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April 23. 1996 

124 Hampshire Court 
Oak Ridge, TN 37830 

U. S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C 20026-3786 

Sir.  

I am attaching some specific comments on the Draft Programmatic Impact Statement on 
the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fisaule Materials I have only had a 
limited amount of time for this review and so I have confined my comments to the 
summary document, although I have made a cursory review of the other documents. I am 
particularly concerned about three issues (I) why Los Alamos, which is scheduled to be a 
plutonium production facility was not considered as a site, while Oak Ridge, which has no 
other planned plutonium 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 ae being considered when mixed oxide use in reactors would provide an 
effective and profitable disposition or disposition in CANDU reactors would he acceptable 
with appropriate IAEA oversight and inspection.  

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

I regret that there was not more involvement in the disposition hearings in Oak Ridge 
"This was an inevitable consequence of the combining 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 significam uncertainties about the 
SSMP hearing results I believe that even though there was not much participatio n the 
hearings, you would find that a decision to site a plutonium processing facility in Oak 
Ridge would lead to a major uproar, as would a decision to move uranium storage out of 

Oak Ridge 

•lý /Srn• y B. Burditt 
Retired Program Manager for Weapons Manufacturing Development, Y-12 

Attachment

1/01.05.00 

2/01.05.00 

3/01.05.00 

4/08.03.01

M-057

010500 Comment Number I

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.

010500 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.

080301 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 S-2 Why is 50 years considered long ierm'n What happens afler that
9 

Has any 
thought been given to truly long range impacts. 100 years or more? 

Page S-6 Why ii Los AJamos not considered as a potential site, since this is the one place where Pu production activities are scheduled9 How can Los AJamos do Pu production 
without a storage capability7 

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 (electrometallurgical treatment) or vitrification facility is not 
considered a problemr

7 

Page S-16 Would handling ofweapons materials by Canada require a change in Canadian 
law rather than just government approval 

Page S-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 releases 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 Stewardship and Management Study, which says that locating plutonium will not be considered an option for any facility which 
is not already involved in plutonium operations

9

5/02.00.08 

1/01.05.00 
cont.  

6/01.05.00 

7/01.04.00 

1 8/13.00.00 

1 9/01.04.00 

10/01.04.00 

11/06.05.09 

12/09.01.04 

13/09.09.08 

14/01.06.00 

15/11.01.05 

M-057

M-057

020008

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 to a 
highly speculative environmental analysis, which would be contrary to the 
intent of NEPA. Fifty years also covers reasonable facility life cycles.

010500

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 developed 
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.

010400

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 a site 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.

130000

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.0
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010400 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 Z Z 
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.  

010400 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 0908 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.  

0, 
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Casey Hurts 
1438 Ashment Apartment 
1daho Falls, ID 83404 
April 15, 1996 

Have you ever turned on the television, light bulb, or mic-rowaved 
a hot dog? How would you like it if this were not possiole 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. isn't 
it interesting one nuclear reactor provides more power per day 
than all the hydroelectric dams on the Snake River cnmbineo, 
without damaging the habitat of the fish? 

Idaho doesn't have to become a waste repository. What Idaho 
needs to become is a leader concerning the future of spent 
nuclear fuel. With your knowledge about the subject, surely you 
can see that the only feasible solution is to reprocess this 
spent fuel at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant. There is one 
catch however, in order to process this spent fuel, there reeds 
to be a waste repository site. There are sites already waiting 
to be opened at WIPP and Yucca Mountain. As Idaho was one of the 
leaders in the forefront of shutting these projects down, Idaho 
needs to be a leader in the reopening of these waste 
repositories. Then we can deal with Idaho's main concern: spent 
nuclear fuel being stored at the INEL.  

The spent fuel will not go away, however the implementation cf 
WIPP and Yucca Mountain, 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 is not safe. This is just not true' 
With the stringent guidelines implemented by both the United 
States Nuclear Regulatory Comsnission and the Department of 
Energy, we are safer today than we have ever been. There is

1/08.03.01 

2/15.00.00

ID-003

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. Howevcr, 
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.

150000 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 
repositories for transuranic (TRU) waste, HLW, and spent fuel will be made 
by DOE pursuant to separate NEPA reviews. DOE is committed to removing 
spent nuclear fuel from INEL by 2035, although such spent fuel is beyond the 
scope of this PEIS. Similarly, the operation of the ICPP, and associated 
socioeconomic benefits, is beyond the scope of this PEIS.

080301 Comment Number I
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greater probability for accidents involving automcbzles than in 
the nuclear industry. I'll bet you don't see people protesting 
against automobiles' There are also people who would like the 
public to believe the nuclear industry releases tons of 
pollutants into the atmosphere. This also is a complete 
fabrication. 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! Of this two hundred million tons, there 
are significant quantities of radiation being released into the 
environment, including Radlum-226! Are we supposed to bury our 
heads in the sand and do nothing about this? My answer is 
ABSOLUTELY NOT'! If we don't press forward with safe, clean, 
high efficient power plants, whether they be nuclear or not, I 
see nothing but a bleak future for generations 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 Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant, we would be able to offset some of the 
layoffs that employees of the INEL have been suffering. This /15o00.00 
would contribute greatly to the economy of Eastern Idaho as well 
as the rest of the state. As Idaho's third largest employer, the cont 
INEL provides thirteen percent of the tax base. Where is that 
thirteen percent going to be cut from the budget? Who is 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 lieu of this, I encourage you to visit 
one of the Radiation Safety Programs at the Eastern Idaho 
Technical College in Idaho Falls, or at Idaho State University in 
Pocatello. I would be very interested in hearing your feelings 
and policies concerning the nuclear industry and specifically, 
the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory.  

Sincerely, 

Casey Burns 
Radiation Safety Student 
Eastern Idaho Technical College 

ID-003 
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ON

U.S. Department of Energy U.S. Department of Energy 

Office of Reconfiguration Office of Fissile Materials 

P 0 Box 3417 P O Box 23786 

Alexandria, VA 22302 Washington, DC 20026 

Comments on Stockpile Stewardship and Management (SSM) PEIS: I support the selection 

of Pantex for weapons assembly and disassembly functions. I strontly favor the 

continuation of high exolosives functions at Pan.tex and oppose any plan to move these 

functions to the national labs. Since Pantex is the most cost-effective DOE facility and 

enjoys the strongest local support, I also support the addition, of other environmentally 

sound stewardship and management functions at Pantex.  

Comments on Fissile Materials Storage and Disposition (MD) PEIS. I believe that Pantex 

should be chosen as the location for fissile materials storage and disposition functions.  

Pantex already stores surplus plutonium, and has the needed safety and security 

capabilities to 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: Address SZ>c g (

1/08.03.01

TX-O01

080301 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.



CAMPAIGN 2 
PAGE 1 OF 2

S CommIttee on 
Environmental Regulation 
74555 Tet.. L~gslnss 

warvva Chi�sS M-ti 27.1996 

Mik. I.ksss U.S. aqMM af Ease 
Sp P.O. Bs. 2371 

Wwdisspm D.C. 2=6

Rc Co-at m Ssakpl SW-d1WP -d hMnmft (SSI.) msd SWp ml Dupit~ia- (SAD) o 
Wcap-UOf P9sdk Mactal DrA Progejmmi~k n..w,11 WPM Stmaamt (PFIS-).  

Thok ym It a Auopmuisiy W c AusNtm U.S. Desimmo EneWus (DOE) 

Pr-W,,.k a f. - "a,~ Smuh MPs.)=a, ik SW.u'l**i# Ilb~m (UK19 
SWd S~g 4 (SAD) of Wompsets~fsibe matid. Pk- *. -. & ths Y 

i n 1ý oomm -r identina.L 

I'M 10 iamme. I MsW tdutmy cmaat mland I~ [ - aPasm. IN Is, -. maW 
k msds ml in*Oin y ww -ai Ow r.9 wSIMxyI is so Mm O my P~a b.  

pl a I. . y *md-M .,smak ft. haM O. sey df "i - W, i -- Oda eat 

1. Csamalytr I = stimd d DOE stmsd Pitsm ms (a va~d ahe-i bir 
aab~yMdk-w~y."b Iu* I I pb- so..1 W d- In .. d- wAu N-fts Test Sim 
(N(S) kith -Wm h- - Wbd dn -ah~ b-. xbio . Mom fIWs -. &k H--s, 

by faflia 51ini Pines at jw'sda coaetO ID, aft i'M _.. dqassk 
1. Idihws. to DOE d.5~ Aus sirn fm. msBtakatft6 Au hsViy df d. U.S. sasoi 

msckr.S.- nol Ulalink m xssssa s aflss ds am n v$ 
II. SSM rELS: 

1. Pown Is t" ss Ph- p 0n ada ftadsWWuhIp mldt P In.  
PaBm ". seW n-na ,~d sumds [a my imv cmows. of 5514 ladfiti L~b c. saiss y 
sw, . ad ml A vnishil&ity a Psmse. m wel as pebk. w4Poitcl =U~. ~ ts - mAbk. hi 
sheat MY mysts.CtMPI= - It s -a m~- asqAu -61- PIMss -- W KIS-mlys AND IW alH h 

Ashse-shSAfs~~n ss~i~ss - fss t. -w 59. .*axd .(s ph- Ado Pailky ad 
pims-ua Pit Idaas A*o a Las Ak- Nsaimd Labsaiy RlANL)ý DOE -. k-s wO m-tim d.a 

ng. - s.ius - mIs .eay s sma -. asAsaml 
maiy amda. Sa Oq On PlS nedm6 wsa* jng doid 9.seco~ocadwlhrino l.y 

~a, o a~d~ &An~els~dacalaoims cmsti Ia aisaIl cmbli. s 
5.amod md a bani.As LIM saw. dis thes mm da k ODsS. ID ft Amarkms psqsis In iss 
delbawia. DOE sh-W~ blaja ONa badgssmy rsmad-n k~rs Powo &A.-Iafr lat, 

.sI.d W",od -sif raso,-sssla WAV~i. WvAvdi.ý ad .,W ~ c*atS 
2. Pamas lb Is. 9ala.k Its iuma1 NIO Exposm Ildbuein. Comslswes msf Its 

twiassom doses alw eassA a P.0.. BEm the Iu asoam..Ny/dIsso y fInas.sem 
Nsa,. A. HE ftbrk~s. dma isoal ae Kss th Au ssps.AMa sht #t aml. A. SSM DOatS 
ad~isMat5 15 Pin - sets. HE Vs~i. ios ;%xints Au ksescmk. aimy - aloe ft- dwrdng.  
Thstdba. he km o~sipws alseammia Is w Ks~osm HE Idiem. a Psoca. I l~dmssy disW=ss d0 

T-,S,. C.e,, S..-, -.. M-1 .512--6S7 

flý y.,4Xof K.FI Ma S,.

1/09.00.04

M-006

0

090004 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.

1.y 

0 

(9 
S,,M



Storage and Disposition of Weapons- Usable 
Fissile Materials Final PEIS 

U,4.  

E 

e4 C) 0 

E bo 

4- -4

3-108

CD 0 
o,

G 
C.,

2 
!

JacJ



CAMPAIGN 3 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

08 03 01 Comment Number I 

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to new 

t#U! 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.  

1/08.03.01 

08 03 01 Comment Number 2 

Comment noted.  

2/08.03.01 

PC-004



080301 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.

0 CAMPAIGN 4 
PAGE 1 OF 1

NAME: (Opioca l 
ADDRESS: A s2 ?
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April 24. 196 

The United States Depairtment of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23736 
Washington. DC. 20026-3786 

l am serously concerned that the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement prepared for 
the Department of Energy regarding storage and disposition of weapo-usable fissile materials 
suggests Pantex in Camon County. Tex•as at a likely place for plutonium pit disassembly and 
convenuon. This document fails to address the negative effects plutonium missions could have 
on the people, agriculture, and water of the Texas Panhandle 

Processing plutonium generates an incredible amount of radioactive waste as well as other 
undesirable contamnftes. These types of opetiots hae outaminated other parts of the 
country and the cost has been high - in lives, Land use, and billions ofdollars in cleanup.  

The Texas Panhandle is prime agricultural faurilanjd 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 ofthese food products would be questionable ifPantex is used for plutonium 
storage or processng 

h is estimated that one quarter of all jobs in the Panhandle are agriculture related The loss of 
these jobs would devastate this area Cotntmination of farmland or water resources in such a 
productive par of the country would affect the entire world. After all, food is a commodity all 
need. It must be protected 

The Ogal lala aquifer is the souce of groundwater for drinking and irrigation in Texas and seveni 
other food producing suates, Pamtex is located over this aquifer and operations there have 
already contaminated the water bearing sands above the aquifer. We must not allow any water 
resource so important to become unsafe or unusable fr any reason. The processing of 
plutonium would surely do this.  

Therefore, plutonium should not be stored or processed at the Pantex plant Shipping plutonium 
or highly ennched uranium to Pantex from already contaminated sites is not in the best interest 
of Texas or the rest of te county. The suggestion that the DOE use Pantex as the site for 
plutonium storage, processing, or waste management is shorlshighted and ill conceived 
Following such a suggestion puts us all ai risk 

Ciintnce Q.lhaker

1/09.00.04 

2/08.03.01

M-051

090004 Comment Number 1

Radiological and chemical releases resulting from the Proposed Actions for 
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.

080301 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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Comment Number I
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1/09.00.04 
cont.  

1 2/08.03.01

M-062

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.

080301 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.

090004
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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 

S1/08.03.01 considerations, and public input.  

/08.03.01 08 03 01 Comment Number 2 

If Pantex is chosen for long-term storage mission, storage facility design and 

Sr 3/08.03.01 operations would assure safety, health, and integrity of the Ogallala Aquifer.  

1/08.03.01 Scont. 080301 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 

workeT health and safety.  

PC-069
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Comment Number 1
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1/08.03.01

M-291

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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01 03 00 Comment Number 1 

The Department of Energy appreciates the interest of the Canadian 1,.is.n, f,.f. i Alnu.siu. b. clma.. Government in this important international activity. DOE has worked closely 
with Canada to determine if such an alternative would work, and if so, how 501 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. to best it.  

Washington, D.C. 20001 implement 
June 6 199)6 

DOE-Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAIC-PEIS 
P.O. 3Ox 23711 
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786 

A5n: Mr. J. David Nulton 
Director 
NEPA Compliance and Outreach 

Deor Mr. Nulton: 

We are writing to comment on the storaes and Dimoesitiqo 
of Weavens-Usale Piasils Materials Draft ProI-s-ip 

-ftiren emal -aRt 5ta•-- (DlOR/216-0229-D) (the PETS) . We 
refer specifically to the CANDU reactor alternative, which is one of the nine primary alternatives assessed in the PETS for the disposition of surplus weapons plutonium. The following is provided to give you a Canadian Government perspective on this 
issue.  

At the April 20, 1996 Summit on Nuclear Safety and Security, leaders agreed that international cooperation is needed for the safe management and use of plutonium no longer required for defense purposes. In aupport of this objective the Canadian Prime Minister, the Right Honourable Jean Chritien, announced that Canada 8 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 seen as a significant benefit to non
proliferation objectives.  

Canada is also exploring with the Government of Russia 1/01 .0300 the use of MOX fuel from Russian nuclear weapons in Ontario Hydro CANDU reactors. There may well be some synergies if the United States end Russian "Swords into ploughshares, programs proceed in parallel. To this end, further studies and assessments of the CANDu option are being conducted by Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) and Ontario Hydro in collaboration with U.S. and Russian 
expertg. When taking decisions on continued support for this initiative, the Government of Canada will take careful note of the results of these further assessments and the evolving vioue of the 
Government of the United States.  

F-051 
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CANADIAN EMBASSY, WASHINGTON, DC, 
BRIAN MORRISEY 

PAGE 2 OF 2 

Canada has been a Party to the Treaty on the Pon
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (Jir) since it entered into fore.  
in i070. Through the MiP, enada #Ad& &A itfarmationaI enIoeiknt 
not to develop or acqire nuclear weapons. C•a•na ham a 1mw 
history of initiating and supporting seesures to strengthen the 
international Rnn Proliferaticn rerime. The CBXD option for 
reducing the aeceseibility or surplu weapons material -- whether 
of U.5. or Russian origin -- is entirely consistent with Canada.s 
nuclear weapons non-proliferation policy. The Lull scope of 
Canada's nuclear program i1 covered by International Atomic Inergy 
Agen cy AZA) safeguards. The AZAS has confirmed its ability to 
reliably safeguard C== reactors.  

Canoadan government policy dioe not exolude the U se of 
pluto•ium am a reactor fuel, but the oet of producing plutonium 
matks it an uneconomic alterditl% Pa naturul uranium for the CAhlD 
reactor. Using MX fuel from existing plutonium in a productive 
endeavour, such as the generation of electricity, ould sake 
economic aense for Canada. The CAM NOX initiativ% is confined to 
the possible use of existing plutonliam no long" required feo 
defensme purposes and is not related to a commercial plutonium fuel 
cycle.  

NO fuel febrication using reactor grade plutonium Is now a well kmown tech•iology employed in Germany, Prance, Delgium, and 
Dritain. and the use of weapons grade plutonium would be expected 1/01.03.00 
to pr.ide an added advant&"i MeamUa of its loer radiesativity.  
Tchniques for transporting and handling MX tuel foe the cont.  
generation of electricity have been refined waer Lbs last 10 to 1S 
yeaze. The cosnomciten of the spent fuel produced by the MX fuel 
would be q1ite similar to that which is currently being produced 
using natural uranium. The storage of spent m4X fuel would be managed as an integral component of the Canadian spent fuel 
program. However. the amount ot spent NOX fuel produced will be 
about 15V lsee than that from the use of natural uranium fuel to 
generate the "sa mount of electricity.  

If the DOS selects Ontario hydra CASM reactors for the 
plutonium disposition program, implementation would be subJet to 
Canadian federal and provincial pol•cies and regulations. These 
would include detailed, satisfactory assessments of health, safety 
and environmental aspect& before issuance of an AtoSnergy 
Control Board (ASCR) operating lies oOtrio Xydro for the us* 
of ml fuel. We expect that the public reviews included in the 
AM assessment process would focus on issues much me the mate and se-ure transpmrtation of max fuel from the International boundary 
la well as aeLers speacific to the reactor aits.  

oininter-Counsellor 
Sconomic and Trade Policy

F-051
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CANADIAN ENVIRONMENTAL LAW ASSOCIATION, TORONTO, ON, 
KATHLEEN COOPER 

PAGE 1 OF 3

CANADIAN Ewi~totr.,FNTAL LAW AS$OCAnON 

June 17, 1996 

Untted Smuw rDepulmatt of flnwe 
omem o( IYigile Mat•rials MIqwtflon 
P.O. Box 23736 
Wsslodtmo D.C.  
20026-3716 

VIA FAX 202M.56-2710

pr.: a. Ap.AtY. AN•pf SU.O OLrJ3I Oyir W. .Apmgnn*USAfhn. rd.T. wIAn.I. AI-
DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMIMNTAL IMPACTr STATEMENT 

I)= SirVVx1M=M'a 

11T m dlan rlbvtratmemnal Law Asmociation (CROA) Is a public Inw k dt * within dw 
Ontaio Lqai Aid CGlh iyon, Nd has a nuudlm to rqiwut dti==' md mvoionmowotl 
pwAzpx and low I --eosoehllivduals, mad promou low retwmn ui public atication about 

oli~mal nwthtr. (CSMA has bent btvohyd I.in -1u-niw Am t*A Ceoitamiatio was 
formudein tI 7M. Plas ...I our spoloilcs forft th 1 mI,. of this ushubnison. We hops you 
will WII be able to omnider IL 

We wish to m•lu ouer OPII-Iion to tM Importation of piubmiumn fi fuor um in ft e ' "A' 
Nuclear OG afg Station. We have foblowed ft me= dlowdy In roem waudm. -inc publc 
n rbomw nm has 1irelly boco vailable - and wo hau-v e d th ashofon d u Nulmar 

Awaeems Project* - ollotpos of ours in Cnda. We agwomjy ippNL tbe Nnwdeh AwaOn
Prtjoct Submissio to the U.S. Deparm•it of Fnwl an theo mawr of rined-oxido (MOX) fAil 
us.n CANDU reacw .  

It appea thts yow tpermnt shouWd be very emeorned about the quality of the rcpart fro, 
lantle IaWy of Canata Limite. Thu Te pwt omlals ovey Optimritie and sow eryseonu 

i about rtwn rhabilitadoo end pwtfbrmwm cpoedt a Such Raw call into 
quacloa de valility of "t h de sepot.  

517 Ctuca SmxrT Sum 401 - Tommm - ONEvo • t6W 4A2 
TMwici 4161960-2284 - FAX 4161960-9M? * &MA~E CVveeb~nec

1/08.03.01

080301 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.

F-069



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

T1 wsamive cost of is propomal aqppe to have been mlsejpresen The coat alorm of 
etuhing lbmx W. " laalhlutlwlng cartr mid upradnlg mseteity on the its could qappmbh $ 

Dillim. Then costs would be addlitlm to ,h acoudy excssive comt otr mri thea m -ccton.  
Ontari.o lyo ham lom mlecalng ha moc kergam for years a a bmsln to Ontario 
deliclrcity rameymm. Apanadly, is latest proposi Is being similarly misropromd. Ontaro's 
elcricity mceyau m=e nt inmtested In raying fbr yot manther w•steful meiw'ojeic. In the 
-enat elima, ofrago f nd mI increaed coumlion, ihis propoml would aom to be an very 

"dTrky ,mcmie F-n 

Another dubious nmm ikm onmiined hi ibis prpomsl ncan the maasianwot of th spent 
fact. The ougalog Fed"sa Phvlramaeal Amssmm P"i addressing Omadab hish level 

lew we is, 1• m- a proposJ bom Atomi Enery of Cmnda 1lmiftd tlat bha bow 
fomud to be tecmnily deficieat by my revlewe cluding O Atomic Enery Contral Board.  
Pravirouim Canada and the Review Pancs own Scientific Review Group, Nor doca this 
propoms, wlitc took fliee yea to prepm include consideatinn of q"n MOX fise. Ulnceo 
the aasumption that This " W ca n be okd into That Einvironmnuetal A - proces is 
unw.,uated mad pwami.  

We wish go echo tho conce•n .qpi by Canadiim nviromnantal orgaibaom that thc uae of 
MOX fin would vlolft The spi•at o Camada's noo-proliferaton stance by emoving Tho 
separation betweea CAiadtm inolw progrnms mad the militory nmelr program or lbrolgi 
pows.M• M yCa•nidlmmar F o wtoTh prosapec oftb•a• ua ry becoming a dumping grou 
lot facnlga mility mradioave wa. Cinadlans me uimilary concernud ta the ass of MOX 
hal would crome nmummam woniy problems to avoid the theft at divsion of plutonium.  

plmnlly. the public hafl and unvirumanotal risks of this proposal m tmicop•pabl& Ontario 
Hydraos -- aI- prourun already contribtes to radlloactive contamination, @peclally attiven 
pollution wtich is found at clavuale levels nea aln CANDU reactors. The ft~ ofsurcrc: aocidcoca 
linacms a Ontario Hyd'ous -om ago. And, The AEL. report regrding the MOX fuel 
proposal Is d inl a key me of public health and environmental safety. Plutonium Is one of 

the eat dauasieselatuccaknown mad This proposal posts unacaceptable risks of criticality 
acd . Ptb. tes ap om m eni ofaiticallty risks to the Hicminlg stoa. Not only 
Is It umcptable to downplay and avoid eyalunadt of ek serious environmenmtl and public 
Imalds risks at this early tage there Is no gumante that a fll enviroment ema memt will 
occr at the licensing Mage.  

This proposal Im ba aecspanled by an uimo ,ly level of Ae y. manipulation of 
Infrmation sad Inadequise public otnnltmion. 1he mlmepeseanation of this ftlatlve In the 

usedanlo oml m acdi a iawawds to plouglaha't" mos m aMry rdly, It ever, provided 
Cm-slns with da a "tru. We strongly object to tia piMy and urp tho U.S. Departmern 
of EReawr to role out the optic. of using CANDU rmaco lucated in Canada flor plutoctui 
dlspositdoa pupomes. We support our collegues In the arvavtmnmstl ,ovman In milngl an 
yeur depmimint to choose tho altcnauve of immobillling plumfnu within nhe United State.

1/08.03.01 
cont.  

2/15.00.00 

3/09.09.08 

4/08.02.00 

F-069

150000 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.

090908 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.

080200 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, 

o• ALBUQUERQUE, NM, WERNER LUTZE 

PAGE 1 OF6 

CeRaM 
CENTER FoR RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT 

"Te I Wh-ky d. N, Mexco 

P,.(- t Lý.u D-~s 
209 F-rm E.4-n4 C~s 
Areqwnrq. NM 37131 1341 Trkb '(50) 277-V Albuquerque, May 1, 1996 
FAX (S0) 277-5411 

Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P. O. 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, 

Weiner Lutze, 
Professor and Director

M-213
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The Zircon Option 
for Storage and Disposal of Surplus Plutonlum 

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

Center for Radleacttve Wame Managmeneat (CeRtaM) 
The Uninversity of New Mexico 

151 Farris Engineennig Building. Albuquerque, NM 87131-13-41 
Phoner 505-277-7964; Fax: 505-277-9676; E-mail: BRBL@Ounm.edu 

Dr. Werner Lutze. Director 

April 1996
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Comment Number 1

"Mh Coo for tha Zircon Opelo.  

We:" prpoetht " U.S. -vant its essyls weapnps plststiusm (Wpm) teas a *0 s micwat 
form by ch.saI bonding it with amt of earth's noun durable moiftnera l zicon (ZrS0,O).  

Becase ircn i nodatale ud ecmae ~sbonds so stronglly with it. this waste fortm will.  

* guansante $a(e stoge 
* PrONd uapried inerty for deep borehole diaposal, or 
* with thet addition Dof %~eimns-137. easily ownx standards for disposal in a civiliant 

repository.  

Thita PVW auttwusca the markts of the zircont option. We me sabenletlag it ona formal 

coian e @c J.Destm=a of Energy's February M96draf P515 00 d~otiton of 
WPa sad aecreslin itw y withitn the policy and sciesnttfc communitites. e welome 
tequnets for ours information.  

Otr p Fpsa draws ont both scientific disciplines and det brooad. intard~aipliimary approach that 
chmaculerias the University of New Mexicos commair for Radioactive Winw Mansagement. %% 
believe scientific. teelsical. nmorinagemt. and Institutional factors together converge to support 
the zircon opticn, w hich capitalizes on phtysical saeem unique to strcom and on key seems 

zicn~awith the vitrifieation mnd MOX Nac options, white avoiding their severe liabilities.  

71he bhattNinef. Them zircon option delivers a high level of technical stnd managerial 
conrideace coupled with a low level of trumtnartlonal ritk. and can support either borehole or 
repository disposal.  

Am unarialleled database. Zircon Isa ubiquitous minearal. and it is abi4"oss becausi it is 
darable -tso derable that it acerve as doc standad for aqe-dating geologic mn erat*. The van 

liertue n iron(wllovr .00 uhi~an,=acindes excetina understanuding of its 
characteristics. We know with a high dge tetanyhow it beae ader a broad range of 
physical and chemical conditions and over atie period& of up to 4 hillion yeasr.  

Unparalaeled porfeon ane In a repositocy onrlromenenc. the zirco wafte form will 
outperiform both glass and the spewt feel remakineg from the MOX ftel option. For a deep 
boreholes, neiheor Slims nor agent MOX feel me disposal options, whereas the zircon waste form 
can easily most borehtote dispuesa standards.  

Repository dispomial. Zircon can both imumobilize and moabilize WPa; its natural affnity 
with Pit acraosi a atrong chemical bond. Moreover, the durability of that bond car be 
confirmned through tong-term performancee asseastments draws from zircon's vsts dstabase.  
Thec datambase for predicting- how glass will performt ts much more limited an tcope sand 
geologic tins.  

Because glins corrondet mn groundwater much faster than zircon. It is t gratersk of 
plutonium tckaws and criticality. The zircon waste form,. far more drbthsoffers 
moes flexibility in repository desirn And white optimnum Wwat loading Wilt be 
determined by several factors including safeguard and criticatity considerations. zimrco 
can accept up to 10% Pa by weight, with an upper limit still to he established: hoosilitca 
glan can acep only a matchi smaller prete.Accordingly. R&D is needed to cicatc 
glamn that are both mom dusrabile and=cpueo accepting a larger percentage of Pu.  

Becasae zircon is twice 5s damis as glass it will ytetd tower volumes of wafte and.  
depeding onq fabrication prse~sca may yield them faster, accelerating the schedule for 

Wmdisposition.  

Deep borehole dispsa. Net only will the zircoe waste form itself be exceptionally stable.  
surroundinig it with a busier of W/Ps-free zircon; in a granitic site that itself rontains 
unusaual zircon will further constrain WPs-brarng zircon fn corfdif Ther zIrcon 
waste form will mimic neighboring and residemut zircon; that is. it wima t likely do what 
zircon almost always does even ander high temsperatures and high premsiuss sander

11/08.03.01

M-213

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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Comment Number 2

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

An aisdag falbricatlon technahugy. To immobilize WPu in zicon it may he 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 contaienicd for storage and transport. To minimize triasportation, a fabrication facility 
could be td at Pantex, wher mo.t WPu is stored, but amy site suitable for the MOX fuel or 
vitification options will be suitable foe xircon. too.  

A reliable srhiedule. The longer it takes to implement an Option, the longer WPu remains 
exposed to the rik of theft or diversion. Consequestly, a reliable schedule is itself a safeguard.  
On this crucial point. zircon has clear advantages over both the MOX fuel and vitrification 
options.  

MOX fuel. This option is technically pruves. but if it is implemnented domestically it is 
likely to encounter protracted resistance that will retard its schedule. Not only must a 
MOX fabrication facility be licensed; reactors must obtain license amendments to burn 
MOX fuel. Critics who oppose nuclear power, critics who fear that the MOX option will 
incrtonue risks of proliferation domestically, and critics who fear that the MOX option will 
send an unwanted signal to other nations-all may intervene in all licensing proceedings 
They may also oppose shipments of MOX fuel to nuclear power plants. The MOX fuel 

option is thus exposed to the risk of delay on numerous fro•ts.  

Vlhiflitleai. Plutonium has only been vitrifred in isolated laboratory experiments.  
Scaling these experiments up to a production process is without precedent and will pose 
significant technical uncertainties that must be accurately defined and expeditiously 
resolved. But any schedule for doing this is called into actions question by the Savannah 
River vitrification facility for defense waste: despite ample funding it has experienced a 
long history of delays and a recest 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.  

Zisnma. While technical questions must be resolved for tircon, too. because this option 
ca adapt a proven technoloy--MOX fuel fabhricationqnestiou can be more easily 
defined and answered than for glass, and forecasts of schedule and cost wiln he more 
reliable, coming from market-driven privata sector rommpetilers, And unlike the MOX fuel 
option, the zircon option should not attract intervennrs who can retard its schedule.  

Rellaiale-aed dldesnt--quallty iantrol (QC). The integrity of the wage form depends on 
reliable QC. Zircon can use the QC peocess successfully used in MOX fuel fabeication. but QC 
for vitrifying WPu hse yet to be developed. Zircon enjoys other QC advantages. too. Because 
each xircon ceramic pellet will be homogenous, each palet sampled will accurataly represent 
the whole; bet glan may not always be homnogenous. And lecarse zairco pellets m sto much 
smaller than glas • ogs, if QC identifies defects, fabrication can be promptly halted weth 
minimal disruption mid loss of 'product." 

Safegtards a nd criticality ceatrols. An adaptation of an existing fabrication process that 
already mees safeguard and aecuarity standards may monr readily mert those standaeds than a 
large-scale vitrification pcciu for WPu that has no precedem. For critcality control, the 
zircotn opion cani mes standards during fabrication and storage, vitrification will require 
firiher R&D, And as noted above, after disposal zircon is at far les risk of criticality than 
glass, which, being less suibLe, could release WPu more quickly, 

A precedent fee Ilcensin. DOE's commitment to external regulation ensures that WPi 
disposition will be subject to oversight in a public forum; indeed. thae forum may be defined 
by Congress. Whev•cr the regulators, they will find no pancedent for licensing vitrification, 
whereas the MOX fuel fabrication process offers ample precedent abroad. And whatever the 
licensing process. performance assessment criteria will have to be satisfied; zircon's 4-bhillion.  
year track record will be an enormous assist in rneting them

2/08.03.01 

3/08.03.01

M-213

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.

080301 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.

080301
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01 0600 Comment Number 4 

An mramaubiaos- sl al of mem-p, elferatloa. The potential for proliferetion of nuclear Comment noted.  
materiels peeticulaly within the f oeme Soviet Union, is gnerating grave international 
concer. At bent, toe MOX fuel option appears to be a solution hi search of a problem; but 
withdn this contest, it is. problem: by keeping plutonium in ow it wig perpetuate secmity 2/08.03.01 
concers. Moreover, it will do so for benefits thait a trivial and evea dubious. 'The electricity 
yielded by the MOX option would equal a more few months of the worlds total supiply of Cont.  
nuclear-gnrastnd electricity, and because MOX fuel will oot more then the fuel utilities now 
humth ey will want subsidies to buy it.  

We strongly believe that any benefit derived from the MOX option i fa" eclipsed by the 
strategic benefits of a clear comnitment to son-protifersuio. US. selection oi urreversible 4/01,06.00 
geologic disposal signals thai coiitmt d an help lead other nations in the direction of 
greater global secuty.  

Deflhiltive demur. TIe zircon option. like vitrification, offers not just "dlpsiio" of a policy 
issue, but literul, physical. disposal of Wft By conrom after MOX fnel ts braied in reactors.  
up to 30 peFomit plutonium will resasn. roqmit•r further disposition.* Because US policy 
does not permit reprocessing, the MOX fuel option defers this problem to a firsnre policy 
sconario yet to be defined.  

Wluming public acceptanee. Finally, DOE muot sell the option it select--to Congress: to the 
scientific, technical, and policy communities; to the inteenational community; to the American 
public. The simpler the option, the more readily it can be understood and the more easily it 
will win acceptance.  

Zircon's literally eletietntal nature, the durability attested to by its 4"billion-year performance 
record, the availability of a proven technology for fabricating the wiow 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 earth's oldest, most durable minerals, we will convert surplus weapons 
plutonium into an xtresmely stable waste form that guarantees safe storage above ground 
and safe disposal deep in the earth.  

Fos.trackig the zircon option. Moving aggressively to marshal domestic and international 
resources, and engaging nuclear starts in the former Soviet Union in collaboration, DOE can 
pursue wait in parallel on several fronts.  

Fabrication: Solicit from MOX fuel fabeicators cost and schedule estimates for adapting 
that process.  

Regulation: Petition the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to examine how other nations 
regulate MOX fuel fabrication sad how the US can adapt these procedures.  

R&D and engineering snalyses: I) Verify chemical dursbility/long-tcr'm performance of 
the zircon waste form under deep borehole and repository conditions. 2) Determine 
adaptation of the MOX fuel fabrication process. 3) Determine optimum method for 
adding Cesium-137 to meet spent fuel standard. 4) Determine optimum percent waste 
loading. 5) Resolve criticality issues.  
6) Optimize parameters for safeguards: waste loading, size of the waste form. number of 
waste-form units. 7) Conform zircon waste form to waste-acceptance specifications 
developed for disposal.  

The United Stases policy and scientific communities have the talent and resources to 
operasionalize the zircon option quickly, establishing it us the exemplary model that will make 
the world a safer place. We urge its prompt adoption.

M-213
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C -SUtS- a B *r.C !LI C 

CM~rAM•r^ TSm4uIu 37d4W.-r= 

April s, 1996 

ft* g ?,aroble nasel 0'Leary 

built•,ding358 

De.a Mai OILearya 

I 3- th•e OaoCratiO candidate for Con"res fro, the 3rd 
Dietri.t Of Tennsee.. On OAPr1" let Of this year I attended the 
bOl'Vublft bearing on the l~ora~a~iomntlimpact 
£rbt.tmet Xor ttoq.pile . St.wardship and noaqeant. as both a 
onoerned itiste and. a -candidate tor Oongiees. After 

pa~tioipattog in that public hoalfin4 I vish tA advise you ~ell~my deep concern that this afmi,4estrst~iQ* proceeding 

At .t4hipk aof otating the obvious, this entire procaeding 
Is abouit ddnaiaing of DOw's mission In an entirely new 
gsepolitioa] Context. rt is obvious that there are several 
ites, -notably including both Los Alamo. ad 'Oak Ridge, .competing 

roaw the eOc~qeilng andw towerdship functions which will remain 
once dosAsisin: is coapleted.  

it is also apparent that's downsizing which Ximply involved 
a reddtion -of'o exibinq stockpiling end stevardship .activities at 
exitn lmtes woould require no new wrlironmental impact 
statemse.nt. That a Frs has been prepared at all speaks 
eloquaently tothe fact that the Dog plan frm. the outsot has been 
to perform stockpile and stewardship activities eithr .at new 
looeatien end/or to a much greater extent than previously 

The documents ostensibly' comprising the- underlying 
administrative record in the Pl2s'amount to more than five inches 
of reading nmterial of a highly complex and technical nature.  
Participants at the public hearing, and especially public 

M-251
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The .Honorable Hazel O'Leary 
April 5, 1996 
Page 2 

official were .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 with the data and assumptions which Underlie th. rEIs.  

The proceedings were compromised further by the combination 
of the hearings on stockpilc and stewardship PZIS with' the 
hearings on the Storage and Disposition of Weapons PEIS with all 
of its, attendant administrative record. And, although the 
underlying documents. "ere only available at the last mInute there 
was an abundanoe of visual aide and even subject specific video 
Which obviously had been prepared well in advance of the Oak 
Ridge hearing.  

The not impression was that DOE was not proceeding eveq
handedly to obtain informed input on a question still .undecided.  
Rather the Impression was that DOE was attempting to overwhelm 
Oak Ridge with paper and slick presentations in an attempt' ro 
gell a preordained conclusion 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 PElS 
hearings have been yieved with public skepticism end .ot 
inconsarable resentment. DOE has further compounded an already 
amot. r-eIdbility problem by assigning major responsibility for 
develeppaht of the P15. administratiVe record .to Los Alamos 
personnel. when. it -t obvious on its face that Lois Alamos is one 
of the sites competing for future stevardship activitese. This 
action. destroys; any illusion of fairness or objoctivity, and 
instead conjures up visions Or foxes designing henhouses.  

It is my feeling that the administrative record of this 
proceeding so abundantly demonstrates a lack of even-bandednesa 
that a defensible conclusion to this proceeding is impossible. I 
urge you to pat an immediate end to the. travelling road shgw 
presenting the $too•pilenand Stewardship PITS and the Storage and 
DMpppsition of Weapons pITS and instead develop a process whereby 
each of the competing lo0tions can be objectively evaluated in a 
fair and objective process.  

Based on my own participatiOn -d first hand observation, I 
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

M-251
N)O

080200 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.

080200 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.
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"The 0 oaor.bl. Hazel O'Lsary 

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 of both 
the Stockpile and Stewardship PfIS and the Storaqe and 
Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fisible Materlals Draft PEIS.  

Very truly your*, 

Charlae M. Jolly ) 

cc: U.S. DepsrtueJnt of Energy 
Office of Ieoonfiguration 
PO &cx 3417 
Alexandria, Virginia 22302

M-251



CHARLESS, ADDIS, JR.  

PAGE 1 OF 2

April 22, 1996 

My name is Addis Charless, Jr I own, live on, and operate a ranch ten miles north of the 

Pantex facility 

Although I art somewhat comfortable with the current mission at Pantex, I have marked 

reservations about an expanded role at Pantex that would iclude permanent storage of 

plutonium pits, other plutonium scrap, uranium, etc , as well as processinglreprocessing 

of same, and the possiblity that a nuclear reactor of whatever type might be built there to 

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

To expand Pantex's role to acconmroodate any or all of the above is to rme 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 area's agriculture industry Why 

the Ogallala aquifer has not been classified as a Class I water source is a puzzlement to 

None of the draft PEIS's have adequately addressed what would happen to this area.  

farm and ranch economy ifa significant accident releasing suibstantial quantities of 

radionuclldes serc to occur regardless of how well it were to be cleaned up. I think the 

public's perception of thc contaumination would be such that it would make our products 

uinmerchantable not just for the immediately affected area, but for the entire Parthandle's 

products.

1/08.03.01 

2/09.04.04 

3/09,09.04 

TX-043

080301 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.

090404 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 I (that is, sole source) 

aquifcr since other sources of drinkini water are available in areas above this 
aquifer.

090904 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 release 
of nuclear material. However, the degree of that impact cannot be quantified.

',.o
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CHRISTIANSON, MARLENE, POCATELLO, ID 
PAGE 1 OF 1

Comment ItD 
Date Received: 
Name: 
Addressi

P0000 
April 18, 1996 
Marlene Christianson 
1045 Concord 
Pocatello, ID

Transcnption 

I would definitely like to tell you no, do not bring anymore of this type of thing to Idaho. We're 

sitting over an aquifer. I have children and grandchildren growing up in the area. It takes 20-30 

years before we know what affect this would have on them. There are lists, endless lists, of train 1/08.03.01 
wrecks and derailments over the last this last 3-4 months. It's not safe. It's not necessary. Stop 

this killing of people in order to learn how to kill more people.  

P-009

080301 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.

0 
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CHUBB, WALSTON, MURRYSVILLE, PA 
PAGE 1 OF 2t'J

U.S. Dept. Of s•nerry Arl1,1 
Gffie Fissile Aaterials 

P.O. dox 237E6 ":.aaIhngton. DC 2)326 - 37e6 

Re: Draft Prodrammatlc ý.is for Storaee -.nd DIs'os.ticn of .'t:ipons 
Usable isasile .,aterlala (3i./LAS - 02222).  

Dear Sire, 

The authors of thils draft P-13 have acueptfu conventicnal wýidoms without due caution nr crnsileration. It is wishful thinkin6 
to Ig•eine that flasionsule 7.terials can be disposed cr as "11 
they were worthless n-noyancc e. .his error is expressed In the 
c-=wnt (iage =-?93) thot "Pu (disposed of) in lost forever".  
Fissionable Iaotopes have a ratural property whi.h ;lves them a 
unique vulue. That property coanot oe destroyed by wishAul thinking.  
It In wasteful and futile to obury fislonaole Isotopes in inguarded, unmnnitoradl r.revea. An 7-13 on the stcrage and diasobition Cf :isrile 
taterlle Tust c~ntlder the effrrts thAt most people are wlllin 0 to hake to acquire extrem.ely vluable materials. Cnl" worthless 
trash has a chance of remaInInE unileturoed after burial.  

:hose vto stand in &we of the fissionable isotopes dor't seem to appreciate the lact that the separation of one Isotope 
from its sister Isotopes is a JI;fIcult operation, a "value-added" 
operation. The current market price of natur%l ursn-um Is i1

3
.

2
5 per 

pound or approximately .330 per pound of separnble U-235. :hat is more than half the current price of re.ined gold. Separation of 
Isotopes usually Increases value by 100 to 10.030 times depndlng 
Upon the "difiiculty" and deSree of aeparatlo.. 95;, pure U-235 Is 
probably worth over .3 million per pound, about 5D3 times the 
value of pure Znld. The fisslonable Isotope, Pu-239, can on assaied 
to have a value similar to that of U-235.  

The draft PEIS is proposing to store or dispose of 
38.2 metric tons of surplus Pu-239 worth about w

2 50
,D

3 3
,00,0330.  

One suggestion Involves digglng 23 boreholes (graves) about u km 
deep. Each grave Is to contain about 180 critical masses of Pu 
In a 500 foot length of each wrave. That suggestion constitutes 
expensive, hazardous, insecure stirage. not disposal. rbr 5303 
yeares, enterprising grave roobers have outwitted the beast efforts 
of people to take their wealth with them In death. Fissionable 
isotopes are already appearing on the clandestine markets of 
a world with maturin6 plutonium economies.  

The suggestIon that surplus Pu be adulterated with glass, zeolites and/or Cs-137 Is perverse. Dilution Is an additional 
operation requIrine expense and resultinE In a volume Increase.  
A v-lume Increase will make storave snd recovery more expensive.  
Cs-137 has a half-life of 30 years. It will have to be replenished 
at least every 300 years. Fcture supplies of CS-137 will have to be 
purchased from countries which have developed economically successful 
plutonium economies.

1/01.02.00 

1/01.02.00 
cont.  

2/05.00.08 

M-037

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.

050008 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.



CHUBB, WALSTON, MURRAYSVILLE, PA 
PAGE 2 OF 2

-2-

1he lack of due consilderation In this PtIS is clearly 
demonstrated by the suggestion tich requires that the U.S. purchase 
Ce-137 from a more advanced courtry. Apparently, there has been no 
conslderation of the environmental-econcmic impact of spending asnut 
410 billion to b1l1d an Industrial complex to (1) downerade the 
value of our surplus Pu or (2) to recover valuable iu trom 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. Ecincmlcally successful companies make 
products by addint value to their raw materials. Wasteful policies 
have quintupled the federal dect since 19eO.  

The separated fissionable isotopes of uranium and 
plutonium command the custodial care due to eutremely valuaole and 
potentially dangerous materials. They should be stored in a repository 
at leaset as secure as Fort Knox. They must oe stored in containers 
representing a small fraction of a critical mass. [he containers must 
be separated by neutron absorclng barrlers or walls. fhe storage 
rooms must be able to drain rapidly by gravity if the rooms should 
start to fill with water for any reason. ý'he economic and environmental 
damage that might be caused by uninformed or haphazard disposition 
of fiesionable materials could be enormous.  

Cur government's alleged concern about the imaginary 
hazards of weapons proliferation from consuming weapons-grade 
plutonium to produce nuclear electricity Is contradictory, as noted 
above. The government's real concern has to do with the ability of 
nuclear energy to compete with fossil energy. Secure storage of our 
surplus fiselle materalls should be sufficient to satisfy this mean 
and unpatriotic concern. Continuing growth of the federal debt should 
force us back onto the road to peace and prosperity within a few 
years.  

Sincerely.  

WalIston Chubb 
3450 M-cArthur Drive 
Aurrysville, PA 15668 

412-327-8592

2/05.00.08 
cont.  

3/07.01.00 

1/01.02.00 
cont.

M-037

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.

070100 Comment Number 3



CINQUEMANI, D. K. & F. L., MONTCLAIR, NJ 
PAGE 1 OF 1

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

U. S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington. DC 20028-3786 

Storage and Ditsposion of Weapons Usable Fisslle Materials: MOX Proposal: 

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

1. The Intlial cost of one or more new plants which would cost at least Sl billion.  

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

3. There are extremely dangerous proliferation problems posed by commercial power 

plant use of MOX: 

a. I Is relatively easy to separate the plutonium from the other components of MOX 

b. The transportation of the unused lue! would require miliary escorts. There would 
be long trips throughout the U. S. A. and Canada. We assume fuel storage would also 
require millitary proleoton.  

c. 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 Identified for plutonium: continued storage 
and vitrification. We favor the taller.  

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

Sincerely yours, 

Dr. D. K. & F. L. Cinquemant

1/08.03.01 

2/08.03.01

M-261

080301 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.

I
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CITIZENS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, 
DEBRA K. ABDALLAH 
PAGE 2 OF 4

Comment Number 1

The cumulative impact of the seven proposed activities would have a devastating 
.ffc . 0. populations and environmental status of the states of South Carolina aid 
Georgia. For amnple, there would be a 6% increase in water uage over the no-action 
altefrift. COHloction Would se€oeut for approxiMatdy 1 I% of the toll Annua waste 
water dishasrge, along with increased imnarts to wetlands and aquatic resources from 
disc I s from proposed facilitic., In addition. minority and low inotrne communities 
would be adveely and disp" tionately affected in the event ofa radiological 

areedesildlnemit~a~sistcalrelease.  
Consider Oz aelther of the options of choice in the PEIS for the Stoag and 

Disposition of Weap.ns-Unso Fissile Materials can eliminate the esvios•ms ena. safety 
and bealth risks. nor the dangers of proliferation. These available opions ca only 
reduce the riks. threfore. this paei cites vitrificaston as the disposition altersstive of 
coie. However, "hs disposition alte native does not come without severe challenges, 
partieulaly in the arm of envirenmental justice.  

Dtata on geogap)ic distibution of low inoome and minority populations and 
prevailintg wind conditions are used to atts wheather sorric/Imairdous pollutants and 
radiological relelses from the proposed atioons would be emitted disproportionately in 
tie direction oftlhe population. If SRS is the site of chomc for the Storage and 
disposition ofPu there "eould be potential environmental justice itpacts due to the large 
low i anme ad minority population residing in two couties adjacent to the S•tS 
(PES). The counties have minority populations of greater that 50 percent end severel 
other cosmic&s surrounding the site have populations or greater than 25 percent Hence, 
low i- aed minoity populations would ib dispropinionately affected by an 
aceidental reloece. Because of this very significant flictoir, even, though vitriffication is the 
method o disposition red hre. please be advised that SRS is not the sic ofchoKie 

It is fihe recommended that: 
ait plants be ronstructed to test varous vitrification 

sechnoloies dtht are specific to the diffennt forms 
ofPu re reasonded for vitrification; 

vitrification must also be provn to be tec•mologically safe; 
apart ftm criticality ascidents. other types of accidents.  
such as spels of radioactive atesrials migh ocue doing 
the" visr 6leo process;

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

F-041

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.

091206 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.

080301 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.

150000 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.

090006
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Comment Number 5

Pu vitrificitton op
t
ions should be studied as an EIS under 

NEPA so that a asnd decision regarding the choics of 
technoloty can be made.  

Disadvantage of adding Pu vitrification to DWPF: at SRS is 
the delay in die vitrification of the 34 millions gallons of 
High Level Waste that are already scheduled for the facility, 
Far preter potent &Ia crevironmental contamination exists 
from the storage This nriovitrified waste. The comieqiences 
of such accidents with liquid wasits would also be far moe 
severe than those ofaceideits that might occur from storage 
of sinified hbigh level radioactive wastes.  

It is hereby recommended that Pu it tretd as a w e product rather than as a 
resourc. The disposition ofPu as a waste product would be fairly low in cos (ifit is 
interated with the Auresnt vitrification progaim at SR•S) and it would be tendered highly.  
proliferation-reistant However., if SRS is the site of choice for this procedure. then 
extensiv•e •vironmetal awareness and education must be offered to the surrounsdng 
costimunitise, especialy those that would be exposed in the event of an accident These 
communities must also be made aware of say and all emergency procedures and 
evacuation routes. Considering the extent that such an acciKent could have on a 
population. relocation ofthese residents is an even more viable opton to insure their 
bea"t and safety.  

"The PE3S also stases that radiation exposure is more likely to produce somatic 
effects gun genetic effects as exposuire risks to these same individuals who live in the 50 
mile radim ofthe site They amr theefore, at risks fom expose from i•st and present 
releases and from any accidental release should Pu be stired and disposed of at SRS 

It is ftl•ther recomnided that the following be given full consideration

Putring Pu in non weapons-usable fosin as soon as possible, 
compatible with protection of environment, workers and 
comm unily health.  

Options must in compliancc with all environmenltd,

4/15.00.00 
cont.  

6/11.00.06 

7/01.04.00 

8/09.09.06

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.

110006 Comment Number 6

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

010400 Comment Number 7

The determination of whether or not Pu should be considered a waste, is 
beyond the scope of the PEIS. 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 are reactor burning and borcholes. 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.

090906 Comment Number 8

F-041
uJ

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 
emergency planning, preparedness, and response. The emergency plans at 
each site would be revised to incorporate future DOE requirements and 
expanded to incorporate the addition of new facilities.

-rt•:Z•L•,n --1.7

090906

2
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090008 Comment Number 9 

Comment noted. Analyses in the PETS 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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080301

Comment ID: 
Date Received: 
Naime: 
OCrganiation: 
Address-

P0035 
May 1, 1996 
Mustafa Mohamraed 
Citizens for Environmental Justice 
81I West Carter Street 
Savannah, (GA

Transcription: 

I am in disfavor of the storage of weapons-usable fissile materials at the Savannah River Site. I 

am also totally against any reform plan such as your consolidated alternative. I am against any of 

your storage plans. I mean your plan that have for storing this plutonium. I am also in disfavor 

of the consolidation of plutonium alternatives unless it's at another site. I am also in disfavor of 

your upgrading of any one of your multiple sites. I am also in disfavor of your no action 

alternative. Iam in favor of actually getting the Savannah River Site out of Savannah period.  

Thank you.  

I am a member of Citizens for Environmental Justice. I am totally against the existence of any 

borehole being created on the Savannah River Site, of the storage of any plutonium. I am also I 

think all of your programs, your altrnatve programs ad subaltentative programs, are very 

primitive. I also are in disfavor of your consolidation alternmatives, 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 consolidation of the plutonium 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 

P-035

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.

080301 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.

Comment Number 1
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HON. DIANNE BOSCH 
CITY COMMMISIONER 

Q 

CITY OF AMARLLO, TEXAS 

COMMENTS ON THE STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP AND MANAGEMENT 

PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, 

STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF FISSILE MATERIALS PROGRAMMATIC 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTr STATEMENT AND 

PATE STFWDLE ENVIEDEN 

CNK YOU HR T CANCE 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 TIllS 

TX-039
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SUPPORT COMES IN LARGE MEASURE FROM THE D.O.E.'S 

COMMITMENT TO OUR LOCAL ENVIRONMENT. THAT CONTINUED 

CONIMITMENT 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. TillS 

COMMUNITY IS EXTREMELY PROUD THAT PANTEX PLAYED AN 

IMPORTANT PART IN WINNING TIlE 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. 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 

TX-039
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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.L'S OWN ANALYSIS 

INDICATES THAT THE COST OF TRANSFERRING ILL. WORK TO NEW 

MEXICO LABS WOULD BE FIFTY MILLION DOLLARS. IT IS 

INCONCEIVABLE. THAT THE D.O.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. I AM ENCOURAGED BY THE PREVIOUS 

COMMENTS ABOUT THE NEED TO PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT. I AM 

ENCOURAGED BY THE OUTSTANDING ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD THAT 

PANTEX HAS REGARDING STORAGE OF PLUTONIUM OVER MANY 

YEARS. I HOPE THAT THE D.O.E. WILL MAKE THE RIGHT CHOICE AND 1/08.03.01 

CONTINUE THE SAFE STORAGE OF SURPLUS PLUTONIUM AT PANTEX. I 

ALSO HOPE THAT THE D.O.E. WILL KEEP IN MIND THAT PLUTONIUM 

FROM DISMANTLED WEAPONS REPRESENTS A TREMENDOUS 

INVESTMENT AND MAY PROVE TO BE A VALUABLE ASSET IN CIVILIAN

TX-039

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.

t.A
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USE. I URGE THE D.O.E. TO CHOOSE PANTEX AS THE SITE FOR 1/08.03,0 1 

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. I WOULD ALSO LIKE TO THANK ALL THE 

CONCERNED CITIZENS OF OUR COMMUNITY WHO HAVE MAKE THE 

EFFORT TO ATTEND THIS MEETING TONIGHT.  

TX-039 
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Comments of Richland Mayor Larry Haler 
Apn 11, 1996 PubIc Meeting on Storage and 

Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fisfe Materials 
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 

Good evening. I am Larry Haler, Mayor of Flchland. I also serve as Chairman of the "Hanford Communities," an intergovernmental organization that represents the 
intarests of cities md counteas moat directly affected by Hanford. As you are concluding a long day of meetings. let me extend a somewhat belated welcome to the 
Tri-Cildeal 

I have a prepared statement I would like to read and leave with you. We will be 
aubmitting written comments within the month.  

The Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. or PEIS. on Storage and 
Disposition of Weapone-Usable Flsae Materials Is of great Interest to the City of 
Richland and the other local governments In this area. Hanford, directly to our north, Is Idenmifed as one of lix DOE candidate sitea for long-tam storage of weapons
usable plutonium. Two of the disposition altematives noted in the PEIS we 
particularly well suited to Hanford.

We would be proud to have Hanford help reduce the global nuclew weapont threat.  Howeve. we do have acme nisgivings. Nealy half of al Hanford workers lye In Ricland. I am conoemed about their health and ofety, as wn as their economic well-being. Public sty associated with tran•ort of radioactive materlals through our comnmu1de1 Is a factor we must conside. We muRt oleo safeguard the quality 
of our natural environment.  

Beyond these taonble lsaee. we are anxious that our comnunity not be perceved by others in the Pacifi Northwest as a dumping ground for radioactive wastes. As DOE In reducing employment opportuniies at Hmford,. we roust remit new 
enterprises Into this war to rein, viable. Positive community Image is critically 
Important to our eononnKd dverslfication offorts.  

Our formal wrItten responses to this PEIS wil be carefuly developed. We he" appointe a technical advisry committee to explore the health end "fet, transportion, a socioeconomic Impacts of a new pltonlum mission for Hanford.  The committee began Its analysis this week. and we hope to have our elected goverin boards review their work and recommendations by the end of the month.

1/10.00.00 

2/09.08.01 

WA-016

100000

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.

090801

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.

Comment Number I

Comment Number 2
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Fabricating plutonium into mlxed-oxide. or MOX, fuel and burning It in reactors is one 
of On disposal options noted in the PEIS. The Washngton Public Power Supply 
System has made a proposal to the Department of Energy to bum a bundle of MaX 
fuel as a demonstration. Our City Council fully supports the Supply System In thIs 
endeavor. We also encourage DOE consider the Supply System's unfinished nuclear 
power plant on the Hanford Site as a second MOX fuel faclity. The Fast Flux Test 
Facilty, or FFTF, provides yet another opportunity for burning of MOX fuel. The FFTF 
offers addlitonal value In the potential for production of tritium and vital medical 
Isotopes. We also have at Hanford the "Fuel and Materials Examination Facility," or 
FMEF, the only facility in the country that has been designed and is available to cost
effectively manufacture MOX fuel.  

As you can see. Hanford offers a complete, safe, and secure Industrial complex 
capable of storing plutonium, manufacturing and burning MOX fuels, vitrifying waste 
products, and handling spent fuel. The Supply System end private companies have 
indicated Interest In participating in this important endeavor. We have a talented and 
experienced work force and the industrial Infrastructure necessary to perform a 
plutonium storage and disposal mission. Assuring we achieve necessary public 
understanding and support and sddress legitimate concerns through effective 
mitigative measures, I believe Hanford wil prove to be wen suited to play a plutonium 
storage and disposal mission.  

In closing, I should mention that the short timeline for commenting on the PEIS has 
made our review particularly difficult. One problem Is that there we very few copies 
of the PEIS currently available. We have requested additional copies for our 
committee and hope to receive them soon. I hope you will consider extending the 
comment period to give the public better opportunity to participate.  

Thank you again for the opportunity to provida comments this evening. We will be 
carefully evaluating this opportunity for Hanford to be of service to the nation. You 

can expect a thoughtful written response to the PEIS from us.

3/08.03.01

4/08.02.00

080301 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 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 3 
(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 Z 
DOE proposal to restart the FFTF for tritium production, additional z" 
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 FFF driver fuel, thereby achieving Z 

the Spent Fuel Standard for Pu disposition through irradiation in the FFFF. 
Further description of the FFFF has been added to Appendix N of the PEIS.

WA-016
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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 Q 
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 U 

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 Q 
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 FFT, on the other hand, is an existing reactor and could be 

used for Pu burning. However, the limited capacity of the FFEF 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 

FFTTF 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 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 the 

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 FFTF.  

Further description of the FFTF has been added to Appendix N of the PEIS.

aTkl..,A 1011,
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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 request 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 omnit the FFTF from the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable 
Fissle Materials Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. The 
Department of Energy (DOE) is reconsidering the use of the FFTF for defense and 
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 one 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 a 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 reactor.  

Missions being considered for the FFTP 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 companies 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 
jointly burn plutonium in the FFTF and WNP-2. That proposal provides synergism 
between the two facilities, a higher disposition rate of weapons usable material, and 
significant cost savings. The proposal would utilize the already constructed Fuels and 
Materials Examination Facility (FMEF) for plutonium fuel management.

1/01.02.00

1/01.02.00 
cont.

M-168

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 FFIF 
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 FFTF.  
Further description of the FFTF has been added to Appendix N of the PEIS.

I
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The FFTF, WNP-2, and EMEF can take advantage of reduced security issues 
associated with all these facilities being located in close proximity on the Harnford 
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 one of the disposition locattons.  

The FFlr also creates a teaming opportunity with Russia. The United States wants 

Russia to use a once-through fuel system and not recycle. However, Russia wants to 
me its fast reactors which now are a part of a fuel system that includes recycle. The 

FFrF could demonstrate how to set up a fast reactor system to burn rather than breed 

plutonium and convert significant quantities 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 BN600 reactor and convert it to a system similar to the FFTF to 

simultaneously burn the niaterial in both countries.  

Converting significant quantities weapom-usable fissile material to a spent fuel 

standard, providing the US with needed isotopes, and teaming with Russia to persuadc 

them to accept the US stance on a once-through fuel cycle is a win-win for our Nation 

as well as the world. I strongly urge the DOE to include the FFTF as a viable option 

in the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on the Disposition of Weapons
Usable issile Materials.  

Sincerely.  

Kenneth D. Dobbin 

Councilman, City of West Richland, Washington 
Member, American Nuclear Society Eastern Washington Section. Public Information 

Committee 

CC: Senator Slade Gorton 
Semtor Pauty Murray 
Congressman Doc Hastings

M-168

The FMEF was a candidate storage facility under the Upgrade Alternative for 
storage of weapons-usable fissile materials.
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P0027 
April 18, 1996 
Wayne Clariton 
444 North State Street 
Rigby, ID 83432

Transcription: 

I'm calling in favor of the plutonium work in Idaho at the INEL, and I'd like to state that I'm in 
favor iL We have the ability to store it safely, to take care ofit. It creates morejobs in the 1/08.03.01 
Southeastern Idaho area We're in favor of it, and like to sce it come here. Thanks.

P-027

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.

Comment ID: 
Date Receved: 
Name: 
Address:

080301 Comment Number 1
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Subject: 

WEAPONS-USABLE MAT'L OPEIS 

COMMENTS ON STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATERIALS 

DRAFT DPEIS- 21/96-04GF 

This comment document (021196-O4GF) is the companion document referred to in 

Comment 13 of the Coalition 21 comment document (021/96-03RK). The comments 

herein are based on a limited review; they should be considered symptomatic of more 

pervasive shortcomings.  

GENRAL CMENMS 

A. The Summary does not represent a thoughtful aummary of the entire PEIS. It is 

overburdend with marginally uselul details about environmental impact at the expense 

of better description of the alternatives and of the assumptions related to the various 

candidate sites (ct specific comments S-4, S-12a&b. S-18b, S-22).  

B. The environmental information in the Summary is not only too detailed; it Is 

unnecessarily repetitive leading to internal inconsistencies (comments S-17. S-18a.  

S-19. S-20a. S-21. S-23b, S-37b. S-46. S-59. S-122).  

C. Meaningful comparisons that would allow decisions to be made on environmental 

factors are often lacking; some comparisons that are included ere meaningless.. The 

only comparisons that are really clear are the obvious ones, iE. , alternatives using 

existing facititles (ANL-W Electrometellurgical or Existing LWR) have less impact 

than comparable alternatives involving new facilities (comments S-26b. S-28: S-47a, 

b&d; S-48a. b&c; S-49b, S-53).  

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

These comments are keyed to the page number of the Summary. Multiple comments on 

a page are identified by a, b etc Location on the page is keyed to the paragraph; a 

partiel paragraph at the top of the page is considered the 15t paragraph.  

S-3: By its shading, Figure S-1 calls attention only to the one material category not 
. more -

1/09.00.08

12/16.00.00

F-027

090008 Comment Number I

Based on comments received, the Summary of the Draft PEIS was revised.  

All revisions made appear in the Summary of the Final PEIS.

160000 Comment Number 2

The shading in Figure S-I is designed for clarity and readability. The figure 
itself is designed only to show the relationship between the various types of 

fissile material categories. The figure has been modified for the Final PEIS 
and Summary.
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covered by either PEIS. It should be used as the basis for text explaining what is 

meant by each block on the figure.  

S-4, tat pare.: Here would be the place to explain that the environmental analysis is 

based on 501 of Pu and to justify selection of that value.  

S-5. last pare.: Figure S-2 appears five pages after Its first mention; too far back.  

S.7(a): let para.: The concept of grouping the alternatives Into categories Is good but 
Is not carried through consistently (see S-37s).  
S-7b: The text after the three boxes does not relate to the last previous subheading on 

page "S-.  
S-12a: Better coordination between Figure S-2 and Tables S-1, S-2 and S-3 Is 
necessary. Table S-I does provide appropriate additional detail on Upgrade. Tables 

S-2 and S-3 should show where at each site the new facilities would be built.  

Accompanying text should justify these selections.  

S-12b: The significance of the subaltemative for Consolidation and Collocation 

Altematives Is not clear, since this sublitemative Is not further Identified In 

subsequent bar graphs (Figures 8-4 etc.) or accompanying text.  

S-17: The difference in emphasis (if any) between the section starling on this page 

and going to page S-36 and the section starting on page S-47 is nol clear. The latter 

section, particularly since It explains the various figures. is much better. The former 

section seems to give unnecessary and duplicative detail, that would be better 

captured In a couple of carefully thought-out charts.  

S-16a. 7th para: Air quality discusslon not adequately related to corresponding text on 

page S-72. Also should make It clear that the Identified sites are the only ones to 

which this alternative applies.  
6-18b, 71h pare: Comment on cuituraslpaleontologicel resources would not apply if the 

location at INEL were Inside an existing fenced area which has been previously 

disturbed. From a cost and future environmental cleanup standpoint, such a location 

would surely be selected. This comment applies repeatedty throughout this section.  

S-19. 3rd pare: Page S-91 shows the Impact on local road to be at Pantax not at INEL 

S-20a. 2nd pare: Text on page S-88 Indicates an endangered-species Impact at Hanford 

as well.  

S-20b. 2nd pare. Would there be this adverse impact on waste management at INEL if 

the facility were built Inside an existing fenced area with an established 

Infrastructure.  
S-21: Attachment A does not address Phaseout.  
S-22. Sth pare: Explain earlier which forms of Pu do not land themselves to MOX fuel 

tabrication. Relate to 50(50 split on page S-50 (combInation of alternatives) and 

justify selection of that split.  
S-23a: Provide distinctive shadings for INEL end 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 1/09.00.08 
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 14.5 t (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.

160000 Comment Number 4

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

090308 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.

090703 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.

F-027
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for NTS) suggests less impact than others; filling it in solid (as for INEL) suggest 
more Impact.  

S-23b. Figure S-5: Explain why RFETS material cause$ a much greater employment 

Impact at Pantex than at other facilities; and why employment Impact at ORN is more 

without RFETS materfal than with It. How many other such dlicrepancles exist that I 

have not identified? 

S-25a: Change Upgrade bargraphs from solid color to shading.  

S-26b: Liquid transuranic waste Is listed as a key long-term impact on page S-22.  

Les than one 55 gal, drum per year (and the same for all altes) does not seem to 

warrant a separefa Figure S-11 in the Summary. INEL Is dealing with about 130,000 cu 

motors of TRU waste.  

S-25: Decline of focal road service is not mentioned In corresponding text on page 

5-140, The whole subject of service decline seems to be overblown for the INEL. A 

mite that (a) has lost 2600 jobs over the fast few years. (b) has recently opened ln 

overpass/merge at Its main entrance junction, (e) whose main access road was once at 

70mph and has just been raised to 65mph and (d) most of whose employees ride buses, 

is not likely to have a new local traffic problem.  

,-37': The top three bargraph legends on Figures S-14 to 5-31 should have the word 

"Category' Instead of "Alternative" associated with them- For the fourth legend 

Facility should be plural.  

S-37b: The LWR Category values In both Figures S-14 and S-15 ere different from the 

corresponding Figures in Section 2.5.2, i.e. -1 and -2.  

S-46, 5th pars: The rank order of cumulative Impacts differs from the text in the 

previous two paragraphs. Doesn't any discussion of cumulative Impacts have to 

Include the effects of programs listed In para. 2? If so. what is the distinction 

between the listings In pars. 5 end the statement in pars 4 that INEL In among the 

least vulnerable? 

S-47a. 2nd pars: What Is the distinction between 'would be vulnerable'. *could be 

vulnerable* (used in other paragraphs), and 'could be susceptible'? 

S-47b. 4th pare: Whet are the 'key discrimtnators'? A number of environmental 

impacts more Imporlant than visual resources are not represented graphically.  

S47c, 7th pars: The text for the Comparison of Alternatives section that starts on this 

page appears to be verbatim from Section 2.5 of Volume I. With the exception of 

Figures S-21 to S-25, the figures are the same, but In this summary the references to 

the Individual figures have been removed and put for further front, away from the 

explanatory text. Figure S-4 should be referenced at the end of this paragraph and 

other figures should be referenced In subsequent paragaphs.  

S-47d, 5th pars: Figure S-5 should be referenced her. in line 5. For a true comparison 

of alternatives, the bar graphs (and accompanying text) for Upgrade with InFETS

11/09.00.08 
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 

1 115/09.00.08

I

1/09.00.08 

cont.  

116/02.04.08
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090808 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.

090601 Comment Number 8

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

09 11 03 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 

PETS 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.

0601 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 PETS discusses the 70-percent split of materials in 

Sections 1.6 and 4.6.

090808 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 PETS 

have been updated, and the new numbers and analyses were incorporated into 

Section 4.2.4.8 of the Final PETS,

ýwI
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material should show the total employment Impact on aln six sites (the one that 
accepts the RFETS rmtorIal pun the other five that do not). In other words. Is the 
total employment Impact greater If Pentex sccepta the RFETS material then if ORR 
doe? 
S-48a. 4th pars: Fatality values reported to the third significant figure ar not 
delatbla. Suggest using approximations that say they are (a) likely to be essentially 
zemr for the 0.077 calculated value and (b) zero to one or two for the higher values.  
This approach worked best In the INEL EIS.  
8-46b: What purpose does this compedmon for the Upgrade altamative serve the 
decision maker? Does he hae the option to upgrade some of the facilities and not 
others? It so. that option should be deecrlbed. The reader end the decision maker will 
Also have difficulty verifying the MeaMt affected 'claims because the corresponding 
Figures (3-9 to 3.13) show only the highest Impact of each option. In other words the 
figures do not show the NTS P-tunnel option under Collocation. Finally, does this 
generalized comparison lump apples and oranges (0. e. positive and negative Impacts.  
end equatIng land use in some lashlon with waste generated)? 
3-4c. pars 743 and S-49a. para 2.4.5 etc: The most important compariaons to be 
shown are between the Existing LWR and the other Disposition Categories because this 
is the chokce most likely to confront the decislon maker. Many of the comparisons that 
show the Evokltionery LWFI to have the highest Impact of any attemative are only 
marginally useful And detract from a clear and succinct comparison of likely 
alternatives.  
S-49a. 5th pare: This paragraph should be expanded to Include the parameters in 
FIgures 3-21 to S-25 and should reference AN Figures from S-19 to S-31.  
S-49b. M pare: Comment S-48a applies here as wlN.  
S-3: Consistent with the previous comment. Figure S-35 Is a meaningless 
comparison. The note shown on the "lgur should appear In the text and the Figure 
should be eliminated.  
S-sg and S-122: Attachments A and B should be eliminated; they appear In Section 2.5 
and are much too detailed, repetitive, arid often conflicting to be in a Summary.  
S-66" Dividing 220 person-rem by 30 mililrem suggests that 7300 site workers would 
be affected by No Action on a long-term INEL storage facilty that for most worers 
would be at least several miles away If the facility were upgraded (page S-77). the 
average dose would Increase significantly but only 64 workers would be affected. Is 
this reasonable? 
S-82: First entry under ORR: *does* not 'dose* 
S-141: First two columns, 2nd entry: 'than' not 'then' 
S-152 A S-153: Moat of the numerical vatues under Waste Management are annual 
rates and should be so indicated.

16/02.04.08 
cont.  

17/09.09.08 

18/02.00.08 

19/01.00.00 

1/09.00.08 
cont.  
17/09.09.08 
cont.  
1/09.00.08 
cont.  

20/09.09.08 

21/16.00.00 

22/09.11.08

The storage options for ORR involve the storage of HEU not Pu. Hence, 
storage of RFETS material is not among the Proposed Alternatives for ORR.

091108 Comment Number 12

Based on comments received, the Summary was revised. All revisions made 
are in the Summary of the Final PEIS. Specific comments on the amounts of 
waste being generated were addressed accordingly.

090808 Comment Number 13

The level of service on some of the local roads at INEL would likely be 
reduced during construction and/or operation of several of the storage and 
disposition alternatives. Similar impacts would be expected at other DOE 
sites. For the PEIS, the local transportation impacts for each of the sites were 
modeled using the latest available traffic estimates and the number of 
additional workers expected to use roads into each site. The revisions made 
in the Final PEIS are also reflected in the Summary.

060008 Comment Number 14

Based on comments received, the Summary of the Final PEIS has been 
revised and Figures S-14 through S-31 have been deleted because of the 
confusion they caused; incorrect values were mistakenly presented for some 
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.

090008 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.

LA

F-027
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Other: ROF to0 INEL Is five counties In this PEIS. six counties In INEL WM EIS. ;nc seven , 0 
counties in WM PEIS. Numerical differences are small, but what a waste ot eftort not 23/09.08.03 
to have a single consistent ROt for INEU 

G VA. Freund 2025 Balboa Drive, Idaho Falls 10 83404. ph:(208)522-5647 

F-027

020408 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.

090908 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.5. Due to the inherent uncertainties 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.

020008 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.

0
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010000 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.  

09 0908 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.  

160000 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.  

090803 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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Comment Number I

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 future of 

technology in Idaho for the 21st century. These comments on the subject draft PEIS 

are submitted on behalf of our growing number of members. Our ID number for this 

comment document Is 21198-03RK.  

1. The environmental impacts on the INEL from the various alternatives, particularly 

the ones likely to be implemented there. are acceptable and not likely to exceed 

significantly the Impacts of existing/ongoing activities. This conclusion is based on 

the experience of our membership rather than on the PEIS Summary document, which 

we find seriously flawed as a clear explanation of the various alternatives and their 

environmental consequences (see comment 13 below).  

2. Whenever environmental consequences are not a deciding factor, other factors must 

be considered In reaching rational decisions. Coalition 21 advocates sate, technically 

sound and proliferation-resistant choices that are fiscally responsible and consistent 

with Idaho's 1995 Nuclear Waste Agreement, Only then do we advocate their location 

at the INEL.  

3. HEU storage should be consolidated at Oak Ridge, 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 Fanls focused on whether plutonium Is a waste or not. Coalition 21 

believes that plutonium becomes a waste only If DOE does not put it to beneficial use 

prior to final disposition. Accordingly we support the general concept of consolidated 

long-term storage at PANTEX where about two-thirds of the current Inventory exists.  

However, we prefer the No Action alternative for INEL plutonium, if current or 

reasonably likely future programs at ANL-W can put It to beneficial use. If those 

programs do not materialize, the plutonium must be removed by the year 2018, 

consistent with the transuranic waste provisions of the 1995 Nuclear Waste 
- more -

1/08.03.01 

2/08.03.00 

3/01.04.00 

4/09.11.08 

15/08.03.01 
16/08.03.01 

7/08,03.00 

F-028

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for 
additional missions at INEL. Based on comments received, the Summary of 

the PETS 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.

080300 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 0400 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. The Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (HEU EIS) assumed that all HEU would be 

transferred 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 arc included in the PETS 

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 I of the Final PETS.

091108 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 Ct. seq." is not a 

"solid waste" under RCRA. Section 1.1. 1 outlines the materials that fall 

within the scope of this PETS.

080301

L-,t
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Agreement.  

5. The National Academy of Sciences study established the 'Spent Fuel Standard' as a 
criterlon by which to judge dispoelitlon alternatives. One assured way of meeting that 
standard ia to incorporate the plutonium In LWR fuel and then use that fuel to high 
bumup. Disposal of plutonium through such bumup use in commercial power reactors 
provides a real *peace dividend' for weapons usable materials. Coalition 21 therefore 
supports the Reactor category of disposal alternatives.  

6. Commercial reactors already produce considerable plutonium, concurrent with 
burning it up via the fission process. A number of commercial nuclear plants Including 
WPPSS-2 have expressed an Interest in using weapons plutonium in their plant. In this 
Instance Coalition 21 recognizes that the environmental consequences (end financial 
costs) of the Existing LWR alternative are less than those of other Reactor 
alternatives.  

7. The Evolutionary LWR alternative would allow the US to build here one or more of 
the advanced US designs already being built and tested overseas. It would prevent this 
technology and Industrial base from completely escaping to our oversees competitor 
nations and would help to ensure a future role for nuclear power In a growing economy 
that Is less dependent on foreign oil. We support this Reactor alternative. The INEL 
would be an acceptable site, but we do not advocate location at INEL because a new 
large commercial reactor (even half-size) should be built near load centers, and in 
conjunction wtth a utility that already operates nuclear power plants.  

8. However, INEL would benefit indirectly from the selection of any Reactor 
alternative through INEL's continuing technical (and possibly safety testing) support 
to the Nuclear Regutatory Commission. DOE should provide sufficient financial support 
to eneure that the underlying technology and eowe competencies are maintained at 
INEL the primary reactor testing facility and designated engineering laboratory for 
DOE. This INEL mission should be dearly delineated In the Strategic Laboratory 
Missions Plan now being prepared by DOE. Coalition 21 Ia commenting separately on 

the draft plan.  

9. Coalition 21 supports the location of the MOX fuel fabrication facility at the INEL, 
but we recognize that other DOE sies, such as Hanford where a commercial fuel 
fabrication facility already exists nearby, are likely to be stronger candidates.

7/08.03.00 
cont.  

8/08.03.01 

9/08.03.01 

10/15.00.00 

11/08.03.01

10. According to the EIS, sgree forms of plutonium will not land themselves to MOX 112/08.03.01 
more 
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080301 Comment Number 5

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.

080301 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.

080300 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.

080301 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.

080301 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,

I
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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 IS successfully demonstrated) or 
via one of the other 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 all 
its plutonium, Coalition 21 believes that the ANL-W EM alternative (once successfully 
demonstrated) is the environmentally best alternative In this category and we support 
it for that reason.  

12. Coaflilon 21 believes that INEL Is a satisfactory location for the plutonlum 
conversion facilities that are common activiltes 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 their previously disturbed land resources.  

13- The DEIS Summary falls short in its function for several reasons: 
(a) Its explanation of environmental consequences is overly repetitive and detailed 
and thus subject to numerous Internal 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 (cf. the 
vanous Weapons-Usable Fissile Material Categories In Figure S-1).  
For more detailed comments on the Summary we refer you to a companion comment 
document no. 21/96-04GF submitted by one of our members.  

Coalition 21 appreciates the opportunity to comment on this significant 
Draft PEIS. We recognize what a tremendous undertaking each such document 
represents. ," 

c1 rdKenny, Presit 
Coalition 21 
P. O. Box 51232 
Idaho Falls ID B3405 
Phone: 208-522-3432

12/08.03.01 
cont.  

13/08.03.01 

14/09.01.03 

15/09.00.08
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technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public 
input.

150000 Comment Number 10

Comment noted.

080301 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 studies, national policy 
considerations, existing agreements, and public input.

0803 01 Comment Number 12

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for the 
Electrotnetallurgical 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-II 

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 

ElectrometallurgicaI Treatment Research and Demonstration Project in the 

Fuel Conditioning Facilities at Argonne National Laboratory- West (DOE/ 

EA- 1148, May 1996).

080301 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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09 01 03 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 0008 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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"TH4E COLORADO COALITION 
11151 E. 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 

coDmment on the PEIS on Plutonium Storage and Disposition. First, 

we strongly oppose converting our excess PU for use as a reactor 

fuel. Such use will, in our vie., 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 

irmaobilize 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.  

Sin 

V.H. LRADO ATIPh D.0 vice-President 

THlE COLORtADO COALITION FOR THE PREVENTION OF NUCLEAR WAR

1/08.03.01 

2/08.03.01 

3/08.03.01

M-134

080301 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.

080301 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 

economic studies, national policy considerations, nonproliferation analysis, 

and public input.

080301 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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080301 Comment Number 1

ENCLOSURE 

CornEd Commenits an Draft DOE PEIS 
for 

Storage and Dlsposition of Weapons-Usable flutel Materials 

GENERAL 

"MOX LWR History. Since 1963 the Europears have manufactured, safely loaded, 
and burned over 400 tots of LWR MOX fWe. The manufactunng and use of MOX 
fuel is fully developed mid deployed industry that the U.S. can look to with 
confide•ce for idornition and assistance in the deployment of a similar MOX 
program in the U.S for the disposition of cscesu weapons plutonium 

" Lmsilizeti• e Uncertainty. In conatras, while much is known about immobilization 
of trame aounts of actinides in glut or catsc, very little is known about the 
immobilization of plutomum in glass or ceramic, let alone the impact of the deep 
borehole buria option. and therefore large uncertauities have to be assumed requiring 
ena, iveresarcin h and development, with kitd asaxance of ca. These 
uncertainties need to be more clearly delinied both in the complete and Summary 
docuets.  

"* Raped Dpl•y•eaet. Special wiaht should be given to options that enable rapid 
implnetastsion mad encourael similar actions within the former Soviet Union After 
all, the real thst of ti matrial is not the inventory stored in the U.S.. but the 
inventory thai exsts in Russia. The sooner a disposition path Is chosen that is 
compatble with R•ssian methods of disposal, the nore likly Rssia will proceed with 
its own disposition. The former Sovict Union views its eacess weapons plutonium as 
an aus that should be utilized u MOX fel. Ths, a similar rapidly deployed 
program in the U.S. would provide impetus to both countries.  

" Benign LWR Impact. The advantage to the LWP altenative is clearty the none to 
minimal impact to land use, visual roucs, air quality, local geology, biological 
which incudu uimpacts to endangered species. etc.). bistoric resources.  
paleontological. resources, etc as delineated in Draft FEIS pages 4-680 through 4
66. This is in comparison to constructing new facilities or substantially e•panding 
the facilities at the up to 7 DOD sites for the various altemativs evaluated, which may 
have substantial ipa to some if not all the aforementioned environmental concerns

1/08.03.01 

2/04.02.00 

3/01.03.00 

4/08.03.01 

F-015

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.

040200 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.

080301 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.

Un
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9 CANDU Meut Be Evaluated. Evaluation ofvionmnental imyacm meot not be 
limited to inside the U.S. borders uneu somne nonmolizing fIcor can be applied to 
US. Options to acownm for the dimeaces. io partIculr, the ludmlia of the 
CANDU Xtectrte alternative with virtually me envionmaeatal ammont implies 
that then ale so eavionmental impamt associated with that alterkative. At the 
Washington, D.C. public meetin DOE Indicated that suck so impact will be 
required of the Canadian governmeat. If so, that should be unequlvocalty stated 
boih In the Summay and detaled PEMl Docueaot. Additionally, prior t, 
iunaace foA final FENl, the U.S. public shomud als have an opportuaity to 
comment on the Canadian [IS for the CANDU ollenmtive.  

Timely Action ImpacL The draft PEIS hud evafjus the need for timcly acion 
end the potential CmirAMeSCa consequences for ddeys in tram of the inam&ed 
proliferaton rsk. Also. appropriate beneita should aCCue to those options that can 
be implemented mun uy. Th the mplemetaion timeines of the vrious 
dispout-o altenativ should be evawted end compered for their overall 
mwmnenl nipacts.  

" The No Action and Storage options fail to even acknowledge the inecased possibility 
for ctandestine diversion and usage of the highly visi ledacr weapons nuteials by 
terroist grups oa howl*e p - expecily s these optiont moo I W* wiU 
be chosme based on Rumian actions, In fis them essentially are the status q 
optios ftom which the "clew and prest dangeer onces stmmed. Thi aspect 
cearly noeds to be addressed in the f'nl PETS.  

"Decommissioaing Environmental Impacts. Envoanam ] impacts of 
decavuissioag of ll facilities have not been iclude in the Pdls. only the LWkj 
opton is P c planingsacem ing for this aspect The LWR and CA0DU are 
only alternatives that am not Impaced in the ?FIS as they will be 
decommisaoeed whether or not weapona matei is dispostlon in their facilities.  
Ali other alternatives require further review to account for the envtronmental 
Impacts of decommlssloning. These impacts need to be addressed in the Final 

"ermnaly, Western Europeans extensive experience In LWR MOX hid provides 
overwhelming evidence that the LWR MOX options under conuideration in the 
draft PFlS are superior to the other options, not only in terms of environmontal, 
health, and safety aspects, but also In terms of coshtinetit, ability for rapid 
deployment, aed 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

F-015

060509 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.

080200 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.

130000 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

0,,"
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*MAyNotfleNeeded. The Draft PEI statzes on pages S-15, S-22. and S-32 that a 
dediced facilitywould have to be builthat U.S. site to iplement the LWR 
altunative. CornEd agrees that a flaility or facility expansion will be required fbr the 
CANDU altermative, but disagees with DOE tha it must be built for the LWR 
alternative. A MOX fabrication facility may have to be built, but for the PMTS it 
shoulid not be required. Since existing European fdlitics would be used to meet the 
interim fuel needs of the existing LWR alternative, DOE should also explore the 
environmental impactsbesefits of sing existing exces European capacity or 
elasticity in plant capability to meat the LWR weapons disposition alternative.  
Both alternatives should be analyzed and evaluated in the Final lElS. However, 
the use ofexcess European capacity and elaticity 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 optiun that: 

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

2. There is eo change for the CANDU alternative u a MOX fabrication 
fadity will be needed for either ceas and 

3. A U.S. 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 econoimcally justifie n the commercial 
sector. Henca, a Russian perspective could include a hidden agenda, siphoning 
off'weapons plutonium, etc 

Adjumt to LWR Alternative. Requiring the construction of a MOX fabrication 
facility may add substantially to the perceived risk of the LWR alternative as the 
euvironmtenal impacts of constructing and operating the MOX facility are currently 
included in the LWR alternative. Thus, alterati~ve or corparative analysee that 
include both utilization of existing capacity as well as a new facility need to be 
included in the PEtS to enuare 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.

010200 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.

060109 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 fuel 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 expected 

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 Assemblies 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.

060208 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 need for

F-015
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NON.LIGHr WATER REA 'TR ALTERNATI 

CANDU 
I. MOX fabrication facility wi be required for this option.  
2. Virtually no environmental impacts were aumnd incremeially which is a 

must to ensure a balanced evaluation.  
3. Comparison ofounent urrium based CANDU should be assessed with MOX 

baed impact in all aspects.  
4. Extension of designated CANDU plants life should be included as shutdown of 

the unts proposed for the disposiion has been considered if the CANDU 
MOX altrnatve is not chosen. The plants are already begining a threa-year 
license renewal (April 11, 1996 Nucleonics Week). Therefor in the Ful 
PEIS DOE should evaluate this situation as being equivalent environmentally 
with the bullding of a "new" plani (same as Evolutionary LWR) with respect to 
MOX usage.  

S. The CANDU altereative would require fabrication oft much larger 
quantity of MOX fuel to dispose of the same quantity of plutonium than 
the LWR alternative.

1. Unproven Techmlogy. This technology is not proven. The risks calculated 
are esimated based on modeling of an undetermined sie. hence there are large 
unetltifile in the analysis. A more balanced comparison should be made to 
the risks at exsting facilities which are much better defined, being based 
primarily on xtrapolations oferisting conditions, which have much less 
uncertainty.  

2. Major Umcertalnty. Since for this alternattve: 
No site has been specfied; 
No previous EIS, and 
No prvvious lioesing expeinuc 

the aiting/licsing of the ficility, would be tirm consumi resultin in 
escended interim storage Based on the previous DOE experience in a similar 
amren specifically the fact that the U.S. has been unable to inalize siting of the 
HLW fAcility and the LLW facilities by the various state compacts, the deg=r 
of uncatainty of this alturnative even being viable within the sinag ne ofthe 
"clear and present dan " envelope is a major point that needs to be 
addressed.  

3. The mixing facility will requir eventual decoamissionin&. adding to the 
burden ac both the Ml.W rnd compact LLW sites.

113/06.05.08 

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.

060508 Comment Number 13

Comment noted.

060508 Comment Number 14

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.

040000 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.

040300 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.

00
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V.TRIFICATION

1. his telcnology is not proven with a Wh cantemt or plutoslomn d= hould 
require otnmwv and iensthry rmearck dAwalxnnmt, and terting in protye 

ficility befor it could be viewed at an alternative for tih LWR altenautive 

from an iadustrial pespective DOE need, to addrms this aspect MY in the 
finl PEIS.  

2 This technology, contrary to the LWR alturative, does not reduce the 

plutoeium inventory and does not degrade the plutonium isotopic 

composition from malitary grade to reactor grade level. Thus, it is not 

compereble to the LWR alternative from a non-proliferation porspective.  

3 This technology is aot coutem-plated by the Russians and would therefore, 

not bring my advantage in terms of wmpsaibility with the former Soviet 

Union's objective.

17/05.01.08 

18/08.03.01

F-015

050108 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.

080301 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.

060209 Comment Number 19

To get the MOX fuel 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
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" LWI. Work Force Unchanged. The poposed incres of 40-05 worker persingle 
unit at the LWR facilities (Figurc on S-141)is totally unreeuisic. Other tha minor 
increses to the secuwity f•re thee would be no incremental change to the site labor 
force required for MOX utiliataon. This asec needs complete revision including the 
mnodifications to mU the other environmentl ins•ts inpacted. e.g. worker 
carcnogenic rk etc.  

" Ulraldltic LWR Feel CydcL The PEIS (pag 4.692) alumnra yearly fi cycles 
with single cycle MOX Did assembly usge. This scommo Is unrealitic for the 
comme-cal LWR altertive. especilly ftr the the nocessaity of opeating and 
producing a stable and reliable product for its customer. The assumption that LWRs 
would lwaws be unloading once burned MOX al And replacing with leah MOX 
does not consider the mlaplcatlons on the rsmaining fadt the remctor ad the 
n ey comPllctin and substantial Additional wasted resources ftor the uramnium 
portion ofthe fbol cycle that would be ,ccanary to efnett stch a chesse. Some 
observations about the once through scheme: 

I. SpeNt fued pe161 would f2 p1fPAer with the once through shese. The 
disposition -u then becomes a hi& level was issue which currently shows 
no indication of being resolved in the intermsediate forture.  

2. Once burned MOX assemblies will reai howe r=ddu reactlvltd when 
di-cherged and will impose new satiry and Ecensing m sues on isting Spent 
Fuel Pool licensing beal especially in tigt ofthe quantities of assemblics 
being discharged each cycle.  

3. Owce buned MOX amendies with their higher reuf reactviitle and heat 
load will Impact MW aI tton WA disposal within the repoitooy as 
- ent requirements on reecdvnty and hat leads asumes needy depleted 

spent foa.  
4. The envireamestnl impects are idgpNianm incrased for the 9nce 

threusb swheme vermsu the curreot LWR two to three eiateen month fitel 
cyces.  

5. Impact no MOK Fabrkadei. The requirments for the once through 
somaao will certainly tao whutever fbrication acility or capacity that is to be 
used. Additionally. it ts question"e thut DOE emn convert the weapons 
material rapidy meough Into LWI ompetible fabrication mati to meot sch 

pe•ity requimnents. DOE neede to evaluaee their proposed schemes in 
concert with reasonable fabrication capability The environmental impects are 
directly proportional. A balance needs to be analyzed.

19/06.02.09 

20/06.02.09 

21/01.00.00 

22/06.02.09

For current LWR operations: 
I. There will be NO increase in spenst Sd storage needs; and 
2. Al wase forms ( HLW. LLW. and Intermediate Waste) will be the same for 

MOX or uranium fte qcl.

F-015

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 
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.

060209 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.

060209 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.

090908 Comment Number 23

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

0
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* The LWR altiruative: 
1. Destroys plutonium to below weapons grade.  
2. Is consistent with the plans of the Russians and other nuclear weapons 

3 is an irrTversible process and therefore favored by non-nuclear states, 
4. Is based on existing. proven technology, and 

S. Ha a portion ofthe cost offset by revenues from energy producionn 

" Euvironmemsta Benefits. The PEIS does not contemplate the environmnental benefits 

associated with lower mining and milling levels for uranum, less nrgy consunption 

for conversion and ernchmat, and materials and energy noeessary for fabrication 

through the avoidance ofpurchasing uranium based fuel. Assumig the repliacernet 

of 4.5w/o fuel for 40 Mt ofPu. avoids the need for 5 million SWUs and 21.6 million 

lbs 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 in a 

substantial dccease ian tails production, mad, in fact, would result in currcnt tails be 

used as the blend material to make the MOX Additionally, the avoided risks 

asaociated with not producing tradiional uranium fuel asenblies. i c. mining and 

milling acidents, transportation of fuel assemblics and materials, worker impacts in all 

phases including fabrication, etc. need to be credited to the LWR alternative 

"LWR Offsets. Additionally, the i.WR alternatixv should be credited with the huge 

energy and environisental "offset" values as compared to the other alternativts 

Energy Value - assuming that all 40 Mt of excess weapons grade plutonium 

were manufactured into MOX fuel, a new fuel worth of$I16-2 1 billion would 

resuh with approximately 45 GW years ofelectrscity worth approximstely $32 
billion in revenues, tnd 
Waste Generated - Since MOX fuel displaces uranium fuel that would 

otherwise have to be obtained by mininL milling. converting. enriching. and 

fabricating uram, tur the wastes that the vitrification option would generate 

would have to b considered becaus of the need for new uanum fuel. Thus, 

vitrifying -40 MT of PU would not only generate repository waste volumes in 

the form of approximately 360 cubic meters of extra HLW g&UtS the 

vitrification of this Pu would reslt in 5.6 million additional cubic meters of mnll 

tailing and 3100 cubic meati of 'nrichnieni tails caused by the minizg of 

uranium to displasce the plutonium U new reactor fuel.  

"Offset of Uranium Feel Transport. The PEJS indicates an incremental increase in 

the number of transportation fatalities associated with MOX fuel transport, primarily 

due to increased number of vehicles used to provide safe transport. Utilization of 

standard tnanportnation accidents and resuting fatal injuries statistcs per number of 

vehicles may not be accurate when one considers the intent of the increased vehicles.  

i.e. to en.ure safe and seawre transport. Preswsiably. the transport teams would have i 

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

100200 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 is appropriate at the 

programmatic level.

0
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080100 Comment Nuimber 1

At the request of several organizations and individuals, the public comment 
period was extended to a total of 92 days.
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MELVIN LCOOPS |e Lazkes Macso 

l l 5 -, CA 9 1540114=11 

David Nuhton, MD-4 
U.S. Deparf•ent of Energy 
FonestI Buiding 
1000 Indepencdenc Ave SW 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dw Mr. Nulton.  

At this dime I would like to provide additional comments relating to the PEIS 
on the 'Storage and DfsposRlon of Weapons-Usable Flusil Materaola.  

I have previously expressed strong recommendations to sore, and make 
available to the U.S. Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program, all weapons
surplus highly-enriched uranlum-235 (93%) for eventual utillzatlon as naval 
reactor fuel; end to create a special reserve supply of lesser enriched 
uranium fuels (average 50 % enrichment) for use In development of modem 
sodkum-cooled fast react systems that oertainly wil be needed In the U.S.  
for electrical power generasion In the near future, as wa recommended by 
the National Academy of Sciences as their top priority Remn in their recent 
evaluation of U.S. national energy development rirmert. (Please see 
my Weierto Greg Rudy, MD-i. dated December 22, 1996).  

The current International situation relating to weapons development 
actvides by many foreign countries, demands that the U.S. maintain its 
nuclear options In sn intelligent and Judicious manner. In prllicular, the 
apparent reversal of political trends In Russia. aind the continuing econtomnc 
and military buildups in Chins. Pakistan, Iran, end ott1er potential world 
trouble-spot, requires that the U.S. not unilaterally discard Its nuclear 
options and capabilities. I believe that we should proceed with 
dirmantiemernt of our surplus old weapon systems, but that we must retain 
In readily available form, Vh critical nuclear matertal recovered from the 
dismartlement progran for possible use for sn Indefinite period. The cost to 
accomplish this is practically nothing, since storage of plutonium In metal 
form for long periods of time Is well understood, simple, and quite 
inexpensive (all facilIfles and equipment exists). compared to other options 
beling proposed. Atempting to convert plutonium to a permanently-useless 
form. (~ort of destruction by flsion) Is naive, unlntelligent, and downright 
dangerous to future generations. Storing this material for future use.  
hope•ully as last-reactor fuel, Is a wis amd prudent Investment both for the 
US. economy, and as Insurance against undesirable military eventualites.  

F-054
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I strongly urge the USDOE, and Coogress. tht the DOE W-m~ld recover all 

"existing military plutonium In the form of metal castings, sealed under 

vacuum in welded atalnles-ateel containera, for long-term storage. This 

option Is abeolutely practical for at least 50 years. and probably Suit able for 
hundreds of yeas more. This option will permit long-term evaluation of the 

status of world politics over the next decade and permit a truly realistic 

vehluatlon by our own next generation. The Russlan atate wil pursue this 

approach whether we do or not, and It Is In our beat national Interest to do 

the same. Arry othe option at Na time, would be gambling wIit fth future of 
this country and poss"iby the future of many of the democracies of our 
currant world.  

Sincerely your&, 

Retired Nuclear Chemist

1/08.03.01

F-054

080301 Comment Number 1

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 environmental analyses, technical and 

economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.



COUNTY OF ST. CLAIR, OFFICE OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT, 
PORT HURON, MI, JEFFREY A. FRIEDLAND 
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of0MC1 OF EMERGENC" MANAGMEMEN

Phone (810) N7-1710 

FAX M10) 96"102

Ciount v of St. (iair. M1ichigant 
24 BARD STREET. PORT HURON, MICHK3AN 48080 

.AltH KEEGAN. Ch•iwoamo, St Cair County Board of Cammtsaonroa 

JEwREiY A. FRIEDLAND, Coordinator 

June 4, 1996 

U.S. Depatentawoflinergy 
Office ofFisile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington DC. 20026-3736 

REV Storage mad Disposition of Weapons Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic 
EAhironmental Impact Statement.

I am writing with conern regarding the options preasted in the reactor caegory of 
dispoition alternatives in the above Progmnmwtic Environmental Impact Statement 

It is apparent that the Canadian Deuterium Ura.miu (CANDU) reactors located near 
Kincardirse, Ontario is a facility that would utilize the plutonium based mixed oxide fiet that could 
result from the proposed refinement facility in the Wahington state. This would create a lengthy 
transportation route through densely populated aress.  

St. Clia County would be included in this tranportati route as both Intuatates 69 and 
94 merge nea the Blue Water Interntinl Bridge to Onsio. As the *nAmancy management 
coomdinator for th BueoWatye haIn tenaiosa Bcrice regaprding the volumes oftraffi on these 
interwates and the ability of locwa mgmcy respom unts to handle a n artuation 
involving the proposed productmnavenient The osrrent volume of Iuzxoun materiala has 
overwhelmel hs w It w thouevn considering the prpoe bawd.  

If'the CANDU option is one that i seriousy beig considered, I would stongly urge your 
Departmem to cotsider a tmrasportation route through Canada from a point frther west of 
Miclhgan as the route through St Clair County is unacceptable in my opinion.  

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

Sincer riy 

V 7A. Friedland 

I 1 ,,,,, stt f Srr,

1/10.00.00

M-257

100000 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.

T [ I | I [rll I" I _ ,, - , fn Il Ij
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I
My name is Jerry Cramer and I reside at 3650 West 42nd Avenue 

I'm here to speak in favor of Plutonium Disposition Project I 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.  

I 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 

I don't think anyone can argue that they succeeded on both counts. Burning 

plutonium will reduce the cost of power for the Supply System, and ratepayer even 

more.  

Plutonium disposition is a win - win situation for the Tn-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.

WA-015

08 03 01 Comment Number I 

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.

080301 

Comment noted.

Comment Number 2

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.

1/08.03.01 

2/08.03.01 

3/08.03.01
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2/08.03.01 

3/01.05.00 

1/09.04.04 
cont.

M-245

090404 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.

010500 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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May 1, 1996 

U.S Department of Energy 

Office of yissile Materials Disposition 

P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786 

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 weapons-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 1/01.00.00 

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 solutions like the 

Integral Fast Reactor cannot be considered because 

accomplishment cannot be achieved in 10 years. That, of course, 

is illogical and unrealistic because you routinely talk of 

placing "waste" in Yucca Mountain, which is scheduled to open in 

2010, and may never open. When we are talking environmental 2/01.04.00 
impacts, we 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 21st 

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 decades.  

M-127

01 0000 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 

separation of the relevant isotopes from these highly radioactive materials 

requires significant remote chemical processing.

010400 Comment Number 2

The Integral Fast Reactor concept was considered in the Screening Report 
and was disqualified based on technical maturity and other factors.
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Comment Number 3
4. America and the world want and need an ultimately safe, 

clean, abundant, inexpensive, and inexhuLsZt.ibl electrical 
energy source. But so far, the combination of specifics 
disqualifies coal, crude oil, natural gas, solar, hydro
power, geothermal, wind, wood, and dung.  

5. Spent nuclear fuel still contains some 991 of its original 
energy, and it also contains plutonium that could be used by 
terrorists. It is n=t waste.  

6. The Integral Fast Reactor cannot melt down, even if left 
unattended, even with safety equipment failure, even with 
sabotage. It is configured so it cannot create plutonium, 
yet it can consume large quantities of plutonium and 
actinides in each fuel loading. It can extract the 990 of 
remaining energy in spent nuclear fuel. Its waste is much 
smaller than that of current nuclear reactors and the waste 
is thousands of times safer than spent nuclear fuel. The 
Integral Fast Reactors will be so incredibly efficient that 
they can provide all of the world's electricity for nearly 
10,000 years with exstng 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 
PRIS, the Integral Fast Reactor.  

ROTM: Because the Integral Fast Reactor can extract the 99% 
of remaining energy in spent nuclear fuel, we must 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 
electricity, saving precious fossil fuels, improving the 
environment, and saving tax payers money, we must seriously 
consider that course of action.  

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

Sincerely, 

0. Ross Darnell 
Retired (Lockheed Idaho Technologies Corporation)

3/14.00.00

M-127

During the screening of alternatives for inclusion in the PEIS, a Reactor
Burning concept was evaluated involving a variation of the Integral Fast 
Reactor concept. However, this concept, which would use a reactor fuel cycle 
design still requiring development, would be more costly and require a longer 
timeframe than other mature reactor options. The development program was 
terminated by the Administration and Congressional action. Since Pu 
disposition can be accomplished using existing technologies, there is no 
justification for developing this advanced technology for Pu disposition.
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Leslie C Davenport 

Senior Engineer, Nuclear Safety (Retired) 
1922 Mahan Avenue 
Richland, WA 99352 

May 7, 1996

U.S Department of Energy 
Offce of Fissile Materials Disposition 

P.O. Box 23758 

Washingltn. D.C 20026-3756 

Gentlemene 

Please include the folloirng in the record of public comments for the 'Storage attc Disposition Of 

Weapons-Usable Fissite Matenals Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Stalement." It 

summarizes weat I feel should be done to partially noive this problem If there are questions. please 

phoneffax me at (509)-946-4409 

,IORAG E OBJECTIVE 

The objective should be to minimize cost and risk (by upgrading multiple sees andl/or constructing 

new facilities. by converltng to stable forms, by promptly disposing of unusa~ab scrap and waste, 

and by providing acceptable safeguards & security and envronmenfta health & safety) 

Consolidate all Safeguards Categories 1, II and some tIt quantties of plutonlumn &nd thigtty enchred 

uranium (whether to be disposed as surplus, or kept as needed for specifiC oationat ipograms) at .  

minimum number of sites. Construction of new storage facittles versus upgrmding cueent facilities 

should be decided on the most effective cost and timeliness basis to achieve 'he goals of 

safeguards & security, and environmentaf health & safety. The cost to package Pu for 50-year safe 

storage should be minimized by consolidating this work in one location (where the plutonium oxide 

is to be stored 1o6g term) as long as Pu can be safely transported to this site for such ultimate 

repackaging. For national secrdily. the primary ong-lermn storage site (two for unirnadiated Pu. and 

one for unirradnated HEU) should not be collocated The handling and storagc of Safeguards 

Categones I and II 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 the long-term storage 

of all Safeguartds Category I and It weapons-usable plutonium and high enriched uranium.  

Intedm Storase ait Stirplusl-PltuOlum(Put 

About 55% of the currently surplus Pu is at Pantex as metal (primarily as Pits), anl should be kept there 

0n 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 signals fcr nonproliferation and 

arms reduction Pu metal at the Other sites should be prepared in acceptable tomr for shipment to, and 

Interim storage at, Pentex (or possibly Hanford if not in Pit form) The Pu metal a, Rocky Flats and small 

amnounts at Idaho, LLNL. LANL, and 'Other Sites" should receive priority for shtipment to Pentex or 

possibly Hanford before the Pu metal at Savannah River is shipped. In any event all Pu metal should 

be prepared for interim safe storage promptly.

1/08.03.01 

2/08.03.01 

3/08,03.01 

4/08.03.01

5/1500.00

M-170

080301 Comment Number I

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for the 
C'ollocation Alternative. Decisions on storage alternatives will he 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-uisable fissile 

materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic 

studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

080301 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.

080301 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 environmental analyses, technical and 

economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

150000 Comment Number 5

Comment noted.
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Oxides, wtifflrdiated hbl. end other fomsa of plutonium should be put into Stable frmits as quickly as 
possible for interim sale Storage at and shipment between sies, with usable resuit.•g oxides shipped to 
Hanford. metal shipped to Pantex or Hanford, and unn1iradlldd fuel kept at or shipoad to an upgraded 
site(s). Unusable sUtap and waste should be stabilized and disposed of promptly. probobty by 
vitrification (or safe storage until vitrfllcatlon), becuse a vitrification facility is to be constructed ot 
Harford (e.g., a facility that is already planned for construction and to whtich a parallel ins designed for 
crIticallty control could be added, rather than developino sew technology and builoing a new facility at 
another asle), The Waste Iselatlon Pilot Plant (W1PP) could provide disposel for these smaller quantities 
of vitrified waste containing Pu.

Pu in irradiated fuel should oyen11uafly be stored eabove groundl In dry storage casks •. possibly bilng 
c0noloichated at Hatford where this is already planned.  

Interim Storane of Sumhrs H-sh Enriched Uranium fIHFUj 

About 49% of the curnrty surplus HEU is at Oak Ridge. primealy at the Y-12 pleAt. I agree with the Purpoasa In "PEIS Data Report: Upgrading the Y-12 Plant for Long-Term HEU Slorage. YIES-043,R2 .  
February 1996; and feel that Y-12 should be the US repository for storage of both urnkrdated HEU needed for specilfc national programs, and that awaiting disposa as surplus EU. Beyond uprades 
currently in progras to increase storage cappecty. improve Infrastructmu, and convert HEU to stable 
forms. the primary retaining capltal prolect Is to inipove the resistance of sore Y.12 s efclities 
to design basis seismic events and tornadoes (Natural Phenomena Hazard Upgrades).  

All unifrdaed HEU at other sites should be put into stable forms as quickdy as pcssikle for safe storage at and shipment between saes, with the resuing materials shipped to Y-12 as quicly as Is reasonable.  
An exception could be shln-tere storage of HEU from newly dismantled Pt at P4ntex. As stated 
above, unusable scrap end waste should be stablhized and disposed of prorptly, probably by vitrfication 
(Or safe storage unt it can be vitrified), because a vitllfcation facility is already running at Savannah 
Rimve and another Is to be constlrtcted at Hanford.  

As stated above, HEU in irradiated fuel should eventually be Stored above ground in dry storage casks., 
possibly being consolidated at Hanford where this a already being planned.  

The options for long-term dispositont Of usable surplus plutonium should seek to mast the 'Spent 
Fuel Btandrd, anid for usable surplus HEU should seek to blend the HEU down to low enriched 
unilun (LIEU usable in civitlan power reactors.' For the usable Pu, t prefer Pht disassembly 

and/or Pu conversion followed by MOX fuel fabrication and use in an existing reator or partlally completed LWR. For the unusable Pu and HEU that can not be used In civilian power reactors. I 
would like to see the material vitrified and dIsposed Of as promptty as posible. VWIicOn It 
Hanford would allow adding cesurn-137 and/or high-level waste to provide a radiation barrier for 
nproliferation purposes.  

M~eon~n oW Suistu P 

I support the spent fel option that would use the surplus Pu In fabricating mixed c xide (MOX) fuel for 
once-thrOugh use in commercial nuclear power mractom. This could be done by drsssembting Pits at Pester. shipping in approved Pil containers to Hanford. converting Pits and other source material to usable oxides at Hanford, fabricating into MOX fuel at Hanford, and u•ing as fuel i reactors The 
resul•ard sn fuel would then be disposed of in a hlig-level waste repository.

6/01.04.00 

6/01.04.00 
cont.  

7/08.03.01 

8/08.03.01 

7/08.03.01 
cont.  

M-170

010400 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.

080301 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.

080301 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.

I
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The Fuels & l~atenais Eoannlaton Faiality (FMEF) at Hanford Is a DOE owned fbc~itiy that was 

constructed tor safe storage of Sateguads Category I oir 1 quantities of Pu and Ht.U. and has a remote 

fabicetton tine usable for roducng MOX tool Although this facility has never bean used for fisslie 

mat•erial Mwor, this wan is oilginai pbrpose and the faldtity exists with very Ite need for changes to meet 

current safeguards & seculity and environmental health & safety requirements I uwould like to see 

Washington Public Power Supply Syslem's WNP-2 reactor at Hanford, and possibly the three Palo Verde 

reactors in Attizona, used to bum up this MOX fuel I believe all four readors wer designed so that they 

can bum MOX fuel and would take less licensing effort through the NRC to permit this If additionat 

readom are deemed necessary, I support totmpletion of construction of WNP.1 at Hanford The two 

WNP reactors, the FMEF faclity, and appropriate slorage vaults are physically att on the Hanford 

reseovation, which would reduce isk and security problems during transport I do aot support the 

evotMionary LWR alternative due to the long time delay in starting act•al disposition However, 

aucel•able methods Include the CANDU reactor aetemative, selling the Pu to Jopitn. France, or the 

United Kingdom; or in the shot-term fabtflcating MOX fuel assemblies in an existhg European MOX fuel 

fabr.cation fsadtity 

Disposition of Surplnus HEU 

Approximately 50% o0 the surplus HEU (103 of 174 metric toys) is in forms that m ry allow it to be usable 

for down blending to LEU Additonal suurlus HEU that can be converted to usmbl,! LEU on a cost 

effecive basis sthould also be included. This blendrig to LEU should be started as soon as possible, but 

at no slower rate than can be sold at a reasonable return prce for corrtrtercial usc 

Sincerely, 

44- C __
L[.Il C. D•vanpoat.  
Semior Enginee. Nuclear Safety (Retired)

7/08.03.01 
cont.  
8/08.03.01 
cont.  
9/08.03.01 
10/08.03.01

M-170

080301 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 

input.

080301 Comment Number 10

Comment noted.
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Comment Number 1

Raima It"bel Davis 
Ri. I Box 213-Z2 

Canyon, TX 79015 
(806) 499-3509 

United States Department of Energy 
Office of Fisatle Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

I 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 arn which is not served by a water 
supply provided by a municipality. We have our own well which is tapped directly into the 
Ogallala Aquifer. It is frightening to think that in a few years I may be drinking contaminated 
water without even knowing it.

1/09.04.04

Even if the possibility of contamination did not exist. the accelerated draining of the aquifer 
necessitated by the processing 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 
irrigation of cropa. We must find a way to use 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 Departmsent of Energy are 
using faulty logic 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 proces plutonium at Pantex, and 1/09.04.04 
please do not store hazardous wastes at Pantex. cont.  

Sincerely, 

Isabel Davis 
A Citizen of Randall County, Texas

M-193

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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DETTEN, DANNY 
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1/09.04.04 

T75 

TX- 057

090404 Comment Number I

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 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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I DEVORAK, JUDITH 
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080301 Comment Number 1 

.oThe Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to new 
CateRecte: Apri 18, 19% missions at INEL. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable 

Nam: Judith Dcvorsk Q maeil:il baezniomnalwaosual 
Address: fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and - C' 

economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input. a 
Transcription: 

I'm calling to say keep that stuff out ofIdaho. The Governor was wrtog to let you start bringing I 1/08,03.01 
any of it in. It should have stayed in court longer. Keep it out of Idaho.1 

Z3 

P-017 
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Storage and Disposition or Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) Public Comment Form 

Name, oponl.I Pu, c ( 10 / ' 

Address (opm-onal) - Z 

Please wrie down your comments and drop this form in dhe marked boxes before you leave 

tosgi Theie forms will be submisted to the Department of Energy as part of the formal corsunent on 

this PEIS If you arm unable to complete this form tonight. written corsments can be mailed to 

De ratme of Enlrgy 
Oc of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786 

r. you cat call this toll-free number to leave comments by phone 1802 820 5156 Contisents musot b 

subminted by May 7, 19%.  
The Dteparmiens of Energy has identified direr types of techinologirs as options for disposing of 

wrapo-euiaable Fissile materials Th:e Deportmeni has also corsidcred a 'no Action alernatlvc, which 

would result in Iong-teein storage of thsen materials. Please write down your comments on the following 

three types of opioes for disposal and the storage option 

1. Materials hnmobilizatinni/Vitriflcation - lmmobriize fimsile materials by mixing them with tlass, glass 

bonded reolites, or ceramics.  

2. Deep bore'hoi disposal- Materials would be disposed in borholes at least 25 miles deep. to 

geologically stable formations Materials could he disposed directly into the drrp borehnit, i otiaterials 

,oct 1w mmnahlizo~i bitt aid then deposited into the deep horcltole.  A• •• .t o/' fr 4• .... d"i° . 0 "-"~ i' i" ~ ,ni" 

c/ 4r.' •, a•_ix.-.,. sf s i 

3 Remtlor Options - Surplus plutoniumhilghld enrichrd uramum would be made into MOX tuel for use 

in naclear rectors, destroying by fission a mator portion of the weapons grade materials 

• ,/7 Ar)J- ,,;, .- c .... .. ici D {i . 1,,5' L...iu ~,,/ y r_ • _ 

1. • ,u * cci. l..o _ _ • ,_ _ - _ - . . . ..9 

4. Storage Optionas USDOE wonld cottinue existing storage policti fur woapos-osarblr fiilr 

materials as current localons aidjor consolidate that storage at one or moor of the designated aies

1/08.03.01 

2/08.03,01 

1 3/08.03.01

M-224

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the conitientor'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.

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.

080301 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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1ý DRYER, TED, PORTLAND, OR • 
oo PAGE I OF I 

080301 Comment Number 1 

ComtID: P0 The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for the " 
DateReceivd.: APi 16. 996 Immobilization Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable •. • 
Name: Ted Dryer d s 
Addrsm: 7037SW 54th fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and Q) " 

Portland, OR economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input. " : 

I'd like to suggest that the Depamuent strongly consider putting the nuclear waste into glass. 1/08.03.01 

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

Cb
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DUKE POWER, CHARLOTTE, NC, 

ROBERT VAN NAMEN 
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By Fax (1 -81(-820-5156) and by Mail

DUKE POWER May 6, 1996

Department of Energy 
Office of FLssile Materials Disposition 

c/o SAIC- PEIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington DC 20(126-37M6 

Subject: Camrments on DOE document "Storage and Disposition of Weapons 

Usable Fissilc Materals Draft Prograrneutic Environmental Impact 

Statement (DOEIEIS-0229-D) 

This letter is provided to the Department of Energy to give commients on the subject 

document, Duke Power appreciates the opportunity to participate in the process and 

looiks forward to the timely resolution of all outstanding issues so that the task of 

disposing of the excess plutonium may begin. Tse use of plutonium as LWR MOX fuel is 

a proven technology which is readily adaptable to the US light water reactors and will 

ensure a tamely and cost effective disposition program. The following comments are 

offered for consideration by DOE as it prepares the Final Environmental Impact Statement 

and progresses to a Record of Decision.  

The use of MOX fuel as the primary d•sposition mechanism is the only option which 

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

energy potential associated with the material 

- The Final Enviroetmental Impact Statement should fully accoant for all benefits 

associated with burming the plutonium as MOX fuel imclading the avoided mining and 

enrichment (power intmesive) requirements which would be required if MOX fuel were 

replaced by U02 based fuel.  

- Timely and predictable disposition plans shoaukl be laid out and followed. Any scenario 

delaying the d•apositiot should be penalized due to the potential adverse environmental 

consequenees associated with storage.  

- All potential environmental impacts should be considered in evaluating the alternutives, 

not just those within the US borders.  

- Use of existing MOX fabrication capacity in Europe should be seriously considered by 

DOE. Building from the existing European experience and capacity ensures the most 

rapid and most reliable start ta the program.

1/08.03.01 

2/09.00.08 

3/07.00.00 

4/08.00.00 

5/06.01.08

M-181

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commcntor'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.

090008 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 Instead of Fossil Fuel Power Plants. The Avoided 

Environmental Impacts of Using MOX Fuel Instead of Traditional Low

Enriched Uranium Fuel in Nuclear Power Plants section in the Draft PEIS 

includes the health impacts avoided to the public and workers for the mining 

and milling industries. Other avoided impacts to air quality and waste 

generated were added to the Final PEIS.

070000 Comment Number 3

Generally, the goal is to complete disposition within 25 years after the ROD.  
The storage decision will be for long-term storage, up to 50 years. Schedule 

data, along with technical and cost data, were provided in Technical Summary 

Reports of both storage and disposition in late July 1996.

080000 Comment Number 4

In accordance with Executive Order 12114, DOE guidelines implementing 
that Order, the Department of State's Unified Procedures (10 CFR 1021.102), 

the PEIS considers impacts to the global 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

'.ý C,,



DUKE POWER, CHARLOTTE, NC, 
ROBERT VAN NAMEN 
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Duke would alo like to take this opportunity to request that DOE involve all potential 
licensees (the utilities) is dis ions, plans and project leading to the licensing of MOX 
fael with the Nuckar Regolatory Conmisslion. Capitalizing on die abilities of the 
connacrlal sector in unplsne.tiing the MOX option will result in the most stable, reliable 
and imrely progress on this important program.  

Robert Van Nan,.. Manager 
Puel Manarenni Nuclear Engineering

6/06.06.08

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.

060108 Comment Number 5

Comment noted.  

060608 

Comment noted.

Comment Number 6

0O

M-181



DurroN, HERB AND LYDIE, SAN JOSE, CA 
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6125 county Club parkway 
San Jose, CA. 95135 

May6, 1996 

U.S. Doeruwa of E ner 
Office of Flissile Materlals Disposition 

PO. Box 23726 
Wudngl D.C. 20026-3716 
(FAX) 1-$00-220-5156 

Rut SrorW d Ditpoiitan of Weapom-Usable Fisstie Materials Draft 

proveraMMltc E ,0ro-ntsal ImPact Stat'enent (Ftbrs'ay 1996) 

Dcr Director Nuiton: 

Each time my wife or I read a magazine or newspaper article which discusses the vast 

amounts of weapons Vd atrals curntly being stored in the former Soviet Union.  

we cringe st the thoughts of bow easily thoe materials could be diverted to enemnies of 

th United Suns (tiby Irm', Iraq, N. core err-, cu.) Within months of reading of the 

black-mek't r wnaiggling of pltitoniun from one ofthe new Russian repablics. the U.S.  

government would be fcead with the detonation threats of a Saddanm Hussein or other 

miliuan madman bent on humilis•tn the American public. This is a totally possible but 

uncepalesceui.

In reviewing the draft PEIS, thew is only one (I) option that can be implemented in a 

timely manner in both the United States ald Rum -. This is also the only option based on 

porM treemologies, thus minimiting tedmical risks. It is also the only option that could 

Wlgicay be accepted by both involved governments-.the existing light water redacor 

option. Fabrication ofminxe oxide fuels is known technology. Operation of commercial 

mclta reactosm Is known technology. nit cnversion of weapo grads phutoititm to 

spent nuclear fuel is the only true "disposition" option discussed in the PEIS.  

Involvement of a third country, Canada. should not be considered in solving this 

Ants'icantRu/sian problem.  

The "do nothing" option (current Clinton ad•irnistratron position on most critical issues) 

is totally UNACCEPTABLE. Likewise, options involving elgo term storage/burials or 

conversion/immobillzaiion into forms which could be reversed or leave the mautrials 

potentially re•everable (e.g., vitrification) should NOT be on the negotiations table.

1/08.03.01 

1 2/08.03.01 

3/08.03.01

F-023

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.

080301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to 
continuing or long-term storage. Decisions on storage of weapons-usable 

tissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and 

economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

080301 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.
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EIDEN, MAX A.  
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March 14,1996 

U. S. Department of Energy 

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 

P., Box 23786 

Washington, D.C 20026-3786 

Gentlemen: 

It is my upiuiii d, ihe sh priefnt to. and storage 3f, we-tr"'.•-uteble fissile 

material at the INEL site in Idaho is and would jeopardize the public health and safety.  

The transporting of such matenal to Idaho as recently shown by the catastrophic train 1/10.00.00 

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 2/09.05.03 

case are not well founded. The scientific and geological wisdom is that it is a highly 

seismic aria.  

2. Phe INF.L site sits directly over the Snake Rivet Aquifer which supplies water 

to the Snake River, the rural areas of Idaho, and subsequently to the Columbia River 

drainage which affects most of Idaho and the States of Oregon and Washington. 3/08.03.01 

3. To store or dispose of radioactive matter at the INEL which is directly above 

the Snake River Aquifer is dearly not the best alternative to be chosen by the Department 

of Energy.  

I strongly urge the Department of Energy to open a permanent storage repository 

as had preeiousiy be- 1 iai--iti and eiat th, sioai ag aid dispo3i,"ior, Of "eap3a.o-Usbi. 4/12.00.00 

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 1/10.00.00 

permanent repository 
cont.  

Simply pot, 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, 3/08.03.01 

the high runoff of surface waters, the continued polluting of the aquifer are a reality. To cont.  

compound that by brining more materials to the site simply is not acceptable.  

M-003

100000 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.

090503
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory is situated on the Eastern Snake River 
Plain, an area of low seismicity. The plain is bordered by the seismically 

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 occur 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.

080301
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.

12000) 
Comment noted.

Comment Number 2

Comment Number 3

Comment Number 4
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ELLIS, JENNIFER L.  

PAGE 1 OF 1

CALL-IN COMMENTS ON DOE'S PEIS 

MS. ELLIS: Jennifer L. Ellis, 222 Cherokee Trail, 37043.  

Neither.  

A mailing that I have from 2/20 Vision.  

I am calling to comment about the Programmatic Environmental Impact 

Statement. As a medical doctor specializing in preventive medicine. I 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 outlined by the Department of 

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

options are dangerous and obsolete

I encourage the Department of Energy instead to invest in vitrification 

which, unlike the outlined options, would immobilize plutonium and its 

dangerous byproducts, and thus also reduce proliferation by removing it from 

circulation.  

Thank you.

1/08.03.01

P-047

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for the 
Vitrification (Immobilization) Alternative. 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.

kL
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THE BOARD OF 

Jun 7, 1996

BY FAX: 202-5M6-2710 (Original following by mail) 

Re: Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usablc Fissile Materials Dralf Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement (PEIS).  

To whom it may concern.  

Attached please find a submission from Energy Probe on the topic of the proposed use of 
mixed-oxide (MOX) fWl, containing plutonium from dismantled U.S. nuclear warsicid at the Bruce 
"A" Nuclear Generating Station. The MOX-CANDU reactor proposal is noted in the Department of 
Energy (DoE) docurm Storage and Dispositron of Weapon$s-Usable k'issile Materials Drft 
Programmarkc Emnronmental Impact Statement (PElS) as one of the options under consideration by 
the DoE for plutonium disposition.  

Energy Probe is a project of Energy Probe Research Foundation., a non-profit environmental 
organiation founded in 1990, dedicated to raising public awareness about energy and environmental 
issues. Energy Probe Research Foundation has approximately 50,000 supporters. roughly half of 
them in the province of Ontario.  

We have reviewed the relevant sections of the DoE PEIS. We have also reviewed the submission sent 
to you by Nuclear Awareness Project (Box 104, Uxbridge, Ontario L9P I M6), and we generally 
endorse its argumnts and conclusions, with some rceltively minor exceptions and some additions 
noted below.  

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

"* The undertaking must not impose uncompensated costs - financial, environsnntal, or social 
- on people in Ontario or elsewhere in Canada, 

"a The undertaking must not returd Ontario's progress in achieving an open, competitive, and 
diversified electricity system, characterized by open access for electricity suppliers, and free 
choice for electricity consumers; 

I The undertaking must not proceed without the full, public application of Onatio's 

Energy Probe Research Foundation 
225 BRUNSWCK AVENUE. TORONTO, ONTARIO MLS 2VA Phane (416) 954-9223 eA. 220 Fan (416) 964-4239

1/08.03.01

M-285

080301 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.

0 
US. Dermaisent of Energy 
Office of Fissile Matenrals Dispouition 
P.O. Box 23736 
Washington D.C. 20026-37:6 U.S.A.
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Fnvironmenial Assessment Act, or an equivalent testing of its cnvinunmental acceptabilit) 

"* The undertaking must not proceed without a clear indication that it has the informed consent 

of the people of Ontario, especially those who wll be most directly affected by it 1/08.03.01 

"* If the U.S government chooses to dispose of its nuclear-weapons plutonium in Canada, rather COft.  

than within the United States, it must be clearly demonstrated that its decision is i no way 

motivated by Canada's relative lack of citizen safeguards and rights - both legislated and 

common-law - that might make implementation easier in Canada than within the U.S.

For reasons outlined below and in be submission ofNuclear Awareness 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 Senior Policy Analyst

attchment

M-285
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Energy Probe's Notes Regarding the 
Storage and Disposition of Weapons-LUsable Fissile Materials 

Draft Programmatic Err vronmental Impact Statement 

by 
Norman Rubin 

Director, Nuclear Research 
and Senior Policy Analyst 

June 6, 1996

Candiam Impa•ts "do not apply"! 
In the Draft Prograunas E'virnmmental Impact Stmewn (henceforth, "the PIS1"), the 
"eovirorms!mit impacts" of the Canadian CANDU option we almost universally described with a 
single phase: "Does not apply". The specfic aeas in which impacts "do not apply" include the 
following: Lard Resources, Site inframstsctu•e, Air Quality and Noise, Wte Resources, Geology 
and Soils, Biological Reso•rces, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Socioeconomics. Public 
and Occupational Health and Safety - itself subdivided into Normal Radiological Impacts.  
Hmadous Chemical impacts, and Facility Accidents - and Waste Management.' 

In the two • where impn t a ackoedged to apply - Intersite Trinsportation of Fiwile 
Materials and Environmental Justice - those impacts end at the Canadian border.  

Of course, most Canadians would consider the impacts, in Canada. of the Canadian CANDU option 
for the disposition of U.S. msclear-weapons plutonium to be just as read, sinificant, and "applicable" 
as the impacts of the other options in the U.S. And informed Canadians - including Energy Probe 
- would be concerned that the Canadian and Ontario governments may not give much more 
atoention to these real impacts than this U.S. PEIS does. For example, Canadian federal government 
officials, up to the Prime Minister himself. seem to have publicly concluded - without any recourse 
to public proce, public opinion, or environmental I - that the MOX-CANDU proposal is 
the beat option for disposition ofboth U.S. and Russian nuclear-weapons plutonium.  

In short, we me concrnd that the Canadian public (especially Ontario resident) may be treated like 
citizemn of a "bnana republic", with neither our own officials nor those of the United States 
respecting our rights to participae in this important decision. We urge the U.S. govermnent not to 
take advantag of the weakness of Canada's. and Ontario's, political and legal safeguards in making 
this decision.  

Indeed, we believe that it is co•sstent with the spirit, and pethaps even the letter, of the U.S.  
National Environmental Protection Act, that adverse impacts outside the United States be considered 
before an option is chosen.

2/01.03.00

2/01.03.00 

cont.  

M-285

010300 Comment Number 2

After considering public comments, the PEIS has been revised with respect 
to the CANDU Reactor Alternative. The PEIS includes an appropriate level 
of analysis, consistent with Executive Order 12114, DOE guidelines, the 
State Department's Unified Procedures, and DOE regulations at 10 CFR 
1021.102 concerning 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.) Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile 
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic 
studies, national policy considerations, and public input. 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. Should the CANDU Reactor Alternative be selected, agreement with 
the Canadian Government would be reached on the Pu disposition process.

7.0 
00
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Etem Pa s Nots. pap 2 

Regadless of the legal issue, we do not we how you can hope to choose an option that minimizes 

adversn impacts without comparing all the impacts of a11 the options.  

BECriD Probe's comenets on the submalsiol by Nucker Awarentes Project: 

•it t ewutleau than NAP indicates that Oneuro Hydra does not plan to retube the 4 reactors of 

Nuclea Awswnma Project writes (Subml~slon, p. I): 
Capacity Factors and Reliability of CMNDU Reactors 

The Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) 
proposal assumea that the four Bruce WA Nuclear 

Generating Station reactors will be retubed 

regardleos of whether or not the mixed-oxide (MOX) 

fuel scheme is implemented, and that these 

reactors will operate at an average capacity 

factor of Got for a further 25 year period. Theme 

aaauasptiona are inappropriate, given current 

debates about the future of the electricity sector 

in Ontario, and given operating experience at 
CANIDU reactors.  

The AECL Final Report Plutonium Con umption 
Program - CANDX Reactor Project notee: 

"It ia assumed for the purposes of this 
study that the Bruce NGS A units will be 
retubed because there is a demand for 
electricity." 

Retubing in the rebuilding of a CANDU reactor core 

where alI fuel channele are replaced at a cost now 

estimated by Ontario Hydro at about $350 million 
per reactor. The DoE should note that the Bruce 

reactor 2 was shut down in 199S to avoid this cost 

and other major repairs. primarily to steam 
generators. Th o2ther 3 reactors arI scheduled for 
rerubhinae interr~no in 2000. hut: could instead by 

h down,, at that tisM The Bruce "A" Station 

began operations between 1977 and 1979. It is 
unlikely that Ontario Hydro will be able to 
justify the expense of retubing its aging reactors 
when faced with increasing competition in theh 

electricity sector. [emobasiA added; endnotes 
omitted.]

3/09.00.08

in fact% according to Onterio H-th docu4nen1t and swom teimony, the other 3 "maots of the 

Bruce-A ation am not schetduled for retubing stoding in 2000, or at smy othr time. Rather, they amt

M-285

090008 Comment Number 3

A comparison of impacts of all alternatives and options associated with each 
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 

Hydro, and would be stored and disposed of in accordance with procedures 

established by the Canadian Atomic Energy Control Board. Interactions with 

the Canadian public regarding the receipt and use of MOX fuel in Canada will 

be conducted by the Canadian Government and Ontario Hydro.

'.0
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Energy Probe's Notes, page 3 

scheduled to be shut down when they reach the end of pressurce-ube life, starting in 2000. Ontario 
Hydro, of court, retains the option of changing its mind and retubing one or mome of these reactors.  
But AECL's assemnent ofthe likelihood ofthat 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 to we major 
capital refits to aging nuclear stations, especially as our electricity system becomes more market
oriented and competitive.Ontario Hydro' 

In the early 1990s, Ontario Hydro spent a considerable sum - 1203 million in Canadian dollars 
on its plans to rtube two ofthe reactors of the Bmrce-A station - units I and 2, in reverse numerical 
order. In 1993. Ontario Hydro officially "wrote off" that investment, on the grounds that it was not 
expected to accrue to the benefit of electricity customers.' 

Fumtemore, on March 21, 1994, Ontario Hydro Nuclear submitted its "Strategic Plan for Future 
Operatiort of Bruce A Nuclear 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 
passagm 

" In paragraph 1.0 - "Strategic Plan Overview" - of Attachment I of die package and the 
corresponding chart - "Bruce 'A' Operating Strategy" - Ontario Hydro told the Atomic 
Energy Control Board that Bruce Unit I would "SHUT DOWN JANUARY )" in the year 
2000, and gave the explanation "PIT [i.e., pressure tube] LIFE LIMIT". For Bruce Unit 3, the 
notice "SHUT DOWN APRIL" appears in the year 200g, accompanied by "P/T LIFE 
LIMIT'. For Bruce Unit 4, the notice "SHUT DOWN APRIL" appears in the year 2006.  
accompanied by "P/T LIFE LIMIT-, but it is followed by the following Note; 
"ADDITIONAL SLAR IN THE 1990"S WILL ENABLE UNIT TO EXTEND PRESSURE 
TUBE LIFE LIMIT TO APRIL 201 I" 

" Attacament 4, Section I, first paragraph, says "... the elements required to ensur safe 
operation of Units I and 2 to their planned end of life (which have now been finned up) have 
been incorporated into their operating strategies." Sam section, page 2. first complcte 
paragraph says "For Unit I. an end of life in 2000 is now planned, based on fuel channel 
creep indued elongation." 

These paages nmake absolutely clear how firm and unambiguous Ontario Hydro has been in 
asmaing the Atomic Energy Control Board that it actually plans to shut down Bruce A Units 1, 3, and 
4 in Jamury 2000., Apil 2008, and April 2011. respectively. Any assurances to the contrary 
especially from AECL - should be given little credence.

M-285

NmAPs envon-nme assesainens in unras'O is even moe well-rouin;e than 

Nuclear Awareness Project writes (Submissnon, p. 4):
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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 aid painful expenence in this matter A legal attempt by Energy 
Probe to form -a Onterio EA of maotder srious changm at an exempted nuclear station 
specifically the decision to build an Ontraio-wide Tritiun Removal [and stomge] fcility at the 
Darlington statio• - w rejected by the Ontaio court The our•s found tha dhe Proposl to build 
the nuclear station. which was exempted from the Ontario Environmental Asessmemn Act., was 
extenuely vague and general. Therefore, the exemption from Environment Alaesmaaunt even 
covered the later decision to construct an Ontario-wide wasn-extraction and -atoegc facility - o a 
pat of the pIoperty that was shown as an open space on the maps drawn when the exemption was 

Moreove. the Federa Environmental Assessment Panel on High-Level Wast Disposl (see p. 3 of 
NAP's subrnission) has alheady repeatedly indicated its unwitlingness to enter into discussions of the 
potential implications ofthis proposal on die quantity or nature of high-level nuclear waste in 
Canada, because it views the proposal still hypothetical.  

As one indication ofthe treatment of this isstc before the Federal Environmental Assessment 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. Chairman. Your 

indulgence, please. This is more of a cormment rather than a 
question.  

The CANDU option -- I just want to clarify one point, 
and that is that the CAJDU option for burning MOX fuel is only a 
proposal for consideration; it is not a confirmed project. And any 
project that was 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.' 

Thes recent developments give further credence to NAP's conccrns in regard to any federal 
Environmental Assessment of this undertaking.  

M-285



PC z m 
> :z 

:91 

:z 

nq c 

ti, 

tit 

C) 
.0 0 a r) 

00 

f 

cn 

S13d lvu!d SIMI-JaMN -?I!S'S'!,4 
alqvvn -suodvaAi fo uo.q.jsodvjg puv ?SmojS



EWALD, LINDA, KNOXVILLE, TN 
PAGE 1 OF 2

rTAý 3 

J vcej~r re_6r¶ ?rv'd-4.4 cc Yvor' 

U ýck b Ce rýý " -4 Q '& ý Ct

1/08.03.01

M-205

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.

080301 Comment Number I
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3/15.00.00 

4/08.03.01

M-205

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 
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

150000 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. Waste minimization is an ongoing goal of DOE and will be 
considered to the extent practicable in the selection and implementation of the 
alternative(s).

080301 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.

080301
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"F.A.C.T.S.  
-PUTTING THE PIECES TOGIETHER

!
phone (716) 87159552 

am n5W FY - (716) 876-9552 
K.1MOM. NY 1421?70566 

office of Fissile Materials Disposition 

U.S. Department of Energy 
PO BOX 2376 86 May 27, 1996 

Washington, DC 20026-3786 
May 27 19- 6 

Subject' Comments on Storage and Disposition of WeaponsUsable 

Fissile Materials Draft programmatic Environmental Impact 

Statement 

1) Fissile materials, plutonium and highly enriched uranium 

(MEU)! can be easily assembled into nuclear weapons. Fissile 

materials are also very long-lived radioactive eaterials which are 

toxic, especially plutonium, to living things. Therefore, it 

should be apparent that fissile materials pose both grave security 

and environmental//public health threats, respectively. Because the 

costs of maintaining both security and environmental isolation of 

these materials are extremely high, they also represent an enormous 

economic liability. More than ten years ago, the U.S. government 

recognized these liabilities and stopped production of plutonium 

for weapons and commercial use of plutonium.  

However, five countries, Britain, France India, Japan and 

Russia, continue to reprocess spent commercial nuclear power plant 

fuel, in anticipation of a day when uranium fuel may become scarce 

or relatively expensive. In the next decade, the amount of 

commercially separated plutonium in these and additional countries 

may exceed the amount of plutonium from dismantled weapons.  

If the clinton Administration is serious about the fissile 

material threats identified above, it must also address, without 

delay, the growing 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 beet address this problem 

by: 1) declaring fissile materials a liability, 2) by exerting 

influence on the reprocessing countries to phase out both repro

ceasing and the use of nuclear power, through a frank portrayal of 

the downside of nuclear energy -- the uneconomic cost of sound, 

long-term waste management and plant safety issues -- in addition 

to ther weapons proliferation threats and, 3) by encouraging the 

maximization of energy efficiency and conse~ration measures in 

conjunction with the large scale development and production of 

safe, alternative, renewable power supplies (solar, biogas and wind 

power). The subsidized transfer of these technologies to the

M-255

010300 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.

Cl t-A

1/01.03.00
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developing countries will reduce the attraction of nuclear 
enterprises in most cases.  

2) We are vigorously opposed to any mixed oxide fuel (MOX) 
option because: 1) the cost of the MOX fabrication venture is over 
$2.2 billion, and 2) it will encourage the development of a 
plutonium fueled reactor economy, an outcome at odds with current 
U.S. policy.  

The draft EIS presents a sketchy description of a NOX fuel 
option using the Canadian CAMDU reactors at Bruce A. The EIS 
states that Rspent fuel (from this project]... would be accommodat
ed within the Canadian spent fuel program." In effect we would be 
dumping responsibility for long-term waste management on the 
Canadians. This would be very unfair. but it would be typical of 
the irresponsible and slipshod approach to managing nuclear wastes, 
both commercial and military, taken by past DOE administrations up 
to and including the current Clinton Administration DOE.  

The Canadians are currently reviewing the issue of spent fuel 
disposal. This review does not include management of spent DOX 
fuel. In fact, Atomic Energy Canada Limited (the originator of the 
CANDU NOX proposal) has boasted that a provincial Environmental 
Assessment can be avoided under an environmental assessment 
exemption granted to Bruce A in 1976. So, if this option were to 
be selected, it would probably not be subject to any public review 
process by Canadian citizens. This would be exceedingly irrespon
sible, being even less than the routinely political, instead of 
scientific, sham environmental review processes conducted by DOE in 
the U.S.  

3) At this time, we believe the vitrification of the fissile 
materials to be the only acceptable option. It would probably cost 
no more, and perhaps less than the NOX options, without having the 
fatal flaw of the NOX option, encouragement of a plutonium reactor 
economy. The cost of expensive shielding could be avoided by 
vitrifying the fissile material with depleted uranium instead of 
highly radioactive reactor spent fuel. The glass logs could then 
be stored in metal canisters made with a gamma-emitter such as 
cesium-137 to dter theft.  

Sincerely, 

J s Rauch

1/01.03.00 
cont.  

2/08.03.01 

3/08.03.01 

4/08.03.01

M-255

080301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the 
Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Cost considerations were included in 
the Technical Summary Report for disposition, which was made available to 
the public in July and November 1996.  

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.  

Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be made 
based on environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national 
policy considerations, and public input.

080301 Comment Number 3

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. After considering public comments the PETS 
has been revised concerning the CANDU Reactor Alternative. The PETS 
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)
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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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CO-002

040200 Comment Number 1

Comment noted.
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FEDERATION OF WESTERN OUTDOOR CLUBS 

May 27.1996 

The Hotnorb Hazel O1.esuy 

Secretar. The U S Dcpanmo of Energy 

Wsan0oe, D.C.  

Dear Ms Oewy: 

SusjeCt DOE Plais for Storage and Diuposal of Wespos-Usble Fissile 

Materials 

On April I. in Id"h Falls Idaho. I partiocpatad in a homing on this subjec I have 

some gewal eonmients on the DOE for yux eyes. ad so pecific teciacal 

ooavts on bitdofthe Fedesation of Wesitem Outdoor Clku• that I would Eke 

toc part of thel haring rcod on thi mam 

In its Atnnul MeNcqpk the Federationa of Weasteo Outdoor Clubs has beat hokling 

deiber•tioom sald mnalng judget=eats regduag tran" resouten iales for over 

sutyy• m ft awane that you. amd meaty others a the Cliton adaminstration, have 

the os wmo •ng r f¢r f iw w swantal n ems a do the Federation't sm marte.  

wivelec thert r be the dh.une ploup ofoutdoor renestio chtls, spormt m 

.so•ems, mnd esinomatmial Voups asted with the FW D.C. (as istad in the 

lettertahd), or the Federseint itdhdl memt .

M.wbar Ctobs 
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M-256

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 (C0 2) emissions, where appropriate, and 

examines the use of nuclear reactors (using MOX fuel) for Pu disposition.

For several ya. the Fedration's Board of Directors has bee reiewota the iasse 

ofg sb wartsmt. as it isns of 'iTHE mwor Wenariama isumes that humashand 

mat eachew rlyon if we wirt the world to centinue as w now enjoy it A our 

last Annual Meaing, we stied ot Conterns nito an official rea uiton a cos of 

which was aent to you in or letter to you of Fehuiay 12. To data, we have not 

reeived a respaý as ws requsted ioa horter 

Pleae ante thte FMh 'R Mio• n irey Mspperta a atiyof tEitrmVs 

to curb - di ou de easuiuio • aid outlhnes a methodology to foblow when mare 

doctneal power g o -s-capaciaty is called for. It alao conves a logial ratioeale 

for guarded support of tuidvear power an the mast enanomnerstaly-beragtt. large.  

scale. safs aource of elecrsical maegy, sand suggests that convostoasital groups so.  
"ealute their viewpoitts regarding mnclear power, fud-reprocssn tc min vim 

of what appears to ben ainexorble tread in g&lal worongl
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FiM some genral comments I am one of hnty Amicrs who have sem the bright promsta of post 
WWU -dear tedmololy become mired in over-regtlation, the un-constructive effort of journalists, 
the misplaced concerns of some environmental groups, (and I consider myself a hard-core 

awrma ara'.md the delierate sabotaging of macw technology by alleged 'watch-dogl groups 
who cant or won' (like moat journalists) distansh between military nuclear weapons and 

.onJne ulclnea power.  

A significant detactor from being able to capitalize on the beneficial use of maclea technology for 
our counuYs benefit, is from what I will reftr to hoerenfter as the Proliferation Paranoids (PPs) 
Though probably wel-intentioned, these misguided people have infested our govermmit and have 
done mom thdm amy other group to hamsing our couWtrys onceleadership in nucla technology 
IfPsah ld beon involved ia armlogousac to hnmpour "mm ml dI m1 rather than hampor civilian 
nuclear power, some lane said they would consider such PPs as traitors to our couny. If you have 
ay PPs m your shop, I request you find them employme eewhere' 

Although no autribution was given as to the origin of tie vrusou proposalst/aheryatYea discussed at 
the tdht Fals having I suspect the PM had a luhd in the proposals for Iaohilizabion (by e.& by 
vitification) and Deep Borehole Disposition. I will first discuss how ludicrous these proposals are, 
from a financial, ethical/moral, and a technical perspective.  

TURITICAL COMMM 

I) The DOE representatives at the hea•ing could not/would not respond to my direct question on 
how much Amermc tmxpayer money had beem spent to provide thes "uphw" materials, (stated to 
be 175 MT HEU and 38 MT plutonium), or what weapons-grade plutoneium or HEU cost per gra 
to produce. I made the -ame request for this infboro•tion from the local DOE office, and from 
imonnation ofeM-s at DOE Headquarters, to no vail. So. based on what I remember ahout the cost 
of the pots-production cilities from past nwng on the Colorado plateau.the Feed Materials 
Production Centers like Fernald, through the diffusion plants and production reactors etc. through 
weapons f0bria••ion, I etimate that to protect our country through the Cold War, the American 
taxpamye wrnagly forked over about S I000/gram to mspport HEU and Pu product•on 

So, the HE-U that's being cornudered for disposition is estimated to be wortlh 

S 1000/grain x 1000 grsns/Kg x 1000 Kg/MT x 175 MT- S 175,000,000,000 

If the Plutonium cosa a like amosa 
S 1000/gran x 1000 grams/Kg x 1000 Kg/MT x 38 MT -$38,000,000.000

2/07.00.00

M-256

070000 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.

k) 

0
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Thus, if either the borehole or the immobilization alternative were (heaven forbid) be chosen, this I 

would result ian unproductive, irretnevable loss to the American taxpayer of a fifth of a trillion 3/08.03.01 

dollarv 

Tie Immobilizatlen Alternative This calls for the American taxpayer to pay a great deal MORE 

money (a large but -upie amount) to change these mateials so they aren't attractive to the Bad 

Guys who would like to do very bad things to our beloved country 

The ONLY fe ile application of the Immobilizalion strategy is on plutonium items that can't (for 

reasons not clew to me) be converted into potential reactor fuel The rest of asch immobiization 

proposals ae 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 Electro-Metalhigical Project at Arg/ 

Nstiodl Laborntory.West could be a facility for dealing with non-reactor feasltse plutoniumu If so. 4/08.03.01 

1 would recommend that this technical Argonne innoation be vigorously pursued 

-- . ... . .. ;. , .i• iIt ., I.- e skin of Mother

]Deep Berhl Dispositon Diviiromerv~ss are adpy 07' -0. . s. .....  
Fml with any foreign ushtane. no matter if it is industrial, agiltura, or manicipal in ori"g, or 

comna fiom nudear R & D. The idea of the taxpayers having had to fivk, ota over S 200 billion to 

nsaursatre these weapons-Drade materials, and then spnding hg more amounts to bury it in the 

roomd somewhere at m taxpayer expeme is downright urioril It would further squader the 

fin al reaource of Amerca ot who already have a touh time making ends mee The 

Borehole concept borders on the ludictou and would hie downright funny if is were't appently a 

soe suggestion, and is even made more ludicrous by the additionally -ripe--v nuggeson - o 

"Immobilize" the Plutonium first.  

The aslely most ridiadous staement made at the heading was the P.ussian, too, are cosidering 

"*Deep Bon:1le" dispositiof. It's surprising that a remark like this wami't treated to out-loud hoots 

of derision. One does not have to be a matber of the State Department to know that Russia is in 

deep financil difficulty, and would no-way bury this supremely expensive materials in the ground 

Only in profligate America could something as bizarre as Deep Hole disposal be advanced Such 

money should be sent in CLEAN-b? of weapons maniadfacisitig facilities' 

The Federation suggests that persons responsbl eo msch providing rich 'Ahteratives as 

Imsobaizimtio and Deep Borehole disposal be aequintly eheckdi for oontrolied substances. It makes 

us wonder ifthey ae truly adherng to whatever oath they took when talring office to benefit, gard 

and protect our county amnd its citizens.  

2) It is apparent that unless w0pons,--us5ab llEU and plutonium are to be used for usteful (electricity 

production) puposes, they are properly safeguarded where they now are stored, and it thould be

5/08.03.01

16/01.06.00

M-256

080301 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the 
Borehole and Immobilization Alternatives. 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.

080301 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for the 
Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative. 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.

080301 Comment Number 5

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.

010600 Comment Number 6

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 

has already decided to blend-down up to 20 percent of the HEU to 

commercial fuel as decided in the HEU ROD.
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FENMORE, CAROL, POCATELLO, ID 
PAGE 1 OF 1

Comment ID: P00081
Date Received: 
Name 
Address:

April 19, 1996 
Carol Fenmorc 
365 Skyline Drive 
Pocatello, ID

Transcription: 

I'm 100% against being over 1000 tons of plutonium, the most dangerous element known to man, 

and possibly storing it over the Snake River Aquifer. It is absolutely insanity and should not 

even be considered at any cost, jobs or otherwise. It makes me livid. Thank you. My number is 

(208) 203-0718 and thank you.

1/08.03.01

P-008

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.

t
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FITZGERALD, KARA 
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08 03 01 Comment Number 1 
comment ID: Prols The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for 
Date Received: April 18, 1996Dprmn cnolde upr Name: Kara Fitzgerald additional missions involving Pu at INEL. Decisions on storage and 
Address: none given 
Phone: 208-785-0235 disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon 
Tr.ancnption: environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy 

considerations, and public input.  
I think it'd be a good thing to have the plutonium come to ldaho. Thank you. 1 1/08,03.01 

P-018
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08 03 01 Comment Number 1 
C~vr=i ID: Po7 The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for 

Nat PReewe A ril d996 
additional missions involving Pu at INEL. Decisions on storage and 

Addres Blackfoot [ID] disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon 
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy 

- l-fl.A--1 considerations, and public input.



FLANGAS, WILLIAM A., LAS VEGAS, NV 
PAGE 1 OF 1

unit" states usponm~ns at c 

NAME.(Optional) j Aý&ý _;IG. a -~iS
Lt�. * * .1 f�iPC4..

I'&+ ,I~ k - p. 
4

. 4* 

'4-ve 4-4 I 

47 1 ..1 )id-I. Mld s - CL I 44" .o 

Oaa- s O -f-' ,~ ~ 4 -r'*-Oct - --l

lAGht.4! I , 4 w f, 4- X '. "t.. - l, J.,

1/08.02.00 

2/0 1.06.00 

1/08.02.00 
cont.

NV-002

080200 

Comment noted.  

010600 

Comment noted.

Comment Number 1

Comment Number 2
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Comment Number I
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1/08.03.01 

2/08.03.01 

3/08.03.01 

4/08.03.01

M-129

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.

080301 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.

080301 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.

080301 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.

080301
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1/08.03.01

WA-002

080301 Comment Number I

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.


