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April 23, 1996

124 Hampshire Court
Oak Ridge, TN 37830

U. S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Matenals Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

‘Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Sir: hd

1 am antaching some specific comments on the Draft Programmatic Impact Statement on
the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials. 1 have only had 2
limited amount of time for this review and so 1 have confined my comments to the
summary document, although 1 have made a cursory review of the other documents. | am
particularly concerned about three issues: (1) why Los Alamos, which is scheduled to be a
phutonium production facility was not considered as a site, while Oak Ridge, which has no
other planned plutomium activities was considered as a plutonium site; (2) why, since Oak
Ridge already has storage capability and is anticipated to be an ongoing site with
appropriate safety and security provisions, other alternatives for storage are given
consideration; and (3) why high risk, expensive disposition alternatives such as borehole
disposition are being idered when mixed oxide use in reactors would provide an
effective and profitable disposition or disposition in CANDU reactors would be acceptable
with appropriate IAEA oversight and inspection.

1/01.05.00

2/01.05.00

3/01.05.00

It would appear that the experi ! and ful disposition alternatives would also
divert dollars thet are badly needed for completing programs for waste disposition
activities on which billions of dollar have already been expended.

1 regret that there was not more involvement in the disposition hearings in Oak Ridge
This was an inevitable e of the ing of this hearing with the Stockpile
Stewardship and Management Program and the assumption that the results of this hearing
were inevitable and acceptable and that there were significant uncertainties about the
SSMP hearing results. 1 believe that even though there was not much participation in the
hearings, you would find that a d to site a ph ium prc ing facility in Oak
Ridge would lead to a major uproar, as would a decision to move uranium storage out of
Oak Ridge

) 4
../ﬁﬁwﬁg‘“f/ ,

B. Burdiut
Retired Program Manager for Weapons Manufacturing Development, Y-12

4/08.03.01

Attachment

010500 Comment Number 1

The selection process for candidate storage sites, including the criteria for
selection and reasons for elimination, is described in Chapter 2 of the PEIS.

010500 Comment Number 2

Under NEPA, DOE is required to look at a range of reasonable alternatives
where HEU storage could be accomplished, and to compare the
environmental impacts of storage at this range of sites. The storage decision
will be based on technical, cost, schedule, and nonproliferation
considerations as well as the analyses in the PEIS.

01 05 00 Comment Number 3

This PEIS analyzes the environmental impacts of a range of reasonable
alternatives that are within acceptable environmental limits. Analyses of the
cost, schedule, technical, and Nonproliferation Policy impacts of these
alternatives are presented in separate documents to support DOE’s ROD. The
documents related to technical, cost, and schedule analyses were made
available for public review beginning in late July 1996. The nonproliferation
analysis was made available to the public beginning in October 1996.

08 0301 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at ORR. Decisions on the storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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DISPOSITION QUESTIONS

Page 5-2 Why 15 50 years considered long term? What happens after that? Has any
thought been given to truly long range impacts, 100 years or more?

Page S-6 Why is L.os Alamos not considered as a potential site, since this is the one place
where Pu production activities are scheduled” How can Los Alamos do Pu production
without a storage capability?

Page S-13 What validation do we have for the borehole concept?

Page S-13 How can we evaluate alternatives without knowing that we have an acceptable
site?

Page S-14 Do we really believe the radiation field would deter a committed terrorist?

Page S-14 Why the push for EMT and vitrification over established oxide technology?
Page S-14 Why is the absence of an MOX (mixed oxide) facility considered a problem,
but the absence of an EMT (electrometallurgicai treatment) or vitrification facility is not

considered a problem?

Page $-16 Would handling of weapons materials by Canada require & change in Canadian
law rather than just government approval

Page $-31 Why is it that only at Pantex is the Pu facility considered to be in conflict with
the land use plan?

Page S-33: Why are we so confident that there will be no spills or exposures with Pu, yet
we projected significant relcases when discussing beryllium at Oak Ridge?

What , if any, non-proliferation safeguards/ inspection provisions have been considered in
this study?

Is there not an inherent contradiction between this study, which considers Oak Ridge as a
site for plutonium operations, and the Stockpile S dship and M Study,

which says that locating plutonium will not be considered an option for any facility which
is not already involved in plutonium operations?

| 5020008

1/01.05.00
cont.

| 6/01.05.00
| 7/01.04.00

| 8/13.00.00
| 9/01.04.00

1 10/01.04.00

| 11/06.05.09

| 12/09.01.04

| 1309.09.08

| 14/01.06.00

15/11.01.05

02 00 08 Comment Number 5

Fifty years was used as the timeframe for long-term storage for the
environmental analysis. To increase this to 100 years or more would lead 10 a
highly speculative environmental analysis, which would be contrary to the
intent of NEPA. Fifty years also covers reasonable facility life cycles.

01 05 00 Comment Number 6

The Borehole concept was recommended for consideration in the PEIS by the
NAS in their 1994 study, Management and Disposition of Excess Weapons-
Usable Plutonium. Substantial experience on boreholes has been devcloped
by Russia and other countries. The technology for drilling holes of this depth,
diameter, and straightness needed for this kind of Pu disposition exists in the
United States today. Technical and licensing issues related to the Borehole
concept have been considered by DOE in their technical evaluations of
storage and disposition alternatives. The technology appears quite feasible,
although more work would have to be done on this concept before it could be
implemented.

0104 00 Comment Number 7

All the sites analyzed for the Pu disposition alternatives are acceptable sites.
DOE cannot select sites for these alternatives at this time since some
alternatives need further actions. For example, to select assite for the Existing
LWR Alternative, DOE needs to issue a Solicitation of Interest to the
commercial sector and then determine, from responses to the Solicitation,
which site would be most suitable for implementing the Proposed Action.

13 00 00 Comment Number 8§

The intent is to make the surplus Pu as unattractive and inaccessible as spent
nuclear fuels. A committed terrorist would have to have the technical
specialists and equipment to transport these radioactive materials and conduct
extensive remote chemical processing in order to extract the Pu for weapons
use.
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0104 00 Comment Number 9

The PEIS attempted to analyze all alternatives consistently. No preference
was expressed within the Draft PEIS for immobilization over other
alternatives. A Preferred Alternative is identified in the Final PEIS. In
addition to the environmental analyses reflected in the PEIS, DOE has
conducted technical, schedule, cost, and policy evaluations of each
alternative. All of these factors will be considered in reaching the ROD.

01 04 00 Comment Number 10

As described in this PEIS, for Pu disposition, various sites were used for
analysis purposes to provide an estimate of their environmental impacts. For
each alternative, existing facilities, if possible, were used to provide reference
data. If there were no existing facilities, such as the case of MOX fuel
fabrication, the conceptual design of a new facility was used for the
environmental analysis.

06 05 09 Comment Number 11

Several agreements would require negotiations with the Canadians to
implement the CANDU Reactor Alternative. No modifications to Canadian
law have been identified.

09 01 04 Comment Number 12

As discussed in Section 4.3.4.1.1, page 4-526 of the Draft PEIS, Zone 4 is the
proposed location for the vitrification facility at Pantex. The master plan of
the Pantex Plant Site Development Plan designates Zone 4 for weapons and
weapons components staging. Therefore, the potential action would be
inconsistent with the current site development plan. However, Pantex could
revise the site development plan in accordance with the proposal. The
Proposed Action would be in compliance if this change is approved, resulting
in no impact to land resources. Section 4.3.4.1.1 of the Final PEIS was revised
to include this condition.
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09 09 08 Comment Number 13

The human health risk of exposure from normal and accidental releases of Pu
is considered for all of the alternatives and presented in this PEIS. Chapter 4
and Sections M.2 and M.5 quantify the impacts of normal operational and
accidental releases of Pu. Beryllium operations that are conducted at ORR are
not within the scope of the alternatives under consideration in the PEIS.

01 06 00 Comment Number 14

All long-term storage and disposition alternatives considered in the Storage
and Disposition PEIS would be subject to IAEA safeguards and inspections
if implemented. These provisions would apply until the materials achieved a
proliferation-resistant condition. Independent of the PEIS, DOE has
conducted a nonproliferation assessment of each technology alternative. The
results of these assessments will be factored into the ROD on the Storage and
Disposition PEIS.

11 01 05 Comment Number 15

The ORR storage site at the Y—12 Plant (Y-12) is a candidate storage site
being analyzed in the Storage and Disposition PEIS since it currently stores
weapons-usable HEU. Six DOE sites, including ORR and other generic and
specific sites, are analyzed to provide perspectives for the extent of
environmental impacts from the various reasonable alternatives.
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Casey EBurns

1438 Ashmen:t Apartment
Iidaho Falls, ID 83404
April 1S, 1996

Have you ever turned on the televicion, light bulb, or microwaved
a hot dog? How would you like it if this were not possible not
only for you, but for your children and grandchildren as well?
Part of the electricity used to cook that hot dog, power the
T.V., and light the light bulb comes from nuclear power. Isa't
it interesting one nuclear reactor provides more power per day
than all the hydroelectric dams on the Snake River combinec,
without damaging the habitat of the fish?

Idaho doesn't have to become a waste repository. What [daho
needs to become is a leader concerning the future cf spent

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for new
missions at INEL. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input. However,
the President’s Nonproliferation Policy says the United States will not recycle
Pu. The operation of the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP) is beyond
the scope of this PEIS.

1500 00 Comment Number 2

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory is one of six candidate storage sites
considered in the PEIS. DOE will base its final decisions on the results of
environmental analyses, information from technical and economic studies,
national policy objectives, and public input. Decisions regarding potential

nuclear fuel. With your knowledge abcout the subject, surely you 1/08.03.01 . b i b

can see that the only feasible solution 1s tc reprocess this repositories for transuranic (TRU) waste, HLW, and spent fuel will be made
spent fuel at the Idaho Chemical Processing Piant. There is one i . . B A
catch however, in order to process this spent fuel, there needs by DOE pursuant to separate NEPA reviews. DOE is committed to removing
to be a waste repository site. There are sites already waiting . i o N . R
To be opened at WiPP and Yicca Mountain. As [dano was one of the spent nuclear fuel from INEL by 2035, although such spent fuel is beyond the
leaders in the forefront of shutting these projects down, Icaho scope : T : P ot
B o e o Lo ont ime seopeming of these waste P of thlS. PEIS. Sm_ularly, the operation of'the ICPP, and associated
repositories. Then we can deal with Icahc's main concern: spent socioeconomic benefits, 1s bcyond the scope of this PEIS.

nuclear fuel being stcorec at the INEL.

The spent fuel will not go away, however the implementation cf 2/15_00'00

WIPP and Yucca Mourtain, along with the restart of the Idaho
Chemical Processing Plant, will provide a solution for the
nuclear waste issue. What the Department of Energy needs to do
is to implement a complete nuclear fuel cycle and, at the same
time, show the American public the benefits of nuclear energy.
If these two sites were operational, the Idaho Chemical
Processing Plant could start up again and reclaim the fuel.
Uranium is a natural resource that is NOT renewable and needs to
be recycled.

There are people who would like the general public to believe
that the nuclear industry i8 not safe. This is just nct true!
With the stringent guidelines implemented by both the United
States Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the Department of
Energy, we are safer today than we have ever been. There is
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greater probability for accidents involving automcbiles than in
the nuclear industry. 1I'll bet you don't see pecple prciesting
against automcb!les! There are alsoc people who would like the
public to believe the nuclear industry releases tons of
pollutants into the atmosphere. This also is a complete
fabricaction. Whenever radiation is released accidentally, it is
true that the measurement is in curies. However, when radiation
is released on purpose, the measurement used is microcuries.

Go up Taylor Mountain in Idaho Falls early one morning and take a
good look around, the haze you see is us, slowly killing the
environment as well as ourselves. Each year over two hundred
million tons of pollutants are introduced into the atmosphere by
coal fired power plants! OQf this two hundred millicn tons, there
are significant quantities of radiation being released into the
environment, including Radium-226! Are we supposed to bury our
heads in the sand and do nothing abeut this? My answer is
ABSOLUTELY NOT!! 1If we don't press forward with safe, clean,
high efficient power plants, whether they be nuclear or not, 1
see nothing but a bleak future for generaticns to come.

Are you aware of the economic benefits spent nuclear Navy fuel
has upon our state? By allowing spent nuclear Navy fuel
shipments into Idaho along with the start up of the ldaho
Chemical Processing Plant, we would be able to offset some of the
layoffs that employees of the INEL have been suffering. This
would contribute greatly to the economy of Eastern !daho as well
as the rest of the state. As Idaho's thircd largest employer, tLhe
INEL provides thirteen percent of the tax base. W%here is that
thirteen percent going to be cut from the budget? Who 1s going
to take responsibility, and provide for the families of the
workers who have lost their jobs!?

The public is not educated well enough about the nuclear age tc
feel safe about it. In ijieu of this, I encourage you to vis:t
one of the Radiation Safety Programs at the Eastern Idaho
Technical College in Idaho Falls, or at Idahc State University in
Pocatello. I would be very interested in hearing your feelings
and policies concerning the nuclear industry and specifically,
the ldaho National Engineering Laboratory.

Sincerely,

Casey Burns
Radiation Safety Student
Eastern Idaho Technical College

2/15.00.00
cont.
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CAMPAIGN 1
PAGE 10F 1
U.S. Department of Energy U.S. Department of Energy ‘
Office of Reconfiguration Office of Fissile Materials
P O Box 3417 P O Box 23786
Alexandria, VA 22302 Washington, OC 20026

Comments on Stockpile Stewardship and Management (SSM) PEIS: 1 support the selection
of Pantex for weapons bly and di biy functions. | strongly favor the
ontinuati gh explosi i P

X antex 0 o
j . Since Pantex is the most cost-effective DOE facility and
enjoys the strongest local support, | also support the addition of other environmentally
sound stewardship and management functions at Pantex.

Comments on Fissile Materials Storage and Disposition (MD) PEIS: | believe that Pantex
should be chosen as the focation for fissile materials storage and disposition functions.
Pantex already stores surplus plutonium, and has the needed safety and security
capabilities 1o cost-effectively accommodate an expanded role.  Fair budgetary
comparisons, strong local support, and national security concerns, should lead DOE to
choose Pantex for new fissile material storage and disposition functions that are conducted
in a safe and environmentally sound fashion.

Name:/.’/rz //(/Zvv—; Addrmﬁ/’//‘l Seoy(

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of
Pantex. Decisions related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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‘Warren Chisum
Chairman

Mike Jackson
Vice Churrman

Texas House OF REPRESENTATIVES

Committee on
Environmental Regulation

Tath Texas Legislarure

March 27, 1996

U.S. Depwtment of Encrgy
Office of Fimile Materishs

Re: cmusmwmwmmmswumdm(sgmd
‘Weapors-Usable Pirsile (PEISy).

Mywrwh" iy w0 o e US. of Energy's (DOE)
Pro lovpact (PEISs) on Stockpik ip e (SSM)
uswmmaan)dwwmm Ht-dnom-hnﬁmy
comment 0o the Pantex Sie-Wide Dvaft Eaviranmental Impact Stasement, since most of the issees addreased
in these docaments are idomtical.

First and foremost, | amn adamant that any carmest and future functions sl Pantex will be conduciod
in a mfe and envircamentally sownd masner. Our first priority is 10 enare any expansion sl Pamex be
whnmhmmmmhhudwdnﬁh-chnmmm
oa the envionment. These goals serve a8 2 praroquisiie © any CusTont or fotwre activities at Pantex,
inciuding expangion.

1. GemeraBy: | am piewscd that DOE selecwed Pastex a a profaved akemamive for

thoredy onrtine ploses 10 Ganefer thoae fuactions 10 the Nevada Tew Sie
(NTS) which would have boce com prokibitive mnd nover boom adequmte 0 mwet futare aeeds.  Howe ver,
by faling o recogain: Pantez as the preferred candidate siee for mew andlor comsolidated stockpile
manwgoincat facilities, the DOE overloaks the bext site for maintining the inegrity of die US. ouckaw
siockpile and sitsining maximum efficincics aad cost saviags.

1. 5SM PEIS:

1. Pantex is the best pluce 1o siie mew /i Pantex is
mmmmnwnmqmmdmﬁdﬂh Labor costs, wility
rater, waer sad land svailability st Pantex, a3 well as public and political spport, are more amcasbic than
those & any other Compicx site, It is appropriste 10 coasider Pansex as sn shomative st for all fuoere
defense-relaiod facilities w0 complement ctivitios 3t the aational babs (ssch 2 plaaned Atlas Facility and
phulonium pit [abrication site &t L.os Alomos Nationsl Laborsory (LANL]). DOE makes no mestion of &

proserved o 8 Jocation thel can socwre thern &t the momt cfficiomt comt ©0 e Amenican people. In iw
deliberations. DOE shouid insist thoe budgetary comporisons between Fantex and other sies are accwrate,
and incinde capital, wranspor troining, and other cosrs.
zm:ummummmmmcmﬂmmm
sengtn sbove for gy dutica, the bigh explasives (HF)
Toncrions should Al resuiin & Pamiex. Bu:nnrh {unctiony remain 1
mnmmmmmmmm-mmm Afwr all. the $SM Dt
adanits that Pansex miust retain HE biliticy ko process the i ies alkready oa site from dismantling.
Therefore, the Jeast expensive aliernative Is % maingsin HE (unctions at Panicx. | sdamantly disagroe with

Derek Scal. Commence Clork
Office Team Capiol Extensive. Ruxwom £2.134 » 3124430778
Mal PO B 210 « Audin, Tesen = 77602910 © FAX 312463549

Robent Saunders, Edmund Kuempel. Mark Sules
Jefry You, Roben Tahon, Dawnns Dukes. Charlie Howard

1/09.00.04

09 00 04 Comment Number 1

Potential environmental consequences of each alternative at Pantex were
analyzed in the PEIS. Results of these environmental analyses will be given
full weight, along with other factors such as cost, technical risk, schedule, and
national security requirements, in the process of selecting the storage and
disposition strategy. Pantex will continue to operate in compliance with all
Federal, State, and local regulations.
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CAMPAIGN 3
PAGE10F1

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

PC-004

08 0301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

080301 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

sasuodsay puv
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313

United States Department of Energy

g

v

M

TELEPHONE: £5¢9 )

627 - 1452

NAME: (Optioast) __Je0erniceE A & 1. .
wnms:_MLﬂudwﬂE_é_

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pu
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon
environmental analyses, technica! and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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111-¢

The United States Department of Energy
OfTice of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

[ am senously d that the Progr Envi } Impact S prepared for
the Department of Energy regarding storage and disp of weap ble fissile materials
suggests Pantex in Carson County, Texas as a likely place for plutonium pit disassembly and
conversion. This document fails to address the negative effects plutonium missions could have

on the people, agriculture, and water of the Texas Panhandle

Pre ing plutonium g an incredibie amount of radioactive waste as well as other
undesirable contaminates. These types of operati inated other parts of the
country and the cost has been high - in hives, land use, and billions of dollars in cleanup.

The Texas Panhandle is prime agricultural farmland. Nothing should ever be done at Pantex
that would risk this valuable part of the country. The food produced here is shipped all over the
world The quality of these food prod would be q ble if Pantex is used for plutonium
storage or processing.

It is estimated that onc quarter of atl jobs in the Panhandle are agriculture related. The loss of
these jobs would d this area Ci ination of farmland or water resources in such a
productive part of the country would affect the entire world. After all, food is a commodity all
need. It must be protected.

The Ogaliala aquifer is the source of groundwater for drinking and irrigation in Texas and seven
other food producing states. Pantex is located over this aquifer and operations there have
slready contaminated the water bearing sands above the aquifer. We must not allow any water
20 impx tob unsafe or ble for any reason. The processing of
plutonium would surely do this.

Therefore, plutonium should not be stored or processed at the Pantex plant. Shipping plutonium
of highly enriched uranium to Pantex from already contaminated sites is not in the best interest
of Texas or the rest of the country. The suggestion that the DOE use Pantex as the site for

pl storage, p ing, or waste mansgement is shortshighted and ill conceived.
Following such a suggestion puts us all at nisk

Sipcextly, .
Q@(%%J

nce Q. Bhasker

1/09.00.04

2/08.03.01

PAGE10OF 1
09 00 04 Comment Number 1
Radiological and chemical releases resulting from the Proposed Actions for
april 26,1996 normal operations are analyzed in the PEIS and would be within Federal and

State regulatory limits. Therefore, the quality of agriculture in the Panhandle
would not be affected, and agriculture-related employment in the Panhandle
region would remain unaffected.

Also, current and future operations at Pantex are not expected to affect the
water quality of the Ogallala Aquifer. However, the PEIS acknowledges that
this aquifer is being depleted (that is, the current withdrawal is exceeding the
current recharge); the PEIS analyzes whether and the extent to which
potential Pantex operations under the various alternatives could contribute to
the depletion of the Ogallala Aquifer.

Current and future operations at Pantex are not expected to impact the soil
used for agriculture and farming in the Pantex region. All activities will be
limited to Pantex and any impacts to the surrounding areas are within Federal,
State, and local regulatory limits.

The PEIS includes analyses on the radiological and chemical impacts to
workers and the public from both normal operations and accidents. These
analyses also address the effects to local plant and animal resources as well
as the effects on prime farmland.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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Apnl 22, 19%

To the United Stuten Departmant of Enargy
Offies of Fismids Matorials Disposition
P.0. Box Z3T86

Washisgos, D.C. 20026-3786

In & dammcracy the voscs of all peopla should be lisiesed 10 asd conmdered ia decision-making whes policias so greatly affect
Freroom Amercs. Being coscerwed with the preservation of rerl Amwics, | am seriowsly troubled by the Programmatic
Eaviroamantal Jmpect Statoment propared for the Depsrionent of Energy regardiag Storage sad Disposition of Weaposs-Unahie
Fimile Matoriale

Altbowgh | recoguise the nesd 10 sssurs mfe, scurs, kong-term sorage sad disposition of the sigmificant quantites of surplus
fimile materials, which inciude plotosium (Pe) and highly snrched wranivem (HEU), I believ this document fails to address very 1/09'00.04
I roviewing the altarsative jor the poesible future of Pantex, it becomen very svideot that sl of the astion's weapows-wasble

plutosium 8ot in active werheads wowld be stored st Pastex - 20,000 pits, plus mech of the plutonives sow st Rocky Flsts Plant,

Colorado; Haaford, Washingion; Los Alenos, New Mazico; Ssvamnsh Rives, South Carolins; sad the Idaho National

Sngissering Laborstary.

Before 1999, phatonium pits wers asver siorsd o Pantes. However, with the closing of Rocky Flats, Pastas ia the i1sierim

sorage sis for a4 Jemst 12,000 pits. Now this document proposcs mot only storiag phetoniums pits. but other mors wadesirsble

forms of plutonivm.

Ouce stored st Pantex, this site is being coasi fora pit & ion facility ko cut the pits and process
them into mmtal or saids; s phutoniums comversion facility o proces othes Iypes of Py o faciliy 10 mix plwtonium with uraniumn
0 make mined onide Ml (MOX); suclear power resctors 10 wss the MOX Meel, ﬂ-wdhq—“h‘mm
00 well 2 mornge of all the mixed wase generniad from all peas processss. It is jum which has i
uumww—mmw-—m-tmu"nmcmm

mu—-mwbhmnoﬂ—lud—'-yudu“xmum ‘What the
documaat fails 10 sddeess is the impact on the good of our products. iure is the one industry which
has coasistently swsteined the Panhandle for decades.

Tha food chain begine bare ia the primx agriceitursl farmiesd of the Terss Paneadle. Th-nlmﬂwgmn
produced eere wee shipped troughowt the world: 25% of the Nation's besf is produced and processed base. The quality and
wholesomeness of thess producis would be placed is jeopardy with tha siting of tham procemes st Pasiea. Wilh-pvd_-uw-
agricutters this part of Tenes would ceass 10 exist. Whan one of svary fow people it smployed in s sgricultur related job, the
tom 10 this High Plains trads arm of thowe jobs would creste wntold problems.

A swocnd ionu the dorument fafls 4 eddrens ia the locstion of Pastex shove the Ogulisle aquiter, the souree of groundweter for
uﬂ—dr—--‘-—n-ummmm With high eaplosives, chemicals, solveats, sad
Sides, Proinn s e Fioe grained layer of water basring sands shove the Ogallale aquifer. With the
migration of e waters, borw lomg will it be befors the Ogullala itest will be sosteminated?

1/09.00.04

Water and agricelurs are the real weekh of the Tenss Prabendle. Withou thews thars would be 90 “Toxaa Paskuadle.* We cont.
canaot sund by and sliow thess resowrces t0 be compromised in mny wey. Food is the most important commodity we have - i
ot be protecend.

Not all sltermstives for sicing thess precesses ot other sites wars analysnd is this docwmwel. Before chossing & praferred
sltarsative, other options sed 10 be considerad. The siting of thess missions of Pesten seoms ahovtaighied and ill-comceived.
The ssvironmunial impart in cosjunciion with hess processss has the potestial B devastsss this food producieg rgias.

The Paabendie is 100 veloabbe © be ond a2 3 plutomium storage, processiag aad wasts focility.

Siaceraly,
Wy F A 5 ,
/Z}/w( 52,7%):‘)

| 2/08.03.01

09 00 04 Comment Number 1

Radiological and chemical releases resulting from the Proposed Actions for
normal operations would be within Federal and State regulatory limits.
Therefore, the quality of agriculture in the Panhandle would not be affected,

and agriculture-related employment in the Panhandle region would remain
unaffected.

Also, current and future operations at Pantex are not expected to affect the
water quality of the Ogallala Aquifer. However, since this aquifer is being
depleted (that is, the current withdrawal is exceeding the current recharge),
and since Pantex operations contribute to the depletion of the Ogallala

_ Aquifer, impacts to the acquifer were analyzed in the PEIS.

Current and future operations at Pantex are not expected to impact the soil
used for agriculture and farming in the Pantex region. All activities will be
limited to Pantex and any impacts to the surrounding areas are within Federal,
State, and local regulatory limits.

The PEIS includes analyses on the radiological and chemical impacts to
workers and the public from both normal operations and accidents. These
analyses also address the effects to local plant and animal resources as well
as the effects on prime farmland.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

3/08.03.01

1/08.03.01
cont.

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of
Pantex. Decisions related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

If Pantex is chosen for long-term storage mission, storage facility design and
operations would assure safety, health, and integrity of the Ogallala Aquifer.

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

Any generation and handling of nuclear waste resulting from fissile materials
storage and disposition activities will include measures that ensure public and
worker health and safety.
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08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Reactor Alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all
reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning must be considered.
Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
policy considerations, and public input.
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CANADIAN EMBASSY, WASHINGTON, DC,
BRIAN MORRISEY
PAGE 1 0OF 2

01 03 00 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy appreciates the interest of the Canadian
Government in this important international activity. DOE has worked closely
with Canada to determine if such an alternative would work, and if 50, how
to best implement it,

Ambussade du Gurmdn

501 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001

June € 1996

DOE-Office of Pissile Materialas Disposition
c/o SAIC-PEIS

P.O. Box 237e¢

Washington, D.C. 20026-378¢6

Attn: Mr. J. David Nulton
Director
NEPA Compliance and Qutreach

Dear Mr. Nulton:

We are writing to comment on the #%orage and Disposition

Invironmsntal Impact Statement (DOE/RIS-0329-D) (the PEIS). We
refer specifically to the CANDU reactor alternative, which is one
of the nine primary alternatives assessad in the PEIS for the
disposition of surplus weapons plutonium. The following ia
provided to give you a Canadian Govarnment perspective on this
issue.

At the April 20, 1996 Summit on Nuclear Safety and

Security, leaders agreed that international cooperation {s needad
for the safe management and uee of plutonium no longer required for
defense purposes. In support of this objective the Canadian Prime
Minister, the Right Honourable Jean Chrétien, announced that Canada ]
had agreed, in principle, to the concept of using this plutonium in
a “once-through” mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel for Canadian-based CANDU
reactors. Rendering the surplus plutonium effectively inaccessible
for weapons purposes is sean aw a significant benefit to non-
proliferacion objectivas.
Canada is also sxploring with the Government of Russia 1/01.03.00
the use of MOX fuel from Russian nuclear wsapong in Ontario Hydro

reactors. There may well be some synergies if the United
States and Russian "Swords into ploughshares® programs proceed in
parallel. To this end, further studies and assessments of the
CANDU option are baing conducted by Atomie Energy of Canada Limited
(AECL) and Ontario Hydro in collaboration with U.S. and Russian
expartg. When taking decisions on c¢ontinued support for this
initiativo, the Government of Canada will take careful note of the
resulta of theee further assessments and the evolving views of the
Government of tha United States.

sasuodsay pup
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CANADIAN EMBASSY, WASHINGTON, DC,
BRIAN MORRISEY
PAGE 2 OF 2

Canada hae been a Party to the Treaty on the Non-

Proliferation of Muclear Meapons (NPT) since it entarsd into force

1978. Through the NPT, Canada madé an intermational commiement
not to develop or acquira nuclear weapons. Canada has a long
history of initiating snd portin to t
international nen proliferation n{ me, The CANDU eptien for
reducing the accessi{bility ot surplus veapons materisl -- whether
ot U.8. or Ruseian origin -- is entirely consistent with Canada's
nuclear wespons non-proliferation policy. The full scope of
Canada‘’s nuclear program is covered by International Atomic Bnexgy

(IAEA) safeguards. TYhe ARA has confirmed its ability to

reliably safeg d CANDT

Canadlen government policy doss not exclude the use of
plutonium as & reactor fuel, but the coet of producing plutonium
sakes it an uneconomic slternative €5 Aatural uranium for the CANDU
reactor. Using MOX fusl from existing plutonium in a productive
endsavour, such as the ration of clectrioity, could make
economic sense for Canada. The CANDU MOX initiative is confined to
the poseible uss of existing plutoulum no longer red for
dn!:nn purposes and is not related to a commercial plutonium fuel
cycle.

MOX fuel fabrioatiom using reactor grade plutonium is now

a well known technology employed in Germany, Prance, Belgium, and
Britain, and the use of weapons grade plutonium would be expected
to mvid. an added advantédé biciuss of its lowar radisaseivity.
Techniques for transporting and handling MOX tusl for the
genaration of electricity have been refined over Lhe last 10 to 15
yvace. The composition of the :rnt fuel produced the MOX fuel
would be quits similar to that which ia currently being produced
using natural uranium. The storage of spent MOX fuel would be

d as an integral P of the Canadian spent fuel
progran. lHowever, the amount ot spent MOX fuel produced will be
about 15¥ less than that from the use of natural uranium fuel to
generate the same amount of electricity.

If the DOX eelects Ontazic Mydro CANDU reactors for the
plutonium disposition program, irplementation would be subject to
Canadian federal and provincial policies and regulations. These
would include detailed, sutiwfactory asssssments of health, safety
and environmental aspects before {ssuance of an Atomic Energy
Control Board (AECR) operating license to Ontario Mydro for the use
of MOX fuel. We wxpect that the public reviews included in the
ARCB assessment process would focus on issuea such as the sate and
securs nsportation of MOX fuel from the international boundary
as well as mullere specific to the reactor site.

(13«- sincerely,

rian Morrise
Minister-Counsellor
gconomic and Trade Policy

1/01.03.00
cont.

SIAd 1Dul] SIDLPIDW PSSl

21qus)-suodpapg fo uonisodsiy puv a8v.oig




CANADIAN ENVIRONMENTAL LAW ASSOCIATION, TORONTO, ON,
KATHLEEN COOPER

L11-¢

VIA PAX 202.586-2710

RE: STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF WEAPONS-USARLE FISSILE MATERIALS
DRAFT FROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Dear SirwMesdammes,

The Canadisn Favi | Law A (CFIA) s a public imerest logal clinic within the
Ontario Logal Aid Clinio system, and has a mandate to represont citizens’ and cavironmentai
groups and low income individuals, and promote lew reform and puble aducation abowt
environmential mafers. CF1A has been involved in mucloer issuss since the organiation was
founded in 1970, Ploass accept our mpologics for the Latencss of this submission. We hopo you
wil) will be able to consider it

We wish 10 cxpeess our opposition to the § of plutonium foel for ues in the Broce “A*
Nucicar Generating Statton. Wchmtollonduvhmmcladyhmmﬂu sinco public
Mh-mﬂnw:vdh&e and wo heve reviewed the submiision of Nuclear
Project - coll of ours in Canada. We strongly sup the Nukleer A
ijo:tSubuMmbll'nU.S Department of Energy on the mattor of mixed-oxide (MOX) fucl
use jn CANDU reactors.

ltwﬂm&mwdkmymmﬂnwmﬂﬂumﬂﬁm
Atomic Energy of Cannda Limited. The repurt overly and even er
mﬂmmmmuuumnﬂpsmw&nhﬂmdl into
question the validity of the ontire report.

SI7 Cource STREET » Susme 401 = TORONTO = ONTARKD « MEG 4A2
Taenone. 4367/960-2284 « Fax 416/960-9392 « E-Man: ceb@webnet

1/08.03.01

PAGE 1 OF 3
08 03 01 Comment Number 1
The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
use of the CANDU Reactor Alternative for the disposition of Pu. Decisions
CANADIAN ENVIRONMENTAL LAW ASSOCIATION on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
UASIOGATION CANADINSE 041 DROIT DE LLNVIROKME- T cnvironmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input. This will include an appropriate level of
Jue 17, 1996 analysis concerning the CANDU Reactor Alternative. In addition, according
to the Canadian Government, implementation of the CANDU Reactor
Unitod States Dequrtment of Rnergy Alternative would be subject to Canadian Federal and Provincial policies and
OfMeo of issile Maicrisis Disposition . . .
P.0. Bax 23786 regulations and would require health, safety, and environmental assessments
oaagien. DC. before issuance of a Canadian license. (See the letter from the Canadian
t.8.A.

Embassy in Washington, DC, dated June 6, 1996, reproduced in this CRD.)
Should the CANDU Reactor Alternative be chosen for Pu disposition, further
negotiations between the U.S. and Canadian Federal and Provincial
Governments will be required before implementation, as well as business
negotiations with reactor owners.

sasuodsay pup
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CANADIAN ENVIRONMENTAL LAW ASSOCIATION, TORONTO, ON,
KATHLEEN COOPER
PAGE 2 0OF 3

mmwdm:ymwdmwhmbeumiwmmmﬂmor
retubing Tiruce "A”, rehahilitsting od y on the sits could approech St
B’ﬂmnmmwﬂd&nﬂwwhﬁwdymadwmurnmnﬂmm
Om-ioliydnbhmmiwlumnlnmfumunh-ﬁnwoumn
alectricity ratepryers. Apr , this latest pe d is being similarly misrepreyented. Ontario’s
Wymmuwhm;mwmmMnhh
carrent elimato of rats frocees and Incressed competition, this proposal would seem to be on very
shaky economic ground.

Anothor dubi tk ined &l this proposal the of tho spent
Mmmreda-ll’mw Pancl add: Cunduhighlevd
Mumhmammmmwdaﬂuwmum
fovnd to be technicall by many inchuding the Atomic Rnorgy Control Board,
mmmmnmw-mwmmmwmmmrmmu
proposal, which took fificcn years %o prepurs, include & of spont MOX fuei. 1lence,
the sssumption that this spent fual can bo rolled into that Envi | A p is
unwarranied and prematurc.

1/08.03.01
cont.

‘Weo wish 10 acho the concern expressed bry Canadian environmental organtzations that the usc of
MOXMMMNMdMamlifmuwmw:umﬂmﬂm
sncloar progs ond the military muclear programs of foroign

2/15.00.00

fue! would creste enarmous sccurity problems 1o avoid the theft or diversion of plutonium,

Myhepuhlichahhmdmulmboflhbmnlnmmkamno
Hydro's ouclest pr already ation, especially tritium
pnmwﬁénfomdudwddlmmmwnummuzo{muudm
m-woﬂydmlmmMMAEﬂ.rwmwmmoxﬁwl
pmdlldcﬁciunmlkq-eofwbllchdlbmd i | safety. Plutonium s onc of
MMWMMnd%meMthfwmwky
accidents. Purthor, it losves a proper sssessment of criticality risks 1o the licensing stage. Not only
hnwmwummmdmm.wmmm
heudth risks st this carly stage, there s no g that a full cavh will
occur st the licensing stage.

‘m:,..,.'i-bm _"byu ly level of scercy, manipulation of
info joa and inadeq public it The mi of this initistive in the
imernational media a1 & “swords to ploughshercs” mnm-ymdy if ever, provided
Canudians with the full story. We strongly object 10 this proposal and urge the U.8. Department
af Encrpy %0 rulo out the option of uzing CANDU reactors Jucated in Canada for plutonium
disposition purposes, Wo mippiort our collcagucs n the enviranmental movement in calling on

3/09.09.08

4/08.02.00

your department to chooso the altemative of immeobilizing plutonium within the United States.

15 00 00 Comment Number 2

Comment noted. Prior to implementation, further negotiations between the
U.S. and Canadian Federal and Provincial Governments will be required, as
well as business negotiations with reactor owners. These negotiations will
include further environmental analyses, as appropriate. Appropriate security
will be maintained during the MOX fuel fabrication, transportation, and
reactor cycle for the material.

09 09 08 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy is working with Canadian Government and

industry to conduct environmental and health risk analyses for activities in

Canada to meet relevant regulatory requirements in both Canada and the
United States. These analyses would include impacts from emissions, age of
facilities and potential severe accidents, as well as environmental and public
health risks.

08 0200 Comment Number 4

Proposed activities and environmental analyses in the United States have been
reviewed with the public through a series of public meetings and a comment
period. If CANDU Reactor Alternative is chosen, it is DOE’s understanding
that in Canada there will be appropriate environmental and related analyses,
and that the public will be involved in this process. DOE acknowledges the
commentor’s support for the Immobilization Category of Pu disposition
alternative.
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CENTER FOR RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT,
ALBUQUERQUE, NM, WERNER LUTZE
PAGE 1 0OF 6

CeRaM

CENTER FOR RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT

The University of New Mexico

Professor Wermer Lutze. Director

209 Farms Engincening Center

Albuquerque, NM 871311341

Telephone (503) 277-7964 Albuquerque, May 1, 1996
FAX (303) 277-34)3

c-mail: BRBL®unm.cdu

Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P. Q. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Sir/Madam,

Enclosed please find our comment (5 pages including title page and references) on
document DOE/EIS-0229-D
Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
issued in February 1996.

Yours truly,

.(9U=—-> L_\C‘ch.

Werner Lutze,
Professor and Director
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CENTER FOR RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT,
ALBUQUERQUE, NM, WERNER LUTZE
PAGE 2 OF 6

The Zircon Option
for Storage and Disposal of Surpins Plutonium

A 4-Billion-Year Track Record Points to a Simple Solution

Center for Radioactive Waste Management (CeRaM)
The University of New Mexico
151 Farris Engineening Building, Albuqucrque, NM 87131-1341
Phone: 505-277-7964; Fax: 505-277-9676; E-mail: BRBL@unm edu
Dr. Wemer Lutze, Dircctor

April 1996
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CENTER FOR RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT,

ALBUQUERQUE, NM, WERNER LUTZE
PAGE 3OF 6

‘The Case for the Zircoa Optien

We propose that the U.S. mmmmhmphmhm(wrb)huumm
form by chemically bondm( it with onc of carth'’s most durable minerals: zircon (ZrSi0,).
Because zircon is 50 durable and because WPy bonds 30 strongly with it, this wasie form will,

‘umnf
. nm ty for deep borehole disposal, or
with lhe addition of iam-137, easily meet standards for disposal in a civilian

repository.

This paper summarizes the mesits of the zircon option. We arc submitting it as a formal
comment om the U.S. Depariment of Energy's Februsry 1996 draft PEIS on di ition of
mﬂ;cmmgumwmmthepohcyw i

T

Our propossl draws on both scientific disciplines and lhbrod umrﬁmphnuy uppmuh that
characterizes the Umvemty of New Mexico's Onut for Radi We
believe scientific. and | jonal factors togeth T go to support
(hequum.mchuphluuon ysical assets unique to tircon and on key assets
zircon shares with the vitrification and MOX fuci options, while avoiding their severe liabilities.

The bottom Hne. The zircon option delivers a high level of technical and managerial
confidence coupled with & low level of institutional fisk, and can support either borehole or
repository disposal.

Am ficled datad Zircon is a wbiqui mineral, and it is ubiquitons because it is
dunble—nodmbbllnlnm-mwtwag«hlmg geolo’icmenth The vast
literature on zircon (well over 6,000 g of its
:hmmm&Wclmwhhamgh&wdmfnqhwubehmnndetabmcdmgeof
physical and and over time periods of up to 4 billion yesrs,

porf in the zircon waste form will
outperfonn both glass and the :pem foel ruumn' I‘rom the MOX fuel option. For a decp
borehole, ncither glass nor spent MOX fuet are disposal options, whereas the zircon waste form
can easily meet borehole disposal standards.

Repository disposal. Zircon can both immobilize and stabilize WPu: its natural affinity
vnhl’u cresics a strong themnd bond. Moreover, the durability of that bond can be

g ong-wnn drawn [rom zircon's vast database.
The database for predicting” how giass will perform is much more limited in scope and

B glass d d much faster than zircom, it is st ter risk of
plutonium rclease and crmcnluy The zircon waste form, fac more durable, thus offers
more fexibility in repository  design. And whnlc opumum wasie loudmg will be
der by several factors inchudi i zircon
can accept up to 10% Pu by m;il. with an npper Imn( still 1o be ennbluhed borosilicatc
glass can accept only & much smaller poreentage. Accordingly, R&D is necded to create
glasses that are both more durable and capable of accepting a larger percentage of Pu.

Because zircon is twice a5 demse as giass it will yield lower volumes of waste and.
ev:F:ndm; on fabrication processes, may yicld them faster, accelerating the schedule for
disposition.

Decp borehole disposal. Not only will the zircon waste form itself be exceptionally stable;
surrounding it with a barrier of WPu-free zircon in a granitic site that itself contains
natural zircon will further comstrain WPu-bearing zircon from corroding. The zircon
waste form will mimic neighboring and resident zircon; that is, it will most lkely do what
zircon almost always does, even under high g and high p under

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Immobilization Alternative. During the screening of alternatives for inclusion
in the PEIS, various immobilization forms were considered. The PEIS
analyzes immobilization in ceramic and glass forms. The specific ceramic
form is not identified. Research and development is both on-going and
planned to support a disposition alternative(s), which would include pilot
facilities for processes and materials (and could include zircon), as necessary.
Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
policy considerations, and public input.
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CENTER FOR RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT,
ALBUQUERQUE, NM, WERNER LUTZE
PAGE4 OF 6

1 A0

diti of radiation damage, and in the presence of groundwater: it will tend to stay
where it is and change very little.

An existing fabrication technology. To immobilize WPy in zircon it may be most expeditious
to simply adapt the existing MOX fuel fabrication process, substituting zirconium oxide and
silicon dioxide for uranium oxide. The ceramic pellets that constitute the final waste form can
be containerized for storage and . To minimize transp ion, a fabrication facility
could be sited at Pantex, wiete most WPy is stored; but any site suitable for the MOX fuel or
vitrification options will be suitable for zircon, too.

A refiable schedule. The longer it takes to implement an option, the longer WPu remains
exposed to the risk of theft or diversion. Consequently, a reliable schedule is itse!f a safeguard.
On this crucial point, zircon has clear advantages over both the MOX fuel and vitrification
options.

MOX fuel. This option is technically proven, but if it it implemented domestically it is
likely 10 ted resi that will refard its schedule. Not only must a
MOX fabrication facility be licensed; reactors must obtain license amendments to burn
MOX foel. Critics who oppose nuclear power, critics who fear that the MOX option will
increase risks of iferation domestically, and critics who fear that the MOX option will
send an unwanted signal to other nations—all may intervenc in all licu:in%hzroceedings.
They may also oppose shipments of MOX fuel to nuclear power plants. MOX fuel
option is thus exposed to the risk of delay on numerous fronts.

Vitrification. Plutonium has only been vitrificd in isolsted laboratory experiments.
Scaling these experiments up to a production process is without precedent and will pose
significant technical uncertainties tht must be sccurately defined and expeditiously
resolved. But any schedule for doing this is called into scrious question by the Savannah
River vitrification facility for defense waste: despite ample funding it has experienced a
Jong history of delays and a recent shutdown. A schedule for vitrifying WPu is essentially
a schedule for what could become another prolonged and costly R&D program. It must
therefore be viewed as highly speculative.

Zircon. While technical ions must be Ived for zircon, 100, because this option
can adapt & proven lechnolo'p—MOX fue! fabrication—questions can be more easily
defined and answered than for glass, and forecasts of schedule and cost will be more
reliable, coming from macket-driven private sector competitors. And unlike the MOX fuel
option, the zircon option should not attract intervenors who can retard its schedule.

Relishle—snd efficient—quality coatrol (QC). The integrity of thc wask form depends an
relisble QC. Zircon can use the QC process successfully used in MOX fuel fadbrication, but QC
for vitrifying WPu has yet to be developed. Zircon enjoys other QC advantages, t0o. Because
each zircon ceramic pellet will be homogenous, each pled will iy rep

the whole; but glass may not aiways be homogenous. And because zircon pellets are 3o much
smaller than J-a logs, if QC identifies defects, fabrication can be promptly halted with
minimal disruption and loss of "product.”

Safeguards snd criticality controls. An adaptation of an existing fabrication process that
already meets safeguard and security dards may morc readily meet those standards than a
large-scale vitrification process for WPu that has no precedent. For criticality control, the
zircon option can meet standards during fsbrication and storage: vitrification will require
further R&D. And as noted above, after disposal zircon is a far kess risk of criticality than
glass, which, being less sable, couid release WPu more quickly.

A preced for 1l sing. DOE's i to external regulation ensures that WPu
disposition will be subject 1o oversight in a public forum; indeed. that forum may be defined
by Congress. Whoever the regulators, they will find no procedent for licensing vitrification,
whereas the MOX fucl fabrication process offers le precedent abroad. And whatever the
I i 1 criteria will have to be satisfied; zircon's 4-billion-

g process, per n criteria W
year track record will be an enormous assist in meeting them

2/08.03.01

3/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Decisions on disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials will be made based upon environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Vitrification Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be made based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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01 06 00 Comment Number 4

An unambigwous signal of nen-proliferation. The potential for proliferstion of nuclear Comment noted.
materials, particularly within the former Soviet Union, is g Fave

concem. Mbeu.nnMoxfuelopuonlppemtobeawlwtbnhnrcho{npwblem. but
within this context, it is a probl by k in use it will perpetuste security 2/080301
concerns. Moreover, it will do so for benefits that are trivial and even dubious. The electricity
yielded by the MOX option would equal & mere few months of the world's total supply of cont.
MOX fuel will cost more than the fucl utilities now

bum. lh:y will want nlbndm tobuy it

Weumnt mybeneﬁtdnnvadfrmﬂnMOXosuonnf.ecl bylhe
e char 4/01.06.00
'eolopc disposal signals that commitment, and can help lead other nations in the direction of M

grester global security.
Definitive closure. Theweon qnlon. like vnnﬁuﬂomoﬂennujun'dhpumon of a policy
issus, but literal, ph ! of WPu. after MOX fuel is bumed in reactors,

up o SO p-wm phuonmn “will remain, mn‘ further “disposition.” Because US policy
Tvtenm;. the MOX fuel option defers this problem o a future policy
seanno yet to be defined.

Winning public scceptance. Finally, DOE m\m sell the opuon it selects—to Congress: to the
scientific, technical, and policy . to the American
public. The simpler the op(lom the more rudﬂy it can be understood and the more easily it
will win acceptance.

Zircon's iiternily elemental nature, the durability attested to by its 4-billion-year performance
record, the availability of a proven technology for fabricating the waste form, and the appeal
of a definitive policy signal sent by irreversible disposal can together help win wide popular
support for a policy that says, in simple terms,

Using one of easth's oldest, most durable minerals, we will convert surplus weapons
plutonium into an extremely stable waste form that guarantees safe storage above ground
and safe disposal deep in the earth.

Fast-tracking the zircon option. Moving aggressively to marshal domestic and international
resources, and engaging nuclear states in the former Soviet Union in collaboration, DOE can
pursue work in paraliel on several fronts.

Fabrication: Solicit from MOX fuel fabricators cost and schedul i for ad
that process.

Regulstion: Petition the Nuclear Regul. to ine how other nations
regulate MOX fuel fabrication and how the US can :dap( these procedures.

R&D and engineering analyses: |) Vm(’y :hemwnl dunb:h(yllong tcrm performance of
the zircon waste form under deep b and 2) Determine
adaptation of the MOX fuel fabrication prooess 3) Delermme optimum method for
adding Cesium-137 to meet spent fuel P percent wastc
loading. 5) Resolve criticality issues.

6) Opti for safeguards: waste loading, size of the waste form, number of
waste-form units. 7) Conform zircon waste form lo waste- aceptance specifications
developed for disposal.

The United States policy and scientific communities have the talent and resources to
operationatize the zircon option quickly, blishing it as the plary model that will make

the world a safer place. We urge its prompt adoption.
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FACTIMAS: Q2VPIEwIe
CHARLES B JOUY DINICT, &373r- 0732

April s, 1996

The Honorable Hazel O/Leary

S00r of Energy

orrestal Building

000 Indapandence Avenue S.W.
ashington, D.C. 20383

Dear Ms: O’laary,

I am-the Demccratic candidate for Congress from the 3rd
District of Tennessae.. On April st of this year I attended the
Dok publiv hearing on the M tic Pavi 1 Iapact
Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and Kanagement ss both a

dopoerned. oitizer and a candidate for Congress.

partiofpating in that public heariny I wish to advige you
_nm.ny of wy deep concern that this.adminfstrative proceeding
‘is seriously Tlawed.

At the risk of stating the abvious, this entire procesding
is about dcwnsizing of DOE’'s mission in an entirely new
gedpolitical context. It is obvious that thers aAre sevaral
sitas, notably including both Los Alamos and'Oak Ridge, .competing
for-the atockpiling and stewsrdship functions which will remain
onos donnmizing: is completed.

it is also apparent that'a dovnsizing vhich siBply involved
a reduction -of cxihslnq stockpiling and stewardship activities at
existing sites would require no nev environmantal impact
statemant. That a PEIS has been prepared at all speaks
aXoquently fo the fact that the .DOE plan.from.the ocutset has been
to perform atockpile and stewardship activities either at new
locations and/or to a much greater axtent than previously

The documents ostensibly comprising the underlying
administrative record in the PEIS amount to more than f{ve inches
of reading material of a highly complex and tec¢hnical nature.
Participants at the public hearing, and especially public
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CHARLES N. JOLLY
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The Honorable Hazel O‘Leary
April s, 1996
Page 2

ofticialas wera highly critical of DOE‘s procedure of making these
background documents available only a matter of days before the
hearing seriously impairing the public’s ability .to familiarize
themselves wvith the data. and assumptions vhich underlie the PRIS.

The proceedings were compromised further by the combination
of the hearings on stockpile and stewardship PIIS with' the
hearings on the Storage and Disposition of Weapons PEIS with all
of its attendant adminiatrative record. And, although the
underlying documents.vers only available at the last minute there
was an abundance of visual aids and even subject specific video
which obviously had been prepared well in advance of the Oak
Ridge hearinqg.

The nat inpression was that DOE was not proceeding even-
handedly to obtain-informed input on a question still undecided.
Rather ths impression was that DOE was attempting to overwhelm
Oak Ridge with papar and slick presentations in an atteapt to
sull a preordained conalusion which favored los Alamos without
regard for critical facts and factors which favor Oak Ridge.

In this context it should hardly be surprising that the PRIS
hearings have been vieved with public skepticiem and not
inconsidarable resentment. DOE has further compounded ‘an already
acits cradibility problem assigning major responsibility for
developmeht of the PRIS aduinistrative record .to Los Alamos

rsonnel when. it .im cbvious on its face that 1os- Alawos is one
of the sites compating for future stevardsliip activit{es. This
action. destroys any illusion of fairness or objectivity, and
instead oconjures up visions of foxes designing henhouses.

It is my feeling that the administrative record of this
procesding so abundantly demonstrates 2 lack of even-handednass
that a defensible conclusion to this proceeding is impossible. I
urge you to put an immediate end to the travelling road show
presenting the Stockpila and Stewardship PEIS and the Storage and
Disppsition of Weapons PRIS and instead davelop a procese wheresby
each of the competing locations can be objectivaly evaluated in a
fair and objective process.

Based on wy own partioipalion a.« first hand observation, X
would find it impossible to defend DOE’s decision making process
in this proceeding as it has unfolded.

1/08.02.00

1/08.02.00
cont.

2/08.02.00

08 02 00 Comment Number 1

The combining of meetings was done at the specific request of the public near
several DOE sites and not to have any negative impact on the public review
process. This request was based upon a need to hear how these documents
were related to one another and to avoid requiring public attendance at several
meetings spanning several days. The Draft PEIS and reference documents
were made available in advance of the public meetings.

08 02 00 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy does not view the NEPA process as a competition
among sites. It is viewed as a process for determining the environmental
impacts for a series of alternatives and specific sites. This information then
can be presented, along with other information to the decisionmaker so that
good sustainable decisions can be made.

sasuodsay pup

SJUUWINIO(] IUWWO)



8C1-¢

CHAMBLISS AND BANNER PLIC, CHATTANOOGA, TN,
CHARLES N. JOLLY
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The Honorable Hazel O‘Leary
April 5, 1996
Pagqe 3

I would appreciate your personal response to this letter at
your earliest opportunity and would further request that a copy
of these remarks be placed in the administrative record af both
the Stockpila and Stewardship PEIS and the Storage and
Disposition of Weapons-Usable Pisible Materials Draft PEIS.

Very truly yours,

CZipn ey A \Wc‘zg
Charlas N, Jolly

oc: U.S8. Department of Energy
oftice of Reconfiguration
PO Bax 3417
Alexandria, Virginia 22302
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CHARLESS, ADDIS, JR.
PAGE 1 OF 2

April 22, 1996

My name is Addis Charless, Jr. 1 own, livc on, and operate a ranch ten miles north of the

Pantex facility.

Although I am somewhat comfortable with the current mission at Pantex, I have marked
reservations about an expanded role at Pantex that would include perrnanent storage of
plutonium pits, other plutonium scrap, uranium, etc., as well as processing/reprocessing
of same, and the possiblity that a nuclcar reactor of whatever type might be built there to

accommeodate any burning of mixed oxide fuel (MOX), or to produce tritium.

To cxpand Pantex’s role to accommodate any or all of the above is to me grossly
irresponsible in view of the fact that the plant lies above the largest fresh water aquifer in
the U. S., and that said aquifer is the lifeblood of this arca’s agniculture industry. Why
the Ogallala aquifer has not been classified as a Class 1 water source is a puzzlement to

me

None of the drafl PEIS’s have adequately addressed what would happen to this area’s
farm and ranch cconomy if a significant accident releasing substantial quantities of
radionuclides werc to occur regardless of how well it were to be cleaned up. ! think the
public's perception of the contamination would be such that it would make our products

unmerchantable not just for the immediately affected area, but for the entire Panhandle’s

products.

1/08.03.01

2/09.04.04

3/03.09.04

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

09 04 04 Comment Number 2

Currently, waste/hazardous material treatment/handling operations are
regulated to minimize the potential for releases of hazardous substances to the
soil or surface water which could then migrate to the groundwater.

The Ogallala Aquifer has not been classified as a Class | (that is, sole source)
aquifer since other sources of drinking water are available in areas above this
aquifer.

09 09 04 Comment Number 3

Perceived risks are not exactly quantified. The impacts of such perceived
risks to a region’s economy are more difficult to evaluate. Moreover, NEPA
documents do not, as a practice, include market analyses for housing. tourism.
or agricultural products. Statements can be made that part of a region’s
economy (for example, agriculture) would be adversely impacted by a releasce
of nuclear material. However, the degree of that impact cannot be quantified.
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CHRISTIANSON, MARLENE, POCATELLO, ID
PAGE10F 1

Comment 1D: POOO9

Date Received: Apnl 18, 1996

Name: Marlene Christianson

Address: 1045 Concord
Pocatello, ID

Transcription:

[ would definitely like to telt you no, do not bring anymore of this type of thing to 1daho. We're
sitting over an aquifer. | have children and grandchildren growing up in the area. [t takes 20-30
years before we know what affect this would have on them. There are lists, endless lists, of train
wrecks and derailments over the Jast this last 3-4 months. It's not safe. [t’'s not necessary. Stop
this killing of people in order to learn how to kill more people.

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at INEL. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

Section 4.4 and Appendix G provide the results of the transportation analyses
indicating that the transportation impacts are minimal.
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CHUBB, WALSTON, MURRYSVILLE, PA
PAGE 1 OF 2

April 11, 1336
U.S. Dept. Of snerpry
Cffice ol Fisslle Jateriuls
P.0. dox 237€6
washington, DC 22025 - 3786

fe: Draft Freyrarmatic :i3 for 3tcrage ond S1snositicn of Wespons
Usable sissile .ateriala (DCb/:i.S - 02223).

Cear Sirs,

The uuthors ol this dralt PZIS have acuepteéd conventicnal
wisdoms without due cautlon nr cersilderstion. It is wishful tainking
to lpugine thit flasionable Zuterials can be disposed oI ua -0
%€y were worthlese unrojancee. his error 1s expressed Ir the
crument (page 4-233) thet "Pu (disposed of) 1s lost Iorever”.
Flasionable 13otopes have s natural property which zlves thew a
unijue vulue. That property camnot oe Jdestroyed by wishiul thinxing.
1t 1s wasteful and tutile to oury fisslonudle lsotopes in unguerded,
unonitorel craves. An Zl13 on the stcrage &rd disposition of rlsclile
raterials Tust concider the effrrta thut most people are willing
to uske to actulre extremely valuable materiasls. <nl; worthlesa
trzsh has u chance of rezaining unlisturived after burlsl.

Those vho atand in awe of the [issionable isotopea
don't seem %0 appreciate the fact that the separution of one isotope
from its sister lsotopes 1a a I17ficult operation, a "value-adied”
operaticn. The current market price ¢f naturs] ursnium 1s w13.25 per
pound or approximately ,3330 per pound of meparsble U-235. chat 1s
more trhan half the current price of refined gold. Separatiorn of
1sotopes usually incresses value by 100 to 13,030 times depending
upon the "difllculty” snd desree of separstior. 95, pure Y-235 1is
prooably worth cver ,3 million per pcund, about 520 times the
value 3f pure uold. The fissionable isotope, Fu-233, can be assurned
tc have a value similar to thot of u-238.,

The draft PEI3 is proposing to store or Jdispose of
38.2 metric tons of surplus Pu-239 worth about »?52, 232,003,000.
Cne suggestion involves digging 23 boreholes (graves) about 4 im
deep. Each grave 18 to contaln about 180 critical masses of Pu
1n a 500 foot length of each grave. That suggestion constitutes
expensive, hazardous, insecure starage, not disposal. sor 5000
yoars, enterprising grave roobers have outwitted the best efforts
of people to take their wealth with them in death. Fisalonable
1sotopes aure already appearing on the clandestine markets ol
8 werld with maturing plutonium economies.

The luﬁgenlon that surplus Pu be adulterated with
glass, zeolites and/or C8-137 13 perverse. Dllution is an additional

operation requiring expense ind resulting in a volume increase.

A viluze increase will make storame snd recovery more expersive.
C8-137 has a half-life of 20 years. It will have to be replenished
at least every 300 years. Future eupplies of C9-127 will have to be
purchased from csuntries which have developed aconomically successful
plutonium economies.

1/01.02.00

1/01.02.00
cont.

2/05.00.08

010200 Comment Number 1

Comment noted. Use of the Borehole Alternative for disposition would
provide barriers to recovery and reuse that do not exist with current storage
practices. These include both radiological and physical barriers. Further, if
the Borehole Alternative were chosen, it would not be left unguarded.
Appropriate monitoring, safeguards, and security measures would be
provided. With regard to burning Pu in reactors, some individuals argue that
this alternative is more unacceptable than the Borehole Alternative because it
results in residual Pu that could, under some conditions, be recovered and
used in a weapon. All of the alternatives considered in the PEIS result in Pu
being placed in a condition where diversion and reuse is extremely unlikely
due to a combination of physical and radiological barriers, administrative
controls, and international inspections. NEPA requires that DOE consider a
range of reasonable alternatives for Pu disposition, and accordingly, both the
Borehole and Reactor Burning Alternatives were included. The preference for
continued secure storage noted in this comment is also addressed in the PEIS
under the No Action Alternative.

0500 08 Comment Number 2

Diluting Pu makes it unattractive for reuse in weapons and, hence, enhances
nonproliferation goals. A need to reestablish a radiation barrier after 300
years using cesium-137 (Cs-137) would be precluded by geologic disposal of
these material forms. As discussed in the PEIS (Appendix H), all surplus Pu
disposition alternatives ultimately require geologic disposal.
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CHUBB, WALSTON, MURRAYSVILLE, PA
PAGE 2 OF 2

-2-

the lack of due conelderation in thie PEIS 18 clearly 2/05.00.08
demonatrated by the suggestion which requires that the U.S. purchase
Ce-137 from = more advanced courtry. Apparently, there hae been no | cont.
consideration of the environmental-econcmic lmpact or spending &aocut
¥10 billion to bulld an industrial ccmplex to (1) downgrade the 3/07.01 00
value of our surplue Pu or (2) to recover valuable ru from the .
"much larger and growing quantity of Pu that exists in spent
nuclear fuel”. Cnly fools would attempt to make a weapon from
reactor-grade plutonium. Econcmically successful companies make
producte Dy adding value to thelr raw materials. wWasteful policies
have juintupled the federal devt since 1980,

The separated fiasionable isotopes of uranium and
plutonium command the custodial care due to extremely valuaple and
potentially dangerous materials. They should be stored in a repository
at least as secure as Fort Knox. They must oe stored in containers
representing a small fraction or a critical mass. The containers must
be msparated by neutron absoroing oarriers or walls, Ihe storage
rooms must be able to drain rapidly by gravity if the rooms should
start to fill with water for any reason. the sconomic and environmental
damage that might be caused by uninformed or haphazard disposition
of fissionable materials could be enormous.

Cur government's alleged concern about the izaginary
hazards of weapons proliferation from conauming weapons-grade
Plutonium to produce nuclear elsctricity is contradictory, as noted
above. The government's real concerm has to do with the ability of 1/01.02.00
nuclear energy to compete with fossil energy. Secure storage of our :
surplus fissile naterails should be sufficient to satisfly this mean cont.
and unpatriotic concern. Continuing growth of the federal debt should
force us back onto the road to peace and prosperity within a few

WLile CLKG

Walston Chubb
3450 HacArthur Drive
durryaville, PA 15668

Sincerely,

412-327-8592

07 01 00 Comment Number 3

Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, were provided in Technical
Summary Reports for disposition beginning in late July 1996. Recovery of Pu
from the “much larger and growing quantity of Pu that exists in spent nuclear
fuel” is outside the scope of the PEIS.

sasuodsay pup
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CINQUEMANI, D. K. & F. L., MONTCLAIR, NJ
PAGE1o0F1

535 Upper Mountain Avenue
Montclalr, NJ 07043-1506
June 5, 1996

U, S. Department of Energy

Oftice of Fissile Materiats Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Storage and Disposition of Weapons Usable Fissile Materials: MOX Proposal:

We are unalterably opposed to the Department of Energy plan fo allow commercial
nuclear reactors to use MOX, mixed oxide, which as we all know is largely a blend of
piutontum and uranium.

1. The inftial cost of one or more new plants which would cost at least $1 billion.

2. The use of MOX would greatly increase both the volume and radicactivity of the
commercial nuclear power plant waste.

3. Thete are extremely dangerous proliteration problems posed by commercial power
plant use of MOX:

a. Ris relatively easy 1o separate the plutonium trom the other components ot MOX.

b. The transportation of the unused luel would require military escorts. There would
be long Irips throughout the U. S. A. and Canada. We assume fue! storage would also
require military protection. =

¢. Terrorism, national and international, is increasing. With so many private “militia”
and others, there would be a ready market for MOX.

4. There are at least two options already Identitied for plutonium: continued storage
and vitritication. We favor the latter.

Please do not make what is likely to become a catastrophic mistake. The world is
lucky lo have had but one Chernobyl so far. but there have been so many near dis-
asters. Don't facilitate another unnecessary holocaust.

Sincerely yours,

N s 2 o
RN ﬂ ' f’\ Cen
Dr.D. K. & F. L. Cinquemant

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Decisions on disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials will be made based upon environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
Input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Immobilization Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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CITIZENS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE,
DEBRA K. ABDALLAH
PAGE 1 OF 4

o-l'-‘lsu_;ligiigg
Progs I bmpact S the foliowing comments have been
drafied for corsideration before the Rooard of Dacision is snsounced. May 1 begia with
the following obeervatien of the Department of Prergys ples for SRS

1‘!‘" s "R bly P e Muture Progress s
SRS." L ng proposed i

1) Svorage and Disposkion of Phetorswn snd Highly Eariched Urssium
2) Forsign Rossarch Reactor Spent Nucloar Pust

3) Highly Hariched Uraniven Disposition

4) loswrimn of Nucher

5) Sueckpile Swwardehip and Management

6) Tritium Supply snd Recycting
7) Wasie Management
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CITIZENS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE,
DEBRA K. ABDALLAH
PAGE2OF 4

Thecunuhim:mpmofthe mmmdmmdumuhmnmmnng
effect on the p and | status of the siates of South Carotina and
Omgm mevple.Mm)dqu%lmnuinw-mupmmeno-mon

ive. Collocation would for approximatcly 11% of the wtal annual waste

water discharpe, along with i d i 0 wetlands and aquatic resources from
discharges from propoud fmlmca In nddmon. mmonty and low income communitics
would be adversely and d focted in the event of a radiological

madelnlﬁmllummul nleuc

Consider that neither of the options of choice in the PEIS for the Siorage and
Disposition of Weapons-Useblc Fissile Materials can eliminate the environmental, safety
and health risks, nor the dangers of protiferation. These available options can only
reduce the risks, tharefore, this pape: cites vitrification as the disposition altemative of
choice. However, this disposition alternative does not come withowt scvers challonges,
particularly in the area of environmental justice.

Deda on geographic distribution of low income and minority populations and
prevailing wind conditions are used to assess whether soxic/hazardous pollutants and
radiological relesses from the proposed actions would be emitted disproportionately in

the direction of these p i If SRS it the site of choioe for the storage and
dwpmlmofhm couldbepmenmlemnmmmt Justice impacts due to the large
low i and y pop idi mmeomeudjnemmheSRS‘
(PEIS). These jes have mi ions of greater thet 50 percent and several
otharcouuh)mmudmgﬂ\eﬂu Mvepqmlmomofgrmulhmum Hence,
low and ity populations would be dispror ffected by an

idental reloase. B of this very signifi ﬂetorevanlhoughvmﬁmonmhc

mothod of disposition cised here, picase be advised that SRS is not the site of choice

1t is further recommended that:
pilot plants be constructed 1o test various vitrification
sechnologies thet are specific o the different forms
of Pu recoramended for vitrification;

vitrification must also be proven to be sechnologically safe;
spart from criticality sccidents, other types of accidents,
such as spills of radioactive matcrials might occur during

1/09.00.06

2/09.12.06

2/09.12.06
cont.

3/08.03.01

4/15.00.00

5/09.09.06

09 00 06 Comment Number 1

Section 4.7 of the PEIS analyzes the cumulative impacts for all of the
Proposed Alternatives. Future site-specific NEPA analyses would provide a
more detailed analysis, including further study of wetlands and aquatic
resources.

09 12 06 Comment Number 2

The PEIS assessed potential health impacts from the accidental release of
radiation for all of the Proposed Alternatives. The Environmental Justice
section further evaluated whether such impacts would be disproportionately
borne by low-income and minority communities. As discussed in Section 4.5
of the Draft PEIS, data on the distribution of the low income and minority
populations and historical information on the prevailing wind conditions
indicate that these minority and low-income populations would not likely be
disproportionately affected in the event of an accidental release. The PEIS,
however, does note that under certain conditions, low-income and minority
populations could be disproportionately affected by such an accidental
release.

08 0301 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at SRS. Decisions on the storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

15 00 00 Comment Number 4

Comment noted. DOE is currently testing the can-in-canister technology for
vitrification. Should DOE choose new vitrification technologies for
implementation, a pilot plant would be needed for the demonstration, and
NEPA documentation would be prepared, as appropriate.
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CITIZENS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE,
DEBRA K. ABDALLAH
PAGE 3 OF 4

Pu vitrificati P should be studicd as an EIS under
NEPA 30 that a sound deciston regarding the choices of
technology can be madc;

Disadvantage of sdding Pu vitrification to DWPF at SRS is
the delay in the vitrification of the 34 millions galions of
High Level Waste that are already scheduled for the facility.
Far greaterp ial for envi ) ion exists
from the siorage this nonvitrified waste. The
of such accidemts with liquid wastes would atso be far more
scvere than those of sccidents that might occur from storage
of vitrified high lcvel radioactive wastes.

It is hereby recommended that Pu is treated as & wasie product rather than as &
resource. The disposition of Pu as a waste product would be fairly low in cost (if it is

proliferstion-resistant. lowever, if SRS is the site of choice for this procedure, then
extensive cnvi [ and ed must be offered to the surrounding
communitics, especially those that would be exposed in the event of an accident. These
communities must slso be made sware of aay and afl emergency procedures and
o0 routes. Considering the extent that such an accident coutd have on

location of these residents is an even more visble option to insure their

heaith and safety.
The PEIS also states that radistion exposure is morc likely to produce somatic
cffects than genetic effects as exposure risks 1o these same individuals who live in the 50
mile mdius of the site. They are therefore, at risks from exposure from past and present
releases and from any accidental releasc should Pu be stored and disposed of at SRS.

1t is farther ded that the fotk

ing be given full consideration:

Putting Pu in non weapons-usable form as soon as possible,
panble with p of ew . workers and
community health;

Options must 1n pli with all envi |

imtegrated with the cwrvent vitrification progrem at SRS) and it would be rendered highly,

4/15.00.00
cont.

. 6/11.00.06

7/01.04.00

8/09.09.06

09 09 06 Comment Number 5

To protect public and workers’ health and safety, Pu disposition facilities will
be designed to comply with current Federal, State, and local laws; DOE
Orders; and industrial codes and standards. This will provide a plant that is
highly resistant to the effects of natural phenomena and internal events such
as fire and explosion. Furthermore, the PEIS analyzed the probabilities and
human health consequences of the potential accidents for proposed Pu
disposition alternatives including the Vitrification Alternative.

11 00 06 Comment Number 6

Comment noted. Should DOE decide to conduct Pu vitrification at SRS, any
schedule conflict would be resolved prior to implementation.

0104 00 Comment Number 7

The determination of whether or not Pu should be considered a waste, is
beyond the scope of the PELS. Furthermore, whether or not Pu is a waste, will
not change the range of disposition alternatives addressed in the PEIS. NEPA
requires that the environmental impacts for all reasonable alternatives be
considered for the Proposed Action. While immobilization is clearly a
reasonable alternative, so arc reactor burning and boreholes. The non-
proliferation risks of each alternative will be carefully considered and
factored into the ROD for disposition. Cost, schedule, and technical analyses
have been conducted by DOE and will also be factored into the ROD.

09 09 06 Comment Number 8

To respond to potential accidents, DOE Orders specify the requirements for
emergency preparedness at DOE facilities. Each DOE site has established an
Emergency Management Program that incorporates activities associated with
cmergency planning, preparedness, and response. The emergency plans at
cach site would be revised to incorporate future DOE requirements and
expanded to incorporate the addition of new facilities.

sasuodsay puv
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CITIZENS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE,
DEBRA K. ABDALLAH
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m-ﬂ-ﬁvhnﬂm hmhmmm
tha reality thel i d hendling, p ng. snd wmwporting of Pu
mmmmﬁ—.—lmaumwm

new risks may ofThet axisting risks from present methods of storage:

Tmhmnm;ﬁnmt—.hkn
ng plants 10 prodwce more Py thet is
mmlw-dvmundnnhdnh

Volumes of wastes are d grestly in rep g and is the most
mmdm-uwmmwm

adioacaive fiasion products snd is in o liquid form which
-ﬂh“hhﬁ;

Favironments! costs and health risks of reprocessing creates streams of
radicective matevials like

the stmospheric releass of C-14 in the form
of C-14 dicxide and krypren-$S;

wmammw
with radiossclides that are reicascd into the
mvironnant.

Jusion, et us strengthen US and i ional fissite ials oontrol

efforts and do 1t with in the Joast costly methods that also subject v 10 the fewest health,
and savirermental health and safity risks.

Respectfully subminted:

T

9/09.00.08

10/15.00.00

09 00 08 Comment Number 9

Comment noted. Analyses in the PEIS consider the potential environmental
impacts of the handling, processing, and transportation of the surplus
weapons-usable materials.

150000 Comment Number 10

Comment noted.
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CITIZENS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, SAVANNAH, GA,
MUSTAFA MOHAMMED

PAGE10OF1
Comment 1D: PO035
Date Received: May 1, 1996
Name: Mustafa Mohammed
Organization: Citizens for Environmental Justice
Address: 818 West Carter Street
Savannah, GA
Transcnption:

[ am in disfavor of the storage of weapons-usable fissile materials at the Savannah River Site. |
am also totally against any reform plan such as your consolidated alternative. I am against any of
your storage plans. [ mean your plan that have for storing this plutonium. [ am also in disfavor
of the lidation of pl i \ ives unless it's at another sit2. 1 am also in disfavor of
your upgrading of any one of your multipie sites. 1 am also in disfavor of your no action
alternative. [ am in favor of actually getting the Savannah River Site out of Savannsh period.
Thank you.

1 am 2 member of Citizens for Environmental Justice. | am totally against the existence of any
borehole being created on the Savannah River Site, of the storage of any plutonium. | am salso |
think all of your programs, your alternative programs ad subaltcmative programs, are very
primitive. [ also are in disfavor of your consolidation alternatives, your upgrading facilities, and
also am also not in favor for any of your anything that's dealing with the storage of plutonium at

the Savannah River Site, except your lidation of the pi jum which would hopefully be
moved to one of your other five sites, of the other six sites besides the Savannah River Site.
Thank you.

1/08.03.01

| 2/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to
long-term storage. Decisions on storage of weapons-usable fissile materials
will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies,
national policy considerations, and public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at SRS. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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CITY OF AMARILLO, OFFICE OF CItY COMMISSIONER,
AMARILLO, TX, HONORABLE DIANNE BOSCH
PAGE 1 OF 4

HON. DIANNE BOSCH

CITY COMMISSIONER

CITY OF AMARILLO, TEXAS

COMMENTS ON THE STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP AND MANAGEMENT
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT,

STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF FISSILE MATERIALS PROGRAMMATIC
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND

THANK YOU FOR THE CHANCE TO ADDRESS THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY IN THIS INTERACTIVE WORKSHOP FORMAT. AS AN
AMARILLO CITY COMMISSIONER SINCE 1989, I HAVE WITNESSED
COUNTLESS D.O.E. HEARINGS ON PANTEX. THE GIVE-AND -TAKE
BETWEEN THE AUDIENCE AND THE D.O.E. OFFICIALS IS VERY
INFORMATIVE TO EVERYONE IN ATTENDANCE. THE D.O.E. IS TO BE
APPLAUDED FOR THE USE OF AN INTERACTIVE FORMAT, AND SHOULD

CONTINUE TO USE IT IN FUTURE HEARINGS.

THE D.O.E. IS ALSO TO BE APPLAUDED FOR THE OPEN MANNER WITH
WHICH IT HAS, AND CONTINUES TO, ADDRESS LOCAL
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS. WE ARE ALSO THANKFUL THAT GOOD
MANAGEMENT AT PANTEX BY THE D.O.E.'S CONTRACTORS, MASON &
HANGER AND BATTELLE, HAS PREVENTED PANTEX FROM HAVING
ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS OF THE TYPE AND MAGNITUDE FOUND

AT OTHER D.O.E. SITES. AS IS EVIDENT BY THE LARGE TURNOUT

TONIGHT, THIS COMMUNITY STRONGLY SUPPORTS PANTEX, AND THIS

S1dd 1vuld S]PMADW 11851
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CITY OF AMARILLO, OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSIONER,
AMARILLO, TX, HONORABLE DIANNE BOSCH
PAGE 2 OF 4

SUPPORT COMES IN LARGE MEASURE FROM THE D.O.E.’S
COMMITMENT TO OUR LOCAL ENVIRONMENT. THAT CONTINUED
COMMITMENT TO THE ENVIRONMENT IS CRITICAL FOR COMMUNITY

SUPPORT OF ALL CONTINUED OR NEW MISSIONS AT PANTEX.

REGARDING THE STOCKPILE STEWARD SHIP AND MANAGEMENT PEIS,
I STRONGLY SUPPORT THE CHOICE OF PANTEX AS THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE FOR THE ASSEMBLY AND DISASSEMBLY MISSION. THIS
COMMUNITY 1S EXTREMELY PROUD THAT PANTEX PLAYED AN
IMPORTANT PART IN WINNING THE COLD WAR, AND WILL CONTINUE
TO PLAY A CRITICAL ROLE IN REDUCING THE SIZE OF THE NATION'S
NUCLEAR ARSENAL IN THE POST-COLD WAR PERIOD. KEEPING THIS
MISSION AT PANTEX IS NOT ONLY THE RIGHT CHOICE FOR AMARILLO,
IT ALSO MAKE SENSE FROM A NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE BECAUSE IT
MAINTAINS A CONTINGENT PRODUCTION CAPABILITY, AND IT SAVES
MORE THAT 1.5 BILLION DOLLARS WHEN COMPARED TO THE COST OF

TRANSFERRING THE WORK TO THE NEVADA TEST SITE.

AS LONG AS WE ARE ON THE SUBJECT OF COST SAVINGS AND
RETENTION OF PRODUCTION CAPABILITY, THE D.O.E. MUST NOT LET
THE HIGH EXPLOSIVE (H.E.) FABRICATION MISSION BE MOVED FROM

PANTEX. PANTEX EMPLOYEES HAVE SUCCESSFULLY PERFORMED

THIS MISSION FOR MORE THAN FORTY YEARS, AND THERE IS

SIUWUND0(T JUIWWO))
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CrTY OF AMARILLO, OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSIONER,
AMARILLO, TX, HONORABLE DIANNE BOSCH
PAGE 3 0OF 4

ABSOLUTELY NO REASON FOR THIS WORK TO BE MOVED. WHEN THE
WEAPONS COMPLEX WAS ORGANIZED, IT MADE LOGICAL SENSE TO
LOCATE HIGH EXPLOSIVE WORK WITH ASSEMBLY AND DISASSEMBLY.
IT STILL MAKES SENSE. FURTHERMORE, THE D.O.E.’S OWN ANALYSIS
INDICATES THAT THE COST OF TRANSFERRING H.E. WORK TO NEW
MEXICO LABS WOULD BE FIFTY MILLION DOLLARS. IT 1S
INCONCEIVABLE. THAT THE D.0.E. MIGHT SEEK TO JUSTIFY SPENDING
FIFTY MILLION DOLLARS ONLY TO END UP WITH LESS PRODUCTION
CAPABILITY IN A LOCATION THAT HAS NEVER PERFORMED THIS

MISSION.

IN TERMS OF STORAGE AND DISPOSITION ACTIVITIES, I WOULD FIRST
LIKE TO NOTE MY PREVIOUS COMMENTS ABOUT THE NEED TO
PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT. 1 AM ENCOURAGED BY THE PREVIOUS
COMMENTS ABOUT THE NEED TO PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT. 1 AM
ENCOURAGED BY THE OUTSTANDING ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD THAT
PANTEX HAS REGARDING STORAGE OF PLUTONIUM OVER MANY
YEARS. 1 HOPE THAT THE D.O.E. WILL MAKE THE RIGHT CHOICE AND
CONTINUE THE SAFE STORAGE OF SURPLUS PLUTONIUM AT PANTEX. 1
ALSO HOPE THAT THE D.0.E. WILL KEEP IN MIND THAT PLUTONIUM

FROM DISMANTLED WEAPONS REPRESENTS A TREMENDOUS

INVESTMENT AND MAY PROVE TO BE A VALUABLE ASSET IN CIVILIAN

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of
Pantex. Decisions related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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CITY OF AMARILLO, OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSIONER,
AMARILLO, TX, HONORABLE DIANNE BOSCH

PAGE40F 4
USE. [ URGE THE D.O.E. TO CHOOSE PANTEX AS THE SITE FOR
1/08.03.01
ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND DISPOSITION ACTIVITIES. cont.

ONCE AGAIN, THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON
THE D.O.E.’S PLAN FOR THE FUTURE OF PANTEX. PANTEX HAS BEEN
AN IMPORTANT PART OF OUR REGIONAL ECONOMY FOR MANY YEARS,
AND WE SUPPORT THE CONTINUATION OF ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND
OPERATIONS AT THE PLANT. 1 WOULD ALSO LIKE TO THANK ALL THE

CONCERNED CITIZENS OF OUR COMMUNITY WHO HAVE MAKE THE

EFFORT TO ATTEND THIS MEETING TONIGHT.
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£ MAYOR LARRY HALER
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W
I CITY OF RICHLAND, OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, RICHLAND, WA,

Comments of Richland Mayor Larry Haler
April 11, 1996 Public Meeting on Storage and
Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials
Draft Programmatic Environmental impact Statement

Good evening. | am Larry Haler, Mayor of Richland. | also serve as Chairman of the
"Hanford Communities.” an intergovernmental organization that represents the
interests of citles and counties most -directly effected by Hanford. As you are
concluding a long day of meetings. let me extend a hat belated wel to the
Tri-Cities!

| have a prepared statement | would ke to read and leave with you. We will be
benitting writt within the month.

The Programmatic Envi i Imp 3 or PEIS, on Storage and
Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials is of great interest to the City of
Richiand and the other local gavernments in this area. Hanford, directly to our north,
is identified as one of six DOE candidate sites for long-term storsge of weapons-
ussble plutonium. Two of the disposition ahtematives noted in the PEIS are
perticularly well suited to Hanford.

We would be proud to have Hanford heip reduce the giobal nuclear weapons threat.
However, we do have some misgivings. Neurly half of sl Hanford workers live in
Richlend. |mmmmwmmumy,nm|umnmme
well-being. mmmwmmmnwmmmmgh
our communities is & factor we must consider. We mest also safeguerd the quality
of our natural environment.

wmmabhm.manmthﬂmmemmymhm
by others in the Pacific North as a dumping ground for radicscth As
DOEuMmmmeﬂnnHM,mmmm
onterprises into this srea to remein viable. Posit ity image is critically
important to our economic diversification afforts.

waumdwmhnmmotoMPQSﬂbocmfulyMopod. We have
ppointed s hnical advh ,cmwoxﬂoﬂﬂnmwuhty,

tion. and sock o | of 8 new plutonism mission for Hanford.
Thceonmimoboganlumdydothhwuk.mdmhopotohwoourohﬂod
govomhgbombnvhwﬁnkmrkmdmommdomhymmddﬂnmm.

1/10.00.00

2/09.08.01

WA-016

10 00 00 Comment Number 1

Transportation safety is assured since Federal regulations require the use of
packagings that cannot release dangerous quantities of radioactive material
under the most severe accident conditions. During more than 40 years of DOE
shipment activity, there has never been an accidental release of radioactive
material that has caused injury or death. The maximum potential health risk
from transporting materials associated with the Proposed Alternatives are
evaluated and presented in Section 4.4 and Appendix G of the PEIS.

09 08 01 Comment Number 2

The socioeconomic analysis estimates impacts to employment, income,
housing, and community services. These impacts are estimated using
standard methodology and can be quantified and compared across sites. The
disposal of radioactive wastes from other DOE sites is not within the scope of
this PEIS. This PEIS analyzes the expected waste disposal for Proposed
Actions at Hanford, and compared the amount to the existing environment.
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CITY OF RICHLAND, OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, RICHLAND, WA,

MAYOR LARRY HALER
PAGE2 OF 3

Comements of Mchiand Page 2
Mayor Larry Haler

Fabricating phstonium into mixed-oxide. or MOX, fuel and burming it in reactors is one
of the disposal options noted in the PEIS. The Washington Public Powsr Supply
System has made a proposal to the Department of Energy to bumn a bundle of MOX
fu-ln-d-monmﬂon Our City Council fully supports the Supply System in this

. We also age DOE ider the Supply System’s unfinished nuciear
power pbm on the Hanford Shve as a sscond MOX fuel facility. The Fast Flux Test
Facility, or FFTF, provides yet another opportunity for burning of MOX fuel. The FFTF
offers additional velus in the potential for production of trittum and vital medical
isotopes. We aiso have at Hanford the "Fuel and Materials Examination Facllity,” or
FMEF, the only facifity in the country that has been designed and is available to cost-
eftectively manufacture MOX fuel.

As you can see, Henford offers a complete, safe, and secure industrial complex
ble of storing pi manufacturing and burning MOX fuels, vitrifying waste
products, and handiing spent fuel. The Supply System and private companies have
ndicated interest in participating in this important endeavor. We have a talented and
experisnced work force and the hdunrinl inh-mmro necessary to perform »
plutonhm nongo and dl 1] A ing we achieve necessary public
and support and address legitimate concerns through effective
mlﬂgnﬂn mouum 1 bolh\n Hanford will prove to be well suited to play a plutonium
and di

In closing. | should mention that the short imeline for commenting on the PEIS heas
made our review particularly difficult. One problem is thn thou ar- very faw coples
of the PEIS currently avallable. We have req les for our
committes and hope to receivae them soon. | hope you wilt consider oxtendlng the
comment period to give the public better opportunity to participate.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments this evening. We will be
carefully evaluating this opportunity for Hanford to be of service to the nuﬁon You
can expect s thoughtful written response to the PEIS from us.

3/08.03.01

4/08.02.00

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

Liquid metal reactors were not included as alternatives for Pu disposition in
the PEIS due to longer time and greater cost required to complete their
construction. The FFTF, on the other hand, is an existing reactor and could be
used for Pu burning. However, the limited capacity of the FFTF would limit
the rate at which Pu could be dispositioned and would require a much longer
timeframe for disposition than that which could be achieved with the reactor
options addressed in the PEIS.

The Department of Energy is in fact considering the FFTF, pursuant to the
ROD for the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Tritium Supply and Recycling (TSR PEIS). The ROD (December 1995, 60 FR
63878) for the TSR PEIS addressed the FFTF for tritium production as
follows:

A private group has recently suggested that it purchase the FFTF
from DOE and that DOE then contract with the private group to
make trittum at that facility. In the [Tritium Supply and Recycling
Final] PEIS, the use of the FFTF was considered and dismissed as a
long-term tritium supply option because the amount of tritium that it
could produce would only meet a percentage of the steady state
trittum requirements, and it was not reasonable to rely on operating
the facility far beyond the end of its design life. However, DOE will
evaluate the presentation made by the private group to determine
whether the operation of the FFTF might be able to play any role in
meeting future tritium requirements. If any changes are warranted to
this ROD following that review, or further NEPA documentation is
required, DOE will take appropriate action.

The Secretary of Energy has requested a review by the JASONS Panel
(eminent academic scholars and scientists) as part of the evaluation of tritium
production with the FFTF. Should the outcome of this evaluation lead to a
DOE proposal to restart the FFTF for tritium production, additional
environmental analyses would be performed, as appropriate. If the FFTE
were to be reslarted, a substantial portion of the surplus Pu that would be used
for MOX fuel could be used to fabricate FFTF driver fuel, thereby achieving
the Spent Fuel Standard for Pu disposition through irradiation in the FFTFE.
Further description of the FFTF has been added to Appendix N of the PEIS.
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CITY OF RICHLAND, OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, RICHLAND, WA,
MAYOR LARRY HALER
PAGE 3 OF 3

The Fuels and Materials Examination Facility (FMEF) is considered for use
as a long-term storage facility for Pu, and the impacts are included in Section
4.2.1 of the PEIS. For the production of MOX fuel, a generic facility was
considered for all six DOE sites. At Hanford, the MOX fuel fabrication
facility would be located in the 200-Area adjacent to 200 East. The
utilization of the FMEF would be a variant for MOX fuel fabrication at
Hanford, which is bounded by the environmental analysis for the MOX fuel
fabrication facility located in the 200-Area. Table 2.4-1 of the PEIS provides
a brief description for variants which includes “Modification/Completion of
existing facilities for MOX fabrication.” The storage options for Hanford
also include constructing a new facility. Utilization of FMEF for the
Upgrade Alternative would not preclude its use to also support Pu
disposition activities for either Reactor or Immobilization Alternatives.

080200 Comment Number 4

Additional copies of the PEIS were mailed within 2 days of receipt of the
request. The public comment period was extended to a total of 92 days.
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010200 Comment Number 1

Liquid metal reactors were not included as alternatives for Pu disposition in
the PEIS due to longer time and greater cost required to complete their
construction. The FFTF, on the other hand, is an existing reactor and could be
used for Pu burning. However, the limited capacity of the FFTF would limit
the rate at which Pu could be dispositioned and require a much longer
timeframe for disposition than that which could be achieved with the reactor
options addressed in the PEIS.

The Department of Energy is in fact considering the FFTF for the TSR PEIS.
The ROD (December 1995, 60 FR 63878) for the TSR PEIS addressed the
FFTF for tritium production as follows:

A private group has recently suggested that it purchase the FFTF
from DOE and that DOE then contract with the private group to
make tritium at that facility. In the [Tritium and Recycling Final]
PEIS, the use of the FFTF was considered and dismissed as a long-
term tritium supply option because the amount of tritium that it
could produce would only meet a percentage of the steady state
tritium requirements, and it was not reasonable to rely on operating
the facility far beyond the end of its design life. However, DOE will
evaluate the presentation made by the private group to determine
whether the operation of the FFTF might be able to play any role in
meeting future tritium requirements. If any changes are warranted to
this ROD following that review, or further NEPA documentation 1s
required, DOE will take appropriate action.

The Secretary of Energy has requested a review by the JASONS Panel
(cminent academic scholars and scientists) as part of the evaluation of the
tritium production with the FFTE. Should the outcome of this evaluation lead
to a DOE proposal to restart the FFTF for tritium production, additional
environmental analyses would be performed, as appropriate. If the FFTF
were to be restarted, a substantial portion of the surplus Pu that would be used
for MOX fuel could be used to fabricate FFTF driver fuel, thereby achieving
the Spent Fuel Standard for Pu disposition through irradiation in the FFTF.
Further description of the FFTF has been added to Appendix N of the PEIS.
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Kenneth D. Dobbin
1843 Blue Heron
West Richland, WA. 99353

May 4, 1996

U. S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P. O. Box 23786

Washington, D. C. 20026-3786

COMMENTS ON THE STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF WEAPONS-USABLE
FISSILE MATERIALS DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Dear Sir:

I respectfully req that you include the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) as a option
to disposition either weapons-grade fissile material or reactor grade plutonium. It is
an error to omit the FFTF from the Storage and Disposition of Wezapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic Envi | Impact S

medical missions and this fuel material will be needed for its operation. The FFTF
can be back on line in less than three years and could play a significant role to reduce
what the National Academy of Sciences calls a “clear and present danger® associated
with the stockpile of these materials.

The FFTF will need between 800 kg and onc metric ton (MT) per year of fissile
plutonium or uranium to fuel the multiple missions it will be asked to perform. It
will use a once-through fuel system that converts the plutonium to & spent fuel
standard. The FFTF can disposition a significant quantity of the 38 MT of surplus
weapons-grade plutonium or use a portion of the 175 MT of surplus highly enriched
uranium over the 30 years of life left in this reacwx.

Missions being considered for the FFTF include tritium for national security, medical
isotopes for cell-directed cancer therapy and treatment of other major diseases, and
commercial isotopes for agriculture and industry. Advanced Nuclear and Medical
Systems (ANMS) is a consortium of companics that is negotiating with the DOE to
operate the FFTF and privately provide these products for our Nation. ANMS has
widespread Congressional and professional support for the privatization of the FFTF.

ANMS has proposed an alliance with the Washington Public Power Supply System to

between the two facilities, a higher disposition rate of weapons usable material, and cont.
significant cost savings. The proposal would utilize the already constructed Fuels and
Materials Examination Facility (FMEF) for pl ium fuel g

The
Department of Energy (DOE) is reconsidering the use of the FFTF for defense and 1/01.02.00

jointly burn plutonium in the FFTF and WNP-2. That proposal provides synergism 1/01.02.00

010200 Comment Number 1

Liquid metal reactors were not included as alternatives for Pu disposition in
the PEIS due to longer time and greater cost required to complete their
construction. The FFTF, on the other hand, is an existing reactor and could be
used for Pu burning. However, the limited capacity of the FFTF would limit
the rate at which Pu could be dispositioned and would require a much longer
timeframe for disposition than that which could be achieved with the reactor
options addressed in the PEIS.

The Department of Energy is in fact considering the FFTF, pursuant to the
ROD for the TSR PEIS. The ROD (December 1995, 60 FR 63878) for the
TSR PEIS addressed the FFTF for tritium production as follows:

A private group has recently suggested that it purchase the FFTF
from DOE and that DOE then contract with the private group to
make tritium at that facility. In the [Tritium Supply and Recycling
Final] PEIS, the use of the FFTF was considered and dismissed as a
long-term tritium supply option because the amount of tritium that it
could produce would only meet a percentage of the steady state
tritium requirements, and it was not reasonable to rely on operating
the facility far beyond the end of its design life. However, DOE will
evaluate the presentation made by the private group to determine
whether the operation of the FFTF might be able to play any role in
meeting future tritium requirements. If any changes are warranted to
this ROD following that review, or further NEPA documentation is
required, DOE will take appropriate action.

The Secretary of Energy has requested a review by the JASONS Panel
(eminent academic scholars and scientists) as part of the evaluation of tritium
production with the FFTF. Should the outcome of this evaluation lead to a
DOE proposal to restart the FFTF for tritium production, additional
environmental analyses would be performed, as appropriate. If the FFTF
were to be restarted, a substantial portion of the surplus Pu that would be used
for MOX fuel could be used to fabricate FFTF driver fuel, thereby achieving
the Spent Fuel Standard for Pu disposition through irradiation in the FFTE.
Further description of the FFTF has been added to Appendix N of the PEIS.
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The FFTF, WNP-2, and FMEF can take advantage of reduced security issues
associated with all these facilities being located in close proximity on the Hanford
Reservation in Washington State. Also, the FFTF and FMEF already have state-of-
the-art plutonium security systems. Because Hanford is host to some of this material,
it should be considered as onc of the disposition locations.

The FFTF also creaics a teaming opportunity with Russia. The United States wants
Russia to use a once-through fucl system and not recycle. However, Russia wants to
use its fast reactors which now are a part of a fuel system that includes recycle. The
FFTF could demonstrate how to set up a fast reactor system to burn rather than breed
plutonium and conrvert significant quantitics of weapons-usable plutonium to a spent
fuel standard without recycle. The US could provide Russia with the technology to
extend the life of its BN6DO reactor and convert it to a system similar to the FFTF to
simultancously burn the material in both countries.

Converting significant quantities weapons-usable fissile material to a spent fuel
standard, providing the US with needed isotopes, and teaming with Russia to persuade
them to accept the US stance on a once-through fuel cycle is a win-win for our Nation
as well as the world. | strongly urge the DOE to include the FFTF as a viable option
in the Programmatic Envi | Impact S on the Disposition of Weapons-
Usable Fissile Materials.

Sincerely,
Kenneth D. Dobbin
Councilman, City of West Richland, Washington

Member, American Nuclear Society Eastern Washington Section, Public Information
Committee

o Senator Slade Gorton
Senator Patty Murray
Congressman Doc Hastings

The FMEF was a candidate storage facility under the Upgrade Alternative for
storage of weapons-usable fissile materials.
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CLARTON, WAYNE, RIGBY, ID

PAGE1OF 1
Comment 1D: P0027
Date Received: April 18, 1996
Name: Wayne Clarton
Address: 444 North State Street
Rigby, 1D 83432
Transcription:

I’m calling in favor of the plutonium work in 1daho at the INEL, and 1'd like to state that I'm in
favor it We have the ability to store it safely, to take care of it. It creates more jobs in the 1/08.03.01
Southeastern 1daho arca. We're in favor of it, and like to sec it come here. Thanks.

08 0301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
additional missions at INEL. Decisions on storage and disposition of
weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and
public input.
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GEORGE A. FREUND
PAGE 1 OF 6

09 00 08 Comment Number 1

Subject:
WEAPONS-USABLE MATL DPEIS Based on comments received, the Summary of the Draft PEIS was revised.

All revisions made appear in the Summary of the Final PEIS.
COMMENTS ON STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATERIALS
DRAFT DPEIS- 21/96-04GF

This comment document (#21/96-04GF) s the companion document referred 1o in 16 00 00 Comment Number 2
Comment 13 of the Coalition 21 commen document (#21/96-03RK). The comments
herein are ":;;‘ on a limited review; they should be considered symptomatic of mare The shading in Figure S-1 is designed for clarity and readability. The figure
pervasive shortcomings. . . ; ) . ‘

itself is designed only to show the relationship between the various types of
GENERAL COMMENTS: fissile material categories. The figure has been modified for the Final PEIS
A. The Summary does not represent a thoughtful summary of the entire PEIS. It is and Summary,

overburdend with marginally uselul detalls about environmental impact at the expense
of batter description of the alternatives and of the assumptions related to the various
candidate sites (c! speclfic commants S-4, S-12a&b, S-18b, §-22).

B. The environmental information in the Summary is not only too detaiied; it is
unnecessarily repatitive leading to internal inconsistencies (comments S-17, S-18a,
S-19, S-20a, $-21. S$-23b, S-37b, S-46, S-59, S-122). 1/09.00.08

C. Meaningtul comparisons that would allow dacisions to be made on environmental
factors are often lacking; some comparisons that are included are meaningless.. The
only comparisons that are really clear are the obvious ones, i e. alternatives using
existing facilitles (ANL-W Electrometallurgical or Existing LWR) havs less impact
than comparable alternatives involving new facllities (comments S-26b, $-28; S-47a,
b&d; S-48a, bbc; S-48b, S-53).

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:
These commants are keyed to the page number of the Summary. Mulliple comments on
a page sre identified by a, b etc. Location on the page Is keyed to the paragraph; a
partial parugraph at the top of the page is considerad the 1st paragraph.
S-3: By its shading, Figure S-1 calls attention only to the one material category not ly1 6.00.00
- more -
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COALITION 21, IDAHO FALLS, ID,
GEORGE A. FREUND
PAGE 2 OF 6

covered by either PEIS. It should be used as the basis for text explining what is
meant by each block on the figure.

S-4, 1st para.. Here would be the place to explain that the environmental analysis is
based on 50t of Pu and to justity sslection of that valus.

S-S5, last para.. Figure S-2 appears five pages after its first mention; too far back.
S-T(a): 1st para.: The concept of grouping the alternatives into categories s good but
is not carried through consistently (ses S-37a).

S.7b: The text after the three boxes does not relate to the last previous subheading on
page S-8.

S-12a: Better coordination between Figure S-2 and Tables S-1, S-2 and S-3 is
necessary. Table S-1 does provide appropriate additional detail on Upgrade. Tables
S-2 snd S-3 should show where at each site the new facilities would be built.
Accompanylng text should Justify these selections.

$-12b: The significance of the subaiternative for C lidation and Collocation
Altemnatives is not clear, since this subalternative Is not turther [dentified in
subsequent bar graphs (Figures S-4 etc.) or sccompanying text.

S-17: The difference in emphasis (if any) bet the section starting on this page
and going to page S-36 and the section starting on page 5-47 is nol clear. The latter
section, particularly since It explains the varlous figures, is mueh better. The former
soction seems to give unnecessary and duplicative detail, that would be better
captured In a couple of carefully thought-out chars.

S-18a, Tth para: Air quality discussion not adequately related to cofresponding text on
page S-72. Also should make I clear that the Identified sites are the only ones to
which this alternative applies.

5-18b, 7th para: C it on culturalp would not spply if the
location at INEL were Inside an oxlﬂlng fanced area which has bean previously
disturbed. From a cost and tuture onvkommal cleanup cundpolnt. such a location
would surely be d. This pp y throughout this section.
$-19, 3rd para: Page S-91 shows the lmpm on local roud lo be at Pantex not at INEL.
S-20a, 2nd para: Text on page S-88 ! an gered-sp Impact at Hanford
as waell.

S-20b, 2nd para. Would there be this adverse impact on waste management at INEL it
the facility were built inside an existing fenced area with an established
Intrastructure.

S-21: Attachment A does not address Phaseout.

§-22, Sth para: Explain earfier which forms of Pu do not lend themselves to MOX fuel
fabeication. Relate to SO/S0 spiit on page $-50 ( ion of ives) and
justity selection of that split.

§-23a: Provide distinctive shadings for INEL and NTS bargraphs. Leaving it blank (as

2/16.00.00
cont.
3/01.00.00

4/16.00.00

1/09.00.08
cont,

5/09.03.08

6/09.07.03

7/09.08.08
8/09.06.01

9/09.11.03
4/16.00.00

cont.
10/06.01.08

1/08.00.08
cont.

010000 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. In preparing the PEIS, DOE assumed the disposition of
approximately 50 t (55 tons) of Pu. Currently, DOE’s inventory of Pu for
disposition consists of 38.2 t (42.1 tons) of material declared surplus by the
President and identified in the Secretary of Energy’s Openness Initiative in
early 1996, and an additional 14.5t (15.95 tons) of reactor-grade and fuel-
grade Pu that is excess to U.S. defense needs, but which has not yet been
declared surplus by the President. The PEIS identifies annual impacts based
on throughput requirements identified for each technology. Therefore, if
amounts greater than 50 t (55 tons) are eventually declared surplus, annual
impacts would be the same but would occur over a longer period of time.

16 00 00 Comment Number 4

Comment noted. Based on comments received, the Summary has been
revised for the Final PEIS.

09 03 08 Comment Number 5§

In response to the comment, text was added to the Upgrade Alternative
section of the Summary to clarify that the alternative does not apply to NTS,
RFETS, or LANL. Text was also added to the air quality discussion of the
Upgrade Alternative section in the Summary to clarify that all sites are
expected to comply with the ambient air quality standards and guidelines.

09 07 03 Comment Number 6

The commentor is correct that construction on previously disturbed land
would probably not affect resources that are potentially eligible for placement
on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). However, other cultural
resources could be affected by new ground disturbance. The Summary of the
Final PEIS has been revised (Sections S.5 and S.8) to provide a better
description of the approach to the environmental impact analysis and the
comparison of alternatives.

SIAd Ul S|PLIDW IISSI
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COALITION 21, IDAHO FALLS, ID,
GEORGE A. FREUND
PAGE 3 OF 6

for NTS) suggests less impact than others; lilling it in solid (as for INEL) suggest
more Impact.

S-23b, Figure S-5. Explain why RFETS material causes a much greater employment
Impact at Pantex than at other facliities; and why employment Impact at ORR is more
without RFETS matedal than with it. How many other such discrepancles exist that |
have not identlfled?

§-28a: Change Upgrads bargraphs from solid color 10 shading.

$-26b: Liquid transuranic wasta Is listed as a kay long-term impact on page §-22.
Less than one S5 gai. drum per year (and the same for all slies) does nol seem to
warrant a separate Figure S-11 in the Summary. INEL Is dealing with about 130,000 cu
meters of TRU waste.

S-28: Dacline of local road service is not mentioned In corresponding text on page
5-140. The whole subject of service decliine seems 1o be overblawn for the INEL. A
site that (a) has lost 2600 jobs over the last few years, (b) has recently opened an
overpass/merge at s main entrance junction, (¢} whose main access road was once at
70mph and has just been ralsed to 65mph and (d) most of whose employees ride buses,
is not fikely to have a new local traffic problem.

5-37a: The top three bargraph legends on Figures S.14 to S-31 should have the word
"Category” instead of “Alternative® associated with them. For the fourth legend
Facllity should be plural,

§-37b: The LWR Category values In both Figures 5-14 and S-15 are different from the
corresponding Figures in Section 2.5.2, i.e. -1 and -2.

$-46, S5th para: The rank order of cumulative Impacts ditfars from the text in the
previous two paragraphs. Doesn't any discussion of cumulative Impacts havs to
include the effscts of programs listed In para. 27 If so, what is the distinction
batween the listings In para. 5 and the statement in para 4 that INEL Ia among the
least vulnerable?

S-47a, 2nd para; What Is the distinction betwsen *would be vuinerable®, *could bs
vulnerable® (used in other paragraphs), and *could be susceptible'?

S-47b, Ath para: What are the “key discriminators™? A number of environmental
impacts mors important than visual resources are not repressnted graphically.

S47c, Tth para: The text for the Comparison of Alternatives section that staris on this
page appears to be verbatim from Section 2.5 of Volume I. With the exception of
Figures S-21 to $-25, the figures are the same, but In this summary the refarences to
the Individual figures have besn removed and put far further front, away from the
explanatory text. Figure 5-4 should be referenced at the end of this paragraph and
other figures should be referenced in subsequent paragaphs.

5-47d, 8th para: Figure S-5 should be raterenced haer. in line 5. For a true comparison
of sltematives, the bar graphs (and accompanying text) for Upgrade with RFETS

199 e

l 1/09.00.08
cont.

11/09.08.08
| 1/09.00.08

cont.
12/09.11.08

13/09.08.08

4/16.00.00
cont.

|14/06.00,08
15/09.00.08

1/09.00.08
cont.

16/02.04.08

F-027

09 08 08 Comment Number 7

The Summary table in the Draft PEIS was incorrect. Construction of the
consolidated facility could cause a decrease in level of service at both Pantex
and INEL. The Final PEIS reflects the correction.

09 06 01 Comment Number 8

Endangered species at Hanford may be impacted by implementation of this
alternative. The text was revised to reflect potential impacts.

091103 Comment Number 9

Language regarding adverse impacts has been modified in the PEIS based on
comments received. The Final PEIS provides the necessary information to
describe the impacts for the resources analyzed. The Summary of the Final
PEIS has been revised (Sections S.5 and S.8) to provide a better description
of the approach to the environmental impact analysis and the comparison of
alternatives.

06 01 08 Comment Number 10

Some of the Pu material for disposition is relatively pure (such as metal in
weapons pits) and requires little purification to be usable in MOX fuel.
However, some Pu material is mixed with contaminants (such as Pu in halide
salts) and requires a considerable amount of purification before it can be used
in MOX fuel. For the purpose of analysis, approximately 70 percent of the Pu
material does not require extensive purification, and, thus, lends itself for use
as MOX fuel. The Final PEIS discusses the 70-percent split of materials in
Sections 1.6 and 4.6.

09 08 08 Comment Number 11

The number of workers required to operate the Pantex facility with RFETS
material would be the same as without the RFETS material (a total of 90
workers would be used in both cases). The numbers used in the Draft PEIS
have been updated, and the new numbers and analyses were incorporated into
Section 4.2.4.8 of the Final PEIS.
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L COALITION 21, IDAHO FALLS, ID,
R GEORGE A. FREUND

PAGE 4 OF 6
The storage options for ORR involve the storage of HEU not Pu. Hence,
material should show the total employment impact n six sites (the that ial i i
e EETS matorat e opment Impact on & ; " sien (' oo et 16/02.04.08 storage of RFETS material is not among the Proposed Alternatives for ORR.
total h ploy t impact g i Pantex pts the RFETS material than if ORR cont.
does
S-48a, 41 para: Fatallty values reported fo the third significant figure are not 091108 Comment Number 12

defensibie. Suggest using approximations that say they are (a) likely to be essentialty 17/09.09.08
2ero for the 0.077 calculated value and (b) zero to one or two for the higher values. e

SIAd 014 S[PUAID 3]issty
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This approach worked best In the INEL EIS. Based on comments received, the Summary was revised. All revisions made
S-48b: What purpose doss this comparison for the Upgrade altemative serve the are in the Summary of the Final PEIS. Specific comments on the amounts of
decision maker? Does he have the option to upgrade some of the facilities and not . .

others? It 80, that option shoukd be described. The reader and the decision maker will waste being generated were addressed accordingly.

also have difficulty verifying the “least affected ‘claims because the corresponding 18/02.00.08
Figures (S-8 to S-13) show only the highest impact of each option. In other words the MV
figures do not show the NTS P-unnel option under Collocation. Finally, does this

genorafized comparison iump apples and oranges (i. ¢. positive and negative impacts, 09 08 08 Commen‘ Number 13

and equating land use in soms fashion with waste generated)?

5480, para 748 and S-49a, para 2.4.5 etc: The most important comparisons 1o be The level of service on some of the local roads at INEL would likely be

shown are between the Existing LWR and the other Disposition Categories because this y

is the choice moat likely to Confront the decislon maker. Many of the comparisons that  |19/01 (0 00 reduced during construction and/or operation of several of the storage and

show the Evolutionary LWR to have the highest impact of any shtemative are only A H H' H imi N

marginally useful and detract from a clear and suecinct comparison of fikaly d'lsposmon alternatives. Similar lmpac.ts vt/ould be expected at otl?er DOE

ternatives. . » 1/09.00.08 sites. For the PEIS, the local transportation impacts for each of the sites were
a, 5th para: This paragraph should be exp to include the parameters in . . .

Figures S-21 to $-25 and should reference all Figures from S-19 to §-31, cont. modeled using the latest available traffic estimates and the number of

S-49b, 8th para: Comment S-48a applies here as well. 17/09.09.08

additional workers expected to use roads into each site. The revisions made
in the Final PEIS are also reflected in the Summary.

S-83: Consistent with the previous comment, Figure S-35 [s a meaningless cont
comparison. The note shown on the figure should appear in the text and the Figure :

should be efiminated. 1/09.00.08
S-59 and $-122: Attachments A and B should be eliminated; they appear in Section 2.5

and are much too detailed, repetitive, and often conflicting to be in a Summary. cont.

5-867 Dividing 220 person-rem by 30 millirem suggests that 7300 site workers would 06 00 08 Comment Number 14

be affected by No Action on & long-term INEL storage facility that for most workers

would be at least seversl miles away Il the faciity were upgraded (page S-77). the  |20/09.09.08 Based on comments received, the Summary of the Final PEIS has been
average dose would increase significantly but only 64 workers would be affected. Is A N

this reasonable? revised and Figures S-14 through S—31 have been deleted because of the
5-82: First under ORR: *doos® not ‘dose’ . . .

B141: st tub cotummn, Srd sy dhane ot “Then” 21/16.00.00 confusion they caused; incorrect values were mistakenly presented for some
5-152 & 5-153: Most of the numerical values under Waste Managemant are annual 1 H 1 1

aies and shoutd be 2o indieaten. 29/09.11.08 of the LWR alternatives shown in the comparison bar charts for operational

land use and maximum direct employment. Sections S.5 and S.8 provide a
narrative description of the approach to the environmental impact analysis
and the comparison of alternatives.

09 00 08 Comment Number 15

The Department of Energy did not intend to give the perception that the sites
were ranked. Specifics on how other DOE programs could affect the
cumulative impacts associated with the proposed storage and disposition
alternatives is addressed in Section 4.7 of the Final PEIS. The cumulative
impact discussion presented in the Summary has been revised to better reflect
the analysis in the Final PEIS.
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Other: RO! for INEL is fiva counties in this PEIS, six counties in INEL WM EIS, and seven
counties in WM PEIS. Numerical differences are small, but what a waste of effort not
io have a single consistent ROl for INEL!

W a
Ggorge®A. Freund 2025 Balboa Drive, Idaho Falls ID 83404, ph:(208)522-5647

23/09.08.03

02 04 08 Comment Number 16

Typically, EISs only assess employment impacts at the local and regional
levels for a given action. The Draft PEIS and Summary presented projected
changes in employment that could occur at each DOE site from storage
upgrade and other storage alternatives. This information provides the
decisionmaker with the ability to compare a range of alternative storage
actions at each of the individual DOE sites. Based on comments received, the
Draft PEIS Summary was revised. Revisions made in the Final PEIS are also
reflected in the Summary.

09 09 08 Comment Number 17

In order to provide information to the public and decisionmakers, the human
health risks and latent fatal cancers were presented in the Draft PEIS even
though they are very small numbers. To aid public understanding of the risk
numbers, an explanation of how to interpret these risk numbers is also
included in Section M.S. Due to the inherent uncertaintics associated with
risk assessment, the parameters related to human health risk assessment
should be kept to two significant digits. Risk numbers more than two
significant digits were modified in Chapter 4 of the Final PEIS. Presenting
more significant digits does not affect the decisionmaking process, but may
prevent the artificial grouping of numbers that may disguise significant
discriminators. )

02 0008 Comment Number 18

The Preferred Alternative included in the Final PEIS is a combination of
storage alternatives. These are covered by the environmental analyses
included in the Final PEIS. The impacts shown in the Summary do not lump
“apples and oranges” or positive and negative effects on land use with waste.
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01 00 00 Comment Number 19

The Department of Energy did not intend to give the perception that the sites
were ranked. The Final PEIS provides the necessary information to describe
the impacts for the resources analyzed. The comparison of alternatives bar
charts were removed, and the comparisons are now addressed in the text. It is
up to the decisionmaker to determine which impacts are discriminators
among sites.

0909 08 Comment Number 20

The radiation dose for workers for the No Action Alternative was estimated for
the total workforce on site. For the proposed storage alternatives other than No
Action, the dose for the workers was analyzed for workers involved only in the
proposed new actions. The radiation dose from No Action is the baseline for the
dose of the other Proposed Actions. The calculated dose for each Proposed
Alternative is presented as the incremental dose over the No Action Alternative.

16 00 00 Comment Number 21

The commentor is correct, and appropriate changes were made to the text.

09 11 08 Comment Number 22

Impacts reported in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 tables of the PEIS are clearly marked
for annual values, or total lifetime of each campaign, for each of the storage
and disposition alternatives. Impacts reported in Sections 2.5, 4.6, and the
Summary of the PEIS are also clearly marked for annual values or for the life
of each alternative.

09 08 03 Comment Number 23

The PEIS defines the region of influence (ROI) as those counties where
approximately 90 percent of current DOE and/or contractor employees reside.
This definition was applied consistently across all of the sites evaluated in the
PEIS. The other documents used slightly different criteria, which accounts for the
differences in ROI counties identified in respective documents.
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Subject:
Coalition 21 DPEIS Comments

COMMENTS ON STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATERIALS
DRAFT PEIS - 21/96-03RK

Coalition 21 is a recently organized stakeholders group focusing on the tuture of
technology in Idaho for the 218t century. These s on the draft PEIS
are submitted on behall of our growing number of members. Our ID number for this
comment document s 21/96-03RK.

1. The environmental impacts on the INEL from the various alternatives, particularly
the ones ilkely 10 be implemanted thers, are acceptable and not likely to exceed
significantly the impacts ol existing/ongoing activities. This conclusion is based on
the experience of our membership rathor than on the PEIS Summary documant, which
we find seriously flawed as & clear explanation of the various alternatives and their
environmental consequences (ses comment 13 below).

2. Whenaver environmental consequences are not a declding factor, other tactors must
be considared In reaching rational decisions. Coalition 21 advocates safe, technically
sound and proliferation-resistant cholces that are fiscally responsible and consistent
with Idaho's 1995 Nuclear Wasts Agraement. Only then do we advocata their location
at the INEL.

3. HEU storage should be consolidated at Oak Ridgs, where HEU has been produced for
many years and where about two-thirds of the current inventory is stored.

4. Some of the discussion and much of the media coverage of the April 15 public
hearing in Idaho Falls focused on whether plutonium Is a wasie or not. Coalition 21
befieves that plutonium becomes a waste only it DOE does not put it 1o beneficial uss
prior to final disposition. Accordingly we support tha general concept of consolidated
long-term storage at PANTEX where about two-thirds of the cutrent inventory exists.
Howaver, we prefer the No Action alternative for INEL plutenium, it current or
reasonably likely future programs at ANL-W can put It to beneficial use. If those
programs do not materialize, the plutonlum must be removed by the year 2018,
consistent with the iransuranic waste provisions of the 1995 Nuclear Waste

- more -

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.00

|3101.04.00

‘ 4/09.11.08

15/08.03.01
|6108.03.01

|7/os,03.00

08 0301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
additional missions at INEL. Based on comments received, the Summary of
the PEIS was revised and now includes the Preferred Alternative. The bar
charts (figures) providing the comparison of impacts for both storage and
disposition were deleted from the Summary. The related text was revised to
clearly describe the alternatives and clarify the comparison of impacts.

08 03 00 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of new
missions at INEL if they are fiscally responsible and consistent with the 1995
Nuclear Waste Agreement (October 17 Settlement Agreement/Consent
Order).

01 04 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. The Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Final
Environmental Impact Statement (HEU EIS) assumed that all HEU would be
iransferred to ORR for storage pending a decision on long-term storage.
Continued storage at ORR for the “long-term™ is one of the alternatives
analyzed in the PEIS. Facilities at other sites are included in the PEIS
analyses since they are also “reasonable” storage alternatives and, therefore,
must be considered according to NEPA. The Preferred Alternative for storage
is identified in Chapter 1 of the Final PEIS.

09 11 08 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges that, in accordance with 40 CFR
261.4, “Source, special nuclear or by-product material as defined by the
Atomic Energy Act (AEA), as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2011 et. seq.” is not a
“solid waste” under RCRA. Section 1.1.1 outlines the materials that fall
within the scope of this PEIS.
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7/08.03.00
cont.

Agresment.

5. The National Academy of Sciences study established the "Spent Fuel Standard® as a
criterion by which 10 judge disposition alt ives. One d way of meeting that
standard is to incorporate the piutonium in LWR fuel and then use that fusl to high
bumup. Disposal of plutonium through such burnup use in commercial power reactors
provides a real *peace dividend® for p usable Is. Coalition 21 therefore
supports the R tegory of disposal alternatives.

" id,

8. C cial reactors al y prod cor ble plutonium, ont with
burning it up via the fission process. A number of commercial nuclear plants including
WPPSS-2 have expressed an Interest in using weap plutonium in their plant. In this
instance Coalition 21 recognizes that the environmental consequences (and financial
costs) of the Existing LWR altemative are iess than those of other Reactor
siternatives.

8/08.03.01

7. The Evolutionary LWR alternative wouid aliow the US (o build here one or more of
the advanced US dasigns aiready being bullt and tested overseas. It would prevent this
technology and Industrial base from completely ping to our o competitor
nations and would heip to snsure a future role for nuclear powsr in a growing economy
that is less dependent on foreign ofl. Ws support this Reactor aiternative. The INEL
would be an acceptable site, but we do not advocats location at INEL because a new
large commercial reactor (sven half-size) should be built near load centers, and in
conjunction with a utifity that already operates nuclear powaer plants.

8. However, INEL would beneflt indirectly from the selection of any Reactor

alternative through INEL's continuing technical (and possibly saiety testing) support
10 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. DOE should provide sufficient financial supponrt
to ensure that the underlying technology and core competencies are maintained at
INEL, the primary reactor testing facility and designated engineering laboratory for
DOE. This INEL mission shouid be clearly delineated In the Strategic Laboratory

9/08.03.01

< more -

Migsions Plan now being prepared by DOE. Cealition 21 is commenting separately on \ 10/15.00.00

the draft plan.

9. Coaliton 21 supports the location of the MOX fuel fabrication facility at the INEL,

but wa recognize that other DOE sitas, such a3 Hanford where a commercial fuel 11/08.03.01
fabrication facility already exists nesrby, are fikely to be stronger candidates.

10. According to the EIS, some forms of plutonium will not lend themssives to MOX | 12/08.03.01

08 0301 Comment Number §

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of
consolidated long-term storage at Pantex. Decisions related to storage will be
based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
policy considerations, and public input.

08 0301 Comment Number 6

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
continued storage of surplus Pu (No Action Alternative) at INEL. Decisions
on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials at INEL, Argonne National
Laboratory-West (ANL-W), or other facilities will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.

08 03 00 Comment Number 7

Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will
be based on environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
policy considerations, and public input. Part of the decision process takes into
consideration existing agreements such as the 1995 Settlement Agreement
among the State of Idaho, DOE, and the U.S. Navy. DOE is committed to
compliance with the October 17, 1995, Settlement Agreement/Consent Order.

08 0301 Comment Number 8

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pu
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be made based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 9

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
additional missions at INEL. Decisions on storage and disposition of
weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses,
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fabrication. For these forms the INEL, with its vast chemical processing experience,

should play a major treatment role, preferably through the ANL.W

Electrometallurgical Process (provided that process [s successfully demonstrated) or
via one of the cther Immobilization alternatives. If the treated material is shipped in
and out of idaho in a timely manner, such treatment would meet the terms of the 1995
Nuclear Waste Agreement.

11, If DOE selects the Immobilization category of alternatives for disposition of ail
its plutonium, Coalition 21 belleves that the ANL-W EM aiternative (once successfully
demonstrated) is the environmentally best alternative In this category and we support
it for that reason.

12. Coalition 21 believes that INEL is a satisfactory location for tha plutonfum
conversion facilities that are common aclivities for any of the plutonium disposal
alternatives. The DEIS overstates the environmental consequences of these and any
other new treatment (or storage) facility at the INEL because such facilities would
logically be located inside existing fenced areas to take advantage of their
infrastructure and thelr previously disturbed land resources.

13. The DEIS Summary falls short in its function for several reasons:

(a) Its explanation of environmental consequences is overly repefitive and detailed
and thus subject to numerous Intemal inconsistencies.

(b) Some of its comparisons are meaningless, such as distinguishing the number of
cancer fatalities to the third significant figure.

(c) Other aspects of the DEIS are not adequately explained in the Summary (cl. the
various Weapons-Usable Fissile Material Categories in Figure S-1).

For more detailed comments on the Summary we refer you to 2 companion comment
document no. 21/96-04GF submitted by one of our members.

Coslition 21 apprecistes the opporlunity to comment on this significant
Draft PEIS. Wae recognize what a tremendous undertaking each such document
represents.
o/ r/ F 4

ard Kenney, Presigent
Coaliition 21
P. 0. Box 51232
idaho Falls tD B3405
Phone: 208-522-3432

12/08.03.01
cont.

13/08.03.01

14/09.01.03

15/09.00.08

F-028

technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
input.

1500 00 Comment Number 10

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 11

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
construction of the MOX fabrication facility at INEL. Decisions on storage
and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studics, national policy
considerations, existing agreements, and public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 12

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative and other disposition alternatives
at INEL. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be
based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
policy considerations, existing agreements, and public input. In a different
context, a limited demonstration of electrometallurgical treatment of EDR-1I
spent nuclear fuel is underway at ANL-W and is scheduled for completion
within the next 3 years, pursuant to the Environmental Assessment of the
Electrometallurgical Treatment Research and Demonstration Project in the
Fuel Conditioning Facilities at Argonne National Laboratory-West (DOE/
EA-1148, May 1996).

08 03 01 Comment Number 13

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
construction of the Pu conversion facility at INEL. Decisions on storage and
disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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090103 Comment Number 14

Concerning the land area required during operation for the Upgrade
Alternatives, the Draft PEIS was revised to identify “disturbed area” as land
currently not in use and previously an undisturbed natural habitat. Previously
disturbed areas, such as graveled area or any land previously graded and
cleared of vegetation, were considered “already disturbed areas.” All areas
within the existing Protected Area (PA) are classified as “already disturbed
areas.” The criteria for determining disturbed and undisturbed land area
during construction would be the same as for operation.

At INEL, only the Upgrade Alternative would be situated entirely on
previously disturbed land ANL-W. A potential location for the Consolidation
and Collocation Alternatives at INEL would be undisturbed land east of the
ICPP. Section 4.2.3.1 of the Final PEIS reflects the revision.

09 00 08 Comment Number 15

Based on comments received, the Summary was revised. The bar charts
providing the comparison of impacts for both storage and disposition were
deleted from the Summary. The related text was revised to clarify the
comparison of impacts.
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THR COLORADO COALITION
11151 B. Grant Rd.
Franktown, CO 80116-9221
May 2, 1996

DEPT. OF ENERGY

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P. 0. Box 23786

washington D.C. 20026-3786

Re: PEIS on Plutonium Storage and Disposition

Dear DOE:

The Board of the Colorado Coalition has authorized me to
comment on the PEIS on Plutonium Storage and pisposition. Pirst,
we strongly oppose converting our excess PU for use as a reactor
fuel. Such use will, in our view, encourage proliferation and
it will increase the nuclear waste stream.

The principle to keep in mind is that the U.S. must dispose
of excess PU in a way that will stop the spread of nuclear
materials. In our view, that immediately removes the options
of using it as a reactor fuel or putting it into deep bore holes.
We think the option of vitrification is the most likely way to
immobilize PU and to render it unusable for weapons purposes.

We therefore believe that money should be spent on developing this
technology and that the PU in question should be stored as safely
as possible until this technology can be used to immobilize PU.

Sinc ,//7 .
7 A .
V. BE. Perkins, Ph.D., Vice-President
THE COLORADO COALITION FOR THE PREVENTION OF NUCLEAR WAR

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

3/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Reactor Alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all
reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning must be considered.
Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
policy considerations, nonproliferation analysis, and public input.

08 0301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
disposition alternatives. Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon cnvironmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, nonproliferation analysis,
and public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Vitrification Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
studies, national policy considerations, nonproliferation analysis, and
public input.
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ENCLOSURE

ComEd Comments oa Draft DOE PEIS
for
Storage and Disposition of Wesp

Usable fissiic Materials

NERAL

s+ MOX LWR History. Since 1963 the Europeans have manufactured, safely loaded,
and burned over 400 tons of LWR MOX fuel. The manufactunng and use of MOX
fuel is a fully developed and deployed industry that the U.S. can look to with
confidence for information ad assisiance in the dcplaymmt ofa mm.lu MOX
program in the U.S. for the disposition of excess

P ¥

¢ Immobilizatien Uncertainty. In contrast, while much is known sbout immobilization
oﬂuoemmuofmiridesinyusormnic.vuylitﬂci:lmownabomthe
immobilization of plutonium in glass or , let alone the impact of the deep
boreholebmﬂop!mmdthad’onlupmumuhlwtobeuwmedmumg
T h and deveiop wnhlnh of These
uncertainties need 1o be more clearly & d both in the complete and S Yy
documnents.

¢ Rapid Dsployment. Special weight should be given to options that enable rapid
implementation and encourage similar actions within the former Soviet Union. After
all, the real threat of this material is ot the inventory stored in the U.S., but the
lnvcmorythuuut;mlunu The sooner a disposition path is chosen that is

with R hods of di al, tho more likely Russia will proceed with

mown&spoamou The former Soviet Uuon views its excess weapons phutonium as
an asset that should be utilized a3 MOX fuel. Thus, a similar rapidly deployed
program in the U.S. would provide impetus to both countries.

s Beaign LWR Impact. The advantage to the LWR alternative is clearly the none to
tmmmll u-npm 10 land use, vuull mourou, air quality, local geology, biological (
which i o od species, etc.), historic resources,
p-leomologal reso\m:u, etc. as delineated in Draft PEIS pages 4-680 through 4-
685 This is in comparison to constructing new facilities or substantially expanding
the facilities at the up to 7 DOD muformevmouuhmnvuev-lum which may
have substantis! impact to some if not all the aft ioned envirc

| concerns.

1/08.03.01

2/04.02.00

3/01.03.00

4/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Decisions on disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical
and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

04 02 00 Comment Number 2

Further information on the technical viability of alternatives was provided in
the Technical Summary Report and related alternative summary reports
published beginning in July 1996. These documents are referenced in the
Final PEIS and were made available to the public.

010300 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Existing LWR Alternative, Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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CANDU Must Be Evaluated. Evaluation of civironmental impacts must not be
limited to inside the U.S. bordmunlmmmmﬁzingﬁctormbcm&dto
U.S. options to account for the differences. In particular, the (aclusioa of the
CANDU Resctor alternative with virtually ne environmental assessment implies
that thers are no environmental impacts associated with that siternative. At the
Washingtoa, D.C. public meeting DOE indicated that such an impact will be
required of the Canadian government. If 30, that shewld be unequivocally stated
both in the Summay and detailed PEIS Documents. Additionally, prior te
issuance of a final PEIS, the U.S. public should alss have an opportusity ts
comment on the Canadian EIS for the CANDU alternative.

Timely Action Impact. The draft PEIS should evaluate tha need for timely action
and the potential environmental consequences for delays in terms of the increased
profiferation risk. Also, sppropriste benefits should accrue to those options that can
be implemented immediatoly. Thus, the implementation timeines of the various
disposition akt ives should be evaluated and d for their overall

The No Action snd Storage options fail to even scknowledge the incrcased possibility
fuchnduﬁmdivuimmdun;eofthcligmyvisiﬁcmdurwupmmmby
terrorist groups or bostile governments especially since these ptions most kkely will
be chosen based on Russian actions. In fact, these essentially are the status quo
options from which the “clear and present danger” concerns stemmed. This aspect
clearly needs to be sddressed in the Final PETS,

Decommissioning Environmental Impacts. Bnvironmental impacts of
decommissioning of all facilities have not been included in the PEIS. Only the LWR
option is currently planning/sccounting for this aspect. The LWR and CANDU are
oaly alternatives that are not impacted in the PELS a5 they will be
decommissioned whether or not weapons material is dispostion in their faciliies,
Al other akernatives require further review to account for the eavironmental
impacts of decommissioning. These impacts need to be addreased im the Final
PEIS.

Finally, Western European’s extensive experience in LWR MOX fuel provides
overwhelming evidence that the LWR MOX options uader deration in the

draft PELS are superior to the other options, not only in terms of environmental,
bealth, and safety aspects, but also in terms of cost/benefit, ability for rapid
deployment, and compatibility with the former Soviet Union's objectives.

5/06.05.09

6/08.02.00

7/01.00.00

8/08.03.00

9/13.00.00

10/01.02.00

06 05 09 Comment Number 5§

The PEIS states that the environmental impacts in Canada for the CANDU
Reactor Alternative are not included, but that such impacts would be addressed
in Canada in accordance with Federal law.

08 02 00 Comment Number 6

The Canadian Government has informed the United States that they will not
start their environmental analysis until the United States has completed its
actions and has stated that the CANDU Reactor is the Preferred or one of the
Preferred Alternatives. The means by which U.S. citizens can comment on a
Canadian environmental analysis process is beyond the scope of this PEIS.

010000 Comment Number 7

Analyses of the cost, schedule, and proliferation impacts are discussed in
separate documents to support DOE’s ROD. The documents related to technical,
cost, and schedule analysis were available for public review beginning in July
1996. The nonproliferation analysis was made available to the public beginning
in October 1996. A series of public meetings to discuss the proliferation analysis
were conducted by DOE prior to issuance of the Final PEIS.

080300 Comment Number 8

Schedule information, including the time required to start and complete all of the
alternatives, will be provided to the decisionmaker as part of the overall process
of making decisions on implementation of alternatives. However, the
environmental impacts are not dependant upon the schedule or time required for
implementation.

1300 00 Comment Number 9

Analysis of the No Action Alternative is required by NEPA to serve as a
baseline. As stated in Chapter 1 of the PEIS, the purpose of the Proposed
Action is to provide safe, secure, and cost-effective storage for the
uninsurable weapons-usable fissile materials and for the surplus Pu pending
disposition, since the disposition process would take time. The intent is to
conduct the disposition, maintaining appropriate levels of security until all
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MOX FABRICATION FACILITIES

May Not Be Needed. The Draft PEIS stares on pages S-15, 5-22, and S-32 that
dedicsted facility would have to be built at a U.S. site to implement the LWR
ahernstive. ComEd agrees that a facility or facility expansion will be required for the
CANDU alternative, but disagrees with DOE that it must be built for the LWR
alternative. A MOX fabrication fucility may have to be built, but for the PEIS it
should not be required. Since existing European facilities would be used to meet the
interim fuel needs of the existing LWR altemative, DOE should also explore the
environmental impacts/benefits of using existing cxcess European eapacity or
elasticity in plant capability to meet the LWR wespons disposition alternative.
Both alternatives should be analyzed and evaluated in the Final PEIS. However,
the use of excess European capacity and elasticity should be explored first. Let the
ultimate decision be based on an integrated examination and comparison of all the
issues associated with a foreign versus domestic MOX fabrication supply. Note that
by providing a dual fabricaton facility option that:

1. For the LWR alternative, the Environmental impact is sigaificantly
reduced without a required MOX fabrication facility, not to mentioned
the redweed cost of the option;

2. There is no change for the CANDU alternative as a MOX fabrication
fadlity will be needed for either case, and

3. AUS. MOX fabrication facility on a DOE site may negatively impact the
Russians from a trust and integrity perspective, as a strong case can be made
that such a facility would not be economically justified in the commerdial
sector. Hencs, a Russian perspective could include a hidden sgenda, siphoning
off weapons plutonium, etc.

Adjusts to LWR Alterative. Requiring the construction of a MOX fabrication
facility may add substantially to the perceived risk of the LWR alternative as the
enavironmental impacts of constructing and operating the MOX facility are currently
included in the LWR altarnative. Thus, alternative or comparative analyses that
inchude both utilization of existing capacity as well as a new facility need 1o be
included in the PEIS to ensure accurate and unbiased comparisons.

11/06.01.09

12/06.02.08

surplus Pu materials are taken care of. Security and proliferation are further
discussed in the nonproliferation analysis (Nonproliferation and Arms
Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable Fissile Material Storage and
Plutonium Disposition Alternatives), which was issued for public comment in
October 1996 and will be considered in the ROD.

0102 00 Comment Number 10

Environmental impacts of decommissioning the disposition facilities will be
addressed in the next tier NEPA documents, as appropriate, once the sites for
these facilities have been determined.

06 01 09 Comment Number 11

Europe is moving toward a balance between the capacity to fabricate MOX
fuel and the capacity to utilize MOX fuel in reactors. Additionally, Europe has
excess separated Pu stores that they intend to use as MOX fucl as the fuel
fabrication infrastructure and reactor infrastructure permits. Therefore, use of
European reactors for consumption of U.S. Pu-source MOX fuel would
merely displace the use of separated European Pu and result in no net
reduction in world inventories of separated Pu. Hence, the statement that
Europe has no excess MOX capacity. Additionally, facility utilization
projections indicate that, while some excess MOX fuel fabrication capacity
may exist in Europe for the next few years, current capacity is soon cxpected
to be fully utilized for commercial MOX fabrication. Therefore, the United
States may not be able to rely on the use of existing European MOX
fabrication capacity for the entire disposition campaign. However, as a part of
efforts to develop weapons-grade Pu MOX fuel, DOE is consulting with
European Fuel Fabricators to benefit from their experience in MOX fuel
fabrication and may have some MOX Lead Test Assemblics and/or initial
core loads fabricated in Europe. Also, participation in the construction and
operation of a MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility in the United States will be
open to European fuel vendors.

06 02 08 Comment Number 12

It is envisioned that excess MOX fuel fabrication in Europe will be
insufficient to satisfy DOE's Office of Fissile Materials Disposition nced for

sasuodsay pup
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1.
2.

3

4.

1

NON-LIGHT WATER REACTOR ALTERNATIVES
» CANDU

MOX fabrication facility will be required for this option.

Virtually 0o environmental impacts were assessed incrementally which is a
must to ensure s balanced evaluation.

Comparison of current uranium based CANDU should be assessed with MOX
based impact in all aspects.

Extension of designated CANDU plants life shouid be included as shutdown of
the units proposed for the disposition has been considered if the CANDU
MOX altemative is not chosen. The plants are already beginning a three-year
license renewal (April 11, 1996 Nucleonics Week). Therefore, in the Final
PEIS DOE should evaluate this situation a3 being equivalent environmentally
with the building of a “new” plant (same as Evolutionary LWR) with respect to
MOX usage.

The CANDU alternative would require fabricstion of a much larger
quantity of MOX fuel to dispose of the same quantity of plutonium than
the LWR alternative.

¢ BOREHOLL

Unproves Techaology. This technology is not proven. The risks calculated
are estimated based on modeling of an undetermined site, hence there are large
uncertainties in the analysis. A more balanced comparison should be made to
the risks at existing facilities which are much better defined, being besed
primatily on extrapolations of existing conditions, which have much less
uncertainty.
Mazjor Uscertainty. Since for this alternative:

No site has been specified;

No previous EIS; and

No previous licensing experience,
the siting/licensing of the facility would be time consuming resulting in
extended interim storage. Based on the previous DOE cxperience in a similar
arena, specifically the fact that the U.S. has been unable to finalize siting of the
HLW facility and the LLW ficilities by the various state compacts, the degree
of uncertainty of this alternative even being viable within the timeframe of the
“clear and present danger” envelope is a major point that needs to be
addressed.
The mixig facility will require eventual decommissioning, adding to the
burden at both the HLW and compact LLW sites.

13/06.05.08

14/06.05.08

13/06.05.08
cont.

15/04.00.00

16/04.03.00

MOX fuel fabrication; thus, a domestic MOX fuel facility would likely be
required. Pending operation of the domestic facility, DOE is considering
using foreign fuel facilities to make MOX fuel for the initial stage of the Pu
disposition campaign.

06 05 08 Comment Number 13

Comment noted.

06 05 08 Comment Number 14

Deccisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
policy considerations, and public input. This will include an appropriate level
of analysis concerning the CANDU Reactor Alternative. In addition,
according to the Canadian Government, implementation of the CANDU
Reactor Alternative would be subject to Canadian Federal and Provincial
policies and regulations and would require health, safety, and environmental
assessments before issuance of a Canadian license. (See the letter from the
Canadian Embassy in Washington, DC, dated June 6, 1996, reproduced in this
CRD.) Should the CANDU Reactor Alternative be chosen for Pu disposition,
further negotiations between the U.S. and Canadian Federal and Provincial
Governments will be required before implementation, as well as business
negotiations with reactor owners.

04 00 00 Comment Number 15

Since no sites have been selected for a deep borehole and because there are
no existing deep boreholes utilized for waste disposal, DOE chose to analyze
a generic borehole site for environmental impacts. Some of the other
disposition technologies require facilities which are similar to existing
facilities in the United States. Therefore, DOE chose to pick representative
sites for some of the other disposition alternatives.

04 03 00 Comment Number 16

Further information on the technical viability of alternatives was provided in
the Technical Summary Report and related alternative summary reports made
available for public review beginning in July 1996.
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s VITRIFICATION

1. This technology is not proven with a high centent of plutontum and should
require extensive and lengthy rescarch, t, and testing in a protype
ﬁdlitybefortiteouldbevicwduumuwivefwlh-LWRdmmv:
from an industrial pespective. DOE needs to address this aspect fully in the
final PEIS. .

2. This technology, contrary to the LWR alternative, does mot reduce the
plutosium inventory and decs not degrade the plutesium isotopic
composition from military grade to reactor grade level. Thus, it is not
comparable to the LWR alternative from 3 non-proliferation perspective.

3. This technology is ot contempl d by the Russians and would therefore,

not bring any advantage in terms of compatibility with the former Soviet
Union's objectives.

17/05.01.08

18/08.03.01

05 01 08 Comment Number 17

Further information on the technical viability of alternatives was provided in
the Technical Summary Report and related alternative summary reports made
available for public review beginning in July 1996.

08 0301 Comment Number 18

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Vitrification Alternatives. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical and economic
studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

06 02 09 Comment Number 19

To get the MOX fucl to the Spent Fuel Standard as soon as possible and then
remove it from the reactor, we would necessarily shorten the refueling cycles
and cause more spent fuel to be removed from the reactor over the program
life. Since the amount of spent fuel, radioactive waste, security, and radiation

sasuodsay pup
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protection personnel requirement would increase, there would be a need for
additional personnel. Also, the addition of a new fuel handling building would
require additional personnel for security. A ratio, derived from a 14-percent
increase in the amount of spent fuel generated, would probably impact

LIGHT WATER REACTOR ALTERNATIVE

* LWR Work Force Unchanged. The prop of 40-105 workers per single

unit at the LWR facilities (Figurc on S-141) is totally unrealistic. Other than minor
increases to the security force, there would be no incremental change to the site labor
force required for MOX utilizetion. This aspect needs complete revision including the
modifications to all the other environmental impacts impacted, e.g. worker

carcinogenic risks, etc.

Unrealistic LWR Fue! Cycles. The FEIS (page 4-692) assumes yearly fuel cycles
with single cycle MOX fuel assembly usage. This scenatio is unreastic for the
oommncidLWthamﬁve,upedmyfonhnhenmi‘yofopelﬁngmd
producing a stable and reliable product for its cust The assumption that LWRs
would always be unioading once bumed MOX fuel and replacing with fresh MOX
does not consider the implications on the remaining foel in the reactor and the
neceswry complications and substantial additional wasted resources from the uranium
portion of the fuel cycle that would be necessary 10 effect such a scheme, Some
obscrvations about the once through scheme:

1. Spent fuel pools wouid iR wp faster with the once through sheme. The
disposition issue then becomes & high level waste issuc which currently shows
no indication of being resolved in the intermadiate future;

2. Once bumed MOX assemblics will reeain higher residual reactivities when
discharged and will impose new safety and licensing issucs on existing Spent
Fuel Pool licensing bases, especially in light of the quantities of assemblies
being discharged each cycle.

3. Once bumed MOX assemblies with their higher residual reactivities and heat
load will impact HLW transportation and disposal within the repository as
current requirements on resctivity and heat loads assumes nearly depleted
spent fuel.

4. The envirenmental impacts are sigaificantly increased for the ence
through scheme versus the current LWR two to three cightean month fuel
cycles.

5. Tmpact ou MOX Fabrication. The requirements for Lhe once through
scenario will certainly tax whatever fabrication facility or capacity that is to be
used. Additionally, it is questionable that DOE can convert the weapons
material rapidly enough into LWR. compatible fabrication material to mest such
capacity requirements. DOE needs to evalunts their proposed schemes in
concert with reasonable fabrication capability. The environmental impacts are
directly proportional. A balance needs to be analyzed.

e For current LWR operations:

1. There will be NO increase in spent fuel storage needs; and

2. All waste forms ( HLW, LLW, and Intermediate Waste) will be the same for
MOX or uranium fuel cycles.

19/06.02.09

20/06.02.09

21/01.00.00

22/06.02.09

personnel by approximately 10 percent of that amount, or about 1.4 percent.
A four unit BWR normally necessitates about 2,819 people, and 1.4 percent
of 2,819 is 39 people. These are conservative considerations used for the
environmental analysis. Optimization of the fuel cycle would reduce the
personnel requirements.

06 02 09 Comment Number 20

The PEIS fuel cycle was an idealized case selected for analyses. Any real fuel
cycle would be designed to closely match reactor operating cycles, typically
18 to 24 months.

010000 Comment Number 21

Comment noted.

06 02 09 Comment Number 22

A real fuel cycle would require a transition from low-enriched uranium
(LEU) fuel to MOX fuel in a staged manner where the LEU would be
replaced as it is burned out. The PEIS case is an idealized fuel cycle prepared
for analyses of environmental impacts.

09 09 08 Comment Number 23

Comment noted. Section 4.9 of the PEIS has been modified to further
describe avoided impacts.
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The LWR alternative:

1. Dastroys plutonium to below weapons grade;
2. Is consistent with the plans of the Russians and othcr muclear weapons
countries,

3. s an irreversible process and therefore favored by non-uciear sates;
4. Isbased on existing, proven technology; and
$. Has a portion of the cost offset by revenues from energy production

Environmental Benefits. The PEIS does not plate the envirc ! benefits
associated with lower mining and milling levels for uranium, less energy consumption
for conversion and enrich and ials and energy y for fabrication
through the avoid of purchasing uranium based fuel. A ing the repl

of 4.Sw/o fuel for 40 Mt of Pu, avoids the need for § million SWUs and 21.6 million
Jos U308, The energy required per SWU is 2,150-2400 KWHe per SWU from coal
fired stations for USEC gaseous diffusion production. This would result m a
substantial decrease in tails production, and, in fact, would result in current 1ails be
used as the blend material to make the MOX. Additionally, the avoided risks
associsied with not producing traditional uranium fuct assemblics, i.c. mining and
milling accidents, transportation of fust assemblics and materials, worker impacts in all
phases including fabrication, etc. nesd to be credited to the LWR alternative

LWR Offsets. Additionally, the [ WR alternative should be credited with the huge

cnergy and environmental “offset” values as compared to the other alternstives
Energy Value - assuming that ail 40 Mt of cxcess weapons grade plutonium
were manufactured into MOX fuel, & new fuel worth of $1.6-2.1 billion would
resuh with approximatcly 45 GW years of electricity worth approximately 332
billion in revenwes; and
Waste Generated - Since MOX fuel displaces uranium fuel that would
otherwise have 10 be obtained by mining, milling, converting, entiching, and
fabricating uranium, the wastes that the vitrification option would generate
would have to be considered because of the need for pew uranium fuel. Thus,
vitrifying ~40 MT of PU would not only generste repository wiste volumes in
the form of approximately 360 cubic meiers of extra HLW glass, the
vitrification of this Pu would result in 5.6 million additional cubic meters of mill
tailings and 3800 cubic meters of enrichment taits caused by the mining of

jum to displace the pl ium as new reactor fusl.

Offset of Uranium Fuel Transport. The PEIJS indicates an incremental increase in
the pumber of transportation fatalities associated with MOYX fucl transport, pnmanily
due 10 increased number of vehicles used to provide safc transport. Utilization of
standard transportation accidents and resulting fatal injuries statistics per number of
vehicles may not be accurate when one considers the inent of the increased vehicles,
i.¢. to ensure safe and secure transport. Presumably, the transport teams would have a
significantly lower overall potential accident rate and thus, fatality rate than just that

4/08.03.01
cont.

23/09.09.08

24/10.02.00

10 02 00 Comment Number 24

Standard transportation accidents and resulting fatal injuries statistics, per
number of vehicles, were used because they are conservative and
documented. The number of fatalities is based on several factors including the
radiation environment of the package, type of package used, type of vehicle,
number of miles to be traveled, and type of roads to be traveled. The standard
approach is applied to all alternatives and sites. This 1s appropriate at the
programmatic level.

st
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PENDLETON, OR, JAMES R. WILKINSON
PAGE10OF 1

S 08 01 00 Comment Number 1
NATURAL MO CURCES

Somse Samroms At the request of several organizations and individuals, the public comment
CONFEDERATED TRIBES e .
e period was extended to a total of 92 days.

PENOLETON, OREQON #7801
Area code 341 Phone 1760108 FAX Z78-8340
Ao - O Mlinalon Hwy 30, Perdiston, OA 87501

Dear Mr. Nahtaa®

l——m(mmn—n—_m—ﬁ-imnu_:
Phacaios Dispostiion 1/08.01.00
-ndunuﬁwul”&un-—lnp-n-nhh-tl-ﬂ-hu”—lm,

mwaumum-m--—d‘mmmn—nmnﬂm
m,ﬂmuwm-hﬂ_up—mumm

My—m-ﬂ.wmiﬂu—. CTUG/SERP stall would Mike 1 recaive
wriinn saafirmution of your stlleas. lhn-hﬁmﬁ—h-*b_—
cn-uatnuh-mmuc-a-.-wmmu-)-mmnnm

Sasemly, .
N dme @ U)'/’ Kvens

R e

1

Managar
fSpacial Selonem snd Rassusens Fragrem
CTURR Deparonott of Matusal Rasswroes

TREATY JUNE §, 1888 ¢ CAYUSE, UMATILLA AND WALLA WALLA TRIBES

SJUWUNI0(T WUAUWWO))
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Jure 8, 1996

SIdd 1puld S]PMID 3118814
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Al this time | would like to provide additiona! comments relating to the PEIS
on the *Storage and DisposRion of Weapons-Usabie Fissile Materals®.

I have previously expressed strong recommendations 10 store, and make
available to the U.S. Naval Nuclear Propuision Program, aff weapons-
surplus highly-enriched uranium-235 (93%) for eventual utliization as naval
raactor fuel; and to create a special reserve supply of lesser enriched
vranium fuels (average 50 % enrichment) for use in development of modem
todmn-coolodhﬂrlm Y that y will be ded in the U.S.
for electrk tion In the near future, as was recommended by
the NaﬂondAeodomyodeancuas!hmrtoppdomylmlnMvmm

energy requirments. (Please see
mymmberegnudy MD-1, dated December 22, 1995).

The current interational situatk lating to S devel
activities by many foreign cauntries, demands that the U s maintain ns
nuclear options In an im.lllgcnt and judicious manner. in particular, the
apparent reversal of political trends in Russia, and the continuing economic
and military bulldups in China, Pakistan, Iran, and other potential world
trouble-spots, requires that the U.S. not unilaterally discard fts nuclear
options and capabilities. | believe that we should proceed with
dismantlernent of our surplus old tems, but that we must retain
On readily available form, the critical n nuc!ur materiai recovered from the

'memerl,. g for poasible use for an Indefinite period. The cost to

wiigh this is icathy hing, since at of piutonium in metal
form for long ponods of time is well undoulood nlmpla and quite
inexpensive (an hcilllhs nnd quip oxlm) P d o olhor opﬂons
bel

Ing p
farm, (short of destruction By fission) is nalve, uvunumgom and downright
dangerous to future generations. Storing this material for fulure use,
fully as fast-reactor fuel, hnwisomdpmdanllmamnlbombvlho
us. y, and as in: against undesinable military eventuafities
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CooPs, MELVIN S., SANTA ROsA, CA

PAGE 2 OF 2
08 03 01 Comment Number 1
The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for long-
':W’VW"" USDOE, and Congress, that the DOE should recaver al term storage of fissile materials. Decisions on storage of weapons-usable
existing mikitary plutonium in the form of metal castings. soaled under i iale wi 1 1
g e e saintoss. stasl containera, for m}""gm Worage. This fissile rr?atenal.s» will be based‘ upon er‘wxron.mcntal analy§es_, technical and
option is abeolutely practical for a1 least 50 ywars, and probably suftable for economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

hundreds of years more. This option will permit a long-term evaluation of the

status of world politics over the next decade and permit a truly realistic 1/08.03.01
evaluation by our own next generalion. The Russian state will pursue this

approach whether we do or not, and it Is in our best national interest to do

the same. Anty other option at this time, would be ambiing with the future ot

this country and possibly the future of many of the democracies of our

current world.

Sincersly yours,

Meivin S. , $cD
Retired Nuclear Chernigt
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COUNTY OF ST. CLAIR, OFFICE OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT,
PORT HURON, MI, JEFFREY A. FRIEDLAND
PAGE10F 1

Phone (810) 9871710

OFFICE OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT FAX (810) 9855102

County of St. Clair, Michigan
204 BARD STREETY, PORT HURON, MICHIGAN 48080

JUOITH KEEGAN, Chairperson, St. Ctair County Board of Commissioners
JEFFREY A. FRIEDLAND, Coordinator

June 4, 1996

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Muterials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington D.C. 20026-3786

REF. Storage and Disposition of Weapons Usable Fissile Materials Draft Prog
St ! Topact §

1 am writing with concemn regarding the options presented in the reactor category of
disposition alternatives in the above Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement.

It is apparent that the Canadian Deuterium Uranium (CANDU) resctors located near
Kincardine, Ontario is a facility that would utilize the plutonium based mixed oxide fisel that could
result from the proposed refi facility in the Washington state. This would create a lengthy

transportation route through densely populated areas.

$t. Clair County would be included in this transportation route as both Interstates 69 and 1/10.00.00
94 merge near the Blue Water International Bridge to Ontario. As the emergency mansgement
coordinator for the county, | have serious concerns regarding the volumes of traffic on these
interstates and the ability of local emergency response units to handle an emergency situstion
involving the proposed prod The current volume of hazardous materials has

1f the CANDU option is one that is seriously being considered, I would strongly urge your
Department to consider a transportation route through Canada from a point further west of
Michigan as the route through St. Clair County is unecceptable in my opinion.

I thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important issue.

Sincerely
o Jtwa
| A Friedland

t Corvrnment of Sercice
&

Py
P

1000 00 Comment Number 1

Under NEPA, DOE is required to evaluate a range of alternatives for Pu
disposition. In that regard, the disposition of Pu in CANDU reactors is one of
nine different disposition alternatives analyzed in the PEIS. Six specific sites
and a generic site are evaluated for fabricating MOX fuels for Pu disposition.
As a result, the transportation analyses performed in the PEIS consider
multiple routes from potential MOX fuel fabrication sites to potential reactor
sites. Although the Port Huron/Sarnia border crossing is mentioned in the
PEIS as a convenient point for the CANDU fuel shipments to pass from the
United States to Canada, our analysis also reflects other possible routes.

The Draft PEIS did not identify a Preferred Alternative for Pu disposition. A
Preferred Alternative is identified in the Final PEIS and a disposition decision
is expected to be made by the end of the year. The decision will take into
account environment, safety (including transportation), and health factors, as
well as technical, cost, schedule, and nonproliferation considerations. After
the ROD (which will include technology approaches), which is expected in
late 1996, follow-up analyses, negotiations, and specific agreements over
several years will be required before implementation.

)
&
4
%
2
)
h
Q
&
3
=
Q
P
5
3

(_9
S
)
[0,)
1Y
Q
]
QU
>
L
<
N)
(2]
53
o)
=
SN
&
s}
=)
=
2
N
Q
S
oy
)




LL1—¢

CRAMER, JERRY
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My name is Jerry Cramer and | reside at 3650 West 42nd Avenue.

'm here to speak in favor of Plutonium Disposition Project. | can’t think any
better way to reduce our stockpile of plutonium than making fuel out of it to produce
electric power for the Pacific Northwest. Burning plutonium is also very compatible
with DOE's Hanford cleanup mission.

{ feel the Supply System deserves this project because they have worked
very hard to reduce the cost of power and operating the power plant more reliably.
1 don't think anyone can argue that they succeeded on both counts. Buming
plutonium will reduce the cost of power for the Supply System, and ratepayer even
more.

Plutonium disposition is a win - win situation for the Tri-City economy. This
will make the Supply System a long term asset to our area instead of a big
questions mark. If this venture has a positive result it could also pave the way for
completion of #1 for the same purpose.

Another asset is the FMEF facility that is already built that will be used
process the fuel, and create many additional jobs.

The Plutonium Disposition project would be a great start in showing the rest
of the world, especially Russia, that the United States is serious about reducing
their plutonium stock pile to make our world a safer place and hopefully someday

no one will need to fear destruction or complete annihilation from an awful bomb

made from plutonium.

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

3/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pu
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for new
missions at Hanford. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapon-usable
fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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DANIEL, LOUISE, AMARILLO, TX
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35 Ovexlock Ix.
Jerillo, X 910
My 3, 195

o Wem It My Concen:

After revieding the Dt i i gt S Degaading the Stooage
w8 Dispraition of Yespone Ombils Fissile Miwrials, 1 cntime to heve the sem cooms
shich hewe tmatied we since this dacision-aking protwss tegen,

Togh I i in the dispoxition and & options for the entire nclemr
»w ! i is in the futwcw of the Pantex Plant.

The Ogaliala aquifer is the life-biod of this region st ary potential threat to its
qmlity o ity is Pant iore at Renbex 'eve ontardrated
grandater ey the plant in the percted apdfer and et is nov being referred to ae the
wper Qallala®. That cnkasdiretion lee soved off-aite and it 1s anly a metter of tire
bafixe its migoation rexches the Ogallala itwslf. Thare is still sch to be lewred st
hov the agquiter is recharged and abat the genlegy of the playes and finegewin layers.
Thaugh the pilant. is mking a valiat effort to clean the ad pl back the
oxeadrabed plive, pmp- ad-tret. cparatios aw videly belised to be of Limited
effectiveraes.

Wlle 1 have b fairly comfortabie vith interim stcawge of a limited ramber of plubaniun
PTIS, I am qrpomed to the desigration of Fentex as a permerent repwitory and to storing

involve the proomssing and/oc reprocessing of plutcniun.  Histariaally, axh cpeations heve
1ad to ewiroeantal disesters at the plants shich heve howed theny thacefars, any flrther
procemmdng of plutanium should ke restrictsd to siten tint are alresdy contaninabed beyord

Tope of deenp.

The ICE should resvatinte the exdisting nuclear wegaw starage hriers at Kirtlad Air Foroe
Base or huj)d a starage Location in a place tmt is not a prime agriodtual aen.

With regerd to dispoat 1 that the axzwt decision will be
antinmd to the tecnoiagy and vill rot inchde siting.  Fowver, 1 believe the to to be o
interdependent: Ut it is AifFicult to separats then In ay cam, ro factlity wdch will
e lacge OIS Of wter sitald be lamted at Fante,  Whbter is a finite resxre in this
smniarid mgion. Mo mownt of exranic develogrent. or gain can offset its depistion.

Thrk you fix this gepartindty to coment amd for yor attention.

Sircerely yor,

o Dol

Louise Daniel

1/09.04.04

2/08.03.01

3/01.05.00

1/09.04.04
cont.

09 04 04 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentors concern about the
Ogallala Aquifer. The PEIS assesses the impacts to the Ogallala Aquifer from
the various alternatives, should such activities be located at Pantex.

Waste/hazardous material treatment/handling operations are regulated to
minimize the potential for releases of hazardous substances to the soil or
surface water that could then migrate to the groundwater.

080301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to
long-term storage of Pu pits and other forms of Pu at Pantex. Decisions
related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon environmental
analysis, technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and
public input.

01 0500 Comment Number 3

Combined storage of pits and non-pit Pu at the Manzano WSA was originally
eliminated as a reasonable alternative in the Draft PEIS. After considering
separate storage of pits from non-pit Pu, the option to store these pits at the
Manzano WSA no longer appears unreasonable. The Manzano WSA was
evaluated in the Pantex EIS and Section 2.1.3 of the Final PEIS. The Final
PEIS was revised to clarify consideration of the Manzano WSA for combined
storage, and a description of the WSA was included in Appendix P.
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DARNELL, G. R0SS, IDAHO FALLS, 1D
PAGE 1 OF 2

May 1, 1996

U.S. Department of Energy

office of FPissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786
washington, D.C. 20026-31786
Dear PEIS Committee Members:

There are two ways to cause true nonproliferation, both of which
require destruction of all excess materials that can be used by
terrorists and rogue nations to manufacture nuclear weapons.

One way is to blow up all of the world's excess weapong-usable
materials, and that is unthinkable. The other method, a
beneficial method, is to destroy the weapons-usable material
while creating electricity. Incidentally, all sources of
weapons-usable material, including spent nuclear fuel, must be
considered in your deliberations, otherwise we are wearing
blinders.

Technological facts must prevail in our decisions. Political
decisions can be disastrous.

We citizens have been told repeatedly that golutions like the
Integral Fast Reactor cannot be considered becauss
accomplishment cannot pe achieved in 10 years. That, of course,
is illogical and unrealistic because you routinely talk of
placing neaste” in Yucca Mountain, which is schaduled to open in
2010, and may never open. When we are talking environmental
impacts, wa must be realistic. When we are dealing with
dangerous materials that can last for tens of thousands of
years, even millions of years, it is illogical to limit our
evaluation of solutions to 10 years. This is particularly true
when terrorists and rogue nations are involved.

Your efforts are governed by environmental impact logic.
Environmental impact does not end in 10 years, it goes on far
beyond our ability to predict. Therefore, the following factors
must be included in you decision making process:

1. Fossil fuels will be essentially depleted in the 218t
Century and their cost will increase dramatically with time.

2. Fossil-fuel fired power plants are spewing huge quantities
of radioactive and hazardous contaminants into our
atmosphere.

3. The world's supply of uranium will be consumed in today's
nuclear reactors in about three decadas.

6L1-¢

1/01.00.00

2/01.04.00

0100 00 Comment Number 1

Converting surplus Pu into MOX fuel for use in reactors is a reasonable
disposition alternative that would generate electricity. Fissile materials
present in spent nuclear fuel are not considered weapons-usable since
scparation of the relevant isotopes from these highly radioactive materials
requires significant remote chemical processing.

0104 00 Comment Number 2

The Integral Fast Reactor concept was considered in the Screening Report
and was disqualified based on technical maturity and other factors.

sasuodsay puv
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14 00 00 Comment Number 3 3y
] ~
. . . . . . ~ n
4. America and the world want and need an ultimately safe, During the screening of alternatives for inclusion in the PEIS, a Reactor- :1 ‘g
clean, abundant, inexpensive, and inexhaustible electrical : ; 1 1Aty ~ G
energy source. But so far, the combination ot specifioc Burning concept was evaluated involving a variation of the Integral Fast § 2.
disqualifies coal, crude oil, natural gas, solar, hydro- ~ H : . -~
powar, geothermal, wind, wood, and duny’ Reactor concept. However, this concept, which would use a reactor fuel cycle ; S
5. Spent nuclear fusl still contains some 99% of its original d'esxgn still requiring development, woulfi be more costly and require a longer NS

energy, and it also contains plutonium that could be used by timeframe than other mature reactor options. The development program was &
terrorists. It is pot waste. N L. A ) i K g
terminated by the Administration and Congressional action. Since Pu 3
6. The Integral Fast Reactor cannot‘nolt down, even if left . .. K . L . . ~
unattended, even with safety equipment failure, even with disposition can be accomplished using existing technologies, there is no N
sabotage. It ix configured so it cannot create plutonium, . . . . . . .. ~
yet it can consume large quantities of plutonium and justification for developing this advanced technology for Pu disposition. &
actinides in each fuel loading. It can extract the 99% of -
remaining energy in spent nuclear fuel. Its waste is much [
smaller than that of current nuclear reactors and the waste fo
is thousands of times safer than spent nuclear fuel. The o
Integral rast Reactors will be so incredibly sfficient that &

they can provide all of the world's electricity for nearly 3/14.00.00

10,000 years with existing fuel. Logically, the Integral
Fast Reactor will be ultimately safe and inexpensive when
compared to the known alternatives for the future.

We can't plan for the future in the future, we must plan for the
future now. Considering the foregoing facts and the need for
true nonproliferation, there is one logical solution for the
PERIS, the Integral Yast Reactor.

NOTE: Because the Integral Past Reactor can extract the 99%
of remaining energy in spent nuclear fuel, we pust ensure
that spent fuel remains in a form that can be recovered and
sent directly to Integral Past Reactors for consumption at
some future date.

In summary, when we can consume these weapons-usable materials
in the Integral Fast Reactors of the future while generating
eleciricity, saving precious fossil fuels, improving the
environment, and saving tax payers money, we must serjously
consider that course of action.

Thank you for accepting my response to this most important
issue.

Sincerely,

Vil

G. Ross Darnell
Retired (Lockheed Idaho Technologies Corporation)
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DAVENPORT, LESLIE C., RICHLAND, WA
PAGE1 OF 3

Leslie C. Davenpoil

Senior Engineer, Nuclear Safety (Retired)
1922 Mahan Avenue
Richland, WA 89352

May 7, 1996

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washinglon, D.C. 20028-37060

Gentiernen.

Please include (he following in the record of public comments for the ~Stlorage anc Disposition of
Weapons-Usabie Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement.” It
summarizes what | feel should be done to partially solve this problem. if there are questions. please
phone/fax me at (508)-946-4409

STORAGE OBJECTIVE

new Tacilities, by converling to stable forms, by p ptiy scrap and waste,
and by providing acceplabla saleguards & secunty and environmentat health & safety)
Consolidate all Sefeguards Categories |, || and some Il quantities of plutoniurn and highly enriched
uranium (whether to be disposed as surplus, or kept as needed for specific national programs) at 8
minimum number of sites. Construction of new storage facilities versus upgreding cumrent facilities
should be decided on the most effective cost and timeliness basis to achieve :he goais of

guards & ity, and | heatth & safety. The cost to package Pu for 50-year safe
storage shoukd be minimized by consolidating this work in one location (where the p! oxide
is to be stored long term) as long as Pu can be safely transported to this site for such utimate
repackaging. For national securily, the pnmary long-term storage site (two for unirradiated Pu, and
one for unirradiated HEU) should not be coffocated. The handling and storagc of Safeguards
Categories | and | surplus materials should be to the “Stored Weapons Standard.” Only Hanford,
Pantex, and Y-12 at Oak Ridge should be considered as candidate sites for tha long-term storage
of all Safeguards Category | and Il weapons-usabie plutonium and high enriched uranium.

The objective should be to minimize cost and risk (by upgrading multiple stes and/or constructing
i ing of

Intefim Storage of Surplus Plutonium (Pu)

About 55% of the currently surpius Pu is at Pantex as metal (pnmanily as Pits), an.J should be kept there
in interim storage In upgraded facilities (until it can be finally disposed). However interim storage should
not be extended longer than necessary because of the negative political signais for nonproliferation and
arms reduction. Pu metal at the other sites shouid be prepared in acceptable fom for shipment to, and
interim storage at, Pantex (or possibly Hanford if not in Pit form) The Pu metal &8 Rocky Flats and smait
amounts at idaho, LLNL, LANL, and “Other Sites™ shoukd recelive priority for shipment to Pantex or
possibly Hanford before the Pu metal at Savannah River is shipped. In any event all Pu metal should
be propared for interim safe slorage promptly.

| 1/08.03.01

] 2/08.03.01

| 3/08.03.01
‘ 4/08.03.01

5/15.00.00

M-170

08 0301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Encrgy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Collocation Alternative. Decisions on storage alternatives will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.

080301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Consolidation Alternative. Decisions on the storage of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
studics, national policy considerations, and public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's concern with the
Collocation Alternative. Decisions on storage of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

08 0301 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for long-
term storage of fissile materials. Decisions on storage of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon cnvironmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

15 00 00 Comment Number 5

Comment noted.
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DAVENPORT, LESLIE C., RICHLAND, WA
PAGE2 OF 3

81-¢

Oxides, unirradiated fuel, and other forms of plutonium should be put into stable forms as Quickly as
possible for interim safe storage at and shipment between sites, with usable result.ng oxides shipped to
Hanford, mets! shipped to Pantex or Hanford, snd uniradiated fuel kept st or shipped 10 an upgraded
site(s). Unusabie scrap and waste should be stabilized and d of promplty, y by
virification (or safe storage until vitrification), because s vitrification facility is to be consiructed st
Hanford (e.g., s facility that is siready planned for construction and to which & parallel ine designed for
crtticaiity control could be sdded, rather than devaioping new lechnology and builoing & new faciity at
another site). The Waste Isolation Piiot Plant (WIPP) could provide disposal for these smalter quantities
of vitrified waste contsining Pu.

Puin fuel should y be stored above ground in dry storage casks, possibly being
consolidated at Manford where this is aiready plsnned.

Intedim Storage of Surphus High Eacdched Uranium (HEL)

About 49% of the currently surplus HEU is at Oak Ridge, primarily at the Y-12 plant. | agree with the
proposals in “PEIS Data Report: Upgrading the Y-12 Plant for Long-Term HEU Storage,” Y/ES-04V/R2,
February 1996; and feel that Y-12 should be the US repositary for storage of both uniradiated HEU
nesded for specific prog and that 9 disp 28 surpius HEU. Beyond upgrades.
currently in progress lo stormge Ry, imp Infy , and convert HEU to stable
forms, the mmuynmdnmclpnllpmlodhlomwo!herulmmolmnv-ﬂmngﬂlemms
to design basis seismic events and Ph Hazard Upg )

6/01.04.00

[ P

All unirradisted HEU at other sites should be put into stable forms &8 quickly as pcssible for safe storage
at and shipment between sites, with the resulting materials shipped (o Y-12 as quickly as is reasonable.
An exception could be short-term storage of HEU from newly dismantied PRs at Pantex. As stated
#bove, unusable screp and waste shoukd be and disp of promptly, y by vitrification
(or safe storage untit it can be vitrified), because s vitrification facility is atready running at Savannah
River and ancther s to be constructed at Hanford.

As stated above, HEU in i d fuel should y be stored above ground in dry storage casks,
possibly being consolidated st Hanford where this is already being planned.

MSPOSITION QRIECTIVE

The options for long-term disposition of usable surpius plutonium should seek to meet the “Spent
Fuel Standard,” and for usable surplus HEU should seek 1o biend the HEU down to low enriched
uranium (LEV) usabie in civilian power resciors.” For the usable Py, | prefer Pit disassembly
and/or Py conversion followed by MOX fuet fabrication and use in an existing reactor or partialty
compisted LWR. For the unusable Pu and HEU that can not be used in civilisn power reactors, |
would like o see the material vitrified and disp of as promptly as p . Vitrification at
Hanford would aliow adding cesium-137 and/or high-leve! waste to provide e radiation barrier for
nonproliferation purposes.

D ition of Surplug P
| support the spent fusl option that woukd use the surplus Pu in fabricating mixed ¢ xide (MOX) fuel for

once-through use in commercial nuclear power reactors. This could be done by dissssembling Pits at
Pantex, g in appe d Pil i to Hanford, ing Pils and other source material lo

| 6/01.04.00
cont.

| 7108.03.01

‘ 8/08.03.01

7/08.03.01

usable oxides at Hanford, fabricating into MOX fusi at Hanford, and using s fuel in reaclors. The cont.
resultant spent fuel would then be dispased of in a high-level waste repository,

01 04 00 Comment Number 6

The analyses of cost, schedule, technical, and Nonproliferation Policy impacts
of the various reasonable alternatives for the Proposed Action are presented in
separate documents to support DOE’s ROD. These documents were available
for public review beginning in late July 1996.

08 03 01 Comment Number 7

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pu
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be made based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 8

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for new
missions at Hanford. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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DAVENPORT, LESLIE C., RICHLAND, WA
PAGE 3 OF 3

The Fuels & Materiats Examination Facility (FMEF) at Hanford Is a DOE owned fscliity that was
constructed for safe storage of Safeguards Category | or Il quantities of Pu and HEEU, and has & remote
fabrication line usable for producing MOX fuel. Although this facility has never been used for fissile
material work, this was its oniginal purpose and the facility exisis with very littie need for changes to meet

cument safeguards & security and environmental heatth & safety requirements. { would like to see 7/08 03 01
Washington Public Power Supply System's WNP-2 reactor st Hanford, and possitly the three Palo Verde PV
reactors in Arizona, used to bum up this MOX fusl. | believe all four reactors were designed so that they l cont.

can bum MOX fuel and would take less licensing effort through the NRC to permit this. if additional 8/08 03.01
reactors are y. | support pletion of construction of WNP-1 al Hanford. The two it
WNP reaciors, the FMEF facility, and appropriate storage vaults are physically all on the Hanford ‘ cont.
reservation, which would reduce risk and security problems during transport. | do not support the | 9/080301
evohutionary LWR attemnative due to the long time delay in starting actual disposition. However,

acceptable methods include the CANDU reactor altemative, selling the Pu to Japun, France, or the . 1 0/08 03 [}
UnRed Kingdom; or in the short-term f. ing MOX fuel lies in an existig European MOX fuel U
fabrication facility.

Disposition of Surplus HEU

Approximately 80% of the surplus HEU (103 of 174 metric tons) is in forms that m 3y allow it to be usabie
for down blending to LEU. Additional surplus HEU that can be converted to usabi: LEU on a cost
effective basis should also be included. This biending to LEU shouki be started as soon as possible, but
at no stower rate than can be sold at a reasonabie retumn price for commercial use

Sincersly,

Ltia C Bosnut
Leslie C. Davenport.
Senior Engineer, Nuciear Safety (Retired)

08 03 01 Comment Number 9

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Evolutionary LWR Reactor Alternative. Decisions on disposition of
weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
nput.

080301 Comment Number 10

Comment noted.
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DAVIS, ISABEL, CANYON, TX
PAGE10F 1

Raima Isabel Davis

Rt. 1 Box 213-Z2

Canyon, TX 79015
(806) 499-3509

United States Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

| am concerned about the disposal and storage of nuclear wastes at a site within 30 miles of my

home and directly over my water supply. We live in a area which is not served by s water

supply provided by a municipality. We have our own well which is tapped directly into the 1/09.04.04
Ogallala Aquifer. 1tis frightening to think that in a few years | may be drinking contaminated

water without even knowiny it.

Even if the possibility of contamination did not exist, the accelerated draining of the aquifer

itated by the p ing of nuclear wastes is a threat not only to agriculture, but to the
quality of life in the Texas Panhandle. The aquifer is being drained at an alarming rate by
irnigation of crops. We must find a way to usc less water, not more.

Surely there is a site available which is not over an aquifer that supplies water to 8 food
producing states. The Chamber of Commerce of Amarillo and the Department of Energy are
using faulty Jogic to protect current jobs at the expense of our very survival in the future.

Please do not store surplus plutonium at Pantex. Please do not process plutonium at Pantex, and 1/09.04.04
please do not store hazardous wastes at Pantex. cont

Sincerely,

[sabel Davis
A Citizen of Randall County, Texas

09 04 04 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentator’s concern about
the Ogallala Aquifer. The PEIS assesses the impacts to the Ogallala Aquifer
from the various alternatives, should such activities be located at Pantex.
Waste/hazardous material treatment/handling operations are regulated to
minimize the potential for releases of hazardous substances to the soil or
surface water that could then migrate to the groundwater.
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09 04 04 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the
Ogallala Aquifer. The PEIS assesses the impacts to the Ogallala Aquifer from
the various alternatives, should such activities be located at Pantex.

Waste/hazardous material treatment/handling operations are regulated (0
minimize the potential for releases of hazardous substances to the soil or
surface water that could then migrate to the groundwater.
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DEVORAK, JUDITH
PAGE1O0F1
Comment ID: PO0Y7
Date Received: April 18, 1996
Name: Judith Devorak
Address:
Transcription:

1'm calling to say keep that stuff out of Idsho. The Governor was wrong (o let you start bringing
any of it in. It should have stayed in court longer. Keep it out of Idaho.

1/08.03.01

08 0301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at INEL. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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DORWART, ROBERT J., SEATTLE, WA
PAGE1OF 1

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic

Envir al Impact St (PEIS) Public Comment Form
Name (optional) Ko lo e b3 IDes s vy 7
Address (oppomal) _ FB 27 AT gy JF
S e g A 2y

Please write down your comments and drop this form in the marked boxes before you leave
torught. These forms wall be submifted to the Department of Energy as part of the formal comment on
this PEIS  If you are unable to complete this form torught, written comments can be mailed to:

artment of Encrgy
ice of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
or, you can calj this toll-free number to leave comments by phone: 1-800-820-5156 Comments must be
submitted by May 7, 1996.

The Department of Encrgy has identified three rypes of technologics as uptions for disposing of
weapons-usable fissile materials Department has also considcred a "no action alternative” which
would result in jong-term storage of these materials. Please write down your comments on the following
three types of options for disposal and the siorage option

1. Matertals Immobilization/Vitrification - lmmobilize fissile materials by mixing them with glass, glass
bonded zeolites, or ceramics.
. ey bilte S gl el in A forw i

REPR L]

oecetnG  Llyuin Fhir is e avy A Jrer<at PR Y. T
rud e Fecfeu (renconfrony [mauy ) doop thy goreof HMeew
el e we bk el gqrryy degyn e ex(spt ygolar, i

2. Deep borchoic disposal - Matenals would be disposed in boreholes at least 2.5 mules dcep, in
geologically stable formations. Materials could be disposed directly into the deep borchole, of materials
could be immobilized first, and then deposited into the deep borchole. .
i -t Joe oy Arass e, b e kel T e Rk
<

DI A A7 T TR A 1T B RN

[eeiviey  bf
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3. Reactor Options - Surplus plutonium/highly enriched uramum would be made into MOX fuel for use
n puclear resctors, destroying by fission 2 major portion of the weapons grade materials
[ behiet yp  dFRuc Ao __dema @ AN N ST Ly et
paredls foudionns ¢ bosricat fuely [whicle <0 wo? Ly cmed:
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4. Storage Options - USDOE would continue existing storage practices for weapons-usable fissile
materials at current locations and/or consolidate that siorage b one or more of the designated sites

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

| 3/08.03.01

M-224

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Immobilization Alternatives. Decisions on disposition alternatives will be
based upon environmental analyses, technical and cconomic studies, national
policy considerations, and public input.

080301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy recognizes the commentor’s concern with the
Borehole Alternatives. Decisions on the disposition alternatives will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
policy considerations, and public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pu
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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DRYER, TED, PORTLAND, OR

PAGE10OF1
Comment |D: P0O004
Date Received: April 16, 1996
Name: Ted Dryer
Address: 7037 SW S4th
Portland, OR
Transcription:
1'd like to suggest that the Dep strongly ider putting the nuclear waste into glass.

None of the other options sccms safe enough to me. Thank you very much,

1/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Immobilization Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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DUKE POWER, CHARLOTTE, NC,
ROBERT VAN NAMEN
PAGE1OF 2

681-¢

@ DUKE POWER

By Fax (1-800-820-5156) and by Mail

May 6, 1996

Depanment of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SAIC- PEIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington DC 20026-3786

Comments on DOE document “*Storage and Disposition of Weapons-
Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (DOE/E!S-0229-D)

Subject:

This letter is provided to the Department of Energy to give comments on the subject
document. Duke Power appreciates the opportunity to participaic in the prucess and
Jooks forward to the imely resolution of all outstanding issues so thal the task of
disposing of the excess plutonium may begin. The use of plutonium as LWR MOX fuel 1s
a proven technology which is readily adaptable to the US light water reactors and will

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Existing LWR Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

09 00 08 Comment Number 2

Based on comments received, several sections of the Final PEIS include
additional analyses. These sections (in Section 4.9) include Impacts on
Uranium Mining and Nuclear Fuel Cycle Industries, Avoided Environmental
Impacts of Using MOX Fuel Instead of Traditional Low-Enriched Uranium
Fuel in Nuclear Power Plants, and Avoided Environmental Impacts of Using
Nuclear Power Plants Instcad of Fossil Fuel Power Plants. The Avoided
Environmental Impacts of Using MOX Fuel Instead of Traditional Low-
Enriched Uranium Fuel in Nuclear Power Plants scction in the Draft PEIS

ensure a timely and cost effective disposition program. The following comments are [, . . S ..
B rsiceraton by DOE 15 i prepares the Final Envisonmental Impact Statement lncludgs Fhe health 1mpacts avoided Fo lhc' public and wprkcrs for the mining
and progresses (o a Record of Decision. 1/08.03.01 and milling industries. Other avoided impacts to air quality and waste
- The use of MOX fucl as the primary disposition mechanism is the only option which generath were added to the Final PEIS.

meets the non-proliferation goals of the program and. at the same time, cxtracts the great

cnergy potential associated with the material

- The Final Environmental Impact Statement should fully account for ull benefits 07 00 00 Comment Number 3

associared with burning the plutonium as MOX fuel including the avoided mining and . . . L

cnrichment (power intensive) requirements which would be required if MOX fuel were 2/09.00.08 Generally, the goal is to complete disposition within 25 years after the ROD.
replaced by UOZ bascd fucl. The storage decision will be for long-term storage, up to 50 years. Schedule
- Timely and predictable disposition plans shoukd be laid out and follawed. Any scenario data, along with technical and cost data, were provided in Technical Summary
Seluying the disposition should be penalized due to the ntial adverse environmental i L. ;

mr:s):::cm: aesociated with mnp;a e 3/07.00.00 Reports of both storage and disposition 1n late July 1996.

- All potental envi 1 impacts should be considered in evaluating the altematives,

not just those within the US borders. \ 4/080000 08 00 00 Comment Number 4

. Use of existing MOX fabrication capacity in Europe should be seriously considered by . . ) . . )
DOE. Building from the cxisting European expericnce and capacity ensures the most \ 5/06.01.08 In accordance with Executive Order 12114, DOE guidelines implementing

rapid and most reliable start to the program.

that Order, the Department of State’s Unified Procedures (10 CFR 1021.102),
the PEIS considers impacts to the glcbal commons from potential European
fuel fabrication and the CANDU Reactor Alternative. In addition, according
to the Canadian Government, implementation of the CANDU Reactor
Alternative would be subject to Canadian Federal and Provincial policies and

sasuodsay puv
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DUKE POWER, CHARLOTTE, NC,
ROBERT VAN NAMEN
PAGE2 OF 2

Duke would also like to take this opportunity to request that DOE involve all potential

licensees (the utilities) is di ions, plans and projects leading to the licensing of MOX

fuel with the Nucicar Regulatory Commission. Capitalizing on the abilities of the 6/06.06.08
ial sector in imph ing the MOX option will result in the most stable, reliable

and timely progress on this imp progr

Ao~

Robert Van Namen, Manager

Fuel Management, Nuclear Engineering

regulations and would require health, safety, and environmental assessments
before issuance of a Canadian license. (See the letter from the Canadian
Embassy in Washington, DC, dated June 6, 1996, reproduced in this CRD.)
Should the CANDU Reactor Alternative be chosen for Pu disposition, further
negotiations between the U.S. and Canadian Federal and Provincial
Governments will be required before implementation, as well as business
negotiations with reactor owners.

06 01 08 Comment Number §

Comment noted.

06 06 08 Comment Number 6

Comment noted.
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DUTTON, HERB AND LYDIE, SAN JOSE, CA

PAGE 1 0F 2
6125 Country Club Parkway
San Jose, CA. 95138
May 6, 1996
U.S. Department of Encrgy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washingion, D.C. 20026-3786
(FAX) 1-800-820-5156

Subject: Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Matertals Draft
Programmatic Emvi ! Impact St (February 1996)

Dear Director Nulton:

Each time my wife or 1 Mlmmormnﬁdcwhkhdimmmevm
amounts of weapons grade matcrials currently being stored in the former Soviet Union,
m:ringvnthethmghuo{bowuﬁlythoummidwouldbedivcncdwmlnof
the United States (Libya, lran, Iraq, N. Korea, etc., c1c.) Within months of reading of the
black-market smuggling of plutonium from onc of the new Russian republics, the U.S.
govcmmanwouldbebcodwimmedmmldmmruuofldemHminmodm
miliam madman bent on humilisting the American public. This is » torlly possible but
unacceptable scepario.

lnrwicwi.n;lh:mﬂms.dn!iluﬂym(l)opﬁomhnmbeunplmwdinn
ﬁmlymmhbmhﬂum&m:ndkm This is also the only option based on
pmmwchnlogie,musmintmlﬂubdmimﬂm‘ It is also the only option that could
logically be accep involved g - the existing light water reactor
option. Fabrication of mixed oxide fuels is known technology. Operation of ial
maclesr reactors is known technology. The conversion of weapons grads phutonium to
:pn(nuclwﬁxlisduonlym“disposiﬁon”opﬁcndimsedintb:l’ﬂs.
Iavolvement of a third country, Canada, should not be considered in solving this
American/Russian problem.

The “do nothing™ option (current Clinton administration position on most critical issues)
is totally UNACCEPTABLE. Likewise, options involving long term sorage/burials or
conversion/immobilization into forms which could be reversed of lcave the materials
potentisily recoverabls (e.g., vitrification) sbould NOT be on the ncgotiations table.

1/08.03.01

| 2/08.03.01
3/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Existing LWR Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to
continuing or long-term storage. Decisions on storage of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
cconomic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

08 0301 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the
Immobilization Alternatives. Decisions on disposition alternatives will be
based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
policy considerations, and public input.

sasuodsay puv

SINAWNIOCT JHWWO)




61-¢

DUTTON, HERB AND LYDIE, SAN JOSE, CA
PAGE 2 OF 2

The DOE is urged to p d i diately with the existing LWR option. The time for
R&D programs has long past. Stop ing mopey in funding “vood "
hologies and responding to ~Anti-Everything” organizations. The threat and impact
of the loss or theft of Russian (or Amezican) weap ials is far too great!

¥ g Gt

Mr. &Mrs. H A

1/08.03.01
cont.

SIAd 10Ul S[DIPIDH 2]1SS14
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EIDEN, MAX A.
PAGE 10F 2

—

March 14,1996

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P. Q. Box 23786

Washington, D.C 20026-3786

Gentlemen:

Itis my opiniu thai ihe pussibie stipraent Lo, and storage of, wespens-ueatle fssile
material at the INEL site in Idaho is and would jeopardize the public health and safety.
The transporting of such material to Idaho as recently shown by the catastrophic train
accident is not as safe as one would originally think

1. In simple terms, the INEL is situated upon a high seismic activity
geographical area The attempts of the Department of Energy to show that that is not the
case are not well founded. The scientific and geological wisdom is that it is a highly
seismic area.

2. ‘The INEL site sits directly over the Snake River Aquifer which supplics water
to the Snake River, the rural arcas of ldaho, and subsequently to the Columbia River
drainage which affects most of 1daho and the States of Oregon and Washington.

3 To store or dispose of radioactive matter at the INEL which is directly above
the Snake River Aquifer is clearly not the best alternative to be chosen by the Department
of Energy.

1 strongly urge the Department of Energy to open a permanent storage repository
as had previousiy been pianned and inat the sivrage and disposidon of Weapons-Usable

Fissile Materials would be more appropriately stored at that site.

In the interim, transporting such material causes unnecessary dangers to the public
safety and welfare, which far outbalances any delay which may be incurred in opening, a
permanent repository.

Simply put, storing or handling radioactive material above the Snake River Aquifer
is not a viable alternative from the safety standpoint The present contamination at the site,
the high runoff of surface waters, the continued polluting of the aquifer are a reality. To
compound that by brining more materials to the site simply is not acceptable.

1/10.00.00

2/09.05.03

3/08.03.01

4/12.00.00

1/10.00.00
cont.

3/08.03.01
cont.

M-003

10 00 00 Comment Number 1

The human health risks of material transportations associated with the
proposed Pu storage and disposition alternatives are evaluated and presented
in Section 4.4 of this PEIS. The more detailed description of the methodology
and supporting data for the analysis is presented in the Appendix G.
Transportation of radioactive [materials between sites includes health risks for
both normal operations and accident conditions to the public and workers.

09 0503 Comment Number 2

Idaho National Engincering Laboratory is situated on the Eastern Snake River
Plain, an arca of low seismicity. The plain is bordered by the scismically
active Centennial Tectonic Belt to the north and the Intermountain Seismic
Belt to the east and southeast. Historical and recent seismic data cataloged by
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the National
Earthquake Information Center (NEIC), the University of Utah, and the INEL
Seismic Network, indicate that earthquakes in the region oceur primarily in
the Intermountain Seismic Belt and Centennial Tectonic Belt (including the
mountains and valleys of the Basin and Range province which bound the
plain on the north and south). The seismic characteristics of the plain and the
adjacent Basin and Range province are different; earthquakes and active
faulting are associated with the Basin and Range tectonic activity, whereas
the plain has historically experienced few and small earthquakes. Based on
the seismic history and the geologic conditions, earthquakes greater than
magnitude 5.5 (and associated strong ground shaking and surface fault
rupture) are not likely to occur on the plain.

08 0301 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at INEL. Decisions on the storage and disposition of weapons-

usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical
and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

12 00 00 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.
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ELLIS, JENNIFER L.
PAGE1OF 1

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Vitrification (Immobilization) Alternative. Decisions on the disposition of
MS. ELLIS: Jennifer L. Ellts, 222 Cherokee Trail, 37043. . . . .

weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public

CALL-IN COMMENTS ON DOE'S PEIS

Neither.
A matling that | have from 2/20 Vislon.

{ am calling to comment about the Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement. As a medical doctor spectalizing in preventive medicine, 1 believe
strongly that community and worker safety should be paramount. In order to
minimize the dangers related to plutonium and its byproducts, the Department
of Energy should look forward to adopting a plan for production of the least

amount of new radioactive waste.
I therefore disagree with the three options outltned by the Department of

Energy for the disposal of weapons-usable materials. believe that all three

input.

options arc dangerous and obsolete.
1 encourage the Department of Energy instead to invest in vitrification 1/08.03.01

which. unlike the outlined options. would immobilize plutonium and its
dangerous byproducts, and thus also reduce proliferation by removing it from
circulation.

Thank you.

CTUNIOM AT 11NN
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ENERGY PROBE RESEARCH FOUNDATION, TORONTO, ON,

NORMAN RUBIN
PAGE 1 OF 7

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington D.C. 20026-3786 U.S.A.

Impact Siatemnent (PEIS).

To whom it may concern,

mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel,

Re: Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile M:

BY FAX: 202-886-2710 (Original following by mail)

WALTER PITHAN. O

AX ALEN Gan
Pt DEAS. CBC Rade Prosite. Care L
QEORGHS ERAINAS pr
Co-Cramrwan. Sorwns § Solcrer
Aoyst Cowwminnion on Aburiginsl Puspies GENALDIE RN
N ACORS
e RALPH
ALEX N Praiusse of Ecsnemios and Frarnes.
Prociten, Meven . Univerally of Toronis.
June 7, 1996

ials Drafi P ic Envi !

Amchedplaseﬁndlwbmnwonfmmh-emhobeonthe(opucofd\epmposedmof
from d: led U.S. nuclcar warh

ds, at the Bruce

Enuxy(DoE)‘ Storage and Disp

Envir ! Impact Si
lhe DoE for plutonium disposition.

founded in 1980, d
|mEnergyProbe" h Found:

“A" Nuclear Generating Station. The MOX-CANDU reactor proposal is noted in the Department of
ition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft
(PEILS) as one of the options under consideration by

e

Energy Pmbe is lplo;ecl ofEncry Probe Research F
w raising pubhc awareness about encrgy and environmental

a non-profit envi

1y 50,000 supp

them in the province of Ontario.

We have rcvi d the ret

"

its and lusi
noted below.

roughly half of

of the DoE PEIS. We have also reviewed the submission scnt
10 you by Nuclear Awareness Project (Box 104, Uxbridge, Ontario L9P 1M6), and we gcncnlly
with some relatively mioor }

and some addi

In brief, Energy Probe urges the DoE to rule out the option of using CANDU rcactors Jocated in
Canada for plutonium disposition purposes unless and until the following conditions are met:

L The undertaking must not impose

6 od ol '

di ity systcm,
choice for electricity consumers;

Energy Probe Research Foundation

d costs — fi I, or social

— on people in Ontario or elsewhere in Canada;

. The undertaking must not retard Ontario’s progress in achieving an open, competitive, and
ized by open access for electricity suppliers, and free

» The undettaking must not proceed without the full, public application of Ontario’s

225 BRUNSWICK AVENUE, TORONTO, ONTARIO M5S 2M6

Phone (416) 984-8223 ext. 226 Fax (416) 9648239

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
use of the CANDU Reactor Alternative for the disposition of Pu. Decisions
on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input. This will include an appropriate level of
analysis concerning the CANDU Reactor Alternative. In addition, according
to the Canadian Government, implementation of the CANDU Reactor
Alternative would be subject to Canadian Federal and Provincial policies and
regulations and would require health, safety, and environmental assessments
before issuance of a Canadian license. (See the letter from the Canadian
Embassy in Washington, DC, dated June 6, 1996, reproduced in this CRD.)
Should the CANDU Reactor Alternative be chosen for Pu disposition, further
negotiations between the U.S. and Canadian Federal and Provincial
Governments will be required before implementation, as well as business
negotiations with reactor owners.

SIdd [vul] S|DMAIDIN 211551
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PAGE 2 OF 7
Fnvironmental Assessment Act, or an equivalent testing of its cnvirvnmental acceptability,
L] The undertaking must not proceed without a clear indication that it has the informed consent
of the people of Ontario, especially thase who will be most directly affected by it 1/08.03.01
L] If the U.S. government chooses to dispose of its nuclear-weapons plutonium in Canada, rather cont.
than within the United States, it must be clearly demonstrated that its decision is in no way
motivated by Canada's rclative lack of citizen safeguards and rights — both legislated and
common-law — that might make implementation casier in Canada than within the U.S..
For reasons outlined below and in the submission of Nuclear Awarencss Project, we believe that
these conditions are unlikely to be met. We therefore urge the U.S. government to focus its attention
on plutonium-disposition options that can be carried out within the United States.
Sincerely yours,
Norman Rubin
Director, Nuclear Research
and Scnior Policy Analyst
attachment
M-285
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] N
0103 00 Comment Number 2 XS
Energy Probe's Notes Regarding the &. >y
N sryluiniidsly A istoierbogonbummita After considering public comments, the PEIS has been revised with respect 3
to the CANDU Reactor Alternative. The PEIS includes an appropriate level ; 2.
by of analysis, consistent with Executive Order 12114, DOE guidelines, the 8 §'
Norman Rubin ’ : s 9
Director, Nuclear Researct State Department. s Unified Procedures, and DOE regulations at 10 CFR NEY
and Senior Policy Analyst 1021.102 concerning NEPA. [ =
N
June 6, 1996 In addition, according to the Canadian Government, implementation of the 8
CANDU Reactor Alternative would be subject to Canadian Federal and g
Canadian lmpacts “do not apply™! Provincial policies and regulations and would require health, safety, and Q
Inthe Dt Programmatic Exvironme: CMANDU&opnonmllmﬁ “:w‘ﬂ:.ll’yﬁﬂ-n e itha environmental assessments before i‘ssuance. of a Canadian license. (See the ‘é_
single phease: “Dounot-wly The specific arcas in which impacts “do not apply™ include the letter from the Canadian Embassy in Washington, DC, dated June 6, 1996, =
Site I Air Quality and Noise, Water Resources, Geology . A .. X s . °
and Soils, Blolopcd Resources, Cultural and Pal ics, Public reproduced in this CRD.) Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile
meccupmomlHahhmdSafe(y itself subdivided into N I Radiological | P . : . - -
u impects, and Facility Accidents — snd Waste Management” mate:nals W.l“ be bas.ed upon'enwrf)nmema] anal.ys?s, technical and economic
e \ T Fiil 2/01.03.00 studies, national policy considerations, and public input. Should the CANDU
wbenlmm: acknowi: to e ransportati . - .. .« .
ialy and E ) hosice o m:ﬂd@ﬂnmmmm onose Reactor Alternative be chosen for Pu disposition, further negotiations
Of course, most Candinns ol considesthe mpacs, in Canada, ofthe Caradian CANDU betwgen the US and Canad}an Federal and Pljovmc:al G?wt':mmer'ns will be
for the disposition of U.S. mch futonium to be just as real, significant, and -pp;n::cle required before implementation, as well as business negotiations with reactor
formed Canadians — including Encrgy . .
imﬁmwc&tﬁg:mwmummpw much more owners. Should the CANDU Reactor Alternative be selected, agreement with
ion to these rea! impacts than this .. PEIS does. For example, Canadian federal gov ‘ : "
il et e Prine Miniser gl mmmyml el without ooy recoumse the Canadian Government would be reached on the Pu disposition process.
w0 public process, public opinion, of — that the MOX-CANDU proposal is
the best option for disposition of both U.S. and R ! eApOns p
In short, we are d that the Canadian public (especially Ontario residents) may be treated like
ith of a “banana republic”, with neither our own officials nor those of the United States
respecting our rights to participate in this imp decision. We urge the U.S. government not to
take advantage of the weakness of Canada's. and Ontario's, political and legal saf ds in making 2/01.03.00
this decision.
cont.
lndeed,webehevelhnnlscommau\mﬂlﬂ\espml,nndpeﬂupseventheleﬁcr of the U.S.
| Pr jon Act, that adh impacts outside the United States be considered
before an option is chosen.
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09 00 08 Comment Number 3
Encrgy Probe’s Notes, page 2
Regardiess of the legal isse, we do ,:‘ see how you can hope 1o choose an option that minimizes 2/09.00.08 A comparison of impacts of all alternatives and options associated with each
P P I the impacts of al the op alternative is contained in Section 4.6 of the PEIS. A cumulative impact
analysis has been conducted in Section 4.7, as well, for both storage and
disposition. For the CANDU Reactor Alternative, the spent fuel resulting
from using MOX fuel in these reactors would be the responsibility of Ontario

Bruse-A sation.
"“‘“cﬁmmgxfjfgb;gmﬂ{w of CANDU Reactors Hydro, and would be stored and disposed of in accordance with procedures
The Atosts Energy of Canads Linited (AECL) established by the Canadian Atomic Energy Control Board. Interactions with
of canade AL wcl . . . . . .
D g Station A e L e rarubed the Canadian public regarding the receipt and use of MOX fuel in Canada will
regardless of whether or not the mixed-oxide (MOX) be conducted by the Canadian Government and Ontario Hydro.

fuel scheme is implemented, and that these
reactors will operate at an average capacity
factor of 80% for a further 25 year period. These
assumptions are inappropriate, given current
debates about the future of the electricity sector
in Ontario, and given operating experience at
CANDU reactors.

The AECL Pinal Report Plutonium Consumption
Program - CANDU Reactor Project notes:

»it is assumed for the purposes of this
study that the Bruce NGS A units will be
retubed because there is a demand for
electricity.”

Retubing is the rebuilding of a CANDU reactor core
where all fuel channels are replaced at a cost now
estimated by Ontario Hydro at about $350 million
per resactor. The Dok should note that the Bruce
reactor 2 was shut down in 1995 to avoid this cost
and other major repairs, primarily to steam

generators.

The Bruce "A* Station
began oparations between 1977 and 1979. It is
ikely that Ontario Hydro will be able to
justify the expense of retubing its aging reactors
when faced with increasing competition in the
electricity sector. (amphasis added; endnotes

omitted.]
h[d.mﬁubommmmuﬂm i y. the other 3 of the
Bruce-A station are nof scheduled for retubi ing in 2000, or at any other time. Rather, they arc
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Encrgy Probe’s Notes, page 3

scheduled to be shut down when they reach the end of pressure-tube life, starting in 2000. Ontario
Hydro, of course, retains the option of changing its mind and retubing one or more of these reactors.
But AECL’s assessment of the likelihood of that outcome must be viewed in the context of AECL's
historical record of forecasting future events, which can best be described as “laughable™. Indeed, it
is just as hard in Ontario as in the U S. to find competent, informed experts who expect 10 see major
capital refits to aging nuclear stati pecially as our electricity system b more market-
oriented and competitive. Ontario Hydro*

In the early 1990s, Ontario Hydro spent a considerable sum — $203 million in Canadian dollars —
on its plans to retube two of the reactors of the Bruce-A station — units ! and 2, in reverse numerical
order. In 1993, Ontario Hydro officially “wrote off” that investment, on the grounds that it was not
expected (o accrue to the benefit of electricity customers.’

Furthermore, on March 21, 1994, Ontario Hydro Nuclear submitted its “Strategic Plan for Future
Operation of Bruce A Nuciear Generating Station™ in writing to the Atomic Energy Control Board ¢

That document is quite clear in assuring the Atomic Energy Control Board that all four units of
Bruce-A will actually reach a premature end of life. Consider, for example, the following specific
passages:

L In paragraph 1.0 — “Strategic Plan Overview™ — of Attachment 1 of the package and the
corresponding chart — “Bruce ‘A’ Operating Strategy” — Ontario Hydro told the Atomic
Energy Control Board that Bruce Unit | would “SHUT DOWN JANUARY )" in the year
2000, and gave the explanation “P/T [i.e., pressure tube] LIFE LIMIT™. For Bruce Unit 3, the
notice “SHUT DOWN APRIL” appears in the year 2008, accompanied by “P/T LIFE
LIMIT". For Bruce Unit 4, the notice “SHUT DOWN APRIL" appears in the year 2006,
accompenied by “P/T LIFE LIMIT™, but it is fotlowed by the following Note:
“ADDITIONAL SLAR IN THE 1990°'S WILL ENABLE UNIT TO EXTEND PRESSURE
TUBE LIFE LIMIT TO APRIL 2011.”

L] Attach 4, Section |, first paragraph, says “... the elements required to ensure safe
operation of Units 1 and 2 10 their planned end of life (which have now been firmed up) have
been incorp d into their operating gies.” Same scction, page 2, first complete
paragraph says “For Unit 1, an end of life in 2000 is now planned, based on fuel channel
creep induced clongation.”

These passages make absolutely clcar how firm and unambiguous Ontario Hydro has been in
assuring the Atomic Energy Control Board that it actually plans to shut down Bruce A Units 1, 3, and
4 in January 2000, April 2008, and April 2011, respectively. Any assurances to the contrary —
especially from AECL — should be given lintle credence.

Nuclear Awareness Project writes (Submission, p. 4):

S1dd 1puld SpI3ID W 2115514
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Energy Probe’s Notes, page 4

There is no guarantee that the plutonium fuel
scheme will undergo an environmental assessment at
either the provincial or federal level. An
exemption was granted to the Bruce "A" Station in
1976 under the Ontario Environmental Assessment
Act, and the use of MOX fuel may come under this
exemption.

Indeed, Energy Probe has direct and painful experience in this matter: A legal attempt by Energy
Probe to foroe an Ontario EA of another serious change at an exempted nuclear station —
specifically the decision to build an Ontario-wide Tritium Removal [and stomage) facility at the
station — was rejected by the Ontasio courts. The courts found that the proposal to build
ﬂnnwhnmuﬁthnmpuﬁmhmmo&mwmmmkcgm

extremely vague and general. Therefore, the exemption from Envi cven

d the later decision to mOnmmdzmwumnndmﬁmmy—on-
part of the property that was shown as an open space on the maps drawn when the exemption was
granted!’

Moreoves, the Federal Environmental Assessment Panel on High-Level Waste Disposal (see p. 3 of
NAP': mbmmon) has atready :epe‘ledly indicated its unwillingness to enter into discussions of the
p plications of this proposal on the quanti otut\ueofhl;hlcvelnwleuwmm
Canada, b it views the prop umll hetical

As one indication of the treatment of this issue before the Federal Eavironmental Asscsament Panel,
following is an intervention on the second day of the hearing by Dr. P. Brown of Natural Resources
Canada, explaining why there is no need for that panel to review this proposal:

THE CHAIRMAN: Microphone number 3?

DR. P, BROWN: Thank you, Mr. Chaixman. Your
indulgence, please. This is more of a comment rather than a
question.

The CANDU option -- I just want to clarify one point,
and that is that the CANDU option for burning MOX fuel is only a
proposal for consideration; it is not a confirmed project. And any
project that waa there would not start until the year 2000, and, in
any event, it would have to meet all applicable Canadian
environmental and regulatory requirements before a decision to
proceed with the option was indeed given.

So it is not a fait accompli at this point. Thank
you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Dr. Brown.®

These recent developments give further credence 10 NAP's concemns in regard to any federal
Environmental Assessment of this undertaking.

10¢-¢
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2. See, for cxarmple, Mark Nichols, “Debating the CANDU option: Should Cenada process
plutonium?” in Maclean ‘s, May 6, 1996, pp. 46-47; “Plutonium plan to go before G7” in The
Financial Post, April 17, 1996, p. 2.

3. Nuclear A Project, Submission to the U.S. Department of Energy Regarding the
Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement, June 6, 1996.

4. This moming’s relesse of A Framework for Competition, The Repors of the Advisory
Commitres on Competition in Ondario’s Eg.vvvﬁu!stlg;c\
Envirorenent and Energy, can only be seen as reinforcing and this d trend.

5. Testimony at the Ontario Energy Board, HR22 hearing, esp. Trenscript votume 16, pp. 3174-
3.

6. The docurnent bears Ontario Hydro file number BGA 00531 (P). It was distributed by AECB
staff to its Board and to the present author as Board Member Document BMD 94-65A, dated

1994-03-30. This document was also filed (by Encrgy Probe) as Exhibit 4.2.17 at the Ontario

Energy Board on June 8, 1994. As far as we know, this document remains in foroe and has not
been superseded by any sub "

A
7. Specific citations on request. First the Ontario lower court dismissed our action;” "the Court of

gnﬂioﬁ>§_.§3§rﬁﬁ. Appeal, Sgﬁﬁésg

8. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT REVIEW AGENCY, NUCLEAR FUEL WASTR
MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL CONCEPT, PUBLIC HEARINGS, MARCH 12, 1996,

VOLUME 2, p. 114.
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08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Reactor Alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all
reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning must be considered.
Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
policy considerations, and public input.
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08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
disposition alternatives. Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and

. 1 also
Oplons #a * 3 ewan economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
not Ltakle Y cause fesc wausies
re tuble Ol \omg el
Qre S0 uns N 2/08.03.01 150000 Comment Number 3
dihosd Ror dn C d. W. inimization i i 1 of DOE and will b
ore licakle . omment noted. Waste minimization is an ongoing goal o and will be
netoyplice le considered to the extent practicable in the selection and implementation of the
DOE newdks g "huclear Guasie alternative(s).
Stamdard ” 4w adopt & plan b 3/15.00.00
Produace Ane least amount o€ 08 03 01 Comment Number 4
od ¢ ' ste
hew (oachive wsaste. The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Disposal 65 nuckar e tels Immobilization Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable
timid dne amound fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
>
processing ard dranspordution, economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
T emcouruge “nuestmevd n
uorker and @/Yn\mum’ﬁ &AQ,&‘} 4/08.03.01
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~PUTTING THE PIECES TOGETHER"
Box 566 Phone: (716) 876-9552
Kenmore, NY 14217-0566 Fax:  (716) B76-9552

office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy

PO Box 23786

washington, OC 20026-3786

Statement

(HEU), can be easily assembled into nuclear weapons.

toxic, especially plutonium, to 1iving things. Therefore,

for weapons and commercial use of plutonium.

Russia, continue to repr spent
or relatively expensive.

nay exceed the amount of plutoniunm from dismantled weapons.

power).

May 27, 1996

Subject: Comments on storage and pisposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Naterials Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact

1) Fissile materials, plutonium and highly enriched ux;ani\;m
Fissile
materials are also very long-lived radioactive materials which are

should be apparent that fissile materials pose both grave security
and onvlromntal/pubuc health threats, respectively. Because the
costs of maintaining poth security and aenvironmental isolation of
these materialg are extremaly high, they also represent an enormous
economic liability. More than ten years ago, the U.S. governnent
recognized these lisbilities and stopped production of plutoniur

Howaver, five countries, Britain, France India, Japan and
cial nuclear power plant
fuel, in anticipation of a day when uranium fuel may become scarce
In the next decads, the amount of
commercially separated plutonium in these and additional countries

If the Clinton Administration is serious about the fissile
saterial threats jdentified above, it sust also address, without
delay, the groving global commercial production of plutonium, which
is bound up with the increased use of nuclear power in economies
outside the U.S. The U.S. government can best address this problen

1) declaring fissile materials a 1iability, 2} by exerting
influence on the reprocessing countries to phase out both repro-
cessing and the use of nuclear power, through a frank portrayal of
the downside of nuclear energy -— the uneconomic cost of sound,
long-ters waste management and plant safety issues -- in addition
to the weapons proliferation threats and, 3) by encouraging the
paximization of energy efficiency and conservation neasures in
conjunction with the large scale development and Production of
safe, alternative, renewable power supplies (solar, biogas and wind
The subsidized transfer of these technologles to the

1/01.03.00

0103 00 Comment Number 1

Comment noted. The President’s Nonproliferation Policy states the United
States will not recycle Pu. Burning weapons-usable Pu in reactors does not
utilize the recycling process because the Pu in the spent fuel from this process
will not be extracted for reuse in new fuel. This is consistent with U.S. policy
since no Pu is being recycled. After a once-through fuel cycle, the Pu would
be converted to a nonproliferation form as spent reactor fuel.

Although it may be possible to make a nuclear weapon from spent
commercial reactor fuel, it can only be done with a great deal of difficulty by
individuals with extensive experience in handling and processing nuclear
materials. The disposition of weapons-usable Pu through the use of MOX fuel
in LWRs creates a radiological barrier that makes the Pu as difficult to retrieve
and reuse in weapons as Pu in spent commercial reactor fuel. The use of this
technology approach would allow for the Pu to be disposed of in a geologic
repository the same as commercial reactor fuel. Implementation of the
disposition alternatives will serve as an example and encourage other
countries to disposition surplus Pu, without reprocessing.

sasuodsay puv
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08 03 01 Comment Number 2 3y
developing countries will reduce the attraction of nuclear 1/01.03.00 . & =
enterprises in most cases. cont. The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the :’ 3
2) W igorously opposed to any mixed oxide fuel (MOX) . . . . . . Ry
option becatue: 1) ehe eed e e ox Talioed oxlde iuel (MOX) 2/08.03.01 Reactor Alternanve using MOX fue!. Co.st. consrdgratlons were mc!uded in 52
$2.2 billion, and 2) it will encourage the development of a the Technical Summary Report for disposition, which was made available to 2 g
plutonium fueled reactor economy, an outcome at odds with current th blic in Jul AN ber 1996 ~ =
v.s. policy. e public in July and November . SRS
\
The draft EIS presents a sketchy description of a MOX fuel . . . . N . el
option using the Canadian CANDU reactors at Bruce A. The EIS The President’s Nonproliferation Policy states the United States will not © ,§
states that "spent fuel {from this project]... would be accommodat- . . . N
ed within the Canadian spent fuel progras.” In effect we would be recycle Pu. Burning weapons-usable Pu in reactors does not utilize the <
dumping responsibility for long-term waste management on the A ° h - S
Canadians. This would be very unfair. But it would be typical of recycling process because the Pu in the spent fuel from this process will not 3
the irresponsible and slipshod approach to managing nuclear wastes, R f L. . ) A . “
both commercial and military, taken by past DOE administrations up be extracted for reuse in new fuel. This is consistent with U.S. policy since no ~
to and including the current Clinton Administration DOE. 3/08.03.01 Pu is being recycled. After a once-through fuel cycle, the Pu would be @
RYGR . - ’ [~
tl fewing the i of spent fuel . -
dnpo::;.c"-‘x-.ndxl:nr'-:f:wc:;::" not include management of apent MOX converted to a nonproliferation form as spent reactor fuel. :-;
fuel. In fact, Atomic mo;g.y ::gnt "é'“": (lih:;:rliqzi::it::“o.rn::;
CANDU ROX al) has s at a provin . . . .. . . R
prinsediuicd ’2"_‘,’,".}.’ avolded " under ‘an enviromental assessment Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be made
i T to B n . ’ H - H 3 M
Do enlected: 1t wouid meemaily 7ot be subact to any public reviev based on environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
[of di iti . 8 wou dingly irresp " . . ..
23‘1::7'»3:-; “even less than the routinely political, instead of policy considerations, and public input.
scientific, sham envir tal review pr conducted by DOE in
the U.S.
3) At this time, we believe the vitrification of the fissile 08 03 01 Comment Number 3
)
no mote, And parhape 1eus then the HoX opticns, without navisg che
an . .«
Tatai Fisw of the HOX option, -ncourn?c-gnt of A Piutoniun resctor |, 108.03.01 The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
nowy . i hieldi could be avo Y V3. R . .. ..
Vierirying the F::xf: :.t!xtz.r';-:l:‘vfi}.hl ;"‘-’,‘,,:.%;‘i Jdcaniun instead of use of the CANDU Reactor Alternative for the disposition of Pu. Decisions
Be” atored in merel” canivrers mada eith n gamma-emitter such as on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
cesium-137 to deter thett. environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
sincerely, . considerations, and public input. After considering public comments the PEIS
9“"“ has been revised concerning the CANDU Reactor Alternative. The PEIS
James Rauch includes an appropriate level of analysis concerning the CANDU Reactor
Alternative, consistent with Executive Order 12114, DOE guidelines, the
State Department’s Uniform Procedures, and DOE’s regulations at CFR
1021.102 implementing NEPA. In addition, according to the Canadian
Government, implementation of the CANDU Reactor Alternative would be
subject to Canadian Federal and Provincial policies and regulations and
would require health, safety, and environmental assessments before issuance
of a Canadian license. (See the letter from the Canadian Embassy in
Washington, DC, dated June 6, 1996, reproduced in this CRD.) Should the
CANDU Reactor Alternative be chosen for the Pu disposition, further
negotiations (which would include the disposition of the MOX spent fuel)

SR - 550 ISR < - - : » aMM
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Canadian Federal and Provincial Governments will be required before
implementation, as well as business negotiations with reactor owners.

08 03 01 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Immobilization Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input. The PEIS
analyzes vitrification of Pu along with high-level waste or Cs to provide a
radiation barrier. The radiation barrier is necessary to provide proliferation
resistance and vitrification with depleted uranium would not provide such
proliferation resistance; use of HLW or Cs would require shielded facilities.
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04 02 60 Comment Number 1

Comment noted.

United States Department of Energy

NAME: (Optional) - C A4 FAC &4,

ADDRESS: 4275 4’ 4™ Avk  ARvAsg Ce  PAroT
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FEDERATION OF WESTERN OUTDOOR CLUBS, IDAHO FALLS, ID,
MARTIN F. HUEBNER
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FEDERATION OF WESTERN OUTDOOR CLUBS

Extablished v 1971 fur Musnal Servios nd lor B Promation of the Propes Use Enpaymamt
mnd Prosection af Amencs s Sowmic Wikdemens and Ovsduns Recresoon Revowon

May 27,1996

The t bie Hazel OLeary
Secretary, The U.S. Department of Energy
Washi D.C.

w g

Dear Ms. O'Leary:

Subject: DOE Plans for Storage and Disposal of Weapons-Usabie Fissite
Materials

On April 15, in ldaho Falla, Idaho, | participated in a heasing on this subject 1 have
mmmﬂmmmmﬁﬁxmmquﬁﬁﬂm
comments on behalf of the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs that 1 would like
to be pant of the hearing record on this matter

In its Anoual Mectings, the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs has been holding
deliberations, and making jud; garding natural issues for over
mmmmmmmmmmumwhw
hmmmhcwmm“adohhd.ﬂoﬂm

e whether the members be the diverse group of outdoor recrestion chibe, sportsmeny’
S associations, and environmental groups affifsted with the FW.O.C. (as listed in the
I lettorhoad). o the Federation's individual menmt

For several yenrs, the Federation's Board of Di has been

of global warning. as it is one of THE major envk ] issues that

nmmohnedy-onifmwlthew«ldtoeoﬁmnmmuioyiﬂ.hlw

last Annual Meeting, we distilled our conoerns into an official resolution, a copy of

which was sent to you in our letter 1o you of February 12. To date, we have not
ived a resp a3 was req d in our letter.

ing the iasue

4k

Please note thet the Fi s R ion strongly supports a variety of initiatives

10 curb carbon dicedde emissions and outlines & methodology to follow when moce

dwﬂpmmwkaﬂdfw.lldwwnbﬁdnw

rmpm-mdmmummmmw.m

ub.nﬁmddmm.wwmmdm
Juate their vi :

ding nuclear power, fuek-reprocessing etc. in view

of what appoars to be an inexorable trend in globel warming

1/15.00.00

150000 Comment Number 1

Although the commentor’s prior letter was not a comment on this PEIS, DOE
acknowledges its receipt. Consistent with the commentor’s comments, this
PEIS analyzes carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions, where appropriate, and
examines the use of nuclear reactors (using MOX fuel) for Pu disposition.
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GENERAL COMMENTS

First, some general comments. 1 am one of many Americans who have soen the bright promise of post
WWII nuclear technology become mired in over-regulation, the un-constructive efforts of journalists,
the misplaced concems of some envirommental groups, (and I consider myself a hard-core
environmentalist!), and the deSberate sabotaging of nuciear technology by alleged "watch-dog groups
who can't or wont (like most journalists) distinguish between military nuclear weapons and
commercial nuclesr power.

A significant detractor from being sble to capitalize on the beneficial use of nuclear technology for
outwmmy‘lbaleﬂt.ufromwhnlwﬂlreferxoh«qmﬁerudu?rol:femonl’mdl(l’h)
Though probably well-i ioned, these misguid ‘peoplehlvemfwedmrgovmmdhlve
done more than anry other group to hamstring our country's oace-leadership in nuclear technol
If PPs had been Mmmmmhwwmmmmmnmmﬂhn
nuclear power, some have said they would consider such PPs as traitors t0 our country. If you have
asry PPs in your shop, I request you find them employment elsewhere!

Ahhough no artribution was given as to the origin of the various proposals/ahernatives discussed at
the Idaho Falls hearing, I suspect the PPy had & hand in the proposals for Immobilization (by e.g. by
vmﬂuum)mdbeepb«dnkb:spommlmﬂﬁmcﬁmubowhdw(huepmpoulsue
from a financial /moral, and a techni

ke

TECHNICAL COMMENTS

1) The DOE rep ives at the hearing could not/would not respoad to my direct question on
how much American taxpayer money had been spent to provide these "surplus® materials, (stated to
be 175 MT HEU and 38 MT plutonium), or what weepons-grade plutonium or HEU cost per gram 2/07.00.00
to produce. 1 made the same request for this information from the local DOE office, and from
information oficers st DOE Headquarters, to no avail. So, based on what 1 remember sbout the cost
of the weapons-production facilities from past mining on the Colorado plateau.the Feed Materials
Pro&munCmmlikeFm!d,thrwghmedlﬂ\monphuM ducti ete th h

. I esti dmtopmtenmmmythm;hthColqulheMnenem
uxp.ywwﬂhﬂyforkedovunb«ﬂ!looommntowwonﬂiummpmdzmon

So, the HEU that's being idered for disposition is esti d to be worth:

$ 1000/gram x 1000 gramse/Kg x 1000 Kg/MT x 175 MT= $ 175,000,000,000

If the Plutonium costs a like amount
$ 1000/gram x 1000 grams/Kg x 1000 Kg/MT x 38 MT =$38,000,000,000

S I N s . R @ i SRR R TR

07 00 00 Comment Number 2

The historical (approximately 50 years) acquisition costs for the HEU and Pu
are sunk costs for which no single separate financial accounting system was
utilized.

SIdd 1puld S|DIUBIDI 2]1581
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FEDERATION OF WESTERN OUTDOOR CLUBS, IDAHO FALLS, ID,
MARTIN F. HUEBNER

PAGE 3 OF 4
08 03 01 Comment Number 3
Thus, if either the borehole or lhg immobilization alternative were (heaven forbid) be chosen, t‘hxs
yeould resuftin a0 nprocductve, imenevabl oss (o the American tpryer of a 6t of s tiion. | 3/08.03.01 The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the

A Borehole and Immobilization Alternatives. Decisions on the disposition of
The Immobdization Altermative This calls for the American taxpayer to pay a great deal MORE

rmoney (a large but unspecified amount) to change these matefials 5o they aren't attractive to the Bad weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses,
Guys who would like to do very bad things to our beloved country technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
The ONLY feasible application of the Immobilization strategy is on phutonium items that cant (for input.
tummtdeanom)beoonvenedhnopolanhlmctmt\wl.ﬂlerenofnwhnm\obtl' ilization
proposals are a lot of hyper-expensive bunk conjured up by PPs, or their in-house equivalents.
Stated at the Idaho Falls hearing was that the on-going Eloctro-Metalhurgical Project at Argoane 08 03 01 Comment Number 4
National Laboratory-West could be a facility for dealing .wilh non-esctor feasible phutonium. If 50, 4/08.03.01
T would d that this technical Argorme be vigorously pursued The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Deep Borehole Disposition Environmentulsts are deeply opposed to inoculating the skin of Mother Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative. Decisions on disposition of
Mwﬁwwm.mmuﬂhhmﬁdqﬁadMﬂ,mmwhoﬁmm _ - - . .
B e cioet B & D. The e ofthe texpeyers having had 1o fork-out over § 200 wilion 10 weap(?ns usable fissile r_natena'ls will l?e based u.pon env1.ronm<?ntal ana}ys;s,
manufacture these weupons-grade materials, and then spending huge more 10 bury it in the technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, existing
pound rhere at mere taxpay p is d ight i 1. It would further squander the 5/08.03.01 ..
financial of American ctizens, who already have a tough time making ends meet. The agreements, and public input.

hok pt borders on the ludi mdwmldbedenriynmnn'yifitwm‘lnppmlyl
mwmdhmnudemhdiamnbymddiﬁomnyapmiwmggmmm
"Immobilize" the Phtonium frst 08 03 01 Comment Number 5
The sbsohutely most ridicul made a1 the hearing was the Russians, 100, are consideri . . ]
“Deep Borehole" disposition. Its surprising that a remark like this wasa® treated to out-loud hoots The Department of Energy recognizes the commentor’s concern with the
ofderision.Omdounoth-vetobumbucﬂhesmebepcmmwhowthuIluu‘-i:'m . . . . . . .
doep financial difficulty, snd would no-way bury this supremely expensive materials in the ground. Borehole Altemanves. Decisions on tht? disposition alternatives .w111 be t?ased
Oty in profigate America could someshing a3 bizarr as Deep Hole disposal be sdvanced Such upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national

nmyulmldbcnpethLEAN-b?ofwupommwhauﬁngﬁdliﬁu! . \ . ..
policy considerations, and public input.

The Federation suggests that persons responsible for such providing such "Ahternatives” as

immobilization and Deep Borehole disp ] be frequently chech d for controlied substances. It makes

mwonderiﬁhzymuulyndheringlowhnmonhlhcylookwhalu\dngoﬁcelobm:ﬁt.guard 01 06 00

mdpmteclmncmmymdiuddm.

Comment Number 6

2) It s apparent that unless weapors-usble HEU and plutorium are to be used for uscful (electricity 6/01.06.00 Comment noted. DOE is considering, and the PEIS analyzes, both Reactor
Alternatives (which would convert surplus Pu to MOX fuel to generate
electricity), and the No Action Alternative (which would leave the surplus Pu
in safe, secure storage), as the commentor suggests. For surplus HEU, DOE

prodmion)purpmel.tltympmperlyufegundedwbﬁe(heymwmnomd,md'nshouldbe

has already decided to blend-down up t0 20 percent of the HEU to Q
commercial fuel as decided in the HEU ROD. §
a8
a 2
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Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable

Fissile Materials Final PEIS
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FENMORE, CAROL, POCATELLO, ID

PAGE1OF 1
Comment ID: P00
Date Received: April 18, 1996
Name: Carol Fenmore
Address: 365 Skyline Drive
Pocatello, ID
Transcription:

1'm 100% against bring over 1000 tons of plutonium, the most dangerous element known to man,
and possibly storing it over the Snake River Aquifer. Itis absolutely insanity and should not
cven be considered at any cost, jobs or otherwise. It makes me livid. Thank you. My number is
(208) 203-0788 and thank you.

1/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
transportation of Pu for storage at INEL. Decisions on the storage and
disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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FITZGERALD, KARA

PAGE10F1
Comment 1D: P0018
Date Received: April 18, 1996
Name: Kara Fitzgerald
Address: none given
Phone : 208-785-0235
Transcription:

[ think it'd be a good thing to have the plutonium come to Idaho. Thank you.

| 1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for
additional missions involving Pu at INEL. Decisions on storage and
disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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FITZGERALD, PETE, BLACKFOOT, ID

PAGE10OF 1
Comment ID: P0007
Date Received: April 18,1996
Name: Pete Fitzgerald
Address: Blackfoot {ID]
Transcription:

I think we should get that plutonium. 1t'd bring more jobs for the INEL. We need more jobs in
this area. Thank you very much, bye.

| 1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
additional missions involving Pu at INEL. Decisions on storage and
disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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FLANGAS, WILLIAM A., LAS VEGAS, NV

PAGE10F 1
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Comment noted.

01 06 00

Comment noted.

1/08.02.00

2/01.06.00

1/08.02.00
cont.

Comment Number 1

Comment Number 2
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FLOMENHOFT, MARK, SEATTLE, WA
PAGE1OF2

Storage Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fusila Materisis Draft Programmatic
-l-i.:m 1] lomp.:t S - (PEIS) Public Comment Focm

Name (optional): X ME N e
Address (optional): T

.0. 36
Washington, D.C. 20025-3786
of, yumuuminu-uunmnhnmbypm: 1-800-820-5156. Comments must be

ssbmitied by May 7, 199%. . o
The Departmmnt merﬁmmo{m&lummmd
- The D ™ has also a "no action " which

1/08.03.01
| 2/08.03.01
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‘ \ 3/08.03.01
& Stores Optons - USDOE e o g o o e g 0
1 4/08.03.01
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08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s preference for the
Immobilization/Vitrification Alternative. Decisions on storage and
disposition of weapon-usable fissile materials will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and
public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Borehole and Immobilization Alternatives. Decisions on disposition of
weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Reactor Alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all
reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning must be considered.
Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
policy considerations, and public input. '

08 03 01 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to
long-term storage. Decisions on storage of weapons-usable fissile materials
will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies,
national policy considerations, and public input.
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FOREMAN, BOB D., RICHLAND, WA

PAGE10OF 1

A mA N

NAME: (Optional)

gawen _ave,, Ructican WA 52

ADDRESS: 1224
TELEPHONE: (52 9%3- 0393

e CrEATUL BN CFT

| fexl THi PelosAt

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for new
missions at Hanford. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapon-usable
fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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