

The DSEIS states:

The loaded POCs would be transferred to E-Area, where WIPP waste
characterization activities would be performed: nondestructive assay, digital
radiography, and headspace gas sampling. Once the POCs have successfully
passed the characterization process and meet WIPP waste acceptance criteria,
they would be shipped to WIPP in Transuranic Package Transporter Model 2
(TRUPACT-II) or HalfPACT shipping containers. at 2-8.

The DSEIS includes no analysis of how much of the waste might not meet WIPP waste
acceptance criteria, whether any of those criteria might have to be changed to accommodate the
surplus plutonium, whether other requirements of the WIPP Hazardous Waste Permit could be
met or whether they would need to be modified, and whether additional shipping containers
(numbers of TRUPACT-IIs or HalfPACTs or new NRC-certified shipping containers) would be
required.

The DSEIS includes no analysis of how surplus plutonium would be emplaced at WIPP,
including whether additional panels would be needed, whether different emplacement procedures
would be needed, and whether the surplus plutonium would take space such that some waste in
the WIPP Inventory could not be accommodated or its shipment to WIPP would be delayed
while surplus plutonium was shipped first, and the impacts of longer term storage at sites with
“displaced” waste. There is no analysis of the costs of extending the WIPP operational lifetime
beyond 25 years, nor what changes in the facility — additional mining, upgrading of underground
drifts or waste hoist, maintenance and improvements of the Waste Handling Building — and
additional transportation containers could be required.

The DSEIS does not include or reference a new performance assessment that shows that the
surplus plutonium would meet the WIPP certification requirements of 40 CFR §191 and §194.

The DSEIS does not analyze the impacts on WIPP operations of international inspections of
disposition facilities, which are part of the PEIS ROD.

In addition, all disposition facilities will be designed or modified, as needed, to
accommodate international inspection requirements consistent with the
President’s Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy. 62 FR 3028.

72-22
cont’d
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72-24

72-25
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Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped to WIPP and
criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus plutonium

for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste under
the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed WIPP
disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. DOE acknowledges that some activities
currently under consideration by DOE could compete for unsubscribed capacity
at WIPP; however, no decisions have been made by DOE to use available WIPP
capacity outside of those reported in DOE’s Annual Transuranic Waste Inventory
Report — 2012 (DOE 2012a). DOE will make decisions regarding TRU waste
disposal within the constraints of the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act and associated
agreements and permits. Any TRU disposal that would exceed the capacity at
WIPP as allowed by law would require additional legislation and appropriate NEPA
documentation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

Transportation risks are analyzed for all alternatives proposed in this SPD
Supplemental EIS. Surplus plutonium, like all CH-TRU waste destined for disposal
at WIPP, would be packaged and transported in accordance with all applicable
regulations. Design and regulatory limits would determine the amount of CH-TRU
waste that can be shipped under the regulatory criteria. Dunnage is only used to
complete a payload assembly (e.g., 7-pack of 55 gallon [208 liter] drums, a second
standard waste box) when a limit is reached (e.g., fissile gram equivalent, weight,
wattage). There is no “typical” dunnage usage for shipments to WIPP, even within a
single waste stream. In the case of shipments containing POCs, the only limitation
that would restrict the number of POCs on a shipment is weight, and that weight
limitation would be reached at 35 POCs per shipment. Thus, for the type of waste
considered in this SPD Supplemental EIS for shipment to WIPP, the use of dunnage
for shipments of POCs is not needed or anticipated, and the assumption that the
shipments would consist of a full load of 35 containers is reasonable. For incidental
CH-TRU waste generated by operations analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS,
the number of shipments was based on 42 containers per shipment. Historical data
regarding TRU waste shipments from SRS shows that, on average (regardless of the
waste stream or transport package type), about 5 percent of the transported volume is
comprised of dunnage; therefore, a corresponding percentage increase in the number
of shipments would not substantially increase risks to the public. Transportation
risks for transport of surplus plutonium and incidental CH-TRU waste to WIPP

are delineated in Appendix E, Tables E-6 to E-10, of this SPD Supplemental EIS.
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Commentor No. 72 (cont’d): Don Hancock
Southwest Research and Information Center

SRIC’s scoping comments pointing out the analysis by the Global Fissile Materials Report 2011
(http:/fissilematerials.org/library/gfmr1 1.pdf):

“U.S. and Russian disposition of plutonium in MOX is to be monitored by the
IAEA but the several tons of plutonium in plutonium-contaminated waste that
is being disposed of in the WIPP facility is not. This will create a large
uncertainty for any future international attempt to verify U.S. plutonium
production and disposition.” at 18.

Nonetheless, the DSEIS includes no discussion of the impacts of the existing uncertainty from
disposal at WIPP over the past decade, nor about the increasing uncertainly and impact if up to 6
metric tons of additional surplus plutonium is disposed at WIPP.

Therefore, for all of those reasons, the DSEIS analysis of the impacts of using WIPP is
inadequate. Such an inadequate analysis does not provide the technical or legal basis for
considering WIPP to be a reasonable alternative, nor does it provide a basis to include WIPP in a
final SEIS.

7. LANL should not be considered a reasonable alternative location.
As noted in #1, LANL was not included as a reasonable alternative location for pit disassembly
and conversion activities, so it cannot be considered until a new or supplemented PEIS is issued
for public comment, and a final PEIS and a revised ROD are issued.

The analysis in the DSEIS is grossly inadequate. DOE/NNSA appears to have no specific
proposal as to the amount of surplus plutonium that could come to LANL, despite SRIC’s
scoping comments specifically stating that such information is required. Without such
information, DOE cannot provide an adequate NEPA analysis, nor can the public understand the
proposal and effectively participate, as required by NEPA. Figure 1-7 (and Figure 2-3) indicate
that 41.1 metric tons of surplus plutonium would require pit disassembly and conversion. The
DSEIS also states:

Regardless of the disposition alternative selected, pit disassembly and
conversion would be necessary for 35 metric tons (38.6 tons) of surplus
plutonium. at 1-10 (and at 2-2).

The table on page 4-3 of the DSEIS shows MOX fuel being 34 metric tons, 41.1 metric tons, or
45.1 metric tons, so pit disassembly and conversion could potentially be up to 45.1 metric tons.
Table B-3 indicates that LANL could be used for from 2 metric tons to 35 metric tons, but that
table does not indicate why LANL could not be used for up to 45.1 metric tons of MOX fuel.
Clearly, DOE has not identified how much plutonium would come to LANL and under what
conditions specific amounts of plutonium would or would not come to LANL. The wide
disparity of the amount of plutonium that could be at LANL makes an adequate NEPA analysis
very difficult and confusing, at best, and impossible at worst.

72-25
cont’d

72-26

72-27

72-22

72-23

Section E.14.2 was revised to include dunnage as a contributor to uncertainty when
determining the number of shipments of wastes.

The WIPP Alternative (see Chapter 2, Section 2.3.5) could result in the disposition
of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium at WIPP, and the MOX
Alternative (see Section 2.3.3) could result in the disposition of 2 metric tons

(2.2 tons) of surplus plutonium at WIPP. The other alternatives considered in this
SPD Supplemental EIS would not disposition surplus plutonium at WIPP, although
all alternatives would send other incidental CH-TRU waste to WIPP. Disposal of
CH-TRU waste under all alternatives evaluated in this Final SPD Supplemental

EIS would be in accordance with the WIPP waste acceptance criteria and, with the
exception of a scenario that would use only POCs for disposal of 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium under the WIPP Alternative, would remain within
WIPP’s disposal capacity (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2; Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3;
and Appendix B, Sections B.1.3 and B.3) as mandated under the WIPP Land
Withdrawal Act and the Consultation and Cooperation Agreement between DOE
and the State of New Mexico. The operational period of WIPP is not limited

to 25 years, as suggested by the commentor, but is assumed to last 25 years for
disposal operations in parts of the permit. As discussed in Attachment G of the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Permit, “This operating period may be extended or shortened
depending on a number of factors, including the rate of waste approved for shipment
to the WIPP facility and the schedules of TRU mixed waste generator sites, and
future decommissioning activities,” (NMED 2012).

DOE would request permit modifications to extend operations, as necessary. Should
such permit modifications not be extended, other alternatives analyzed in this SPD
Supplemental EIS could be implemented to address any material that DOE decided
to disposition at WIPP, but was unable to do so. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

Appendix E of this SPD Supplemental EIS contains analyses of transportation
options associated with transport of the plutonium materials to WIPP in POCs and
criticality control overpacks within TRUPACT II and HalfPACT transportation
packages.

As identified in Appendix E, Section E.4.2, plutonium materials could be placed in
criticality control overpacks at higher concentrations than in POCs, thus reducing
the total number of shipments and the amount of waste associated with disposition
of this surplus plutonium. Criticality control overpacks have been approved for
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Commentor No. 72 (cont’d): Don Hancock
Southwest Research and Information Center

That problem of insufficient information about the amount and forms of plutonium is not clearly
addressed in Appendix F, which never indicates that maximum amount of plutonium at LANL
and over what timeframe the impacts are calculated. Moreover, despite SRIC scoping
comments, the DSEIS does not fully analyze the potential for criticality accidents; does not fully
analyze the storage requirements of surplus plutonium awaiting processing and plutonium that
has been processed; does not include the history of surplus plutonium shipments to and from
LANL as part of the basis for the impacts of transportation analysis; and does not include the
history of worker doses from routine operations and from accidents as part of the worker impact
analysis.

Despite SRIC’s scoping comments that stated that a full analysis was required, the DSEIS does
not fully discuss the current missions of LANL and how a large expansion of pit disassembly and
conversion would impact its other existing missions. The DSEIS does not analyze the overall
impacts of the large expansion of pit disassembly and conversion on compliance with the
Consent Order of 2005. To SRIC, it appears that such an expansion is directly contradictory to
the requirements for cleanup and closure of Area G at LANL, because no additional waste from
new surplus plutonium missions should be stored or disposed at Area G or other locations at
LANL. The DSEIS does not discuss the existing financial shortfalls in the annual budgets for
LANL cleanup and how an expansion of pit disassembly and conversion would impact the
LANL budget, including cleanup funding.

Despite scoping comments from SRIC and others, the DSEIS analysis of seismic risks is grossly
inadequate, and thus the environmental impacts of pit disassembly and conversion activities are
seriously underestimated. An adequate NEPA analysis would include current seismic risk
analysis, inadequacies of existing analysis, and more conservative analysis.

Despite the scoping comments of SRIC and others, the DSEIS analysis of environmental justice
is grossly inadequate. Those comments noted that a discussion was required of whether the
nearby pueblos have affirmatively supported that new mission, but the DSEIS has no such
information. If the pueblos have not given such support, as SRIC believes is the reality, the
analysis must include the basis for considering such an alternative, which the DSEIS does not do.
The DSEIS also does not include any discussion of the government-to-government consultation
that is required and its results.

Clearly, the DSEIS analysis is totally inadequate regarding the alternatives and impacts of using
LANL. Such an inadequate DSEIS cannot be used as the basis for a final SEIS.

8. The impacts of long-term storage of the surplus plutonium at SRS must be fully analyzed.
The Technical Summary Report for Long-term Storage of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials,
July 17, 1996, part of the Storage and Disposition PEIS documentation, discussed the “at least up
to 50 years” storage system for plutonium and Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU). The new
NEPA analysis should update that Report and re-analyze the storage impacts and costs at the K
Area Complex at SRS, including the time period for which that area can “ensure the continued
safe storage.” The analysis must include the impacts of storing the plutonium in its current
forms and in the various forms considered possible. The analysis must include the impacts of

72-27
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shipment within TRUPACT II and HalfPACT transportation packages, and for
disposal at WIPP; however, this option would not be implemented until all additional
analyses that may be required are completed and approved, and certified containers
have been procured.

Regarding the need for additional Type B packages, such as TRUPACT IIs and
HalfPACTs, DOE does not expect that additional packages would be required to
support the WIPP Alternative. These packages are reusable and would be returned to
support additional shipments once they were unloaded at WIPP.

See the response to comment 72-22 regarding the potential impacts of surplus
plutonium disposition activities on WIPP capacity. DOE periodically evaluates the
usage of WIPP disposal space as part of operation of the WIPP facility. Use of WIPP
to disposition additional surplus plutonium would not be expected to result in the
need for additional mining, upgrading of underground drifts or the waste hoist, or
improvements of the Waste Handling Building at WIPP. The impact of TRU waste
disposal, as analyzed in the WIPP SEIS (DOE 1997b), accounts for current and
planned receipts of CH-TRU waste from throughout the DOE complex.

CH-TRU waste would be emplaced at WIPP in accordance with its disposal permit.
DOE would make decisions about the schedule of shipments of TRU waste to
WIPP in the context of the needs of the entire DOE complex. Because the CH-TRU
waste proposed to be sent to WIPP would be in accordance with the WIPP waste
acceptance criteria and within the WIPP capacity, the effects of disposal would be
within those evaluated in the current performance assessment.

Cost is among the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting
an alternative for implementation. See the response to comment 72-22 regarding
extending operations at WIPP.

The subject of international inspections of surplus plutonium disposition facilities

is discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the SPD EIS (DOE 1999) and is not being
revisited in this SPD Supplemental EIS. International monitoring and inspections

of surplus plutonium disposition facilities apply to the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of
plutonium subject to the U.S./Russian PMDA (USA and Russia 2000). The United
States and the Russian Federation are in active negotiations with IAEA regarding a
verification agreement that will enable IAEA to independently verify that the PMDA
objectives are met.

See the responses to comments 72-17 through 72-24 regarding the potential
impact of proposed surplus plutonium disposition activities on WIPP. Based on the
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Southwest Research and Information Center

bringing additional pits from Pantex and storing them, or treating and storing the resulting
disassembled pits at SRS for more than 50 years.

9. The impacts of long-term storage of plutonium pits at Pantex must be fully analyzed.

The Final Envir [ Impact Si for the C d Operations of the Pantex Plan and
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapons Components (SWEIS, DOE/EIS-0225) analyzed the
impacts of plutonium pits storage at Pantex for approximately 10 years. Decisions announced in
the 1997 ROD included:

Continue providing interim pit storage at Pantex Plant and increase the
authorized storage level to 20,000 pits: This decision will allow the Pantex
Plant to continue nuclear weapon dismantlement operations scheduled over the
next 10 years until disposition decisions are made and implemented. 62 FR
3883.

The most recent Supplement Analysis (SA) in 2008 analyzes the impacts of operations
through 2011. DOE/EIS-0225/SA-04 at 1-4. Clearly, neither the Pantex SWEIS nor the SA
provides adequate NEPA analysis for long-term storage of plutonium pits. Given that the
surplus plutonium disposition program has failed, the long-term storage of plutonium pits at
Pantex must for further analyzed, both in a new or supplemented PEIS and in a new or
supplemental Pantex SWEIS.

10. The costs of all options must be analyzed.

The DSEIS includes no cost analysis of the alternatives. This is a serious inadequacy, especially
given DOE’s past decision in 2002 to cancel immobilization because of “budgetary constraints.”
Further, it appears that an important factor in reconsidering the PDCF is because of its costs and
the rising costs of the MFFF. CEQ regulations state:

Most important, NEPA documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly
significant to the action in question, rather than amassing needless detail. 40
CFR §1500.1(b).

Costs are clearly significant regarding decisions to be made about surplus plutonium storage and
disposition. DOE/NNSA, the public, the Congress, and the administration must and will
evaluate the alternatives based on costs and “budgetary constraints.” That the DSEIS does not
include the historic actual costs of the surplus plutonium storage and disposition program or the
estimated future costs of the alternatives is a serious inadequacy. Such an inadequate DSEIS is
not an adequate basis for a Final SEIS.

11. The comment period must be extended.

As already noted on page 3, the study regarding pit disassembly and conversion alternatives is
not available. Moreover, many other references listed in the DSEIS are not publicly available
including at reading rooms and they are not available on the SPD website, despite the NEPA
requirement that all such documents be available for at least 45 days, the minimum time for
public comment on an EIS. 40 CFR §1506.10(c), 10 CFR §1021.313(a). Therefore, if DOE is

72-32
cont’d

72-33

72-34

72-35

72-27

72-28

cumulative impacts presented in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, there is expected to
be enough disposal capacity at WIPP to dispose of the projected CH-TRU waste
generated under all of the alternatives analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS.

See the response to comment 72-2 for further discussion regarding DOE’s views on
why LANL is appropriately within the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS and why
a new programmatic EIS is not necessary.

The commentor is correct that up to 45.1 metric tons (49.7 tons) of surplus
plutonium could be turned into MOX fuel under the MOX Fuel Alternative.
However, only the portion consisting of pits and metal would require disassembly
and conversion; oxides would not require disassembly and conversion. To ensure
that DOE fully analyzed the impacts associated with this pit disassembly and
conversion option, DOE evaluated a range of plutonium operations at LANL

to conservatively envelop the possible operational scenarios (see Appendix B,
Tables B-2 and B-3, for a summary of the options). The impacts of the pit
disassembly and conversion options, which maximize the operations of facilities
at LANL and SRS, are described in detail in the appendices and summarized in
Chapter 4.

As described in Appendix B, Section B.2.1, after pit disassembly and possible
conversion to oxide, the plutonium would be canned, as shown in Figure B-5. It
would then be safely stored in the TA-55 vault before being shipped to SRS for use
in MFFF. Chapter 4 and Appendix E of this SPD Supplemental EIS evaluate the
impacts of transporting plutonium pits and other nuclear material (such as plutonium
oxide) to and from LANL (see Appendix E, Section E.8, for further discussion). The
details of such shipments are classified; however, a summary of the risks associated
with these shipments is included in Tables E-6 through E-10.

A S-year history of worker doses at LANL is provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.6,
and the additional worker doses associated with the proposed pit disassembly and
conversion activities at PF-4 are discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.1, and its

associated subsections (see Table 4-3 for estimated doses under each alternative).

With respect to accident history, Chapter 3, Section 3.2.6.4, summarizes the
unplanned radiological or nonradiological releases to the environment at LANL, and
Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9, address a range of possible accidents
involving the proposed pit disassembly and conversion activities, including
criticality accidents, at PF-4.
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Commentor No. 72 (cont’d): Don Hancock
Southwest Research and Information Center

continuing the SEIS process, it must extend the public comment period for at least 45 days from
the date that all references are made publicly available (which should include availability on the 72-35
SPD website). The only option to avoid such an extended comment period is to terminate the cont’d

SPD SEIS process.

Thank you for your careful consideration of, and response to, these and all other scoping
comments.

Yours truly,

L e

Don Hancock

72-29

72-30

As discussed in Appendix B, Section B.2.1, DOE would modify PF-4 to support the
proposed pit disassembly and conversion activities that could occur there should
the decision be made to expand pit disassembly and conversion activities at LANL.
The impacts associated with these modifications are considered in Chapter 4 and
Appendix F of this SPD Supplemental EIS.

As discussed in Table 4-13 and Appendix E, Section E.5.1, this SPD Supplemental
EIS evaluates the capacity impacts from onsite disposal of low-level radioactive
waste generated at LANL from the proposed activities as well as the impacts from
shipment of the waste to Federal or commercial disposal facilities. It was assumed
for purposes of analysis that mixed low-level radioactive waste would be shipped to
commercial facilities or the Nevada National Security Site for disposal and that the
TRU waste would be shipped to WIPP.

Funding decisions on major Federal programs and projects at LANL, such as
cleanup activities, are beyond the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS. While
cleanup and remediation of existing contamination at LANL are outside the scope
of this SPD Supplemental EIS, progress on implementing the Consent Order is not
linked to, and does not contradict, decisions on pit disassembly and conversion
activities. As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly
and conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts,

not substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup
and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions.
For further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topics A and C, of this CRD. Decisions
regarding funding for specific Federal programs and projects at LANL, such as
cleanup activities, are outside the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS.

DOE is aware of the seismic concerns associated with the continued operation of
PF-4 and is aggressively pursuing additional analyses of and upgrades to this facility
to ensure that it continues to operate safely. Appendix D of this SPD Supplemental
EIS presents the evaluation of postulated accidents at PF-4. In addition to evaluating
a design-basis accident based on the current understanding and interpretation of the

seismic risk, radiological impacts of a beyond-design-basis earthquake are evaluated.

This analysis assesses the radiological impacts if an earthquake occurred that was so
severe that major failures of PF-4 structure and equipment resulted and a widespread
fire followed. As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.6,
Table 2-3, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, risks to the public are expected to be
minor from both normal operations and potential accidents under any proposed
alternative. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 72 (cont’d): Don Hancock
Southwest Research and Information Center

[WIPP DISPOSAL VOLUMES (cubic meters)
|(js of January 14, 2012)
Panel1 |Panel2 |Panel3 |Panel4 |Panel5 |Panel6 |Panel7 Panel 8 Panel 9 Panel 10  |Totals
55-gal. Drums 38,139 23,865 8,394 12,858 21,255 6,339 110,850
Volume 8,009.19| 5,011.65| 1,762.74| 2,700.18| 4,463.55| 1,331.19 23,278.50
SwWB 1,239 3,176 1,730 1,405 2,200 741 10,491
| Volume 2,329.32| 5,970.88| 3,252.40| 2,641.40| 4,136.00] 1,393.08 19,723.08
ITDOF‘S 35 1,451 2,227 1,048 788 131 5,680
Volume 157.50| 6,529.50| 10,021.50| 4,716.00] 3,546.00 589.50 25,560.00]
85-gal drums 2 0 0 3 0 0 5
Volume 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.00 0.00 1.60]
100-gal. Drums 0 1,278 5,409 11,050 9,951 1,218 28,906
Volume 0.00 485.64| 2,055.42| 4,199.00| 3,781.38| 462.84 10,984.28
SLB2s 0 0 0 0 0| 5 5|
Volume 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 36.95 36.95|
R-Lid 72-Bs [ 0 0 198 246] 74 518,
Volume 0.00 0.00 0.00 176.22 218.94 65.86 461.02|
F-Lid 72 Bs 0 0 0 0 18 0 18
Volume 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.02 0.00 16.02
CH volume 10,496.65| 17,997.67| 17,092.06] 14,257.54| 15,926.93| 3,813.56 79,584.41
RH volume 0.00 0.00 0.00 176. 22‘ 234.96 65.86 477.04|
|
|Sources: Container numbers: http://www.wipp.energy.gov/general/Ger port.pd
Container volumes: hitp://www.nmenv.state.nm.us/wipp/documents/Part3.pdf
I
RH legal limit_| 4 7,079
RH canister capacity 176.22 234.96 534 650 650 650 650 3,545.18
CH legal limit 168,485
CH capacity 10,496.65| 17,997.67| 17,092.06| 14,257.54| 15,926.93| 18,750.00) 18,750.00| 18,750.00| 18,750.00| 18,750.00| 169,520.85
Cumulative 10,496.65| 28,494.32] 45,586.38| 59,843.92| 75,770.85]
2011 Inventory remaining (DOE/TRU-11-3425, pages 426-427)
CH [ [ 76,561
RH (undercounted) [ 3,459
RH (per Patterson - 1/26/2012) 5,336
I I
Note: Numbers ‘in red are b‘ased on WI‘F’P permit v‘olumes anc‘ differ from‘the volume‘s in the sourc‘e document, which underc‘oums the vohrmes“
Compiled by: Don Hancock, Southwest Research and Information Center; [ [

72-31

72-32

72-33

72-34

Chapter 4, Section 4.1.6, of this SPD Supplemental EIS analyzes the environmental
justice impacts of the options for pit disassembly and conversion at LANL.

Section 4.5.3.8 describes cumulative environmental justice impacts and includes a
summary of the impacts from consideration of a special pathways scenario.

DOE invited Native American tribes to provide comments at the seven public
hearings held in Alabama, New Mexico, South Carolina, and Tennessee. During
the public comment period, DOE met with the four accord Pueblos (Cochiti,

San Ildefonso, Jemez, and Santa Clara) to ensure they understood the proposed
activities at LANL and to give them an opportunity to ask additional questions
about and provide comments on the proposed activities. DOE has also engaged
with those pueblos that have requested it to arrange for government-to-government
consultation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.6, Topic A, of this CRD.

See the response to comment 72-2 regarding DOE’s views on why a new
programmatic EIS is not necessary. The environmental impacts resulting from
implementation of the alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, are
discussed in Chapter 4. As described in Appendix B, Table B-2, 40 years of storage
of surplus plutonium is analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS under the No Action
Alternative. Storage for fewer years is analyzed under the action alternatives. DOE’s
alternatives for surplus plutonium disposition would complete these activities within
the 50-year storage period previously analyzed.

See the response to comment 72-2 regarding DOE’s views on why a new
programmatic EIS is not necessary. As described in Chapter 4, page 4-2, the impacts
from continued storage of plutonium pits at the Pantex Plant are not addressed
directly in this Final SPD Supplemental EIS. Appendix A, Section A.2.1, of this SPD
Supplemental EIS incorporates by reference the analysis of impacts of continued pit
storage as described in the Final Supplement Analysis for the Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated
Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE 2012d); annual impacts associated
with continued storage of plutonium pits at the Pantex Plant would be small.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of proposed
surplus plutonium disposition activities, pursuant to CEQ and DOE’s NEPA
regulations. While cost is among the factors that the decisionmaker may consider
when selecting an alternative for implementation, CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations
do not require that costs be included in an EIS.
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Commentor No. 72 (cont’d): Don Hancock
Southwest Research and Information Center

72-35

See the response to comment 72-3 regarding the availability of references for this
SPD Supplemental EIS. In response to multiple requests for more time to review
and comment on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE extended the originally
scheduled comment period by an additional 15 days through October 10, 2012.
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Commentor No. 73: Mark Holland

From: markaholland

Sent: Sunday, September 09, 2012 2:03 AM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com
Subject: No shipments of pits to LANL!!!

Dear Ms. McAlhany,

| am very concerned about Department of Energy’s plan for surplus plutonium as
outlined in its Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement. No additional plutonium should be brought to Los Alamos
National Laboratory (LANL). LANL is not meeting its waste cleanup schedule and
its facilities do not meet seismic standards in case of a severe earthquake. Bringing
thousands of plutonium pits to LANL would further endanger public health and
safety and divert resources away from cleanup.

The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) has a limited mission and does not have
the capacity for all surplus plutonium. Stop the Mixed Oxide (MOX) Plutonium Fuel
Program and immobilize and safely store plutonium until technically sound, suitable
disposition facilities are available.

Sincerely,
Mark Holland

73-1

73-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.
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Commentor No. 74: Cathy Holt

From: Cathy Holt

Sent: Sunday, September 09, 2012 10:13 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Reject MOX!

Dear Sachiko McAlhany,

The plan to use recycled plutonium from weapons in nuclear reactors which are
designed only for enriched uranium sounds like a dangerous and ill-advised idea.
The TVAis considering this mixed oxide fuel for the Sequoyah Nuclear Reactor and
the Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant. Please reject this untested and dangerous fuel.

74-1

Thank you,
Cathy Holt

74-1

As detailed in a report by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL 1999) and
described in a discussion added to Appendix J, Section J.2, of this Final SPD
Supplemental EIS, MOX fuel has been used in commercial and experimental nuclear
power reactors worldwide for more than 40 years. This experience base includes the
use of MOX fuel in PWRs and BWRs, including tests using plutonium ranging from
reactor-grade to weapons-grade. While there are differences in MOX fuel compared
to LEU fuel, these differences are understood and can be addressed using measures
such as modifications to reactivity control systems and core fuel management
procedures. Before any MOX fuel is used in the United States, NRC would perform
a comprehensive safety review, which would include information prepared by TVA
or other reactor operators, as part of the 10 CFR Part 50 license amendment process.
For further discussion, refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, and Section 2.5, Topic B, of
this CRD.
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Commentor No. 75: Dr. Rose O. Hayes (Fox)

From: rose hayes

Sent: Monday, September 10, 2012 12:00 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Cc: Lindsay Graham

Subject: Surplus Plutonium Disposition SEIS

DOE should delay selecting a preferred alternative until adequate testing has been
conducted to ensure that U.S. MOX fuel, different in components from European
MOX fuel, is compatible with American nuclear reactors built to produce energy,

as opposed to research reactors. An additional factor which adds to the critical
need to test the fuel further is the aging of U.S. reactors. Many have experienced
equipment failures and/or have been shut down due to various malfunctions related
to their age. The MOX fuel from SRS should be tested in a statistically significant
number of randomly selected U.S. commercial nuclear plants before being
distributed for use.

Finally, no MOX fuel, other than that dedicated for testing, should be produced until
there are contracts for its purchase from commercial U.S. nuclear energy plants

or until a facility has been licensed and built for its secure storage, located in a
consent-based site.

Dr. Rose O. Hayes (Fox)

75-1

75-2

75-1

Chapter 2, Section 2.5, was revised to change the Preferred Alternative. In the Draft
SPD Supplemental EIS, the MOX Fuel Alternative was DOE’s Preferred Alternative
for surplus plutonium disposition. DOE’s preferred option for disposition of surplus
non-pit plutonium that is not suitable for MOX fuel fabrication was disposal at
WIPP. DOE’s preferred option for pit disassembly and conversion of surplus
plutonium metal, regardless of its origins, was to use some combination of facilities
at TA-55 at LANL and K-Area, H-Canyon/HB-Line, and MFFF at SRS, rather than
to construct a new stand-alone facility.

In this Final SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE has no Preferred Alternative for the
disposition of the 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium that is the subject
of this SPD Supplemental EIS. Also, DOE has no Preferred Alternative regarding

the sites or facilities to be used to prepare surplus plutonium metal for disposition
(i.e., pit disassembly and conversion capability). Consistent with the requirements of
NEPA, once a Preferred Alternative is identified, DOE will announce its preference
in a Federal Register notice. DOE would publish a Record of Decision no sooner
than 30 days after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative.

TVA does not have a preferred alternative at this time regarding whether to pursue
irradiation of MOX fuel in TVA reactors and which reactors might be used for this

purpose.

As detailed in a report by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL 1999) and
described in a discussion added to Appendix J, Section J.2, of this Final SPD
Supplemental EIS, MOX fuel has been used in commercial and experimental nuclear
power reactors worldwide for more than 40 years. This experience base includes the
use of MOX fuel in PWRs and BWRs, including tests using plutonium ranging from
reactor-grade to weapons-grade. There are differences in nuclear reactor core physics
between MOX and LEU fuel cores, but these differences are understood and can be
addressed using measures such as modifications to reactivity control systems and
core fuel management procedures. As summarized in Section J.2.1, tests performed
by Duke Energy demonstrated that MOX fuel containing weapons-grade plutonium
performed as expected in a nuclear power reactor similar in design to TVA’s
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant. The need for additional testing of MOX fuel to support its
use in U.S. commercial nuclear power reactors would be determined in the future by
NRC as part of the fuel qualification and licensing process. For further discussion,
refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 75 (cont’d): Dr. Rose O. Hayes (Fox)

75-2

Before any MOX fuel is used in the United States, NRC would perform a
comprehensive safety review, which would include information prepared by TVA or
other reactor operators, as part of the 10 CFR Part 50 license amendment process.
For further discussion, refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior decisions with
respect to the disposition path for the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus
plutonium (68 FR 20134) are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, but
DOE is evaluating alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
additional surplus plutonium. The disposition of this 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons)
of surplus plutonium as MOX fuel is a reasonable alternative, requiring a full
evaluation of potential environmental impacts per NEPA, regardless of whether a
specific utility has been identified to use MOX fuel today. Accordingly, this SPD
Supplemental EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of irradiating MOX fuel in
commercial nuclear power reactors (see Appendix I, Section 1.2).
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Commentor No. 76: Karen Patterson, Chair

State of South Carolina Governor’s Nuclear Advisory Council

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Governor’s Nuclear Advisory Council
1200 Senate Street, 408 Wade Hampton Building
Columbia, SC 29201
(803)737-8030

KAREN PATTERSON, CHAIR STEVE BYRNE, SR.
CLAUDE C. CROSS CAROLYN HUDSON
BEN C. RUSCHE DAVID PETERSON

W. GREG RYBERG, SR. VINCENT VAN BRUNT
TOM YOUNG

September 6, 2012

Ms. Sachiko McAlhany

SPD Supp EIS NEPA D 1t
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324
Comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS

Dear Ms. McAlhany:

The South Carolina Governor’s Nuclear Advisory Councll (GNAC) apprecmles thls opportunity to
comment on DOE's Draft Surplus Pl ium Di SPD)

Impact Statement (SEIS). The SEIS describes previous decisions that still stand and focuses on
alternatives for the disposition of an additional 14.4 tons of surplus plutonium for which no
disposition decision has previously been made, |dent|T ies options for pit disassembly and
conversion of the plutonium metal to oxide, and the p ive identified in
the January 12, 2012 second amended Notice of Intent.

The preferred alternative for the surplus plutonium is the MOX fuel alternative. This option
maximizes the plutonium converted to MOX fuel, generates the least amount of transuranic waste
and generates very little waste (approximately two additional canisters) that must be processed
through the Defense Waste Processing Facility and stored at SRS until such time as a geologic
repository is available. The transuranic wastes would be shipped to the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant in New Mexico for ultimate disposal.

The GNAC supports the selection of the MOX fuel alternative as the preferred alternative. First, Il 76-1
we belleve itis the alternative that gets the plu(omum processed most quickly, and maximizes the
of into | power reactor fuel. Second, it generates the
least amount of waste of the alternatives consmered Finally, as stated in our scoping comments,
our is that activil y for plutonium disposition should not
delay or forestall the liquid radioactive waste disposition program at SRS. The MOX fuel
alternative meets these criteria. Other alternatives analyzed do not.

DOE has identified four options for the pit disassembly and conversion process in this SEIS but

has not identified the preferred option. The four options are a hydride/ dehydride process in a

stand-alone facility in F Area; a similar process at a facility constructed in existing facilities in K

Area; and performing pit disassembly at an existing facility at Los Alamos National Laboratory 76-2
(LANL), and in gloveboxes installed in K Area with the conversion from metal to oxide done in H

Canyon and HBLine. We prefer the option of disassembly at LANL and K Area with the

conversion to oxide done in H Canyon and HB Line for the following reasons:

76-1

76-2

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.5, of this Final SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE
is not prepared to make a decision in the near term regarding the sites or facilities to
be used to prepare surplus plutonium metal for disposition (i.e., pit disassembly and

conversion capability).
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Commentor No. 76 (cont’d): Karen Patterson, Chair
State of South Carolina Governor’s Nuclear Advisory Council

e The construction of the PDC facility either in F or K Areas is estimated to take 13 years.
Our experience with DOE's construction estimates is that they are overly optimistic; we
believe it unlikely the project would be completed in 13 years. More importantly, the
country does not have the funds for another large construction project.

* The PDC process requires a hydride/dehydride process which is not as well understood
as the processes used in the H Canyon and HBLine option.

* Pitdisassembly at LANL and in K Area requires no new facility construction, only
modifications to existing facilities, making the time line shorter, and the costs more
reasonable.

* Dissolving plutonium in H Canyon and converting metals to oxides in HB Line are proven
pi with well ical i {

GNAC is aware than a completed EIS and its Record of Decision do not guarantee the initiation
of a project. The National Defense Authorization Act of 2002 (NDAA) required DOE to have a

i I ition plan prior to idatil ium from several DOE sites at SRS.
Since that time DOE has created and abandoned and re-created several plans for plutonium
disposition. South Carolina has been patient as DOE has struggled to establish its SPD plans.
We hope DOE will issue a Record of Decision by early 2013, that there are no more NEPA
analyses to be done, and that DOE is strongly committed to this plan and will immediately
develop a schedule, secure funding, and begin dispositioning plutonium.

We thank you for this opportunity to comment on the SPD DSEIS, and continue to look forward to
the day when planning gives way to execution.

Sincerely,

POt Y. (B e

Karen Patterson, Chair
South Carolina Governor’s Nuclear Advisory Council

Cc: Gov. Nikki Haley
Members of the Council
Mr. Tom D’Agostino, Administrator, DOE National Nuclear Security Administration
Mr. David Huezinga, Senior Advisor, DOE Environmental Management
Mr. Doug Dearolph, Manager, National Nuclear Security Administration, SRS
Dr. Dave Moody, Manager, DOE-SR

* section 3155 of Public Law 107-107, entitled "Disposition of Surplus Defense Plutonium at Savannah
River Site, Aiken, South Carolina", of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002.

76-2
cont’d

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

Juawiaivs Jovdut] pppudwuoIaUy [pIudWa|ddng uorisodsiq wniuon]g snjding putg



£91-¢

Commentor No. 77: Charles N. Utley, Environmental Justice Campaign

Coordinator, Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

wow BREDL.org 3417 Sution Place Augusta, Georgia 30906 (706) 7725558 cutley@paine.edu

Remarks of Charles N. Utley
to the National Nuclear Security Administration, U.S. Dep of Energy
North Augusta Municipal Center, 100 Georgia Avenue, North Augusta, South Carolina
RE: SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE/EIS-0283-52
September 4, 2012

On behalf of the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, l have the fol!owmg
comments on the Surplus P} ium Disposition )| | Impact
Statement noticed in the Federal Register on July 27, 2012.'

In brief, we oppose the & ion of radioacti ducing activity at the Savannah
River Site in South Carolma and at the Los Alarms Nauonal Laboratory in New Mexico.
Background

The current Draft SPD Suppl 1 EIS anal the envii 1 impacts of the
disposition of an additional 14.4 tons of surplus plutonium from dismantled nuclear
weapons. Also, the draft now iders the p ial use of plutonium fuel in

commercial nuclear reactors operated by the Tennessee Valley Authority at Sequoyah in
Tennessee and Browns Ferry in Alabama. Unchanged is the DOE’s plan to convert 37.5
tons of plutonium to fuel at the SRS Mixed Oxide Fuel Facility.

Under the four action alternatives proposed in this draft EIS, the US Department of
Energy (DOE) considers:
1. Immobilizing 14.4 tons of the additional plutonium at the SRS Defense Waste
Processing Facility
2. Converting most of the plutonium to fuel at the SRS Mixed Oxide Fuel Factory
for use in commercial reactors and sending the remainder to the Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant in New Mexico
3. Converting some of the plutonium to fuel at the SRS Mixed Oxide Fuel Factory
for use in commercial reactors and sending the remainder to SRS’s H-
Canyon/HB-Line for disposal at the SRS Defense Waste Processing Facility
4. Convemng some of the plutonium to fuel at the SRS Mixed Oxide Fuel Factory
for use in commercial reactms and sending the mmamhr to WIPP for disposal.

The DOE’s stated prefe ive number 2, g the metallic pit
plutonium and much of the non-pn plutonium into fuel at the SRS Mixed Oxide Fuel
Factory and sending the inder to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in New Mexico.
Comments

‘We oppose the reprocessing of plutonium as civilian nuclear power fuel because it

presents unsupponable risks to public safety and the environment. Plutonium fuel | ‘ 77.1
requires p of grade plutonium and fuel across thousands of miles of -
open country, making lranq)oﬂ wvulnerable to terrorist attacks and theft. Manufacturing

! Federal Register Volume 77, Number 145, Pages 44222-44224, July 27, 2012
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As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior decisions with
respect to the disposition path for the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus
plutonium (68 FR 20134) are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, but
DOE is evaluating alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
additional surplus plutonium.

Transport of plutonium would be required under any SPD Supplemental EIS
alternative. Under the MOX fuel program, DOE would transport, as necessary,
plutonium between DOE sites, as well as MOX fuel from SRS to a commercial
domestic reactor, using the NNSA Secure Transportation Asset Program. Under
this program, security measures specific to the materials being transported would
be implemented to protect them from diversion. Chapter 2, Section 2.1, of this
Final SPD Supplemental EIS was revised to clearly indicate that transportation of
materials such as plutonium oxide and pits would be conducted under the NNSA
Secure Transportation Asset Program.

Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4, discusses the estimated quantities of waste that would be
generated under the various plutonium disposition alternatives. Section 4.1.4 also
discusses the disposal pathways for the waste streams and the impacts on existing
waste management systems. Waste generation from operations at SRS under all
alternatives would be within the capacities of existing waste management facilities

(including WIPP given certain waste packaging assumptions). For further discussion,

refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

There are some minor differences between MOX fuel and LEU fuel, such as the
amount of actinides in used MOX fuel rods would be higher than in used LEU

fuel rods. These differences, however, are not expected to affect reactor safety or
meaningfully increase the environmental consequences or risks associated with

the use of a partial MOX fuel core. As summarized in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2,

and described in detail in Appendices I and J of this SPD Supplemental EIS, the
risks associated with using a partial MOX fuel core versus a full LEU fuel core

in commercial nuclear power reactors are expected to be comparable. The risks
associated with postulated accidents would be small. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.5, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.6, Table 2-3, of
this SPD Supplemental EIS, risks to the public are expected to be minor from normal
operations, potential accidents, and transportation under any proposed alternative.
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Commentor No. 77 (cont’d): Charles N. Utley, Environmental Justice

Campaign Coordinator, Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

Page 2 ber 4, 2012

plutonium fuel would create vast ities of radioactive waste. The plutonium fuel
contractor for the US estimates annual waste outputs of up to 21,000 gallons of high
activity radioactive waste containing 84,000 Curies of americium, 46,000 gallons of
plutonium- and uranium-bearing wastes, and 385,000 gallons of low-level radioactive
waste. 77-1
cont’d

i’-\:rther wevpposnhcusc of piatonium foci at commercial nuciear power reactors

luding those op d by the T Valley Authority; specifically,
three bonlmg water reactors at Browns Ferry, Alabama and two pressurized water reactors
at Sequoyah near Soddy-Daisy, Tennessee.

Radioactivity around SRS rising, health impacts mounting

A report issued in February by Joseph J. Mangano, MPH MBA, finds that in the past
decade, levels of most types of radioactivity at the Savannah River Site are rising, as are
rates of | radlosensmve diseases. The 75-page n:port is available on our website and is

d into my by > The M report is based on a year-
long study of data from the U.S. Energy Department, state and federal environmental
and health d in Georgia and South Carolina. Among the ﬁndmgs
were indi that radiation levels are grad ing, rather than d

that “radiosensitive” diseases and dealhs——mcludmg infant and fetal deaths, thyrmd and
lung cancers and leukemia—exceeded the national average in the five-county area
surrounding SRS, where about 2,000 excess morbidities and mortalities have occurred
since 2002. In brief, Mangano’s principal findings:

1. Fromlhc fate 19905 to the 2000s (when EM activities reached full capacity),
and ions of radioactivity in or near SRS

d for 71% of with complete data. With nuclcar weapons 77-2
manufacturing at an end and envi i ing to reduce
radioactivity, this finding differs from the expectation that levels would steadily
decrease over time.
2. 1Inthe five counties within 25 miles of SRS, with a current population of 417,000,
rate i in 96% of radi itive di or causes of death exceeded that

of the U.S. In 20, the increase was statistically significant. The
included were those affecting the fetus (infant deaths, fetal deaths, low weight
births); cancer among children and the very elderly; radiosensitive cancers
(thyroid, female breast, and k ia); and those ditions in which previ
articles had detected a risk among SRS workers (leukemia, |ymphoma, Tung
cancer, k and lung di

3. Approximately 2,000 excess deaths and cases of disease occurred in the five
counties during the latest nine year period.

? Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility Environmemtal Report, Revision 1 & 2, Duke COGEMA Stone &
Webster, 11 July 2002, (tables 3-3 and 3-4)

* Assessing Changes in Environmental Radioactivity and Health Near the Savannah River Site, Joscph J.
Mangano, Executive Director, Radiation and Public Health Project, February 22, 2012, availabic at
hittp://www.bredl.org/pd3/FINAL_CIF_Report.pdf

Buwm spiro spero
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A review of the report (DOE 2012b) concluded that (1) the report’s conclusions
regarding excess health risk among persons living near SRS does not conform to
typical methodology because it uses the United States population as a comparison
group rather than a more appropriate local or regional population; (2) the report’s
conclusion is contrary to the results from a study conducted by Medical University
of South Carolina researchers that shows cancer rates in the population living near
the SRS were “lower than expected”; and (3) contrary to the assertion that,
‘...there is a relative paucity of articles on the health of SRS workers...or those
living in proximity to SRS...,” in fact, there are at least two dozen publications
that include data directly related to SRS or include SRS in multi-site studies. Such
studies include those conducted by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry.

Analyses in this SPD Supplemental EIS, including for cumulative impacts, were
performed for all potentially affected environmental, human health, and social
resource areas, consistent with applicable CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations. As
described in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.1, and summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.6,
Table 2-3, no LCFs are expected, and there would be little offsite impact on the
public from normal operations of surplus plutonium disposition facilities. Workers
would be protected in accordance with a radiation protection program developed
in accordance with DOE regulations (10 CFR 835) that requires their annual doses
to be maintained below 2,000 millirem and as low as reasonably achievable. As
described in Section 4.5.3.3, operation of surplus plutonium disposition facilities
would contribute little to adverse cumulative health effects among the offsite
population.
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Commentor No. 77 (cont’d): Charles N. Utley, Environmental Justice

Campaign Coordinator, Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

Page3 ther 4, 2013

Pursuant to NEPA—specifically, Seewn 102 42 US.C. 4332—DOE must wiilize 8

sy ic. y approach which will insure the integrated use of the natural
and social sciences and the environmental design arts in planning and in decision making 77-2
which may have an impact on man’s envi Th before p ding with cont’d

any new facilities at SRS, the DOE must ensure that future activities proposed in this EIS
do not undermine the safety and health of local residents and workers.

Tommercial Nuciear Reactors are Unswitable for Plutoninm Fuel

Originally, DOE had contracted with two electric utilities to use plutonium fuel in their
power plants: Duke Encrgy and Virginia Power. But both have withdrawn their reactors
from the program. In 2008, Duke Energy aborted its experiment with plutonium fuel.
Tests of plutonium fuel scheduled to run for four-and-a-half years in Duke’s Catawba
mhmawmmdaﬁcrdvecyws.mfwlmmﬂksgwwmnybng 77-3
in the reactor, indicating a safety hazard in the MOX/plutonium fuel.* Also, during tests
utlllzmg plutomum ﬁlel in France, in accidents involving the loss of cooling water,

and ballooning of zirconium-clad fucl was observed, altering core geometry
and restricting water ﬂow

Now TVA has stepped into the breach. The draft EIS considers the use of Sequoyah and
Browns Ferry. However, there are critical differences between plutonium fuel and
conventional uranium fuel which should disqualify both of the subject TVA reactors.

The critical problem is that plutonium is fundamentally different from uranium. With
plutonium fuel loaded into any commercial reactor, the power station becomes more
dangerous because plutonium releases energy in a different way than uranium.
Phrtonium has a higher neutron flux, meaning higher energy particles at higher speeds.
This and other nuclear phenomena break down metal reactor parts quicker; a process
called embrittk This weakening of metal comp would be d in any
reactor using plutonium fuel. Greater embrittiement means the reactor vessel may fail
under circumstances which would otherwise not cause a problem. If and when failure 77-4
happens and radi are released from the plant more dangemus

radionuclides are released from a reactor i fuel, i

quantities of radioactive elements which pose hazards to human health. The NRC’s
reactor safety committee stated:

Public attention has been drawn to the higher actinide inventories available for
release from MOX than from conventional fuels. Significant releases of
actinides during reactor accidents would dominate the accident consequences.
Models of actinide relcase now available to the NRC staff indicate very small
releases of actinides from conventional fuels under severe accident conditions.

(emphasis added) *

* Duke Energy’s report to the NRC, ADAMS digital fibrary: ML081650181, June 10, 2008, available at
www.nrc. i based.htm}

® Letter from Advisory Committee on Reactor to US Nuclear Regy y Ca
Chairman, May 17, 1999
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Tests of MOX LTAs performed by Duke Energy at the Catawba Nuclear Station
demonstrated that MOX fuel containing weapons-grade plutonium performed as
expected in a nuclear power reactor similar in design to TVA’s Sequoyah Nuclear
Plant. The need for additional testing of MOX fuel to support its use in U.S.
commercial nuclear power reactors would be determined in the future by NRC as
part of the fuel qualification and licensing process. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

With respect to cited issues for French reactors using MOX fuel, a 2007 report
providing a review and interpretation of reactivity-induced accident experiments at
the CABRI reactor in France, the NSRR test reactor in Japan, and the IGR and BIGR
reactors in the Russian Federation concluded that there is no evidence that MOX
fuel behaves differently than LEU fuel in terms of failure propensity (Vitanza 2007).
This SPD Supplemental EIS does, however, analyze the risks associated with the

use of a partial MOX fuel core under various accident scenarios, including failures
that could lead to a core meltdown, and concludes that the risks are comparable to
those associated with the use of full LEU cores (see Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.4, and
Appendix J, Section J.3.2).

As detailed in a report by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL 1999) and
described in a discussion added to Appendix J, Section J.2, of this Final SPD
Supplemental EIS, MOX fuel has been used in commercial and experimental nuclear
power reactors worldwide for more than 40 years. This experience base includes the
use of MOX fuel in PWRs and BWRs, including tests using plutonium ranging from
reactor-grade to weapons-grade. As addressed in Chapter 4 and Appendix I, reactor
operations using a partial MOX fuel core are not expected to change substantively
from operations using a full LEU fuel core. Although there are differences in MOX
fuel compared to LEU fuel, these differences are not expected to affect reactor
safety. There are differences in nuclear reactor core physics between MOX and LEU
fuel cores, but these differences are understood and can be addressed using measures
such as modifications to reactivity control systems and core fuel management
procedures. For example, concerns that the higher neutron flux in MOX fuel can
lead to pressure vessel embrittlement can be addressed through fuel management
procedures.

As addressed in Appendix J of this SPD Supplemental EIS, the impacts that could
result from a nuclear reactor accident depend on the complete quantities of actinides,
fission products, and activation products involved in the accident, not just plutonium
or uranium. As summarized in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2, under normal operating as
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Commentor No. 77 (cont’d): Charles N. Utley, Environmental Justice

Campaign Coordinator, Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

Pagc 4 S ber 4, 2012

No maiter the uidlity or type of reactor, phutonium fuel has greasier quantities of

and other hazardous radioactive isotopes such as Americium 241 and Curium 242— 77-4
actinide elements—which would cause additional harmful radiation exposure to the cont’d
public.

Sequoyah

Sequoyah’s nuclear reactors utilize ice condenser containments, baskets of borated ice, to
reduce heat and pressure in the event of an accident. Sandia National Laboratories
evaluated the reactor containment structures at similar to those at Sequoyah Units 1 and 2
and found that if an accident involving hydrogen ignition occurs, the concrete
containment will almost certainly fail.® Such systems are particularly vulnerable to
reactor sump clogging; problems with ice cond have been identified
during the last two decades of operation.

77-5

Browns Ferry

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has issued a notice of violation to the Browns Ferry
plant because of the failure of a coolant injection valve, a “red” finding of “high safety
significance.” The NRC has only issued five red findings nationwide in the past decade.
Browns Ferry is a similar design to the Fukushima Dai-ichi nucicar plant in Japan and
should be closed down entirely rather than subjected to a pltonium fueled experiment.

Conclusion

For over a decade, the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League has opposed the
reprocessing of phitonium as civilian nuclear power fuel because it presents
unsupportable risks to public safety and the envil We have p with
Russian non-governmental organizations who, like us, support dismantling of nuclear
weapons but who also call for abolition of the plutonium fuel program. Our overall 77-6
opposition to plutonium fuel programs is based on the negative impacts on public health,
lhe crmcal safety hazards of plutonium fuel in commercial nuclear power plants and the

of siting phitonium waste facilitics in African-American and Native
American communities in the Central Savannah River Area and New Mexico.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Respectfully,

Charles N. Utley
Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
Ei I Justice C: ign C

¢ NUREG/CR-6427, Assessment of the Direct Containment Heating Issue for Plants With Tce Condenser
Containments, April 2000
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well as postulated accident conditions, the impacts of operating reactors using partial
MOX fuel cores are not expected to change meaningfully from those associated
with use of full LEU fuel cores. Additional information is presented in Appendices |
and J.

As summarized in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2, and described in detail in Appendices [
and J, the risks associated with both normal operations and accidents for a partial
MOX fuel core and full LEU fuel core are expected to be comparable. For further
discussion, refer to Section 2.5, Topic B, of this CRD.

The Sequoyah Nuclear Plant ice condenser containment design is one of three
U.S. commercial PWR nuclear power reactor containment designs (the others are
large dry ambient pressure and dry subatmospheric pressure). Although the design
pressure of ice condenser containments such as Sequoyah is lower than dry PWR
containments, the presence of ice as an energy-absorbing medium results in lower
pressures associated with a design-basis loss-of-coolant accident. As shown in

an NRC containment integrity report authored by Sandia National Laboratories
(NRC 2006¢), the safety margin from design pressure to any containment failure
from overpressurization is actually larger for an ice condenser containment design
than dry PWR containment designs. NRC identified an issue regarding severe
accident hydrogen combustion in ice condenser containments in 2000, but this
issue, identified as Generic Safety Issue 189, has been resolved. Each containment
design has inherent design, operational, maintenance, and safety advantages

and disadvantages; but all, including the ice condenser, have been reviewed and
approved by NRC and are licensed for operation in accordance with all applicable
safety regulations.

NRC evaluated the issue of PWR sump blockage, including the ice condenser
containment design, in Generic Safety Issue 191 and issued recommendations in
2012 that were subsequently unanimously approved by the NRC commissioners
and are being implemented by all licensees, including the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant
(NRC 2012d, 2012e¢).

The Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants are designed and maintained to
meet stringent NRC safety requirements for nuclear power reactors. Equipment,
especially safety equipment, is regularly inspected, maintained, and replaced

well before the end of its scheduled operating life. As discussed in Appendix J,
Sections J.1 and J.2, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, continued assurance of the safe
operation of these plants is the responsibility of the plant operator which operates
under the independent regulatory oversight of NRC, including NRC regulations and
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Commentor No. 77 (cont’d): Charles N. Utley, Environmental Justice

Campaign Coordinator, Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
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license conditions. If the plant operator were to make a decision to use MOX fuel,
it would be the joint responsibility of the plant operator and NRC to establish the
operating conditions and controls that would ensure the MOX fuel could be used
safely. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.5, Topics A and B, of this CRD.

Accident analyses for U.S. nuclear power reactors already consider the radiological
impacts of accidents like the Fukushima accident in that the safety evaluations
include evaluation of beyond-design-basis accidents. As discussed in Appendix J,
Section J.3, the analysis in this SPD Supplemental EIS compares the accident

results for partial MOX fuel and full LEU fuel cores to determine whether the use
of MOX fuel in these TVA reactors would make any substantive difference in the
potential risks associated with the accidents analyzed. The beyond-design-basis
accidents include severe accidents with a subsequent loss of containment similar

to the accident at Fukushima. The results show that the consequences of such an
accident, should it occur, would be comparable, regardless of whether the reactor
was using a partial MOX fuel core or a full LEU core. DOE does not believe that the
accident at the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station changes this conclusion.
At the time of that accident, the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station’s Unit 3
was operating using a partial MOX fuel core. However, at least one authority has
determined that the accident involved failures unrelated to the use of MOX fuel, and
there is no evidence to suggest that the presence of MOX fuel in Unit 3 increased
the consequences of the accident (ONR 2011). For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.5, Topic C, of this CRD.

See the response to comment 77-1 regarding general opposition and concerns about
reactor safety. Regarding environmental justice issues, as addressed in Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.6, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on
minority or low-income populations within the vicinities of SRS, LANL, or the TVA
reactors. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.6, Topic A, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 78: Clint Wolfe, Executive Director
Citizens for Nuclear Technology Awareness

Published in the Aiken Standard on Aug. 28"

A public hearing is scheduled for September 4 on the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Draft Surplus
P ium Disposition Suppl | Envir | Impact S That’s a mouthful that ordinarily
would cause my eyes to glaze over and lead to a rapid turning to the next page. But this one has a

roadmap in it called the “preferred alternative” that is extremely important to the citizens of the Central
Savannah River Area (CSRA) in particular and to all Americans in general.

The entire plutonium disposition program has been formulated over the past 20 years as a result of the
breakup of the Soviet Union and a | agreement b former nuclear foes, Russia and the
U.S., to demilitarize 34 metric tons of plutonium each. That is roughly equivalent to removing 17,000
nuclear weapons from the arsenals of the two countries. The original estimates of cost, made years ago,
for various portions of the work are likely to be exceeded. When that happens in the nation’s current
budget situation there will be the inevitable hue and cry that it is too expensive and that we should
shelve it. But the program is too important for that kind of knee-jerk response and besides, DOE’s
“preferred alternative” contains a change in the original plan that saves enough money to fund potential
overruns in other portions of the program so that the overall cost of getting the job done is lowered —
not raised.

The original plan consisted of constructing a Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility (PDCF) which would
turn the plutonium from nuclear weapons into plutonium oxide to feed the Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel
Fabrication Facility which is currently under construction at the Savannah River Site (SRS). The MOX
facility will turn the plutonium from weapons of mass destruction into fuel to provide electricity. The
PDCF by itself is a $4 - $5 billion dollar project and would not be built under DOE’s “preferred
alternative.” Instead, a combination of existing facilities with some modifications would be used to
provide the feed for the MOX project. Key among these facilities would be H-Canyon/HB line at SRS.
These facilities are the nation’s only ones capable of performing chemical separations of this type on a
large scale and should be preserved. The DOE plan would not only preserve the capability in H-Area, but
would give it a very important mission for several years while the nation decides whether to engage in
recycling of commercial used nuclear fuel. Plutonium - bearing materials that are not suitable for MOX
feed would be disposed of as transuranic waste at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico.

The downside of this alternative is that one of three major facilities to be built at the SRS in return for
minding the nation’s plutonium will not be realized. The MOX facility and the waste solidification
building would remain in the DOE plan but the PDCF will not. DOE will need to make some additional
investments in facilities both at SRS and elsewhere in the complex to replace the function intended for
the PDCF. This approach should lower both the cost and the technical risk of the entire disposition
program.

It has become a national pastime to complain about the federal government, but it deserves our support
on this issue as it strives to meet treaty obligations that are arguably the most important commitments
in the history of mankind while preserving national assets that may be crucial to our future energy

78-1

78-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 78 (cont’d): Clint Wolfe, Executive Director

Citizens for Nuclear Technology Awareness

security. The best interests of the CSRA and the nation are served by supporting DOE’s “preferred 78-1
alternative.” cont’d
Clint Wolfe

The author is the Executive Director of Citizens for Nuclear Technology Awareness and formerly chaired
the Technical Advisory Panel for the DOE’s Plutonium Focus Area.
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Commentor No. 79: Ernest S. Chaput

Economic Development Partnership

COMMENTS
DRAFT SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT DOE/EIS-0283-52
By
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PARTNERSHIP
NORTH AUGUSTA MUNICIPAL CENTER
SEPTEMBER 4, 2012

The Economic Development Partnership of Aiken and Edgefield Counties, South Carolina (EDP) has long
supported DOE’s Surplus Plutonium Disposition (SPD) program objective to render a significant part of
the United States and Russian Federation stockpiles of weapons-usable plutonium into a form which is
not readily usable in nuclear weapons. To date the US and the Russian Federation have committed over
90 tons of weapons grade plutonium to the SPD program — enough plutonium to make over 20,000
nuclear weapons. We believe this is a victory of great importance for planet Earth and should be loudly
applauded and vigorously supported.

The EDP remains committed to the use of MOX fuel as the only currently viable way of destroying large

ities of usabl; Using MOX fuel in nuclear reactors has been proven safe and
effective world-wide; for both pressurized and boiling water reactor types. Because burning MOX fuel in
a nuclear reactor results in a shift in the isotopic spectrum of inil i the pl is
changed forever. All other pl i di iti thods considered by DOE, such as immobilization or
direct burial are reversible — if plutonium is recovered it remains weapons-useable.

The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) being discussed today is an important
step in allowing the US to more quickly reduce its inventory of weapons-usable plutonium while saving
significant taxpayer dollars. DOFE’s preferred alternative (1) provides for the cost effective modification
and utilization of existing DOE facilities to prepare surplus plutonium from dismantled weapons and
elsewhere for disposition, saving billions of dollars when compared to previous plans, (2) analyzes use of
Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel in up to five Tennessee Valley Authority reactors — the most critical step in the
timely destruction of bl i and (3) identifies disposal path: for p
capable plutonium which cannot used as MOX fuel. The EDP supports DOE'’s preferred alternative
outlined in the draft SEIS.

We offer two additional comments:

1. DOE should complete this NEPA action at the earliest time and then aggressively budget for and
execute the implementing actions. The sooner MOX fuel prepared with surplus weapons
plutonium is being used in nuclear reactors the sooner the world will realize a reduction in the
amount of weapons-useable plutonium.

2. We note that DOE has not established the annual quantity or total quantity of MOX feed to be
produced by each of the three facilities proposed for this purpose: PF-4 (with major
enhancements) at Los Alamos National Laboratory; H-Canyon/HB-Line (with minor
enhancements) at Savannah River; and the MOX facility (with major enhancements) at
Savannah River. NEPA impacts for each option were prepared using a ‘bounding analysis.”

As DOE establishes the design output for each of these alternate pathways we recommend that:
A. Technical maturity of processes and facilities be considered. Selected alternatives
should favor processes with established relevant track records at proposed production
rates

79-1

I cona

79-2

79-3

79-1

79-2

79-3

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.

Consistent with the requirements of NEPA, DOE may issue a ROD no sooner than
30 days after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative in the Federal Register.

As shown in Appendix B, Table B-2, MFFF is estimated to operate between 21

to 24 years, depending on the amount of plutonium to be processed. Decisions
regarding funding for specific Federal programs and projects are outside the scope of
this SPD Supplemental EIS.

Appendix B, Table B3, lists the maximum annual throughput for each of the
facilities/capabilities analyses in this SPD Supplemental EIS. The analyses in this
SPD Supplemental EIS are based on this maximum throughput.

The projected modifications to PF-4 and MFFF represent relatively minor
modifications to structures that already exist or are under construction. DOE’s
analysis, as presented in this SPD Supplemental EIS, represents potential
environmental impacts at a given facility while allowing DOE flexibility in how the
program is carried out. The costs and technical maturities of processes and facilities
are factors that may be considered in reaching a decision on the Surplus Plutonium
Disposition Program. DOE would prepare additional NEPA analyses, as appropriate,
if it were to consider an increase in the evaluated maximum annual throughput
through H-Canyon/HB-Line of 1 metric ton (1.1 ton) of plutonium per year.
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Commentor No. 79 (cont’d): Ernest S. Chaput

Economic Development Partnership

B. ion and operation costs be c d. Cost per kilogram of MOX feed
material produced, including amortization of capital costs is a suggested metric
C. Sufficient redundancy be included in production rates to safeguard against an feed
material disruption at one facility limiting MOX operations.
We specifically recommend that DOE consider increasing the annual output from H-Canyon/HB
Line to more than one metric ton per year.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft SEIS.

Ernest S. Chaput
Economic Development Partnership

79-3
cont’d
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Commentor No. 80: Mel Buckner

A DOE facility to manufacture mixed oxide fuel (MOX) from weapons plutonium is currently
under construction at the Savannah River Site in South Carolina. This facility is being
constructed to fulfill a U.S.-Russia disarmament agreement to dispose of 34 metric tons of
surplus weapons plutonium in each country -- an amount equal to 17,000 nuclear warheads,
according to the Department of Energy. The Tennessee Valley Authority is considering the
feasibility of using some of the MOX beginning in 2018 at two of its nuclear plants, Sequoyah
near Chattanooga and Browns Ferry in northern Alabama.

Once plutonium is converted into MOX, it has limited use in making a weapon. MOX has
proven to be safe and dependable. MOX can also be made from plutonium in used-nuclear fuel,
and about 30 power reactors worldwide are presently using it to produce electricity. Many
supporters of nuclear power want to see such recycling utilized in this country, because it would
extend global supplies of uranium and greatly reduce the amount of high-level nuclear waste.

For reasons of national security alone, the case for reducing nuclear weapons stockpiles and
turning excess plutonium and highly-enriched uranium into fuel is compelling. Under a separate
disarmament agreement, nuclear power plants in the United States are using fuel derived from
500 metric tons of Russia’s highly-enriched uranium to produce half of the U.S. nuclear-
generated electricity (20% of the total U.S. electrical production). Yet U.S. anti-nuclear
organizations object to the use of MOX for fuel and recommend that excess weapons plutonium
should be treated as nuclear waste.

Because it would be good for electricity production and beneficial for national security, TVA

should approve the use of MOX at the Sequoyah and Browns Ferry plants. The opportunity to
turn weapons plutonium into useful fuel is too good to waste.

|| 80-1

80-1

DOE and TVA acknowledge the comment.
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Commentor No. 81: Tom Clements, Nonproliferation Policy Director

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
http://www.ananuclear.org/

C by Tom Cl for 4, 2012 Hearing on
DOFE'’s Draft Surplus i i i | Envii I Impact

Just like the experimental plutonium fuel (MOX) program itself, the draft Supplemental EIS now
before us is flawed in many ways. Let me point out some of the problems with the document
and the program and why no new Record of Decision (ROD) can be issued in the event a Final
SEIS might be issued.

N ors n identified or red to use experimental plutonium fuel (MOX]

While the document includes the Browns Ferry and Sequoyah reactors — both plants owned by
the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) — the draft di makesa ing confessi

“The TVA does not have a preferred all ive at this time reg: g to pursue
irradiation of MOX fuel in TVA reactors and which reactors might be used for this purpose.”

Even if DOE makes a conclusion that it wants to pursue use of MOX in TVA reactors, it will be
TVA which makes that decision and it will be TVA which will then have to do its own reactor-
specific analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). That document will have
to be in-depth as the analysis now before us is cursory and incomplete. 81-1

DOE claims in the Draft SEIS that it is looking at unnamed “generic” reactors — what utilities are
considering MOX use? — and stated in an earlier Interim Action Determination that non-existent
“next-generation light water reactors” are being considered. This may well signal that DOE
believes that pursuit of experimental MOX use in TVA reactors is failing. A full explanation of
these non-TVA reactors is needed,

DOE must fully explain how it thinks that it can make a decision, via a “preferred alternative,”
for a separate U.S. government agency which does not share the conclusion of that “preferred
alternative.” DOE’s presentation that it can make a decision on behalf of TVA raises a host of
legal questions under NEPA which must be explored.

Testin; - MOX not analyzed

Even if TVA decides to tentatively pursue use of experimental MOX fuel made from weapons- 81-2
grade plutonium — a “new fuel form” which has never been used anywhere in the world on a -
commercial basis — the Nuclear Regulatory Commission will require confirmatory performance
testing before any license can be considered for commercial MOX use.

81-1

81-2

The disposition of surplus plutonium as MOX fuel is a reasonable alternative,
requiring a full evaluation of potential environmental impacts as required by NEPA,
regardless of whether a specific utility has been identified to use MOX fuel today.
Accordingly, this SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of
irradiating MOX fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors, including, but not
limited to five reactors at TVA’s Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants. These
reactors are explicitly considered because, in February 2010, DOE and TVA signed
an interagency agreement to study this possibility (see Section I.1). However, the
MOX Alternative also analyzes irradiation in generic commercial nuclear reactors
including existing domestic commercial BWRs and PWRs (see Appendix I,
Section 1.2), and is not dependent on TVA participation.

Chapter 2, Section 2.5, was revised to change the Preferred Alternative. In the Draft
SPD Supplemental EIS, the MOX Fuel Alternative was DOE’s Preferred Alternative
for surplus plutonium disposition. DOE’s preferred option for disposition of surplus
non-pit plutonium that is not suitable for MOX fuel fabrication was disposal at
WIPP. DOE’s preferred option for pit disassembly and conversion of surplus
plutonium metal, regardless of its origins, was to use some combination of facilities
at TA-55 at LANL and K-Area, H-Canyon/HB-Line, and MFFF at SRS, rather than
to construct a new stand-alone facility.

In this Final SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE has no Preferred Alternative for the
disposition of the 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium that is the subject
of this SPD Supplemental EIS. Also, DOE has no Preferred Alternative regarding

the sites or facilities to be used to prepare surplus plutonium metal for disposition
(i.e., pit disassembly and conversion capability). Consistent with the requirements of
NEPA, once a Preferred Alternative is identified, DOE will announce its preference
in a Federal Register notice. DOE would publish a Record of Decision no sooner
than 30 days after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative.

TVA does not have a preferred alternative at this time regarding whether to pursue
irradiation of MOX fuel in TVA reactors and which reactors might be used for this
purpose. TVA, as a cooperating agency, may adopt this Final SPD Supplemental
EIS after independently reviewing the EIS and determining its comments and
suggestions have been satisfied (40 CFR 1506.3(c)).

As detailed in a report by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL 1999) and
described in a discussion added to Appendix J, Section J.2, of this Final SPD
Supplemental EIS, MOX fuel has been used in commercial and experimental nuclear
power reactors worldwide for more than 40 years. This experience base includes the
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Commentor No. 81 (cont’d): Tom Clements, Nonproliferation Policy

Director, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

DOE has backed off its earlier assertions that MOX could be loaded and used without testing
but AREVA, apparently driven by some unclear political agenda, has persisted in its false claims
that this fuel form has been used before.

A presentation by Global Nuclear Fuel to the NRC on August 8, 2012 makes clear that a six-year
test of weapons-grade MOX would be needed for the NRC to even consider licensing MOX.
Such a test and the possibility of need to repeat a test in the Sequoyah “pressurized water
reactor” must be fully discussed in this analysis.

N ti le

81-2
A A cont’d

The document before us gives no indication of what type of fuel the MOX will fabricate and also

doesn’t present any operational schedule for the MOX plant. As the schedule for production

and the types of fuel to be produced have environmental impacts, this is a significant oversight

of the draft document.

DOE has stated in the past that 8 fuel assemblies would be produced in 2018 in the MOX plant.
It is unknown what these are or where they would be used. My guess is that they will have to
be “lead use assemblies” for lengthy testing. DOE needs to clarify what these assemblies are,
how long the MOX plant will operate given the need for testing, and what types of fuel will be
produced.

e “spent fuel standard” is dead — o door for waste di | option:

DOE earlier presented that getting plutonium into a form which had the equivalent radiation
barrier as spent fuel - the so-called “spent fuel standard” — was driver for the plutonium
disposition program. Now, DOE quietly admits in the Draft SEIS that:

“DOE believes that the all i lyzed in this SPD Supple | EIS, including the
WIPP Alternative, provide p ion from theft, diversion, or future reuse in nuclear weapons 81-3
akin to that afforded by the Spent Fuel Standard.” (S-14)

This admission is an affirmation that MOX isn’t the only option and underscores the need for a
new, in-depth analysis for disposal of plutonium as waste. Given the lack of clarity with the
MOX option, it is clear that a “Plan B” for non-MOX options is urgently required. This draft
“alternatives study” must get underway immediately and DOE must fully explain as part of the
NEPA process when this will be finished and when the public can comment.

MOX costs spiraling while special interests profit — what is the cost of MOX?

My estimate of the amount yet to be spent for the MOX program is around $17.5 billion. 81-4
Nobody should be interested in my estimate but there should be keen interest in DOE’s -
estimate of the cost of MOX looking forward and the cost of the overall program since its
inception.

use of MOX fuel in PWRs and BWRs, including tests using plutonium ranging from
reactor-grade to weapons-grade. Tests of MOX LTAs performed by Duke Energy

at the Catawba Nuclear Station demonstrated that MOX fuel containing weapons-
grade plutonium performed as expected in a nuclear power reactor similar in design
to TVA’s Sequoyah Nuclear Plant. The need for additional testing of MOX fuel to
support its use in U.S. commercial nuclear power reactors would be determined in
the future by NRC as part of the fuel qualification and licensing process. For further
discussion, refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

It is important to note that, whether using reactor- or weapons-grade plutonium,

the total quantity of fissile plutonium within a fuel element is adjusted so that it
represents only a small fraction of the material within the fuel rod (currently planned
to be approximately 4 to 5 percent fissile plutonium within each MOX fuel rod).

As summarized in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.3, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, use of
MOX fuel in TVA or other reactors would require an amendment to the reactor’s
operating license in accordance with 10 CFR Part 50.

As described in Appendix B, Section B.1.1.2, of this SPD Supplemental EIS and
analyzed in the Interim Action Determination, Flexible Manufacturing Capability for
the Mixed Fuel Fabrication Facility (MFFF) (DOE 2011a), signed on April 1, 2011,
MOX fuel could be fabricated for BWRs, PWRs, or next-generation LWRs. There
are currently no plans to fabricate fuel for other types of reactors. Use of MOX fuel
in other types of nuclear reactors would require the preparation of additional NEPA
documentation.

A detailed program schedule is not required to perform the environmental impacts
analysis in this SPD Supplemental EIS. The actual production schedule for MFFF
would depend on factors such as license conditions and the specific contracts
received from customers to manufacture specific types of MOX fuel. As shown in
Appendix B, Table B-2, MFFF is estimated to operate for 21 to 24 years, depending
on the amount of surplus plutonium to be fabricated into MOX fuel.

The eight fuel assemblies mentioned in the DOE FY 2013 budget is a key milestone
to meet the MOX production objective identified in public law (P.L. 107-314, as
amended). The use of assemblies produced by MFFF would be determined as fuel
sales agreements and contracts are put into place. MFFF would not produce MOX
fuel on a commercial scale unless contracts or other arrangements are in place for
its use. If MOX fuel LTAs were required, they would likely be fabricated at MFFF
from feedstock supplied by the existing plutonium inventory. There is currently no
schedule for fabrication and testing of LTAs.
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Commentor No. 81 (cont’d): Tom Clements, Nonproliferation Policy

Director, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

But, amazingly, DOE adamantly refuses to release any cost estimate for the life-cycle cost of the
MOX program or the costs looking forward. All we know is that the DOE estimates that the
MOX plant operational costs are a stunning $499 million per year.

In contrast to the budget-busting cost of MOX, the cost of disposal of one kilogram of
plutonium in WIPP is on the order of $80,000-$100,000 per kilogram. While the WIPP option is 81-4

available for only a relatively small amount of plutonium, the cost of disposing of 34 metric tons cont’d
as waste is around $3.4 billion, far below the cost of MOX.

As part of and parallel to the NEPA process, DOE needs to come clean and reveal the price tag
of this program to those of us who pay the bills. Further, DOE must explain why it is choosing
the highest-cost option for plutonium disposal

N T N

Given the flaws with the draft SEIS and the host of open questions surrounding the MOX

program, it is clear that no final SEIS can be issued. In any event, no “Record of Decision” (ROU
based on the SEIS can be issued as too many unk exist ing MOX use, iall 81-5
that TVA has not decided to test and use MOX.

While more legal analysis is needed, it appears at this time that issuance of a ROD based on a
document lacking in analysis and options would be improper and premature.

Tom Clements
Nonproliferation Policy Director
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

81-3

81-4

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.6, current plans are for the operator to
deactivate the facility and request that NRC terminate the license once the facility’s
mission for surplus plutonium disposition is completed. MFFF would then become
the responsibility of DOE. The environmental impacts associated with MFFF
operations are evaluated in Chapter 4 and Appendix G of this SPD Supplemental
EIS. Analyses of MFFF operations are also provided in cited references such as the
original SPD EIS (DOE 1999) and NRC’s Environmental Impact Statement on the
Construction and Operation of a Proposed Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication Faculty at
the Savannah River Site, South Carolina (NRC 2005). For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

DOE believes that the alternatives analyzed in this SPD Supplemental EIS meet the
goals of the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard is a term, coined by the
National Academy of Sciences and modified by DOE, denoting the main objective
of alternatives for the disposition of surplus weapons-usable plutonium: that such
plutonium be made roughly as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the
much larger and growing stock of plutonium in civilian spent (used) nuclear fuel.

Removal of WIPP from further analysis in the Storage and Disposition PEIS

(DOE 1996) was not based on the Spent Fuel Standard. WIPP was not considered for
further analysis in the Storage and Disposition PEIS because disposal of 50 metric
tons (55 tons) of surplus plutonium would exceed WIPP’s disposal capacity.

As discussed in Section 2.1, Topic A, of this CRD, the Storage and Disposition
PEIS (DOE 1996) and the SPD EIS (DOE 1999) considered numerous alternatives
for disposition of surplus plutonium, including immobilization and direct disposal
of the entire surplus plutonium inventory as waste. DOE selected an approach

for disposition of some of the plutonium declared surplus (68 FR 20134). As
discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior decisions with respect
to the disposition path for the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus plutonium

(68 FR 20134) are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, but DOE is
evaluating alternatives for the disposition of an additional 13.1 metric tons

(14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium, including use of the surplus plutonium as MOX
fuel or its conversion into waste forms suitable for disposal. The action alternatives
evaluated for the 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium are the
Immobilization to DWPF Alternative, MOX Fuel Alternative, H-Canyon/HB-Line to
DWPF Alternative, and WIPP Alternative.

Cost information on DOE programs is made publicly available as part of the
President’s annual budget submission to Congress. CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations
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Commentor No. 81 (cont’d): Tom Clements, Nonproliferation Policy

Director, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability (ANA)
http://www.ananuclear.org/

Submitted for the September 4, 2012 Hearing Record - on the
Draft Surplus F Di iti il I Impact

(Draft SEIS)
Key Questions DOE Must Answer about the Plutonium Disposition Program

- The Draft Surplus Pl Di: ition Supple E | Impact (Draft
SEIS) states in the “preferred alternative” (on page S-iv) that “The TVA does not have a
preferred alternative at this time regarding whether to pursue irradiation of MOX fuel in TVA
reactors and which reactors might be used for this purpose.” How is it possible that DOE can
have a “preferred alternative” but TVA doesn’t have one and hasn’t even made a decision to
consider MOX testing and use?

81-6
- How can any formal “Record of Decision” be made on the Draft SEIS when the “preferred
alternatives” of DOE and TVA are in conflict?

- As “generic” reactors are mentioned in the Draft SEIS, what “generic” reactors are being
sought to use MOX fuel? Please name the utilities besides TVA that have interest in MOX.
- Please confirm that Energy Northwest, a public utility located in the state of Washington that 81-7
operates a GE Mark | reactor, has halted interest in using MOX.

- What is “Plan B” if neither the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) nor other utilities chose to
pursue MOX or if MOX made from weapons-grade plutonium can’t be licensed by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission?

81-8

- MOX made from weapons-grade plutonium has never been tested in a boiling water reactor
(BWR) nor used commercially in either a BWR or a “pressurized water reactor” (PWR), correct?

- In order that we know when plutonium will be removed from South Carolina, what is the
anticipated production schedule for the MOX plant over its life-time? How long will the MOX
plant operate and when will it be decommissioned? Where is the environmental analysis of
MOX production?

81-9
- When will MOX be tested by TVA - so-called “lead use assemblies” (LUAs) - and when will TVA
begin full commercial use of MOX? Global Nuclear Fuel, which makes uranium fuel for boiling
water reactors (BWRs) such as Browns Ferry, gave a presentation on August 8, 2012 to the
Nuclear Regulatory commission which stated that 16 LUAs would be tested in a BWR from
2019-2025. (See presentation at:
http://www.ananuclear.org/Portals/0/GNF%200n%20MOX%20LUAs%20NRC%20meeting%208
.8.2012.pdf)

81-5

81-6

81-8

81-9

do not require that costs be included in an EIS. Cost is among the factors that the
decisionmaker may consider when selecting an alternative for implementation. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B, of this CRD.

Based on this SPD Supplemental EIS and consistent with the requirements of
NEPA, DOE may make a decision in a ROD to be issued no sooner than 30 days
after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative in the Federal Register. For
further discussion, see the response to comment 81-1 regarding TVA’s interagency
agreement with DOE.

TVA is a cooperating agency for this SPD Supplemental EIS and is not required to
declare a preferred alternative. TVA does not have a preferred alternative in this
Final SPD Supplemental EIS. As discussed in the response to comment 81-1, DOE
and TVA have separate decisionmaking processes with respect to the proposed
actions in this SPD Supplemental EIS.

DOE cannot speak for Energy Northwest or its intentions regarding the use of MOX
fuel. DOE would entertain interest from any U.S. utility regarding use of MOX

fuel in its reactors. TVA PWRs and BWRs are evaluated in this SPD Supplemental
EIS because DOE and TVA have entered into an interagency agreement to evaluate
the use of MOX fuel in the Sequoyah and Browns Ferry Nuclear Plants. From a
technical perspective, DOE believes that MOX fuel could potentially be used in any
domestic commercial nuclear power reactor.

DOE and TVA have an agreement to evaluate the use of MOX fuel in TVA

reactors. As detailed in a report by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL 1999)
and described in a discussion added to Appendix J, Section J.2, of this Final SPD
Supplemental EIS, MOX fuel has been used in commercial and experimental nuclear
power reactors worldwide for more than 40 years. This experience base includes

the use of MOX fuel in PWRs and BWRs, including tests using plutonium ranging
from reactor-grade to weapons-grade. NRC would perform a comprehensive safety
review of the use of MOX fuel in the proposed reactor as part of the 10 CFR Part 50
licensing process. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

See the response to comment 81-2 regarding MOX fuel use in PWRs and BWRs,
program schedule, and MOX fuel testing.
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Commentor No. 81 (cont’d): Tom Clements, Nonproliferation Policy

Director, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

- Does NNSA agree with Global Nuclear Fuel schedule for testing “lead use assemblies” in
Browns ferry? Does NNSA agree with the NRC's statement that weapons-grade MOX is a “new 81-10
fuel form” which requires in-reactor testing?

- The 60-year licenses of the three Browns Ferry reactors expire in 2033, 2034 and 2036. If the
MOX plant can’t even begin to produce BWR MOX before the LUA test is complete and 81-11
evaluated - likely well after 2025 - please explain how there will be enough time to use MOX in
the Browns Ferry BWRs before their 60-year licenses are up.

- DOE said in the Fiscal Year 2012 budget request (on page 392 at
http://www.cfo.doe.gov/budget/12budget/Content/Volumel.pdf) that “Supplying BWR MOX
fuel to the Browns Ferry BWR’s would account for 50 percent of the MOX facility’s production.” 81-12
Please explain how the operation of the MOX plant will be impacted if no BWR MOX can be
made before the LUA test in Browns Ferry is completed, the LUAs analyzed and MOX use
licensed by the NRC.

- As DOE has said in the Fiscal Year 2013 budget request (on page 461at
http://www.cfo.doe.gov/budget/13budget/Content/Volumel.pdf) that the MOX plant will cost
$499 million/year to operate, please explain the cost impact of not being able to produce BWR
MOX until 2025 or later.

- What is the life-cycle cost of the overall MOX program and why won’t NNSA release this
figure?

81-13
- Figures from DOE indicate that it is costing around $80,000-$10,000/kg to dispose of MOX in
WIPP, which means that to dispose of 34 metric tons of plutonium would cost $3.4 billion.
What is the cost per kg of di ing of pll ium via MOX, including all associated costs?

- What will it cost to redesign the MOX plant to place ovens in it to process weapons pits, in
order to make MOX feedstock?

- What is the status of the intervention by public interest groups against issuance of an NRC
license for operation of the MOX plant?

| 81-14

- And, most important from policy and programmatic perspectives, why did DOE refuse to
answer key questions raised above in the Draft Surplus F ium Di itic !

Envir I Impact (Draft SEIS)? If these questions won’t be answered in the final
SEIS when will they be answered?

81-15

Submitted on behalf of the Alliance for Nuclear Accountability by Tom Clements, Columbia, SC

81-10

81-11

81-12

81-13

81-14

81-15

Should TVA decide to pursue the use of MOX fuel in any of its reactors, TVA would
work with NRC to determine the steps needed to approve the use of MOX fuel in the
chosen reactors.

See the response to comment 81-2.

See the response to comment 81-2.

See the response to comment 81-4.

The Intervenors’ contentions are being adjudicated before the Atomic Safety
Licensing Board; the Board proceeding is independent of and outside the scope of
this SPD Supplemental EIS. As explained in this SPD Supplemental EIS, a license
from NRC under 10 CFR Part 70 is required before MFFF can receive, possess, and
use special nuclear material (SNM).

Refer to the above responses to individual comments. Chapter 1, Section 1.6,
summarizes the scoping comments received during the scoping period. All scoping
comments were considered in preparing the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS.

Despite the stated closing date of the comment period, DOE considered all
comments received on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS, including those received
after the close of the comment period. This CRD provides responses to those
comments.
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Commentor No. 82: Catherine A. Euler, Ph.D.

From: Dr Catherine Euler

Sent: Monday, September 10, 2012 6:12 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Comment on DOE/EIS-0283-S2

Sachiko McAlhany

SPD Supplemental EIS

US Department of Energy

PO Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

September 10, 2012

COMMENT ON D.O.E.’s DRAFT SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT DOE/EIS-0283-S2

To whom it may concern:

| applaud efforts to make even 14 tons of plutonium non-weaponizable; | am only
sorry you are not revisiting the plans to turn another 34 tons of Pu into MOX.

Fabricating Pu into MOX is a costly, filthy alternative that only delays the solving
of the problem by burdening private companies and the taxpayer with yet another
future waste storage problem. Nuclear power both in the US and abroad has been
winding down in the horrific aftermath of Fukushima: there is no guarantee you
would have a market for the MOX.

The only semi-acceptable alternative given in the EIS is for the complete
immobilization and permanent storage of these 14 tons of plutonium. If vitrification
makes it less accessible for weapons, then this is a better alternative than
transmuting any of it into MOX fuel, to be used again in nuclear reactors and stored
at a later date (after creating yet more nuclear waste).

It is really time for DOE and its subcontractors and potential fuel “customers” to
face the fact that no manufactured MOX will be needed in future power plants.
No one will want it as the industry winds down. They are not even licensing new
nuclear power plants in the US until the waste storage problem is actually solved.

Furthermore, let me say that the entire EIS is flawed through its dependence on
an outdated method of measuring radiation risk. The only measure used is for
external exposures that lead to Latent Cancer Fatalities (LCFs). In fact man-made
ionizing particles of all kinds have additional serious consequences for human
and environmental health besides cancer, and even the cancer numbers are
questionable, given the current scientific controversy between the International
Committee on Radiological Protection (ICRP) and European Committee on
Radiation Risk (ECRR) risk estimates.

82-1

82-2

82-3

82-1

82-2

As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior decisions with
respect to the disposition path for the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus
plutonium (68 FR 20134) are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, but
DOE is evaluating alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
additional surplus plutonium.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.

Cost is among the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an
alternative for implementation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B,
of this CRD.

As stated in Appendix I, Sections 1.1.2.4 and 1.2.2.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
the use of MOX fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would not result in the
generation of large quantities of additional used fuel. Most of the MOX fuel would
displace LEU fuel that otherwise would have been used to power the nuclear power
reactor. Used MOX fuel would be managed within the reactor’s normal planning for
storage of its used fuel.

As indicated in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4, DOE expects that adequate disposal
capacity would be available for all waste generated from the MOX fuel program.

As stated in Appendix I, Sections 1.1.2.4 and 1.2.2.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
used MOX fuel would be managed in the same manner as used LEU fuel, by storing
it in the reactor’s used fuel storage pool or placing it in dry storage. The use of MOX
fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would not result in the generation of large
quantities of additional used fuel. Most of the MOX fuel would displace LEU fuel
that otherwise would have been used to power the nuclear power reactor. Use of
MOX fuel could increase used nuclear fuel generation by 8 to 10 percent for TVA’s
Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants, and from 2 to 16 percent for generic
reactors during the period MOX fuel could be used at a reactor. DOE expects that
increases of this magnitude would be managed within the reactor’s normal planning
for storage of its used fuel.

DOE and TVA have entered into an interagency agreement to evaluate the use

of MOX fuel in up to five operating TVA reactors, including PWRs (Sequoyah
Nuclear Plant) and BWRs (Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant). The NRC published its
final rule on the Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel, formerly known as Waste
Confidence, in the Federal Register on September 19, 2014 (79 FR 56238). NRC’s
final rule became effective on October 20, 2014. As of October 20, the previous
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Commentor No. 82 (cont’d): Catherine A. Euler, Ph.D.

We must also keep in mind that radionuclides are also mutagens, and can cause
genomic instablity for several thousand generations. | see no mention of this
potential disaster in your EIS worst-case scenarios, and thus it is deeply flawed
by ignoring a risk that has been known to the entire scientific community for over
50 years. LCFs are not the only measure. Besides genomic instability, there is
evidence from exposed Rongelap islanders and the atomic bomb survivors, as
well as in studies of the aftermath of British testing in Australia and the ongoing
aftermath of Chernobyl, that long-term exposure to inhaled and ingested
radionuclides has a multiplicity of human health consequences, depending on the
radionuclide in question, which can include heart irregularities, diabetes, asthma
and auto-immune conditions, among others. Any EIS which fails to take into
account the entire spectrum of human health effects from radiological exposures is
simply a bogus EIS.

Sincerely,

(Sent by email, Sept. 10, 2012)
Catherine A. Euler, Ph.D.

82-3
cont’d

82-3

NRC suspension on licensing actions was lifted. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

Appendix C of this Final SPD Supplemental EIS was revised to include a more
detailed discussion of the measures of human health impacts in addition to the
description of the health impact assessment methods. As discussed in Section C.2.5,
inhalation and ingestion, in addition to external exposure, are accounted for in the
modeling. The additional information in Section C.1 discusses the basis for the risk
factor of 0.0006 LCFs per person-rem (for the population) or rem (for an individual)
and shows in Table C-2 the relative magnitude of the risks of LCFs and genetic
effects. As is typical in DOE NEPA documents, LCFs are used as a measure of the
risk associated with radiation exposure.

In the Report of the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic
Radiation (UNSCEAR 2010:13), United Nations researchers concluded that current
scientific data are not sufficient to establish a causal relationship between ionizing
radiation and cardiovascular disease at doses of less than about 100 to 200 rad
(equivalent to about 100 to 200 rem for x-ray, gamma, and beta radiation) and that
studies linking other fatal non-cancer diseases to radiation at doses of less than
about 100 to 200 rad have yielded even less evidence of a causal relationship than
that which exists for circulatory diseases. A study by the National Cancer Institute
that included the Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants did not detect excess
mortality due to leukemia or other cancers in counties near domestic, commercial
nuclear power reactors (NCI 2011).
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Commentor No. 83: Ellen Thomas
Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom

From: Ellen Thomas

Sent: Monday, September 10, 2012 10:02 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Cc: disarm@wilpf.org

Subject: Ellen Thomas comments for DOE hearing on MOX fuel 9/11/12 in
Chattanooga

Submission by Ellen Thomas to the DOE at the hearing on the Draft Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (Draft SEIS),
in Chattanooga 9/11/12:

| refer you to the statements submitted during this process by Tom Clements of
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Charles Utley of Blue Ridge Environmental
Defense League, Mel Jenkins and Ruth Thomas of Environmentalists Inc,

Laura Sorensen of SAFE Carolinas, and Mary Olson of Nuclear Information and
Resource Service.* | agree with all of their comments. | have some other thoughts
to present.

First, | oppose the proposed “alternative option” of mixed oxide (MOX) fuel, and
instead propose a concerted effort to achieve “absolute containment.” Perfect
containment is impossible with MOX fuel and its bi-products, as well as with all of
the other proposals listed in the Draft SEIS, Volume |, pages 2-1 to 2-18. 831
Second, | strongly agree with the need to neutralize weapons grade plutonium, but,
unfortunately, the method for safely doing this has not yet been discovered. What is
possible is not to make the weapons-grade plutonium buildup any worse than it is,

and not to make plutonium metal even more lethal than it is.

Third, | am concerned with the decision-making process being followed by the
Department of Energy (DOE), especially with respect to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). Itisn't just that the DOE hasn’t complied with NEPA, it has
done the exact opposite, by suggesting that it is safe for the plutonium pits to be
converted to much more dangerous plutonium oxide powder, “feed”ing it through

a highly toxic process to create MOX fuel along the Savannah River, which will be
transported over our nation’s highways to be used in aging nuclear power plants
such as Sequoyah and Browns Ferry, burning hotter than other types of fuel,
irradiated, stored in already overloaded fuel pools, and perhaps then transported
again, unless the DOE and Nuclear Regulatory Commission have finally
recognized that we MUST have hardened on-site storage (HOSS) until the issue of
ultimate nuclear waste containment is finally resolved. At this point in time, since
there is no known way of neutralizing plutonium, we should keep it contained in the
hard form of plutonium metal.

83-2

83-1

83-2

As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior decisions with
respect to the disposition path for the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus

plutonium (68 FR 20134) are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, but

DOE is evaluating alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
additional surplus plutonium. The action alternatives evaluated for the 13.1 metric
tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium are the Immobilization to DWPF Alternative,
MOX Fuel Alternative, H-Canyon/HB-Line to DWPF Alternative, and WIPP
Alternative. All of the action alternatives evaluated in this SPD Supplemental EIS are
considered to render surplus plutonium into a proliferation-resistant form or result in
proliferation-resistant disposal.

DOE disagrees with the opinion of the commentor about DOE’s compliance with
NEPA. In this SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE evaluated the potential environmental
impacts of a range of reasonable alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium, in accordance with the requirements of NEPA.
These analyses, as well as the comments on the Final SPD Supplemental EIS, may
be considered by DOE in preparing the ROD.

As summarized in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2, and described in detail in Appendices [
and J of this SPD Supplemental EIS, the risks associated with both normal operations
and accidents for a partial MOX fuel core and full LEU fuel core are expected to

be comparable. The MOX fuel core would be designed and licensed to the same
operating and safety criteria a full LEU fuel core (e.g., same operating temperature,
electrical output, etc.). The MOX fuel core may require enhanced reactivity controls
(increased soluble boron in the reactor coolant for pressurized water reactors

and/or additional control rods) to meet the licensed operating conditions. The risks
associated with transporting MOX fuel are small, as discussed in Appendix E.
Regarding the storage of used MOX fuel, irradiated MOX fuel initially produces
about 4 percent less decay heat than equivalent LEU fuel. However, decay heat
production in MOX fuel declines at a slower rate than LEU fuel due to isotopic
differences in the irradiated MOX fuel. As a result, irradiated MOX fuel continues
to produce slightly more decay heat than irradiated LEU fuel, about 16 percent more
after 5 years. Initially, used MOX fuel would be discharged to the reactor’s used
fuel storage pool, where it would be stored with existing used LEU fuel. After about
5 years, the decay heat load from both fuel types would be low enough to allow

the fuel to be transferred to dry storage casks (ANS 2011). After about 30 years of
cooling, the decay heat difference would be equivalent to the heat produced by a
few incandescent light bulbs. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.5, Topic B, of
this CRD.
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Commentor No. 83 (cont’d): Ellen Thomas
Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom

Other comments:

| urge the Tennessee Valley Authority not to use MOX fuel at Sequoyah and
Browns Ferry nuclear power plants.

| request an extension of public comment time.

| ask for timely assistance toward discovering missing or non-located data.

| ask that the DOE not issue a “Record of Decision” (ROD).

Submitted for the September 11, 2012 Draft SPD Supplemental EIS Public Hearing
Ellen Thomas

Co-Chair, Women'’s International League for Peace & Freedom Disarm Committee

http://wilpf.org/issues_disarm Co-founder, Proposition One Campaign for global
nuclear weapons abolition and economic and energy conversion - http://prop1.org

* links:
Tom Clements, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability Comments

http://www.ananuclear.org/Portals/0/MOX%20hearing%20fact%20sheet%20
8.31.2012%20pdf%20FINAL.pdf

Charles Utley, Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League Comments
http://bredl.org/pdf3/120904_BREDL_comments_on_SPD-EIS.pdf
Nuclear Information and Resource Service

http://nirs.org

83-3

834

83-5
83-6

83-3
83-4

83-5

83-6

DOE and TVA acknowledge the comment.

In response to requests for additional public hearings and an extension of the
comment period, DOE added a public hearing in Espafiola, New Mexico, held
on September 18, 2012, to the six meetings that DOE had initially scheduled and
extended the comment period through October 10, 2012.

Because the commentor did not indicate the nature of information thought to be
missing, DOE cannot determine, and is therefore unable to provide, the additional
data the commentor is seeking.

Based on this Final SPD Supplemental EIS and consistent with the requirements of
NEPA, DOE may announce a decision in a ROD to be issued no sooner than 30 days
after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative in the Federal Register.
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Commentor No. 84: Virginia J. Miller

From: Virginia J Miller

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 6:58 AM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: SPD Supplemental EIS Comments

Sachiko McAlhany

NEPA Document Manager
SPD Supplemental EIS

U. S. Department of Energy
Germantown, MD

Sachiko McAlhany:

| oppose the Department of Energy plans for surplus plutonium. No additional
plutonium should be sent to Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). Its mission
is to clean up TRU and low-level waste at Area G and ship it to WIPP for storage
and it is behind schedule. LANL facilities sit on a fault and do not meet seismic
standards in the event of a severe earthquake endangering public health and
safety. WIPP has a limited mission and does not have the capacity for all surplus
plutonium.

Stop producing Mixed Oxide fuel (MOX) which is very expensive and dangerous
and will remain so for thousands of generations. Surplus plutonium should be
immobilized and safely stored until new effective disposition options are available.
Carry out pit disassembly at sites that minimize transportation, which does not
include LANL.

STOP PRODUCING NEW PLUTONIUM. We don't know what to do with the
surplus plutonium that already exists and it will be dangerous basically forever.
Let's use some common sense! while we safely dismantle nuclear power facilities
and move toward global and verifiable nuclear disarmament.

Thank you.
Virginia J. Miller

84-1

84-2

84-3

84-1

84-2

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior decisions with
respect to the disposition path for the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus
plutonium (68 FR 20134) are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, but
DOE is evaluating alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
additional surplus plutonium. The action alternatives evaluated for the 13.1 metric
tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium are the Immobilization to DWPF Alternative,
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Commentor No. 84 (cont’d): Virginia J. Miller

84-3

MOX Fuel Alternative, H-Canyon/HB-Line to DWPF Alternative, and WIPP
Alternative.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.

Appendix E and Chapter 4, Section 4.1.5, describe the human health risk from
transportation of nuclear material between DOE facilities, including the risk of
accidents. As shown in Chapter 4, Table 4-22, under all alternatives, the radiological
risks to the public from shipments of radioactive materials would be comparable,
with no LCFs expected among the transportation crew or general public along the
transportation routes. All shipments would be in compliance with applicable DOT,
NRC, and DOE requirements.

Cost is among the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an
alternative for implementation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B,
Section 2.2, Topic A, and Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

Examining plutonium production is not within the scope of this SPD Supplemental
EIS. The United States is not producing new plutonium for nuclear weapons. The
United States’ nuclear weapons and energy policies are not within the scope of this
SPD Supplemental EIS.
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Commentor No. 85: Laura Sorensen

From: Laura Sorensen

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 12:01 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: submission of public comment

Laura Sorensen

S.A.F.E. Carolinas

SPD Supplemental EIS

US Dept of Energy

PO Box 2324

Germantown, MD 230874-0277

Comments for SPD Supplemental EIS 9/11/12

First | would like to make clear that MOX is not an “alternative” fuel nor is it a

“new fuel form”. In the United States MOX is an experiment waiting to explode
and taxpayers are trapped guinea pigs. If U.S. citizens really had a choice we
would remove plutonium from human hands and treat it safely as waste for
approximately $4 billion. But we're being asked (or told?) to pay about $17.5 billion
toward an elaborate, risky, untested, dangerous plan that could send all of us up

in smoke! (Dollar amounts are based on figures provided by Alliance for Nuclear
Accountability.)

Please remember Fukushima and the plutonium reactor there.

Using MOX as reactor fuel at the aging nuclear power plants, Sequoyah and
Browns Ferry, will never be stable and safe. Tests for pressurized water reactors
like those at Sequoyah have been incomplete as evidenced through Duke’s
experience in testing at the Catawba Nuclear Station which was cut short in 2008.
Boiling water reactors like those at Browns Ferry now require a 6 year test.

TVA has not committed to the MOX fuel program and so far three utilities have
rejected this untested fuel. And yet the $6 billion fabrication facility is already under
construction at Savannah River Site in SC. This is not in the best interest of the
taxpayer!

The DOE claims MOX as the solution to the nuclear weapons nonproliferation
treaty with Russia.

This is far from the truth when you consider the waste from MOX fuel rods is even
more dangerous than other irradiated fuel and additional plutonium is created in
the process. Our children are still left with a dangerous inheritance for millions of
years. The nuclear stockpile and waste issue will only grow.

85-1

| 85-2

85-3

85-1
cont’d

85-4

85-1

85-2

85-3

As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior decisions with
respect to the disposition path for the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus
plutonium (68 FR 20134) are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS, but
DOE is evaluating alternatives for the disposition of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of
additional surplus plutonium. The disposition of this 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons)
of surplus plutonium as MOX fuel is a reasonable alternative, requiring a full
evaluation of potential environmental impacts per NEPA, regardless of whether a
specific utility has been identified to use MOX fuel today. Accordingly, this SPD
Supplemental EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of irradiating MOX fuel in
commercial nuclear power reactors (see Appendix I, Section 1.2).

Cost is among the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an
alternative for implementation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B,
of this CRD.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding potential reactor accidents such as
those that occurred at the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station in Japan on
March 11, 2011. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.5, Topic C, of this CRD.

NRC is continually inspecting and assessing the safety of the Nation’s nuclear power
reactors and issuing findings to help assure these plants continue to operate safely.
As discussed in Appendix J, Sections J.1 and J.2, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
continued assurance of the safe operation of these plants is the responsibility of the
plant operator, which operates under the independent regulatory oversight of NRC.
If the plant operator were to make a decision to use MOX fuel, it would be the joint
responsibility of the plant operator and NRC to establish the operating conditions
and controls that would ensure the MOX fuel could be used safely. For further
discussion, refer to Section 2.5, Topics A and B, of this CRD.

As detailed in a report by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL 1999) and
described in a discussion added to Appendix J, Section J.2, of this Final SPD
Supplemental EIS, MOX fuel has been used in commercial and experimental nuclear
power reactors worldwide for more than 40 years. This experience base includes

the use of MOX fuel in PWRs and BWRs, including tests using plutonium ranging
from reactor-grade to weapons-grade. There are differences in nuclear reactor core
physics between MOX and LEU fuel cores, but these differences are understood and
can be addressed using measures such as modifications to reactivity control systems
and core fuel management procedures. Tests of MOX LTAs performed by Duke
Energy at the Catawba Nuclear Station demonstrated that MOX fuel containing
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Commentor No. 85 (cont’d): Laura Sorensen

Today we have renewable energy technology like wind, solar and geothermal
spreading across the planet. Our talents and money need to grow these
businesses while supporting research and development that provide a healthy,
safe, secure means of meeting our energy demands while preserving our
environment. If we dump our hard earned money into a dinosaur nuclear industry,
we will waste our chance at leaving a bright future for our kids.

Please, TVA, do not participate in the MOX program at Browns Ferry and
Sequoyah. Please DOE, cancel the Savannah River Site MOX fabrication facility
before you spend our money on a dead end technology.

Using explosive material to turn on the lights is simply irresponsible.

Laura Sorensen

S.A.F.E. Carolinas

working to end the nuclear power myth

Stop Duke’s proposed W.S. LEE nuclear plant!

85-5

85-6

85-4

85-5

85-6

weapons-grade plutonium performed as expected in a nuclear power reactor similar
in design to TVA’s Sequoyah Nuclear Plant. The need for additional testing of
MOX fuel to support its use in U.S. commercial nuclear power reactors would

be determined in the future by NRC as part of the fuel qualification and licensing
process. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, of this CRD.

The United States remains committed to the PMDA (USA and Russia 2000) with
the Russian Federation, under which both countries have agreed to each dispose of
at least 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of excess weapons-grade plutonium in nuclear
reactors to produce electricity, or by any other method as may be agreed to by the
parties in writing. The use of MOX fuel in nuclear power reactors is consistent with
U.S. nonproliferation policy and international nonproliferation agreements. Use of
MOX fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would render surplus plutonium
into a used fuel form that is not readily usable for nuclear weapons.

Footnote 3 in Chapter 2 of this SPD Supplemental EIS describes a 60 percent
reduction in plutonium-239 after irradiation for 2 cycles in a domestic commercial
nuclear power reactor. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.4, Topic A, of

this CRD.

As stated in Appendix I, Sections 1.1.2.4 and 1.2.2.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
used MOX fuel would be managed in the same manner as used LEU fuel, by storing
it in the reactor’s used fuel storage pool or placing it in dry storage. The use of MOX
fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would not result in the generation of large
quantities of additional used fuel. Most of the MOX fuel would displace LEU fuel
that otherwise would have been used to power the nuclear power reactor. Use of
MOX fuel could increase used nuclear fuel generation by 8 to 10 percent for TVA’s
Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants, and from 2 to 16 percent for generic
reactors during the period MOX fuel could be used at a reactor. DOE expects that
increases of this magnitude would be managed within the reactor’s normal planning
for storage of its used fuel.

The United States’ policy on the continued use of nuclear energy and the use of
renewable energy technologies is not within the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion regarding TVA’s participation in the
MOX fuel program.

As discussed in Section 2.2, Topic A, of this CRD, DOE’s prior decisions with
respect to the disposition path for the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of surplus plutonium
(68 FR 20134) are not addressed in this SPD Supplemental EIS. This SPD
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Commentor No. 85 (cont’d): Laura Sorensen

Supplemental EIS evaluates alternatives for 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus
plutonium for which a disposition path is not assigned.

Juawiaivis Jovdut] pppudwUoLIAUT [PIUdWI]ddng uolIsodsi] wniuomn]g snding putg



L8I-€

Commentor No. 86: Joseph L. Murphy, P.E.

From: Joe Murphy

Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 8:07 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: SPD S-EIS, Murphy Public Comment

I am Joseph Murphy, a licensed professional engineer (PE) in the state of South
Carolina that endorses the DOE/EIS-0283-S2 preferred alternative strategy for
the Surplus Plutonium Disposition program. As a PE, | have a commitment to
preserve and maintain public health and welfare and agree the proposed preferred
alternative accomplishes that goal. The analysis and evaluations address the
environmental, safety and health issues. | have worked at the Savannah River
Site for over 28 years and | have had the opportunity to review the document in
my present assignment. My SRS experience includes management of Special
Nuclear Materials (SNM) since 1998 in facilities that process, receive, store,
package and ship these materials. | find the preferred alternative consistent with
the safety and security requirements of these facilities and programs. | believe
use of existing facilities to process weapon pits and prepare the materials for
MOX fuel fabrication is a cost effective way to implement the disposition program
commitments. | also believe the use of the plutonium to produce fuel for electric
power is a beneficial and secure way to convert the material into a nonproliferable
state with the added benefit of mutual conversion of Russian material program via
an international treaty.

Joseph L. Murphy, PE

86-1

86-1

Chapter 2, Section 2.5, was revised to change the Preferred Alternative. In this
Final SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE has no Preferred Alternative for the disposition
of the 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium that is the subject of this
SPD Supplemental EIS. Also, DOE has no Preferred Alternative regarding the sites
or facilities to be used to prepare surplus plutonium metal for disposition (i.e., pit
disassembly and conversion capability). Consistent with the requirements of NEPA,
once a Preferred Alternative is identified, DOE will announce its preference in a
Federal Register notice. DOE would publish a Record of Decision no sooner than
30 days after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative.
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Commentor No. 87: Stephen C. Willard, PE.

From: Steve Willard

Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 3:12 AM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: SCWillard comments on SPD Supplemental EIS-Sept 2012
Attachments: MOX EIS statement 9-2012.doc.docx

Please see the attached file containing personal comments from Stephen C.
Willard P.E. addressing the Surplus Plutonium Disposition (SPD) Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Stephen C. Willard P.E.

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 87 (cont’d): Stephen C. Willard, P.E.

September 12, 2012

Personal comments from Stephen C. Willard P.E.

addressing the Surplus Plutonium Disposition (SPD) Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS)

Comments:

The United States needs a full mix of energy sources to meet the needs of the people.
While all forms of energy (the potential to do work/damage) can be dangerous, | am
convinced that the surplus plutonium (Pu) stockpile is a tremendous energy resource
and that it can (under proper and careful regulation) be safely used for production of
electrical power.

| concur that the MOX Fuel Alternative should be the Preferred Alternative for
disposition of the surplus Pu. | would recommend that this option be maximized to the
fullest extent possible.

| am further convinced that the environmental cost/benefit ratio of the MOX Fuel
Alternative is small; that is, the environmental costs and effects are very small in
comparison to the social benefits of reduction in proliferation of nuclear weapons along
with the needed generation of electrical power.

| believe the MOX Fuel Alternative is a proper and prudent use of federal government
resources. This project provides for the common good of the entire nation (and for the
entire world if the Global Threat Reduction Initiative is fully exercised) by developing the
processes and preparing the path to allow for future use of MOX fuel in our commercial
reactors.

Stephen C. Willard P.E.

Comments provided via Email to spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

87-1

87-1

Chapter 2, Section 2.5, was revised to change the Preferred Alternative. In this
Final SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE has no Preferred Alternative for the disposition
of the 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium that is the subject of this
SPD Supplemental EIS. Also, DOE has no Preferred Alternative regarding the sites
or facilities to be used to prepare surplus plutonium metal for disposition (i.e., pit
disassembly and conversion capability). Consistent with the requirements of NEPA,
once a Preferred Alternative is identified, DOE will announce its preference in a
Federal Register notice. DOE would publish a Record of Decision no sooner than
30 days after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative.

sasUodsay FOJ U SIUUULI0Y) 21gng

€ Uo113g



061-€

Commentor No. 88: Don Schrader
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88-1

88-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.
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Commentor No. 89: Mary Jacklyn Dulle

Mgy, achlyre Dudls
]
|

NEPA D recarread

. 3PP
=TS LS Deped.
G 0 8 et By

M/ /70 205’77‘—;)’2}/

Boar o rrira il ok Canot—
e acanie) /JU%C%}
w pover~_ iPr Lo

89-1

89-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.
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Commentor No. 90: John E. Alessi
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Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.
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Commentor No. 91: Eric Enfield

Dear Sachicko McAlhany:

1 am concerned about current plans held by the Department of Energy to bring surplus

plutonium into New Mexico. Los Alamos National Lab does not meet seismic standards

in the case of severe earthquake and needs to hold to a cleanup mission regarding

materials already stored here. WIPP has a limited mission and does not have the capacity

for all surplus plutonium. 9]-1

Please consider safer alternatives. Stop MOX. Instead, mobilize and safely store

plutonium until technically sound and suitable disposition facilities are available. Care for
the plutonium with the least amount of travel between facilities.

W T 3 A/

Address

Comments are to be submitted by September 25, 2012

To:

Sachiko McAlhany

NEPA Document Manager, SPD Supplemental EIS, U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

91-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.

Chapter 4 and Appendix E address transportation impacts. No LCFs are expected
from transportation radiation exposure under any of the surplus plutonium
disposition alternatives, and the overall risks among the alternatives are comparable.
One traffic fatality could result from transportation under the surplus plutonium
disposition alternatives.
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Commentor No. 92: Kelly Sue Miller

Dear Sachicko McAlhany:

T am concerned about current plans held by the Department of Energy to bring surplus
plutonium into New Mexico. Los Alamos National Lab does not meet seismic standards
in the case of severe earthquake and needs to hold to a cleanup mission regarding
materials already stored here. WIPP has a limited mission and does not have the capacity
for all surplus plutonium.

Please consider safer alternatives. Stop MOX. Instead, mobilize and safely store

plutonium until technically sound and suitable disposition facilities are available. Care for
the plutonium with the least amount of travel between facilities.

Name ¥4/gj§ :' 7 k&‘(%tlb\‘/m

oo | N

Comments are to be submitted by September 25, 2012

To:

Sachiko McAlhany

NEPA Document Manager, SPD Supplemental EIS, U.S. Department of Energy
P.0. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

92-1

92-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.

Chapter 4 and Appendix E address transportation impacts. No LCFs are expected
from transportation radiation exposure under any of the surplus plutonium
disposition alternatives, and the overall risks among the alternatives are comparable.
One traffic fatality could result from transportation under the surplus plutonium
disposition alternatives.
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Commentor No. 93: David M. Trayer

To: Ms. Sachiko McAlhany, NEPA Document Manager, SPD Supplemental EIS, U. S. Department
of Energy, Post Office Box 2324, Germantown, MD, 20874-2324.

rrom: David w. Traver,

Date: 3 Sept. 2012.

Subject: Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement,
Summary, DOE/EIS-0283-S2, July 2012.

Thank you so much for giving me the opportunity to review this subject document. | had
commented to you earlier (7 Aug. 2010) on the use of MOX in TVA nuclear power reactors at
Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant (BFN) and Sequoyah Nuclear Plant (SQN).

The subject document seems to address the subject adequately. My concern, as an informed
resident living about ten miles from SQN, is simply that the use of MOX in these reactors will
unacceptably increase the potential threats to public health. My concern is based on several
factors, including the following:

1. Plutonium is well- known to be one of the most biologically hazardous substances.
Internal exposure is particularly harmful because of its radioactive emission as well as
it’s toxicity as a heavy metal. It is an identified human carcinogen. It is a greater hazard
than the Uranium commonly used as a fuel in civilian reactors. The radioactive half-life
of Plutonium-239 is over 24,000 years, making it a dangerous environmental
contaminant. The human hazards of Plutonium are solidly documented in scientific and
medical literature.

2. The number of persons at-risk from possible containment failure, either in the operating
reactors or the spent fuel stored on-site, is unacceptably high. The subject document 93-1
estimates the population at-risk in a 50-mile radius is 984,000 at SQN and 820,500 at
BFN (including plant workers).

3. The BFN and SQN reactors are old (BFN Unit 1 is over 38 years old, and SQN Unit 1 is
over 31 years old). This significantly increases their likelihood of failure. An additional
risk to the public and plant workers is the on-site storage of highly radioactive spent fuel
at both plants.

4. The community infrastructure at both the BFN and SQN sites is inadequate to provide
safety and medical services to civilian populations in the event of a major radiological
incident. This includes considerations such as: public education and communications,
evacuation procedures including traffic management, emergency protection against
overexposure, decontamination of possibly exposed persons, and provision of safe
emergency refuges.

93-1

The Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants are designed and maintained to
meet stringent NRC safety requirements for nuclear power reactors. Safety-related
equipment is regularly inspected, maintained, and monitored in accordance with
procedures and vendor recommendations and replaced well before the end of its
scheduled operating life. Presently available information and analysis leads TVA to
believe that Browns Ferry and Sequoyah have the capability to safely utilize MOX
fuel with only minor modifications. As addressed in Chapter 4 and Appendix I of
this SPD Supplemental EIS, under normal operating as well as postulated accident
conditions, the impacts of operating reactors using a partial MOX fuel core are not
expected to change appreciably from those associated with use of full LEU fuel
cores. This assessment is consistent with the analysis performed for the SPD EIS
(DOE 1999). As analyzed in Appendix J, Section J.3, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
the risks to the MEI and the surrounding population of developing a fatal cancer as a
result of one of the analyzed accidents are small, regardless of whether the reactors
are using partial MOX or full LEU fuel cores. The accident analyses in Appendix J,
Section J.3, of this SPD Supplemental EIS are based on site-specific population,
traffic, and evacuation information used by TVA in NRC licensing activities and
emergency planning preparations. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.5,

Topic B, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 93 (cont’d): David M. Trayer

5. The increased presence of Plutonium at the plant sites will also make them more
attractive as targets for terrorists and groups seeking materials for nuclear bombs.

For these reasons, | am morally opposed to the use of MOX fuel in civilian reactors, specifically
in the TVA reactors at BFN and SQN. The probability of a serious release of Plutonium is low,
but the seriousness of a release is just too great. | plead, therefore, to DOE and to TVA to
abandon plans to use MOX in these reactors.

Raill 29 Fecyer)

David M. Trayer

cc: Mr. Tom Kilgore, President and Chief Executive Officer, Tennessee Valley Authority,
Knoxuville, TN.

Senator Lamar Alexander, United States Senate, Washington, DC.

Senator Bob Corker, United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

| 93-2

93-3

93-2

93-3

The purpose of the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Program is to reduce the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus
plutonium in the United States in an environmentally sound manner to ensure

that it can never again be readily used in nuclear weapons. Various quantities of
plutonium currently exist at DOE sites. Current security systems and procedures

at SRS, LANL, and the Pantex Plant are designed to protect plutonium inventories
and to prevent access to the sites by unauthorized personnel (e.g., terrorists).
Current nuclear power reactor security provides protection from terrorists and
groups seeking access to nuclear material, including nuclear fuel, in accordance
with NRC regulations. Central to the purpose of the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Program is protecting plutonium from terrorists, so appropriate safeguards and
security measures are taken at facilities and during transportation to protect against
unauthorized access to materials.

See the response to comment 93-1 for a discussion on the similarities between a
MOX fuel core and an LEU fuel core under both normal operations and accident
conditions.
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Commentor No. 94: Eleanore M. Voutselas
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94-1

94-2

94-1

94-2

DOE is aware of the potential for earthquakes and wildfires in the LANL region.
Recognizing the risks posed by wildfires, forests at LANL are thinned as part of
an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction Program to reduce the fuel load available
in the event of a fire. As exemplified in 2000, post-event soil erosion and sediment
control measures are implemented to minimize the on- and offsite environmental
impact potential of wildfires (see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2). The risks and
potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire LANL site were evaluated in the 2008
LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008). PF-4 at TA-55 was not included as a
facility that presents a substantial risk due to wildfires because it is constructed of
noncombustible materials and is surrounded by a buffer area in which combustible
materials including vegetation are kept to a minimum. This SPD Supplemental
EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several postulated accident scenarios
for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D,
Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9). The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

Examining issues related to the relative costs and benefits of surplus plutonium
disposition activities versus the costs and benefits of the cleanup of LANL is not
within the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS.
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Commentor No. 95: Nadia A. Anhalt
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95-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.
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Commentor No. 96: Flor de Maria Oliva
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96-1

Public and worker safety is a high priority for DOE. DOE recognizes that LANL is
in the vicinity of active geologic faults and continues to take appropriate actions to
further improve the safety basis that documents the hazards and controls in place

at LANL to ensure safety and implement facility modifications and upgrades as
necessary. DOE has ongoing programs to understand the geology and seismology of
the LANL region in order to predict the likelihood of severe earthquakes.

This SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several
postulated accident scenarios for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9) and describes
concerns identified by DNFSB. The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD.

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3, CH-TRU waste generated as a result
of surplus plutonium disposition activities could use between 24 percent (under

the No Action Alternative) and 108 percent (under the WIPP Alternative) of the
unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons
(14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit plutonium would be processed for potential disposal

at WIPP, is the only alternative where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the
available unsubscribed capacity at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped
to WIPP and criticality control overpacks were used for packaging other surplus
plutonium for WIPP disposal instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste
under the WIPP Alternative could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed
WIPP disposal capacity instead of 108 percent. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Immobilization to DWPF
Alternative.
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Commentor No. 97: Roy Crossfield
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97-1

97-1

MOX fuel is used in nuclear power reactors to produce electricity. It cannot be used

in nuclear weapons or other military ordnance.
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Commentor No. 98: Jennifer F. Elson

From: Elson, Jennifer F

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 12:18 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Agree with DOE’s preferred option

| would just like to add a comment that | agree with the DOE preferred option for

the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Project. || 98-1

Jennifer Elson
MET-2, Pit Integrated Technologies

98-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 99: Rebecca Chamberlin

From: Becky Chamberlin

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 12:27 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: agree with preferred option

As a citizen of Los Alamos, NM, | agree with the preferred option for Surplus
Plutonium Disposition which includes ongoing pit disassembly and conversion
activities at LANL's TA-55 PF-4 facility. | am proud that New Mexico will have

the opportunity to contribute to this important treaty obligation which serves to
reduce the global nuclear danger, and | am confident that LANL operations will be
conducted safely and with the utmost respect for the environment.

Thank you.
Rebecca Chamberlin

99-1

99-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 100: Dr. Albert Migliori

From: Migliori, Albert

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 12:35 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Surplus Plutonium Disposition

Only Los Alamos has the expertise and the physical facilities to deal properly with
this issue of national importance. In my private opinion, there is not a safer, better,
more knowledgeable, and prepared place for this work than LANL.

Dr. Albert Migliori, Laboratory Fellow
Director, Seaborg Institute

100-1

100-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 101: Micheline Devaurs

From: Devaurs, Micheline

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 2:32 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Comments on Supplemental EIS re: Surplus Plutonium Dispositino
Project

Both as a Los Alamos National Laboratory employee and as a private citizen, I'd
like to communicate my preference and support the preferred alternative that we
use one or more of the existing facilities, including PF-4 at TA-55 at LANL and
existing SRS facilities.

Thank you for your consideration.
Micheline

Micheline Devaurs
MaRIE Strategic Coordination Lead

101-1

101-1

Chapter 2, Section 2.5, was revised to change the Preferred Alternative. In this
Final SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE has no Preferred Alternative for the disposition
of the 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium that is the subject of this
SPD Supplemental EIS. Also, DOE has no Preferred Alternative regarding the sites
or facilities to be used to prepare surplus plutonium metal for disposition (i.e., pit
disassembly and conversion capability). Consistent with the requirements of NEPA,
once a Preferred Alternative is identified, DOE will announce its preference in a
Federal Register notice. DOE would publish a Record of Decision no sooner than
30 days after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative.
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Commentor No. 102: Coleen Meyer

From: Coleen Meyer

Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 12:34 AM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Support Surplus Plutonium Disposition Project

| support DOE/NNSA's disposition proposals in the SPD Supplemental EIS. |
believe Los Alamos National Laboratory would be a safe part of this vital process.

Coleen Meyer, PMP

I| 102-1

102-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 103: Mel Jenkins, Executive Director, Ruth Thomas,

Lead Researcher/Executive Director Emeritus, Environmentalists, Inc.

From: Mel Jenkins

Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 1:41 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: (From MelJ) ATTN: Ms. Sachiko McAlhany - Questions on SPD
Supplemental EIS

19th September 2012
Ms. McAlhaney:

Ruth Thomas and |, as associated with Environmentalists, Inc., have tried to get
help in a more detailed understanding of the “Draft SPD Supplemental EIS.” (Draft
SPD)

Your assistance will be greatly appreciated. Noting the very proximate closing date
for comments (10th October 2012), we are asking the following:

1) Where is the section in the Draft SPD on “Human Error?”

2) Where is, or can you provide, a list of the “independent environmental
organizations” whose researchers commented at the Scoping hearings of 2007
and 20107

3) Information on how to to contact those who prepared and gave input for this
report

4) What areas of inquiry did each of the, above referenced, “independent
environmental organizations” address?

5) We are particularly interested in communicating with those involved in preparing
this report who are familiar with plutonium and enriched uranium. Will you provide
that data?

6) The sections on the steps on converting weapons metal plutonium to Mixed
Oxide fuel is not clear to us. With whom can we communicate to expand
descriptions and and find more detailed diagrams.

7) Coverage of transportation actions seems to need expansion. As an example,
between which facilities would plutonium “pits” be transported? And, between
which facilities would plutonium oxides be transported?

We do appreciate the good responses we have found on this project and look
forward to continued positive cooperation between all of us, as we work for mutual
goals of safety and disarmament.

Yours,

Mel Jenkins - Executive Director
Ruth Thomas - Lead Researcher/Executive Director Emeritus

103-1

103-2

103-3

103-1

103-2

103-3

Appendix D and Appendix J of this SPD Supplemental EIS evaluate the human
health effects of accidents at DOE nuclear facilities and NRC licensed nuclear
reactors, respectively. As described in these appendices, both DOE and NRC
consider human error in determining the things that might go wrong and lead to
an accident, as well as in evaluating the probabilities of the accident occurring.
Chapter 9, “Distribution List,” includes individuals and organizations that were on
the DOE site mailing lists and those individuals and organizations that provided
scoping comments. Chapter 1, Section 1.6, Public Scoping, includes a summary
of the comments received during the scoping period. Information on the preparers
of this SPD Supplemental EIS, including education, years of experience, and
responsibilities, is contained in Chapter 8, “List of Preparers.”

If there are questions concerning this SPD Supplemental EIS, please contact the
NEPA Document Manager as specified in the Summary, Section S.14, Next Steps.

Appendix B, Section B.1.1.1, of this SPD Supplemental EIS describes the process
used to disassemble pits and convert plutonium metal into oxide to feed MFFF.
Section B.1.1.2, describes the process used to fabricate MOX fuel. Some of the more
detailed information is classified and, therefore, cannot be presented. Additional
information is included in Chapter 2, Sections 2.4.1 and 2.4.3, of the SPD EIS

(DOE 1999).

Chapter 4, Section 4.1.5, and Appendix E, Section E.4.1, of this SPD Supplemental
EIS list, for each radioactive material, the facilities that would send and receive
these materials. Specific to the comment, plutonium pits would be transported from
the Pantex Plant in Texas to SRS in South Carolina or LANL in New Mexico, and
plutonium oxide would be transported between LANL and SRS.
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Commentor No. 104: Elizabeth Bluhm

From: Liz Bluhm

Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 2:15 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Draft SPD Supplemental EIS

As a citizen of Los Alamos, NM, | agree with the preferred option for Surplus
Plutonium Disposition which includes ongoing pit disassembly and conversion
activities at LANL's TA-55 PF-4 facility. | am proud that northern New Mexico

will have the opportunity to contribute to this important treaty obligation which
serves to reduce the global nuclear danger. LANL has the proven technology,
skills and people required to perform the work safely and without any additional
environmental impacts. LANL has already converted 400 kg of weapons grade
plutonium metal into usable oxide. Last, with the current budget shortfalls facing
this country and our nuclear complex, in general, the government should be good
stewards of our tax dollars by allowing LANL to perform the work for less money
than it would cost to build a new multi-billion dollar facility at the Savannah River
Site, SC.

Thank you.
Elizabeth Bluhm

104-1

104-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 105: Ubaldo F. Gallegos

From: Gallegos, Ubaldo F

Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 7:05 PM
To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Cc: Clark, David L; Martz, Joseph C

Subject: Comments on Draft SPD EIS

Comments as a concerned citizen:

| listened last night at Espanola to the presentation and felt | had to address this
from a very personal perspective, not as a scientist, or a scientist pitching a
better method, or as a protestor inciting fear even among themselves. As | near
completion of my career here at LANL | tell co-workers that 36 years have passed
rather quickly, they only gasp, wondering how that could be possible.

| am a lifelong (36 years) employee of Los Alamos National Laboratory, for 28 of
those years | worked as a technician doing explosives testing then moving over to
work for two years at DP West, the original plutonium facility in Los Alamos. | began
working at TA55 when the doors opened in August 1978. As my career progressed
| became very interested in research work and thus began my introduction to not
just handling and processing plutonium but actually beginning to understand the
science.

| currently work at TA55 but have transitioned to being an Industrial Hygiene and
Safety Professional for the last eight years, but | still talk about the great work and
people | had the opportunity to work with in plutonium science.

Let me state that | wholly support the proposal for MOX, the core of specialized
workers here are fully dedicated and trained to carrying out the mission of LANL
and its customers, that is how | operated and | fully believe that even though
many of my co-workers have either rotated out of that work (like myself) that the
dedication and commitment of the current glovebox workers remains.

Where else could | have worked side by side with world class scientists doing
cutting edge science on materials no one else has access to? Sounds like most
people would run in the opposite direction, and many did even here. Working with
nuclear materials, especially plutonium, is not any more dangerous than handling
chemicals, different hazards and consequences. Where else could | have worked
with scientists who took an interest in teaching and mentoring so that | might one
day publish articles, build instruments, and travel to present my work among my
peers and those who mistook me for a scientist. | was lucky to have travelled to
Rocky Flats and later do some collaborative work as they prepared to close their
doors in 2002. | was lucky to have had the opportunity to meet Sen. Pete Domenici
as he gave the keynote address during “Global 99", and most recently shook hands

105-1

105-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion.
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Commentor No. 105 (cont’d): Ubaldo F. Gallegos

with him again last year when | served as Chair of the Employee Scholarship
Committee here at LANL as we honored him by naming a scholarship award in his
name.

| again was presented with an outstanding opportunity with a ground breaking
process to perform first ever actinide studies using a High Temperature Melt
Solution Calorimeter in Wing 2 of CMR that was built by a collaborative effort thru
UC Davis and provided me the opportunity to hire, train, and learn from Dr. Robert
Putnam and Dr. Tracy Lee, both post-docs at the time.

These are studies that | will never fully grasp (as | was not expected to) but they
fully respected my position as a technician and allowed me function in my own
capacity. Is this still about plutonium you ask? Well yes because this work brought
me together with people such as these and many other countless scientists and
administrators.

| have estimated that as a glovebox worker for 28 years | logged close to 75,000
hours of work and | do not have any ill effects of radiation and have not suffered
any abnormal effects. | remained safe in all operations that | performed, which
included a time when we recovered and purified Am 241. | had an eye for detail
and | also took pride in performing safely, these days | still support TA55 as a
Safety Professional and having had all this under my belt has provided me with a
tremendous advantage in performing my current job.

Ubaldo F Gallegos

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 106: Charles R. Goergen, President, Chief Executive

Officer, Nu-Clear Vision Consulting, LLC

From: Charles Goergen

Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 10:36 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Charles R. Goergen Public Statement on SEIS
Attachments: Charles R Goergen Public Statement on SEIS.pdf

Ms. Sachiko McAlhany,

Please find attached my documented statement with clarifications from the
September 4th public meeting.

| appreciate the opportunity to provide input.

Charles R. “Chuck” Goergen
Nu-Clear Vision Consulting, LLC

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 106 (cont’d): Charles R. Goergen, President, Chief

Executive Officer, Nu-Clear Vision Consulting, LLC

Charles R. “Chuck” Goergen 4 Longwood Drive Phone: 803-649-4097 NuClearVisionConsulting@gmail.com
President & Chief Executive Officer Aiken, SC 29803-5352 Fax: 803-649-4097
Mobile: 803-215-9099

Nu-Glear.Viision Gonsulting

“Where Nuclear Technology and Operations Intersect”

Public Statement on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

My name is Chuck Goergen and | am the president and chief executive officer of
Nu-Clear Vision Consulting, LLC. | am a resident of Aiken. | am retired from the
Savannah River Site and have 36 years of nuclear materials processing
experience.

I am in favor of the preferred alternative to maximize the use of existing facilities
to produce MOX feed.

| believe in the permanent disposition of this material and the Russian material
under Treaty. | have been inside their vaults with tons of plutonium produced
before shutdown of their production reactors.

| support maximized beneficial use of the plutonium to produce power for the
United States has MOX fuel. This means burning the fuel to its full energy value
which changes the plutonium isotopics far away from “weapons grade”.

The Blended Low Enriched Uranium (BLEU) Program has blended down
approximately 500 nuclear weapon equivalents and currently provides fuel for
three TVA reactors. This Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) disposition program
sets an example of how a partnership between DOE/NNSA and TVA with its
contractors (AREVA) could perform.

| urge DOE to continue this course of action defined as the preferred alternative.

| also request considering the ability to handle future surplus pit declarations as
the nuclear stockpile decreases.

Submitted

Charles R. Goergen

Nu-Clear Vision Consulting, LLC
4 Longwood Drive

Aiken, South Carolina 29803-5352

106-1

106-1

Chapter 2, Section 2.5, was revised to change the Preferred Alternative. In this
Final SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE has no Preferred Alternative for the disposition
of the 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium that is the subject of this
SPD Supplemental EIS. Also, DOE has no Preferred Alternative regarding the sites
or facilities to be used to prepare surplus plutonium metal for disposition (i.e., pit
disassembly and conversion capability). Consistent with the requirements of NEPA,
once a Preferred Alternative is identified, DOE will announce its preference in a
Federal Register notice. DOE would publish a Record of Decision no sooner than
30 days after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative.
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Commentor No. 107: Basia Miller
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
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18 September, 2012
Sachiko McAlhany,
NEPA Document Manager,
SPD Supplemental EIS,
U.S. Department of Energy,
P.O. Box 2324,
Germantown, MD 20874-2324.

Dear Ms. McAlhany:

My name is Basia Miller. I am a long-time resident of Santa Fe and
currently on the Board of Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to comment on the Draft

Surplus Plutonium Disposition SEIS.
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107-1

107-3

107-2

107-1

107-2

LCF risks reported in this SPD Supplemental EIS represent the added risk (in
addition to risks from other sources) from radiation exposure that could occur as a
result of surplus plutonium disposition activities. A new Section C.1 was added to
Appendix C to include a more detailed discussion of human health impact measures
and assessment methods. Additional information was provided regarding the basis
for the risk factor of 0.0006 LCFs per person-rem (for the population) or rem (for
an individual) and the scientific basis of its use. Consistent with U.S. radiation
protection practices, the linear non-threshold approach to LCF risk determination
is used in the current analysis. As discussed in the background information in
Appendix C, the risk factors that have been developed over the years are based

on studies of epidemiological data from populations that have been exposed to
radiation and, although there are many assumptions connected to the derivation
of the risk factors, they represent the best scientific estimates of impacts from
radiation exposure. Thus, the values in this SPD Supplemental EIS provide a valid
semi-quantitative assessment of the incremental potential impacts (beyond those
from background radiation), recognizing that the modeling assumptions employed
are expected to result in conservatively high impacts.

DOE is aware of the seismic concerns raised by DNFSB and is aggressively
pursuing additional analyses of and upgrades to PF-4 to ensure that it continues to
operate safely. Appendix D, Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9, provide more-detailed
information about accidents at PF-4, including consideration of natural phenomena
hazards such as earthquakes. To be conservative, the accident analysis in this

SPD Supplemental EIS considers the current state of PF-4 without future seismic
upgrades. As described in Appendix D and summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.6,
Table 2-3, no LCFs are estimated among the public for the maximum design-
basis accident at PF-4, should one occur. Risks to the public are expected to be
minor from both normal operations and potential accidents under any proposed
alternative. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD. Note
that all of the radiological impact analyses (normal operations, facility accidents,
and transportation) were developed using conservative assumptions, such that the
reported results are at the upper end of the ranges of risk. In the case of facility
accidents, as discussed in Appendix D, Section D.1.1.2 and D.1.3.2, of this SPD
Supplemental EIS, accident frequencies are presented in frequency bins that
reflect the uncertainty and range of probabilities of the accident occurring. The
bins in which the analyzed accidents fall are shown in Appendix D, Tables D—10
through D—18.
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Commentor No. 107 (cont’d): Basia Miller
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety

The DNFSB Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board has commented
on and m«iﬂl‘te levels of seismic risk that the LANL Plutonium
Facility runs at present. Bringing thousandsPobf‘:p?lolllstov;x\ium Fto

LANL would only increase the risk to public health and safety from

possible seismic activity to unconscionable levels.
Thank you.

Basia Miller
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107-2
cont’d
107-3
107-4
107-4
107-5
107-5

Accident analyses for U.S. nuclear power reactors already consider the radiological
impacts of accidents like the Fukushima accident in Japan in that the safety
evaluations include evaluation of beyond-design-basis accidents. These analyses
assume that, for whatever reason, such as a dam failure, effective cooling of the
reactor core is lost, substantial damage to the core occurs, and reactor confinement
is lost, resulting in the uncontrolled release of radioactivity to the environment. This
was the ultimate result of the loss of power at the Fukushima reactors. The focus

of activities at U.S. nuclear power reactors is ensuring that severe events such as
earthquakes, tsunamis, and dam failures do not ultimately lead to loss of cooling.
NRC is incorporating lessons learned from the Fukushima accident in its regulations
for U.S. nuclear power reactors. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.5, Topics B
and C, of this CRD.

The distance between LANL and SRS was included as a part of the transportation
analysis. Appendix E, Table E-1, of this SPD Supplemental EIS shows distances
between origin and destination points for all shipments considered. The routes that
were analyzed are shown in Appendix E, Figures E-2 and E-3. These distances are
used in the analysis to obtain the transportation risk results presented in Tables E-5
through E—10. Table E-1 was revised in this Final SPD Supplemental EIS to clarify
that the distance from LANL to SRS is included.

DOE used standard terms and approaches for evaluating the radiological impacts of
routine releases and transportation and facility accidents. These concepts and terms
are similar to those used in other NEPA documents, safety documents, and NRC
documents. The frequency of these accidents is presented in this SPD Supplemental
EIS, using terms such as “unlikely” or “extremely unlikely” to indicate there is

a range of probabilities associated with such accidents and, when these ranges

of probabilities are multiplied by the estimated impacts, they result in a range of
risks. To be conservative, this SPD Supplemental EIS presents the results of the
risk calculation, using the higher end of the frequency range. Uncertainties in the
estimated impacts associated with such accidents, should they occur, are discussed
in Appendix D, Section D.4, for facility accidents; Appendix E, Section E.13, for
transportation; and Appendix J, Section J.4, for reactor accidents.

Chapter 3, Section 3.2.6.3, of this SPD Supplemental EIS lists the health effects
studies performed in the region around LANL, including the LAHDRA project.
As indicated in the LAHDRA final report (CDC 2010), “The LAHDRA project’s
primary purpose was to identify all available information concerning past releases
of radionuclides and chemicals from the Los Alamos National Laboratory,” (the
vast majority of the releases occurred between the 1940s and the 1970s). This SPD
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Commentor No. 107 (cont’d): Basia Miller

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety

Supplemental EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts from operation of
facilities at LANL that employ current technologies and practices that minimize
the releases of radioactive materials and hazardous chemicals to the environment
to protect workers, the public, and the environment, as evidenced by the reporting
in LANL’s Annual Site Environmental Reports and NESHAPs reports. As shown
in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, the potential environmental releases
associated with the normal operation of proposed surplus plutonium disposition
activities at LANL are very small and pose minimal risk to the public.
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Commentor No. 108: Marian Naranjo, Director
Honor Our Pueblo Existence

Department of Energy (DOE) Draft Surplus PU Disposition Supplemental
EIS comments @ Northern New Mexico College, Center for the Arts,

Qentemb.

Sep 18, 2012 submitted by Marian Naranjo

Umbi A:gin di (With your respect)

My name is Marian Naranjo, a mother of four, a grandmother of seven, a
traditional Pueblo potter, and Director of Honor Our Pueblo Existence (HOPE), a
community based organization located at the Pueblo of Kha Po Owingeh, Santa
Clara Pueblo. I am a Kha Po Owingeh resident and tribal member.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for the extension of time to submit
comments. These comments are my personal comments and for the record, more
research and extensive comments by HOPE will be submitted.

I have been involved in the NEPA process since 1998 and I question the NEPA
process that this EIS supplement is undergoing. More research is being looked
into. According to the NNSA’s Phase 7 Dismantlement Flow, released on
September 13, 2012, does not include LANL, but includes Sandia. However,
LANL is included in the NNSA’s fact sheet on the MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility
and U.S. Plutonium Disposition Program as Benefits of MOX Strategy, which is a
process developed by France and supports additional NNSA and DOE Missions.
The Programmatic EIS did not include LANL or Waste Isolation Pilot Project
(WIPP).

108-1

I regret that this EIS states that there is no impact as far as Environmental Justice.

I have stated before and will continue to reiterate the fact that Los Alamos National
Laboratory is located within the ancestral homelands of Pueblo Peoples. We have
witnessed four generations of disconnect to portions of our sacred places and we
are suffering because of this disconnect. The Creator gave us this place; it is a
place that defines who we are.

108-2

We have sacrificed enough years of environmental devastation in this area, to the
point of holding on to what’s left of our cultural survival life ways.

The devastation that the people of Santa Clara Pueblo, in particular, has undergone
and continues to bare the aftermath of two major fires, one in which we lost our

108-1

108-2

The Phase 7 Dismantlement Flow diagram describes nuclear weapon dismantlement.
Examining the weapons dismantlement process is not within the scope of this SPD
Supplemental EIS.

The 2010 amended NOI (75 FR 41850) described the inclusion of a WIPP
Alternative and the 2012 amended NOI (77 FR 1920) described the inclusion of
options for pit disassembly and conversion at LANL.

Chapter 3, Section 3.2.11, of this SPD Supplemental EIS describes minority

and low-income populations near LANL. Chapter 4, Section 4.1.6, of this SPD
Supplemental EIS analyzes the environmental justice impacts of the options for

pit disassembly and conversion at LANL and concludes that Native Americans
living near LANL would not be exposed to elevated risks compared to nonminority
populations living in the same area from the proposed activities, and the risks
associated with these activities are small.

For this Final SPD Supplemental EIS, the results of a dose assessment similar
to that for the MEI were added to Chapter 4, Section 4.1.6, to show the impact
on a hypothetical individual living at a pueblo boundary near LANL. The
maximum annual dose for a person at the Pueblo de San Ildefonso boundary
would be 0.044 millirem; at the Santa Clara boundary, the annual dose would
be 0.0046 millirem. These values can be compared to the MEI dose of about
0.081 millirem per year and the average annual dose from natural background
radiation of 469 millirem per year (see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.6.1). For further
discussion, refer to Section 2.6, Topic A, of this CRD.

This SPD Supplemental EIS includes an analysis for a special pathways receptor that
was developed for the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008) using the best information
available to DOE to reflect exposures that could result from traditional living habits,
including subsistence consumption of native vegetation (pinyon nuts and Indian Tea
[Cota]), locally grown produce and farm products, groundwater, surface water, fish
(game and nongame), game animals, other foodstuffs, and incidental consumption
of soils and sediments (on produce, in surface water, and ingestion of inhaled dust);
absorption of contaminants in sediments through the skin; and inhalation of plant
materials. These pathways are in addition to the meat, milk, produce, water, and
sediment consumption reflected in the “offsite resident” pathway assumption. The
analysis concludes that persons living near LANL who practice traditional living
habits would receive a higher dose than the rest of the populations living in the same
area, but the risks associated with the exposures from LANL would be small (see
Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.8.2).
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Commentor No. 108 (cont’d): Marian Naranjo, Director

Honor Our Pueblo Experience

watershed. We were told that because of the radioactive waste and other toxic
chemicals at LANL, that saving the lab was more important. If the fire reached
these elements, we would all have had to evacuate. Where do we go?
DOE/LANL/NNSA knows this and yet in all due respect, the mannerism that is
being displayed by this Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft EIS plan seems to
disregard the environmental justice impacts to health, safety and well-being of
Aboriginal Peoples.

This area is also undergoing geological changes. An earth quake has cracked my
house; we are witnesses to boulders coming down from our canyon, floods that
could cause damage and evacuation to some of the people. This area is a dormant
volcano close to the continental divide/Rio Grande rift with known documented
fault zones. It is not a feasible geologically safe place to bring nuclear weapons,
disassemble and resulting into plutonium oxide powder to be shipped to the
Savannah River Site. Our head waters are only five air miles from the lab.

Although, I am in support of the idea to dismantle nuclear weapons, it is not in the
best interest for 13.1 tons of Plutonium to come to our sacred place, as it is; LANL
has other plutonium production missions that endanger public health and safety. It
would be wiser and probably less expensive to relocate the ARIES Program at
LANL to Pantex for the dismantlement work, instead of trucking the weapons back
to LANL to the Pajarito Plateau for the next 24 years.

I feel that there are more feasible choices that can be made for the long term for
economics, fairness, health and safety to Indigenous Peoples and the general public
here in Northern New Mexico. Bringing thousands of plutonium pits to LANL
would further endanger public health and safety, continue to impact our cultural
life ways to extinction, and divert resources away from genuine clean up, which is
long overdue and currently a mission of LANL, which by the way, is behind
schedule.

As I reviewed the National Nuclear Security Administration’s Mission, which is
responsibility for the management and security of the nation’s nuclear weapons,
nuclear non-proliferation and naval reactor programs, and respond to critical
accidents that nuclear products cause. I ask that NNSA/ DOE/LANL review and
incorporate the United Nations Declaration on “The Rights of Indigenous Peoples”

108-2
cont’d

108-3

108-4

108-5

108-6

108-3

108-4

108-5

With respect to the impact of wildfires on LANL and the surrounding communities,
LANL is continuing to work to reduce the hazards associated with wildfires. For
example, forests are thinned as part of an ongoing Wildfire Hazard Reduction
Program to reduce the fuel load available in the event of a fire. As exemplified

in 2000, post-event soil erosion and sediment control measures are implemented

to minimize the on- and offsite environmental impact potentials of wildfires (see
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2). The risks and potential impacts of a wildfire on the entire
LANL site were evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Appendix D (DOE 2008).
PF-4 at TA-55 was not included as a facility that presents a substantial risk due

to wildfires because it has been constructed of noncombustible materials and is
surrounded by buffer areas in which combustible materials, including vegetation, are
kept to a minimum.

Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2, of this SPD Supplemental EIS describes geology and soils
conditions at PF-4 at LANL, including the location of faults and volcanic hazards.
Appendix F includes analyses of the environmental impacts and human health

risks of expanded pit disassembly and conversion processes in PF-4. Appendix D,
Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9, provide more-detailed information on accidents

at PF-4, including consideration of natural phenomena hazards such as flooding,
earthquakes, and volcanic eruptions. Section D.1.5.2.11 describes the completed and
planned seismic upgrades to PF-4.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.7, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pits are
currently stored at the Pantex Plant. In the SPD EIS (DOE 1999), DOE analyzed
and dismissed locating pit disassembly and conversion activities at the Pantex Plant
(see 65 FR 1608) because it possesses neither the experience nor the infrastructure
needed to support plutonium processing. DOE is reconsidering options for pit
disassembly and conversion capabilities only at locations with existing plutonium
processing capabilities (i.e., LANL and SRS).

Cost, schedule, technical viability, worker and public safety, environmental
impacts, security, and the ability to carry out international agreements are among
the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an alternative for
implementation. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B, of this CRD.

DOE has identified and analyzed a range of reasonable options for carrying out pit
disassembly and conversion activities. Public health and safety and environmental
justice concerns are addressed in the response to comment 108-2. For further
discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic A, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 108 (cont’d): Marian Naranjo, Director

Honor Our Pueblo Experience

into the Environmental Justice aspect of your work which was signed and adopted
by the U.S. on December 16", 2010. If anything, and in all due respect, this would
offer a check list to enhance decision making in the NEPA process and overall
nuclear enterprise, thus, helps protect Peoples and their aboriginal Places, and
recognizes that respect for Indigenous knowledge, cultures, and traditional
practices, contributes to sustainability and proper management of the environment,
since time immemorial. Our lives, our devastation here in the Sacred Ancestral
Homelands of Kha Po Owingeh, Po Jo geh, Walatowa and Cochiti is revealing the
truth of the nuclear industry since the Manhattan Project and the signing of the
Cooperative Agreements. The nuclear industry’s 70 year history has also become
our history, our story.

We cannot afford to continue living in fear and what if’s. Our lives are not to play
with or for others to gamble and take chances. If one has the need to gamble or
take chances, go to the casinos!

Concentrate on Clean up and abide by the present WIPP regulations for waste.
Dismantle the weapons but not here.

Kuuda Wa Haa: a Thank you

108-6
cont’d

I| 108-7

108-6

108-7

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, pit disassembly and
conversion activities are expected to have minimal environmental impacts, not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with cleanup

and remediation activities at LANL. DOE intends to continue conducting the
environmental restoration programs at LANL in parallel with its other missions. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.3, Topic C, of this CRD. All CH-TRU waste
sent to WIPP as part of the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Program would be in
compliance with the WIPP waste acceptance criteria.

The United States supports the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous People (Declaration), which, while not legally binding or a statement of
current international law, has both moral and political force. It expresses both the
aspirations of indigenous peoples around the world and those of nations seeking

to improve their relations with indigenous peoples. Most importantly, it expresses
aspirations of the United States that this country seeks to achieve within the structure
of the U.S. Constitution, Federal laws, and international obligations, while also
seeking, where appropriate, to improve current laws and Government policies.

To this end, Federal agencies continue to be informed by the Declaration as they
implement policies and develop new initiatives together with tribal leaders.

See the response to comment 108-5 regarding alternatives and DOE’s commitment
to environmental restoration.
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Commentor No. 109: David McCoy, Executive Director

Citizen Action New Mexico

From: David McCoy

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 6:36 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Citizen Action Comments for SPUD

Attachments: Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Comments.doc

Please see attached comments.

Thank you.

David B. McCoy, Esq.
Executive Director
Citizen Action New Mexico

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 109 (cont’d): David McCoy, Executive Director

Citizen Action New Mexico

Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Suppl 1 Envir I Impact S

(“SPUD”)

Citizen Action New Mexico Comments
October 10, 2012

Citizen Action Mexico is a nonprofit organization blished in 2000 blished to deal
with issues of public health related to nuclear waste and nuclear weapons at Department
of Energy Facilities. Over the last few years Citizen Action has been involved in
activities for hazardous waste permits, environmental impact proceedings, groundwater
contamination and nuclear reactor safety at LANL, SNL and other locations in New
Mexico.

Citizen Action objects to the failure of NDOE/NNSA to hold meetings for SPUD in
Albuquerque (“ABQ”), New Mexico as the major population center. Bernalillo County
where ABQ is located has experienced an increasingly higher cancer rate and is exposed
additionally to radioactive and hazardous waste contamination from Sandia National
Laboratories and Kirtland Air Force Base. Epidemiological studies for LANL area are
out of date. Greater impacts on an already health burdened minority population will
result from increased releases of radiation. NNSA consistently violates concerns for
environmental justice.

109-1

109-2

Citizen Action rejects the reprocessing of pits for MOX use in commercial reactors.
There is no economic analysis of benefits that would be derived from pit and non-pit
reprocessing given costs of handling the waste stream and transportation, risk of
accidents and health costs. All environmental consequences and economic costs must be
compared with existing costs for current fuel supply and waste management at
commercial reactors.

109-3

The SPUD is vague to the extent that environmental consequences are not fully
considered and cannot be understood by the public. One example is the Tennessee
Valley Authority addressing the use of MOX fuel in its reactors without knowing if it
will pursue use of MOX in its reactors.

109-4

The consequences of reactor accidents are poorly described and do not include the
experience or capacity of the reactors in various locations to safely burn MOX fuel.
NNSA has presented no evidence that commercial reactor facilities are capable of
burning, willing to burn or have made any contracts to burn MOX fuel. The effect of the
age of the reactors in relation to MOX burn is not discussed. The safety of US reactors is
much in question after the Fukushima experience.

109-5

Differential costs, environmental aspects, transportation and technical problems in
processing various configurations of pit and non-pit plutonium for MOX fuel are not
discussed.

109-6

109-1

109-2

109-3

109-4

Examining activities at Sandia National Laboratories and Kirtland Air Force Base is
not within the scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS. Ultimately, New Mexico-based
hearings were held in Carlsbad, Espafola, Los Alamos, and Santa Fe. As a
convenience to the public, DOE also made the public hearing in North Augusta,
South Carolina, available for viewing on the SPD Supplemental EIS website.

Chapter 3, Section 3.2.6, of this SPD Supplemental EIS presents information
regarding human health in the potentially affected environment near LANL,
including radiation exposure and risks. Section 3.2.6.3 summarizes the health
effects studies performed for the region around LANL. Section 3.2.6.3 summarizes
the results of health effects studies at LANL. Section 3.2.11 describes minority
and low-income populations near LANL. Chapter 4, Section 4.1.6, analyzes the
environmental justice impacts of the options for pit disassembly and conversion
at LANL and concludes that minority and low-income populations living near
LANL would not be exposed to elevated risks compared to nonminority and
non-low-income populations living in the same area from the proposed activities,
and that the risks associated with these activities are small. No LCFs are expected
among the offsite population, including minority and low-income populations, as
a result of the normal operations of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.6, Topic A, of this CRD.

Cost, schedule, technical viability, worker and public safety, environmental
impacts, security, and the ability to carry out international agreements are among
the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an alternative for
implementation. CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations do not require that costs be
included in an EIS.

As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.6, Table 2-3, of
this SPD Supplemental EIS, risks to the public are expected to be minor under any
proposed alternative.

The disposition of surplus plutonium as MOX fuel is a reasonable alternative,
requiring a full evaluation of potential environmental impacts as required by NEPA,
regardless of whether a specific utility has been identified to use MOX fuel today.
Accordingly, this SPD Supplemental ELS evaluates the environmental impacts of
irradiating MOX fuel in generic commercial nuclear power reactors, including
existing domestic commercial BWRs and PWRs (see Appendix I, Section 1.2). This
SPD Supplemental EIS also provides specific analysis of five reactors at TVA’s
Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants because, in February 2010, DOE and
TVA signed an interagency agreement to study this possibility (see Section I.1).
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Commentor No. 109 (cont’d): David McCoy, Executive Director

Citizen Action New Mexico

Reliance on the aged facilities across the weapons complex for processing MOX fuel
along with the inexperience of NNSA in producing MOX fuel is prone to accidents,
proliferation and potential terrorist events.

109-6
cont’d

The WIPP alternative fails to discuss availability of room for surplus plutonium waste
disposal at WIPP in competition with TRU waste remaining for shipping from LANL and
INL. The WIPP alternative does not discuss the amount of waste stream that would be
expected from TRU in relation to storage capacity. Potential delays in removing TRU
waste from LANL need discussion.

109-7

The use of MOX fuel will generate more spent fuel than currently exists and will further
exacerbate the problem of spent fuel management whether in spent fuel pools or dry cask
storage. The capacity and availability for additional spent fuel storage and disposition
pathway is ignored by the SPUD.

109-8

109-9

Commitment of funds for construction of the RLWTF at LANL are uncertain for
treatment of liquid waste. Existing treatment discharges liquid into the environment.

Evidence of increased seismic risks for facilities at LANL such as at the PF-4 have not I| 109-10
been adequately considered. B
‘What will be the means of international inspection for all DOE facilities that are
processing, storing, and disposing of pit and non-pit plutonium? The US already has
several metric tons of missing and unaccounted for plutonium.

I| 109-11

Thank you for consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,

David B. McCoy, Esq.
Executive Director

Citizen Action New Mexico
POB 4276

Albuquerque, NM 87196-4276
505 262-1862
dave@radfreenm.org
www.radfreenm.org

109-5

As detailed in a report by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL 1999) and
described in a discussion added to Appendix J, Section J.2, of this Final SPD
Supplemental EIS, MOX fuel has been used in commercial and experimental nuclear
power reactors worldwide for more than 40 years. This experience base includes

the use of MOX fuel in PWRs and BWRs, including tests using plutonium ranging
from reactor-grade to weapons-grade. As summarized in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.3,
of this SPD Supplemental EIS, use of MOX fuel in TVA or other reactors would
require an amendment to the reactor’s operating license in accordance with 10 CFR
Part 50. Before any MOX fuel is used in the United States, NRC would perform a
comprehensive safety review, which would include information prepared by TVA or
other reactor operators, as part of the 10 CFR Part 50 license amendment process.
As addressed in Chapter 4 and Appendix I of this SPD Supplemental EIS, normal
operation of reactors using a partial MOX fuel core is not expected to change
substantively from operation using a full LEU fuel core. Correspondingly, under
both normal operating and postulated accident conditions, the impacts of operating
reactors using a partial MOX fuel core are not expected to change appreciably from
those associated with use of full LEU fuel cores. This assessment is consistent with
the analysis performed for the SPD EIS (DOE 1999). For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.5, Topic B, of this CRD.

Accident analyses for U.S. nuclear power reactors already consider the radiological
impacts of accidents like the Fukushima accident in that the safety evaluations
include evaluation of beyond-design-basis accidents. As discussed in Appendix J,
Section J.3, the analysis in this SPD Supplemental EIS compares the accident
results for partial MOX fuel and full LEU fuel cores to determine whether the use
of MOX fuel in these TVA reactors would make any substantive difference in the
potential risks associated with the accidents analyzed. The beyond-design-basis
accidents include severe accidents with a subsequent loss of containment similar

to the accident at Fukushima. The results show that the consequences of such an
accident, should it occur, would be comparable, regardless of whether the reactor
was using a partial MOX fuel core or a full LEU core. DOE does not believe that the
accident at the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station changes this conclusion.
At the time of that accident, the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station’s Unit 3
was operating using a partial MOX fuel core. However, at least one authority has
determined that the accident involved failures unrelated to the use of MOX fuel, and
there is no evidence to suggest that the presence of MOX fuel in Unit 3 increased
the consequences of the accident (ONR 2011). For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.5, Topic C, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 109 (cont’d): David McCoy, Executive Director

Citizen Action New Mexico

109-6

109-7

109-8

See the response to comment 109-3 regarding the factors to be considered by the
decisionmaker.

Pit disassembly and conversion facilities and options are described in Chapter 2
and Appendix B. The environmental impacts of these options are analyzed

in Appendix F, presented with the appropriate alternatives in Chapter 4, and
summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.6, Table 2-3. Transportation impacts are
described in detail in Appendix E and are summarized in Chapter 4 and Chapter 2,
Section 2.6, Table 2-3.

MEFFF is a new facility currently under construction at SRS. DOE has contracted
with Shaw AREVA MOX Services to help construct and operate MFFF at SRS.
AREVA has extensive data on the performance of MOX fuel in both BWRs and
PWRs and is performing similar activities in Europe.

DOE expects that activities related to surplus plutonium disposition would result

in minimal disruption of cleanup and remediation activities at LANL, including its
program for shipment of legacy TRU waste to WIPP. Chapter 4, Section 4.5.3.6.3,
discusses the amount of TRU waste that is projected for disposal at WIPP, as
published in the Annual Transuranic Waste Inventory Report — 2012 (DOE 2012a),
as well as the amount of unsubscribed CH-TRU waste disposal capacity that would
be necessary to support the alternatives analyzed in this Final SPD Supplemental
EIS. The WIPP Alternative, where 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of pit and non-pit
plutonium would be processed for potential disposal at WIPP, is the only alternative
where CH-TRU waste generation could exceed the available unsubscribed capacity
at WIPP. However, if FFTF fuel were direct-shipped to WIPP and criticality control
overpacks were used for packaging other surplus plutonium for WIPP disposal
instead of POCs, then the volume of CH-TRU waste under the WIPP Alternative
could be reduced to 65 percent of the unsubscribed WIPP disposal capacity. For
further discussion, refer to Section 2.2, Topic B, of this CRD.

As stated in Appendix I, Sections 1.1.2.4 and 1.2.2.4, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
used MOX fuel would be managed in the same manner as used LEU fuel, by storing
it in the reactor’s used fuel storage pool or placing it in dry storage. The use of MOX
fuel in commercial nuclear power reactors would not result in the generation of large
quantities of additional used fuel. Most of the MOX fuel would displace LEU fuel
that otherwise would have been used to power the nuclear power reactor. Use of
MOX fuel could increase used nuclear fuel generation by 8 to 10 percent for TVA’s
Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants, and from 2 to 16 percent for generic
reactors during the period MOX fuel could be used at a reactor. DOE expects that
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Commentor No. 109 (cont’d): David McCoy, Executive Director

Citizen Action New Mexico

109-9

109-10

109-11

increases of this magnitude would be managed within the reactor’s normal planning
for storage of its used fuel.

Chapter 3, Table 344, of this SPD Supplemental EIS describes both the existing
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) and the planned replacement
RLWTF. As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4, the environmental impacts
analyses are based on the treatment capacity of the existing RLWTF. Replacement of
RLWTF is analyzed in the LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008), but is not within the scope of
this SPD Supplemental EIS.

DOE is aware of the seismic concerns associated with the continued operation of
PF-4 at LANL and is aggressively pursuing additional analyses of and upgrades to
this facility to ensure that it continues to operate safely. Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2, of
this SPD Supplemental EIS describes geology and soils conditions at PF-4, including
the locations of faults and seismic and volcanic hazards. This SPD Supplemental
EIS evaluates the potential consequences of several postulated accident scenarios

for varying levels of earthquakes (see Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.2, and Appendix D,
Sections D.1.5.2.11 and D.2.9). The chances of a severe earthquake accident are
extremely unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely. For further discussion, refer to
Section 2.3, Topic B, of this CRD.

The subject of international inspections of surplus plutonium disposition facilities

is discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, of the SPD EIS (DOE 1999) and is not being
revisited in this SPD Supplemental EIS. International monitoring and inspections

of surplus plutonium disposition facilities apply to the 34 metric tons (37.5 tons) of
plutonium subject to the U.S./Russian PMDA (USA and Russia 2000). The United
States and the Russian Federation are in active negotiations with IAEA regarding a
verification agreement that will enable IAEA to independently verify that the PMDA
objectives are met. The international monitoring and inspection regime will apply

to the plutonium that is subject to the PMDA once the materials are at MFFF and
will continue at the reactor facilities and with the long-term storage of the associated
spent fuel, as well as during transport between those facilities.
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Commentor No. 110: Bobbie Paul, Executive Director

Georgia Women’s Action for New Directions

From: bobbie

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 6:46 PM

To: spdsupplementaleis@saic.com

Subject: Comments on Draft Surplus Pu Disposition
Attachments: GAWANDcomments.PUdisp..pdf

Greetings!

Attached please find comments submitted by Georgia Women'’s Action for New
Directions.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Bobbie Paul

Bobbie Paul
Executive Director
Georgia Women’s Action for New Directions (Georgia WAND)

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 110 (cont’d): Bobbie Paul, Executive Director

Georgia Women’s Action for New Directions
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Women'’s Action for New Directions

Board of Directors

Dianne Valentin

October 10, 2012

Ms. Sachiko McAlhany

SPD Supplemental EIS

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 2324

Germantown, MD 20874-2324

e Cee Anderson

RE: SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE/EIS-0283-S2, July 2012
Dear Ms. McAlhany,

Below please find comments from Georgia Women'’s Action for New Directions
(Georgia WAND) on the Department of Energy’s Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. Additionally, Georgia WAND has
signed onto group comments submitted by the Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

orv Box
Advisory Board (ANA) as an active member organization of this national coalition.

Krista Brewer
lucinda Bunnen Georgia WAND submits that the draft SPD Supplemental EIS is lacking in the following
Bettieanne Hart areas:

Rev. Barbara King, PhD

THE EIS PROCESS and NEPA Compliance

Berta R. laney

ok Il The Department of Energy and the National Nuclear Security Administration is not

complying with the National Environmental Policy Act and, therefore, must not go
forward with the issuance of a Final Surplus Plutonium Disposition Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Evelyn
Nan Grogan Orock

Emily Saliers

The Draft Supplemental EIS to support decisions about surplus plutonium disposition is
Staff tiered from from the December 1996 Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Programmatic EIS (Storage and Disposition PEIS). The surplus
plutonium disposition program discussed in the Draft Supplemental EIS is
fundamentally changed from the program and alternatives discussed in the Storage
and Disposition PEIS. Therefore, the DOE/NNSA should issue a new Storage and
Disposition PEIS or a Supplemental PEIS that describes the overall surplus plutonium
disposition program and its alternatives before it can proceed with a Final
Supplemental EIS.

Bobbie Paul

Excecutire Director

Amanda Hill-Attkisson
M, or

Georgia Women's Action for New Directions
250 Georgia Ave, Suite 202, Atlanta, GA 30312 | Phone: (404)524-5999 | www.georgiawand.org

110-1

110-1

DOE does not agree with the commentor’s opinion about the need for a new
programmatic EIS on storage and disposition of surplus plutonium. DOE believes
that the decision to prepare this SPD Supplemental EIS complies with CEQ and
DOE regulations and guidance.

The direct disposal of 50 metric tons (55 tons) of surplus plutonium was eliminated
from further analysis in the Storage and Disposition PEIS (DOE 1996:2-13) because
it would exceed the capacity of WIPP when added to DOE’s inventory of TRU
waste. In response to comments on the Draft SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE expanded
the WIPP Alternative to include potential disposal of all 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons)
of the surplus plutonium for which a disposition path is not assigned. The disposal at
WIPP of 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium, which is approximately
26 percent of the amount considered in the Storage and Disposition PEIS, could
potentially be accomplished within WIPP’s capacity and, therefore, is considered

to be a reasonable alternative in this Final SPD Supplemental EIS (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.5.3.6.3). A description of WIPP’s capacity and the process that would be
used to dispose of surplus plutonium as CH-TRU waste at WIPP is contained in
Appendix B, Sections B.1.3 and B.3; the environmental impacts of shipping waste
to WIPP are described in Appendix E. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.2,
Topic B, of this CRD.

Chapter 2, Section 2.5, was revised to change the Preferred Alternative. In the Draft
SPD Supplemental EIS, the MOX Fuel Alternative was DOE’s Preferred Alternative
for surplus plutonium disposition. DOE’s preferred option for disposition of surplus
non-pit plutonium that is not suitable for MOX fuel fabrication was disposal at
WIPP. DOE’s preferred option for pit disassembly and conversion of surplus
plutonium metal, regardless of its origins, was to use some combination of facilities
at TA-55 at LANL and K-Area, H-Canyon/HB-Line, and MFFF at SRS, rather than
to construct a new stand-alone facility.

In this Final SPD Supplemental EIS, DOE has no Preferred Alternative for the
disposition of the 13.1 metric tons (14.4 tons) of surplus plutonium that is the subject
of this SPD Supplemental EIS. Also, DOE has no Preferred Alternative regarding

the sites or facilities to be used to prepare surplus plutonium metal for disposition
(i.e., pit disassembly and conversion capability). Consistent with the requirements of
NEPA, once a Preferred Alternative is identified, DOE will announce its preference
in a Federal Register notice. DOE would publish a Record of Decision no sooner
than 30 days after its announcement of a Preferred Alternative.
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Commentor No. 110 (cont’d): Bobbie Paul, Executive Director
Georgia Women’s Action for New Directions
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Women's Action for New Directions

Specifically, the program presented in the Draft Supplemental EIS is changed from the Storage
and Disposition PEIS in three major ways.

First, on pages 2-10 and 2-15 of the Storage and Disposition PEIS, the alternative of disposing
surplus plutonium at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) was considered and rejected. But
the current Draft Supplemental EIS includes WIPP as the preferred alternative for disposition of
surplus plutonium that is not suitable for MOX fuel fabrication.

Second, on pages 2-89 through 2-95, the Storage and Disposition PEIS did not include the Los
Alamos National Lab as a pit disassembly or conversion location. But the Draft Supplemental 110-1
EIS includes this site as a pit disassembly and conversion alternative. t-’d
con

Third, the Storage and Disposition PEIS, on pages 2-2 through 2-7, included sites for up to 50
years of long-term storage. However, storage at Savannah Rlver Site (SRS) and Pantex could
be necessary for more that 50 years, given that the disposition program as described in the
1996 Storage and Disposition PEIS has not yet been implemented.

The fact that these three elements of the current program were not considered in the 1996
Storage and Disposition PEIS means that the plutonium disposition program has changed in
significant ways and that a new PEIS or supplemental PEIS must be required before the current
SEIS can go forward.

ESCALATING COSTS OF THE MOX FACILITY AT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE

Construction of the mixed oxide facility at SRS was estimated, in 2003, to be $1.6 billion and the
year of its completion was to be 2007. Then, a few years ago after the date of construction
completion had long passed, the price tag rose to about $4.8 billion. Currently, the MOX facility,
according to a September 26, 2012 Weapons Complex Morning briefing, is projected to cost
almost $7 billion although DOE has refused to provide costs estimates for either the MOX facility
or the plutonium disposition program for the past 12 months.

Taxpayers are on the hook for this billion dollar program (with no apparent end in sight) and the 110-2
spending details of MOX and Pu disposition are being kept secret. This is unacceptable.

Media reports indicate that MOX building costs are running out of control and, on top of that, as
of October 10, DOE cannot confirm customers interested in using the fuel that would be
fabricated at the MOX facility. Why should taxpayers spend billions on a MOX facility that has no
future?

Reports that TVA reactors such as Browns Ferry in Alabama will take the fuel are without merit
as that reactor site has not indicated interest in accepting MOX fuel which has never before
been run in a commercial reactor.

110-3

110-2

110-3

The use of LANL to support pit disassembly and conversion has been ongoing. In
1998, DOE completed an environmental assessment of a proposed pit disassembly
and conversion demonstration project at LANL (DOE 1998a). The SPD EIS

(DOE 1999) acknowledged these activities, and the LANL SWEILS (DOE 2008)
included the impacts associated with these ongoing activities. In this SPD
Supplemental EIS, DOE is now considering an expansion of these activities and
has included an evaluation of all of the environmental impacts associated with this
proposal (see Appendix F and the various sections in Chapter 4 that include impacts
analyses related to LANL).

As described in Appendix B, Table B-2, of this SPD Supplemental EIS, 40 years of
storage of surplus non-pit plutonium is evaluated under the No Action Alternative.
Storage for fewer years is evaluated under the action alternatives. DOE’s alternatives
for surplus plutonium disposition would complete these activities within the 50-year
storage period previously analyzed.

Cost is among the factors that the decisionmaker may consider when selecting an
alternative for implementation. CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations do not require that
costs be included in an EIS. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.1, Topic B, of
this CRD.

The disposition of surplus plutonium as MOX fuel is a reasonable alternative,
requiring a full evaluation of potential environmental impacts as required by NEPA,
regardless of whether a specific utility has been identified to use MOX fuel today.
Accordingly, this SPD Supplemental EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of
irradiating MOX fuel in generic commercial nuclear power reactors, including
existing domestic commercial BWRs and PWRs (see Appendix I, Section 1.2). This
SPD Supplemental EIS also provides specific analysis of five reactors at TVA’s
Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants because, in February 2010, DOE and
TVA signed an interagency agreement to study this possibility (see Section I.1). Use
of MOX fuel in one or more domestic commercial nuclear power reactors would

be under the terms of NRC license(s). For further discussion, refer to Section 2.4,
Topic A, of this CRD.
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Additionally, Brown’s Ferry is a poor choice for this fuel as this site has been given a ‘red finding’
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) signifying high safety issues.

Shaw AREVA MOX Services continues to reap profits as the main construction entity and, with
no apparent cost reviews and accountability reporting requirements, Shaw will be able to
continue reaping profits although construction problems persist. into the undefined future.

NEGLECT OF OTHER SPENDING PRIORITIES AT SRS

MOX is bleeding SRS of necessary funds that should be going to other missions such as
properly closing the 47 remaining in-ground tanks of high level radioactive waste and other
environmental contamination issues.

DOE/EM (admittedly not NNSA) cut off funding to the State of Georgia’s Environmental
Protection Division in 2002-2003 for a robust environmental sampling, testing and monitoring
program in Georgia counties that border the Savannah River and that lie directly downwind and
downstream from SRS. This program, active for 12 years, began as a result of an Agreement in
Principle between the DOE and the neighboring states of South Carolina and Georgia in 1989.
This highly respected program cost DOE approximately $630,000 per year. A very modest and
doable sum for DOE.

The DOE agreed to restore this funding and sent out press releases announcing its
reinstatement in April of 2010. Here is the official press announcement of the reinstatement:

SAVANNAH RIVER OPERATIONS OFFICE

AIKEN, SC 29802

NEWS MEDIA CONTACT: FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Jim Giusti, DOE, (803) 952-7697 Tuesday, April 13, 2010

james-r.giusti@srs.gov

DOE Announces Intention to Offer State of Georgia Additional Environmental Monitoring Funds
AIKEN, SC - The Department of Energy (DOE) today announced its intention to fund additional independent
environmental monitoring of the Savannah River Site (SRS) by the State of Georgia.

Through its grant program, DOE’s Savannah River Operations Office will provide the Georgia Department of
Natural Resources financial assistance to conduct independent environmental monitoring in Georgia
communities bordering SRS to validate that site operations are having no negative effects on human health or
the environment.

"We are offering the State of Georgia environmental monitoring funding to provide its residents additional
information on the impacts of our operations at the Savannah River Site," said Dr. Ines Triay, DOE’s Assistant
Secretary for Environmental Management. "We are striving to be a good neighbor to all residents around our
sites."

DOE plans to request a grant proposal from GA DNR this month to negotiate a funding amount and a timeline
for the assistance.

The-independent environmental monitoring by the host and neighboring states is in addition to an extensive
monitoring program currently conducted by SRS. The SRS environmental monitoring program is operated by
Savannah River Nuclear Solutions, the DOE's management and operating contractor at SRS. Sampling
includes surface water, sediments, crops, milk, fish, soil, vegetation, thermoluminescent dosimeters, and
groundwater in both states. DOE also provides financial assistance to the City of Savannah, GA, for
monitoring drinking water from the Savannah River and the state of South Carolina to conduct independent
environmental monitoring program.

Additional information on the Department of Energy’s Office of Environmental Management and the
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The Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant is designed and maintained to meet stringent NRC
safety requirements for nuclear power reactors. Safety-related equipment is regularly
inspected, maintained, and replaced well before the end of its scheduled operating
life. As discussed in Appendix J, Sections J.1 and J.2, of this SPD Supplemental EIS,
continued assurance of the safe operation of these plants is the responsibility of the
plant operator which operates under the independent regulatory oversight of NRC,
including NRC regulations and license conditions. If the plant operator were to make
a decision to use MOX fuel, it would be the joint responsibility of the plant operator
and NRC to establish the operating conditions and controls that would ensure the
MOX fuel could be used safely. For further discussion, refer to Section 2.5, Topics A
and B, of this CRD.

Substantial progress has been made on construction of MFFF, with design more
than 90 percent complete and construction more than 50 percent complete. DOE
contracting strategies for surplus plutonium disposition activities are outside the
scope of this SPD Supplemental EIS.

As described in Chapter 4 of this SPD Supplemental EIS, surplus plutonium
disposition activities at SRS are expected to have minimal environmental impacts,
not substantially contribute to cumulative impacts, and not interfere with other
missions including cleanup and remedi