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Date Received: 06/12/96
Comment ID: P0043
Name: Patricia Bumey
Address: GE Stockholder’s Alliance
Transcription:

Hello, this is Patricia Bumney with the G.E. Stockholder's Alliance. And I first want to thank you
for having this phone line available for our 1 am sending a written as well
which will have my address and phone number 0 I won't bother you with it now. But I do want
to encourage you to oppose the use of MOX, the mixed oxide, as a fuel for commercial nuclear
reactors. There are many reasons why that [ am stipulating in my letter, but I wanted to just call
in with my opposition to it being used. It makes it so much more possible to make the material
available for proliferation; it increases the volume and radioactivity of waste that would be
generated; it would require military escort when the — to take care of the unused fuel. There’s just
s0 many reasons that it’s not wise to follow that option, and we would strongly encourage you
instead 1o use the vitrification process as the choice -- the option that you would choose for this
mixed oxide plutonium and uranium. Thank you and I'll send my letter in tomorrow’s mail
Thank you very much. Bye.

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

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

for a sustainable nuclear-free future

Tucoen, AZ 857138402 Juna i, 1996

Fax: {8200 9088273 o¢fice of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Depurtment of Enersy
P.0.Box 23786

Chale Washingten, DC 20026-3786
Paivica 1. Burie
Boered of Advisors Re: OPPOSITION TO USR OF NIXKD OXIDE FUBL FOR
E. Cooper Srown COMMERCIAL REACTORS
utoral Carveriigy e
Spatetnn Barviven
Sachesl Clossan Dear Sirs:
Carter fin SocOITOS
Son D We strongly oppose the use of sixed oxide fuel (MOX) as
gy a fuel for commercial reactors.
Kary Drey For many years the U.S. has mteunchly maintained a
o St e e policy of separation of civilian use snd military use
Judih X Johverwd PRD.  of radiosotive aaterials. This policy should be
e retained and strengthened.
errarasl bregy ¥hile it may be tespting to use the plutonium waste

from dismantled nuclear weapons as & mource of fuel for
Admicsl Gene LROOR®  copmercinl reactors, we believe the negative factors

= outweigh the pomitive.
Paud L Laveninel
f~v-Sagd 1. Use of MOX would graatly inorease the availability
Michaet Mariotie of plutonium for proliferation use since the plutonium
st s OO would be eamily separated from its other components.
.._...._'.-D' 2. Ume of MOX would greatly increase the volume and
enapvad fudioactivity of wamte genermted. Ve don't know what

Grisby Margan-Hutberd to do with the radioactive waste slresdy generated.
Use of MOX would exacerbate an slresdy severe probles.

Comra s oo 3. Because of its proliferation poteatial. used MOX
J. Andy ST B PR fuel would require military escorts in transportation
-'\-_:': - to waste sites, and silitary survaillance during

) storage of the fuel... forever”.
John Saes

et We believe it would be more responsible of the DOR to
Fulih Young vitrify the plutonium waste from dissantled wespons,

e and in the long run would coat the taxpayer much less.
Techeicat Advieor PLEASE DO NOT CONSIDER USING MOX FOR COMMERCIAL REACTOR
Morvm Rowholt usE!

natewcive wasts Sincerely.

se=—— (ticeen® EFermis

Patricim T. Birnie, Chair

172¢

| 1/08.03.01

l 2/01.00.00

| 3101.06.00

’ 4/09.11.08

3/01.06.00
cont.

| 5108.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

01 00 00 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

01 06 00 Comment Number 3

The safeguards and security of storage of the weapons-usable fissile materials
will continue to follow existing applicable regulations and requirements.
Furthermore, the facilities would be inspectable by IAEA, as appropriate.
Transportation impacts are discussed in Section 4.4 and Appendix G of the
PEIS. Armed nuclear materials couriers carefully selected and highly trained
to operate tractor-trailers and communication systems would be used. These
couriers would also be authorized by the AEA to carry firearms and make
arrests in the performance of their duties. No military personnel would be
used in DOE’s management of weapons-usable fissile materials.

The President’s Nonproliferation Policy says the United States will not
recycle Pu. Burning weapons 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.

091108 Comment Number 4

The MOX Fuel Option is a means of converting weapons Pu to a form that is
difficult to retrieve and reuse in weapons. The MOX Fuel Options does not
increase the volumes and radioactivity of waste from existing reactors. It
replaces the spent fuel that would have been fabricated from other materials

sasuodsay puv
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and displaces the spent fuel that would have otherwise been created by other
sources of fuel supply. The spent MOX fuel is essentially the same as existing
commercial reactor spent fuel. Therefore, it meets the same criteria as other
commercial reactor spent fuel in terms of being accepted for placement in a
repository. The PEIS acknowledges the fact that constructing and operating a
MOX fuel fabrication facility would increase the wastes generated at any sites
selected for analyses. The wastes generated for the MOX fuel fabrication
facility are presented in Section E.3.2.3. The impacts associated with
operating the MOX fuel fabrication facility are presented in Section
4.3.5.1.10.

08 03 01 Comment Number 5

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Immobilization Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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GEARY, B., TULSA, OK
PAGE 1 OF 2

06-07-96 05: 297 FROM KED-I1 12 POY

To TAX 1-800-820-5156

2(2 of Tisaile Materisis Dawposition

-=71-%

X-mndulhmqtu-ln!ul!or 4al Buclear
Nl-yu-ﬂnm‘-pdnnn"vuntﬂuunm:—". I oes i s &
new way 2o 4 L tvity of the veste Iree rescters. WUe

aTe alresdy strepped for desling with the maclesr utilities’ wasce.

Vould storage of MOX fuel ire wilitery P 7 Veuld t of the fual
require military sscorte? "1 beileve the U.S. does mot pesd sny woTe trsnwportsticn
preblems relsted te ralissetive satariale.

1t 1a my underszanding Chat MOX posss severs proliferstion issuas. As a resident
of the stets of Ohlsheuws I don't taks discussisns of bemb material lightly.

1 wegs DOT v Tejuct the misgulded MOX wylioca.

B. Caary

2543 3. Mrmizghem Place
Telas, 0% 74124

I 1/08.03.01
\ 2/01.04.00

] 313.00.00

| 401.06.00

| 1/08.03.01
cont.

Comment Number 1

08 03 01

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.

0104 00 Comment Number 2

The MOX Fuel Option is not a “waste reduction program.” It is a means of
converting weapons Pu to a form that is difficult to retrieve and reuse in
weapons. The MOX Fuel Option does not increase the volumes and
radioactivity of waste from existing reactors. It replaces fuel that would have
been fabricated from other materials and displaces the spent fuel that would
have otherwise been created by other sources of fuel supply. The spent MOX
fuel is essentially the same as existing commercial reactor spent fuel.
Therefore, it meets the same criteria as other commercial reactor spent fuel in
terms of being accepted for placement in a repository.

130000 Comment Number 3

The safeguards and security of storage of the weapons-usable fissile materials
will continue to follow existing applicable regulations and requirements.
Furthermore, the facilities would be inspectable by IAEA, as appropriate.
Transportation impacts are discussed in Section 4.4 and Appendix G of the
PEIS. Armed nuclear materials couriers carefully selected and highly trained
to operate tractor-trailers and communication systems would be used. These
couriers would also be authorized by AEA to carry firearms and make arrests

in the performance of their duties. No military personnel would be used in <

DOE’s management of weapons-usable fissile materials. z

aj
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01 06 00 Comment Number 4 = 3
)
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The President’s Nonproliferation Policy says the United States will not S 3

recycle Pu. Burning weapons Pu in reactors does not utilize the recycling 3¢

process because the Pu in the spent fuel from this process will not be extracted S
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Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable

Fissile Materials Final PEIS
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GENERAL ATOMICS, SAN DIEGO, CA,
A. J. NEYLAN
PAGE 1 OF 39

«}> cxnsRAL ATOMICS

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Useable Fissile Materials

February 10, 1995

Results,” GA/DOE-068-95, June 6, 1995

Dear Mr. Rudy,

GA/DOE-027-96
Project 9866
April 30, 1996
Mr. Gregory P. Rudy, Acting Director
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, DC 20026-3786
SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Progr ic Envi tal Impact (EIS) on

References: (1) R.M. Forssell letier to Howard R. Canter, “Scope for Environmental Impact
Statement for Long-Term Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Uscable Fissile
Material: Plutonium Consumption Modular Helium Reactor,” GA/DOE-035-95,

(2) A.J. Neylan letter to Howard R. Canter, "Programmatic EIS Screening

This letter provides the comments of Generat Atomics (GA) on the subject Draft Programmatic
EIS. GA has previously provided to DOE via References (1) and (2) its comments on the results
of the Screening Process, by which DOE selccted the alternatives to be considered in this
Programmatic EIS, and on the scope of the Programmatic EIS. Copies of these references are
attached to this letter (Attachments | and 2). GA requests that the comments in Attachments 1
and 2 be included in the public record as part of its comments on the Draft Programmatic EIS
iself. The primarily add d 1) DOE's decision and rational for not including the
Gas Turbine Modular Helium Reactor (GT-MHR) as a reasonable alternative to be considered
in this Programmatic EIS and 2) DOE's interpretation of the spent fuel standard as an objcctive

that is not 1o be ded (by eli ing from deration in this Prog

EIS all

aliernatives capable of exceeding the spent fuel standard), without having provided the public
with a full parison of the envi ! imp iated with that decision.

ts address

Additional comments are provided with this letter in Attachment 3. These

500 GENFAAL ATOMKCS COLWT, SAN DEGQ. CA 9717) N84 0 RAR ASBOA. AN DIFGOL (4 97188 #1Re

1) the manner in which DOE has provided only superficial consideration (in 2 three page
appendix (o the Programmatic EIS) of multipurpose reactor options for plutonium disposition and
tritium supply; 2) the imposed schedule for demonstration of disposition technologics and for

pletion of disposition and the envi | impacts that result from that scheduie; 3) the
suitability of final waste forms for permanent disposal in terms of long term safcguards
requirements and long term radionuclide containment; 4) issues associated with borosilicate glass
a8 a vitrification option; 5) the viability of using electrometaliurgical treatment (pyroprocessing)
as an immobilization option; 6) use of a coated particle waste form for plutonium

18191 438 3000

sasuodsay pup
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GENERAL ATOMICS, SAN DIEGO, CA,

A. J. NEYLAN

PAGE 2 OF 39
Mr. Gregory P, Rudy -2- GA/DOE-027-96
immobilization; and 7) the treatment of certain i | imp iated with the
CANDU reactor option for plutonium disposition,
GAconnmﬂlobel»cvethatﬂ\eGT-MHR(ldennﬁedu!he: ium C ption Modul 1/14.00.0
Helium Reactor (PC-MHR] when applicd 1o the p disposition mission) must be .00.00

d in the Prog ic EIS b it is a ble al ive for p

disposition. GA also believes that the manner m which DOE has apphed the spenl l’uel standard

is a significant issuc that must also be evaluated in the Prog S, especially in view of 2/01.05.00
the availability of reasonable alternatives such as the GT-MHR, which is upahlc of exceeding e
the spent fuel standard and leaving a factor of five less plutonium-239 remaining than reactor

alternatives that merely meet the standard.

The National F.nvnronmental Policy Act (NEPA) requi um all ble al ives and
ignificant issues be evaluated in the PEIS p By add g all ble alternatives and
u;mﬁam issues as requlred DOE will provnde a stmng foundation for the Record of Decision,
will avoid the p ] for sub deluys inthe p ium disposition effort that might result

from legal action 25 a result of the manner in which DOE has discharged its obligations under
NEPA, and will enhance the credibility or DOE's effons in the eyes of all stakeholders who
have an interest in the resolution of the p i

P P

GA again respectfully requests that DOE ider its decision to exclude the GT-MHR and
the interpretation of the spent fuel standard from ideration in the Prog ic EIS. If you
have any questions regarding General Atomics' comments or would like further information,
pleasc contact Dave Alberstein at (619) 455-2088.

Sincerely,
2 (U e s g AT
AJ. Neylan
Vice President, Power Reactor Group
AJN/DA:da
Attachments:

1 GA/DOE-035-95, February 10, 1995

2) GA/DOE-068-95, June 6, 1995

3 Additional Genenal Atomics C on the Dnaft P ic Envi I Impact
Statement for Storage and Disposition of Wezpons~Umble Fissile Materials

ccl

1.D. Nulton, DOE-HQ

14 00 00 Comment Number 1

The Advanced Deep Burn Reactors Option, including Modular Helium
Reactors (MHR), was considered in the screening process. Notwithstanding
the many potential benefits of their use, the technical immaturity would call
for costly and lengthy development and demonstration efforts to bring them
to a viable status. The Screening Committee decided that the increased Pu
burn-up offered by this option would not counterbalance its cost, schedule, or
technical risks, and therefore eliminated this option from further
consideration. Clarification has been provided in Appendix N of the Final
PEIS for the various multipurpose reactor concepts.

SIAd 1DUl SIDUIIDI d1ISS1
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01 0500 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy, in considering the Spent Fuel Standard, did
evaluate the adequacy of the Standard versus the greater degree of destruction
achievable with other options such as the Deep Burn Reactor and the
Accelerator Options in the Screening Report. It was judged that the Spent
Fuel Standard is adequate since it would convert the weapons Pu to a form
that would make it as difficult to retrieve and reuse in a weapon as the Pu
contained in the much larger existing volume of spent fuel from commercial
nuclear reactors.

The Department of Energy concluded that the shorter disposition time
achievable with more mature technologies was more desirable than the
greater Pu destruction that could only be achieved over a much longer time
period through the use of Deep Burn Reactors and Accelerators. The NAS
also adopted the Spent Fuel Standard as the most acceptable form for
conversion of weapons Pu.
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GENERAL ATOMICS, SAN DIEGO, CA,
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ATTACHMENT 1 TO GA/DOE-027-96

GA/DOE-035-95
February 10, 1995

sasuodsay puv
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A. J. NEYLAN
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GA/DQE-035-93
Project 6301
WBS: 5109 91
Febeuary 10. (995
Mr. Howard R. Canter. Technical Director
Office of Fissile Matenals Disposition
U.S. Depanument of Energy
Washington, DC 20585
SUBJECT: Scope for Prog C i | Impact for bon.-Tem‘Slonge and
Disposition of Weapons-Useable Fissile C 5 jum C P Modul
Helium Reactor
Dear Mr. Camer:

Thankymfotlhcopyoﬂuniylomcﬂvkhywon&bmuy 1. 1995, 10 discuss the starus of the

jum C: ' lar Helium Reactor (PC-MHR) in the scoping process for the Programmatic
} impact (PEIS) for Long-Term Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Useable
Fissile Materials. During tha meeting you did not indicste that the PC-MHR had been ¢liminated in the
screening process for the PEIS. However, we note from the draft report to Congress on the multipurpose
reactor, which is dated January 31, 1995, and which GA received from your office for review and
comment on February 3. 1995, that the PC-MHR has been eliminated from consideration

GA will provide its comments on the draft multipurpose report. per your fequest, via a separme letter.
The purpose of this lewter s to explain why GA belicves that it would be improper to exclude the PC-
MHR as an alternative in the PEIS for fissile materials disposition and 10 request that DOE reconsider
its decision to exclude the PC-MHR (rom evaluation in the PEIS. GA is sufficiexly concerned about this
marter tha it has sought the advice of consultants wnh expertise in the legal requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). We are advised that our concerns are substantive and have merit
reiative 1o the requirements of NEPA.

GAbdkvadmulﬂubmhunmw(bewimo!NEPA the PC-MHR must be included and
evalusted in the PEIS. NEPA regulations require that the PEIS \ all bl ives
(40CFR1502.14) and provide in depth analysis of all significant issues (40CFR1501.7 and
40CFR1508.27). While NEPA itself does not provide a benchumark for what constinge ~reasomable”
alternasives, cenain principles are clearly di ble from the applicable regulations and court decisi

While the scope of reasonable alternatives must. of course. be bounded by some sense of feasibility or

practicality, it i not permissible o exciude any viable alternatives merely on. for cxample, policy ot
political grounds.

The PC-MHR is 2 bk ive for p i isposition relative to DOE's nine published
screening criteria.  Among the ives that involve ion of a new reactor dedicated 1o the
piumi\ndisposilionmion.itha p safety and | impact ¢! istics, very low
life cycle cost under hip (even when ini gl _‘ jop costs are

taken ingo sccount), a fuel cycle with superd and proli C isxig.m
2 spemt fuel form that is best suited for long term disposal in a geologic repository. The strong interest

7950 GENERAL ATOMKCS COURT SAN OWGO CA 31171 1184 #0 $0% 3008 14N DRGO CA 527049784 4% 4333000

3/08.00.00

4/14.00.00

08 00 00 Comment Number 3

The MHRs were considered as Reactor Alternatives in the screening process.
The MHRs were not excluded on political grounds. The Screening
Committee decided that the increased Pu burn up offered by this option would
not counterbalance its cost, schedule, or technical risks, and therefore
eliminated this option from further consideration. Clarification has been
provided in Appendix N of the Final PEIS for the various multipurpose
reactor concepts.
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14 00 00 Comment Number 4

To meet the Nation’s goals in support of its nonproliferation policies, DOE
determined that the “clear and present danger” demands that the disposition
of Pu be initiated within approximately a decade. To achieve this objective,
an alternative must be nearly ready for development or be an extension of an
existing technology. Clarification has been provided in Appendix N of the
Final PEIS for the various multipurpose reactor concepts.
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M. Howard R. Canter -2 _ GA/DOE-035-95
expressed by the Russians in using the MHR for plutonium disposution is clear evidence of its ability to 4n 40000
influence disposition of international weapons-useable materials inventorics and to foster cooperation with cont.

Russia.

With regard 1o DOE's timeliness criteion, under the requirements of NEPA DOE cannot exclude
reasonable altermatives on the basis of istrati 1 or aruficial time dules. [t should be
noced that regardless of the alternative chosen for ph i isposition, tion and use of faciliti

for long term storage of surplus weapons grade plutonium will be necessary. Although the projected 5/07.00.00
schedule for initial deployment of the PC-MHR in the United States is about five years longer than that
claimed during Phase [ of the DOE Plutonium Disposition Study (PDS) by proponemnts of other reactor
alternatives, the critical factor is that the PC-MHR is capable of i P L ispositi
mission within the 25 year overall mission duration that has served as the planning basis for the PDS

P

The draft report 1o Congress on the multipurposc reactor basicaily states that the PC-MHR is being
eliminated on the basis of “technical immarurity”. This statemend is inconsistent with the fact that the
MHR has been developed based upon extensive experience with more than $0 gas-cooled reactors buikt
and operated over the last 1S years. including five high temperature gas-cooled reactors that have
confirmed the major design fearures of the MHR

This statement is also incongruous with previous positions taken by DOE. Only three years ago the MHR /01 05 00
was one of the final ives under L ion for selection as the New Production Reactor Tt was, R
by most accounts, the most likely alternative 10 have been selected had that Record of Decision not been
postponed only one month prior to its scheduled relcase date. The MHR had been sclected as one of the
final alicratives following extensive review by the Secretary's Energy Research Advisory Board. [n light
of this history. it is unjustifiable that DOE would not evaluate in the PEIS for fissile materials disposition
a technology option that so recently was under favorable consideration for a mission that is vital to
national security. These facts alone demonstrate that the PC-MHR must be included as a reasonable
aliernacive in the PEIS.

The PC-MHR differs from the new production reactor design in only two ways: use of plutonsum oxide
fuel and use of the direct cycle gas turbine 0 improve plant efficiency and economics. As indicated by
the enclosed whiupapaonh:ldcvelqmmnm.vhichmmwim information tha DOE has had
in its possession for almost two years under the Plutonium Disposition Srudy. coated particle phatonium
Mlmmhﬂmmﬂmdm I’C-MHRMMMMI)'MMMM
scparate irradiation tests in a high temperarure gas-cooled reactor en These tests
the abiliry of weapons grade plutonium cosied particle fuel to achicve high levels of plutonium destruction
while maintaining coating integrity and ion of lides in the fuel particl

7/14.00.00

lu'mdk:uedbythemclosedwimep-pcrm:hcpov«mvmm;ymn.menexist:ancmmive
technology base for the powet conversion sysiem majot comp Basic h and P

are not needed 10 comp! ngineering and i o(dnsynmAMnnwanA‘lthll
mwmbipuhmsw:epon.mepovﬁcmvmionuyuanunaonmeumalpamfor
deplqymﬂ!olmePC-MHR.ﬂwmmvmm:mno{mmmmmumdbylw

e g gy memwuupemingumrb\umdsnymncydewcmlo;y-
General Electric and AlliedSignal. Both have endorsed the power conversion system and have concluded
that it can be demonstrated in a timely mamnet.

07 00 00 Comment Number 5

During the PEIS scoping process and related public meetings, DOE asked for
input on the screening criteria. Some respondents reacted to the timeliness
statement that “The technology concept should be demonstrated within
approximately 20 years and disposition should be completed within
approximately 50 years.” These respondents ranked our stated definition of
timeliness low indicating that 20 and 50 years was 100 long and it was
important for DOE to start and finish earlier. Clarification has been provided
in Appendix N of the Final PEIS for the various multipurpose reactor
concepts.

01 05 00 Comment Number 6

The Department of Energy recognizes the potential benefits (unrelated o Pu
disposition) that can be offered by the Plutonium Consumption Modular
Helium Reactor (PC-MHR) Option. Nevertheless, as explained in
Appendix N of the Final PEIS, because this technology needs further
development and the benefits do not counterbalance the cost, schedule, or
technical risks associated with this option, there is no justification to develop
this technology solely for the purpose of Pu disposition. Pu disposition can be
accomplished using existing technologies to achieve the Spent Fuel Standard.
It is unnecessary to exceed the Spent Fuel Standard since the amount of Pu
that could be declared surplus from weapons is much less than the inventory
of Pu in commercial spent fuel.

14 00 00 Comment Number 7

The Advanced Deep Burn Reactors Option, including MHRs, was considered
in the screening process. Notwithstanding the many potential benefits of their
use, the technical immaturity would call for costly and lengthy development
and demonstration efforts to bring them to a viable status. The Screening
Committee decided that the increased Pu burn-up offered by this option
would counterbalance its cost, schedule, or technical risks; therefore, this
option was eliminated from further consideration. Appendix N of the Final
PEIS provides further explanation related to the various multipurpose
reactors.

sasuodsay puv
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Mr. Howard R. Canter -3- GA/DOE-035-95

Based upon these considerazions. GA believes that there is 0o rational argument. relative to DOE's nine

published criteria for the ng of disp jves or 1o DOE's stated purpose and need for
taking action. upon which the PC-MHR can be eliminated from t and ion in the PEIS.
GA is aware that DOE has eliminaed some p i i ition al ives based on the assessment
that their deployment would be in violation of cerin i L treaties ot other legal considerations.
GA is aware, b . of no such institutional L ions that justify elimination of the PC-MHR

from evaluation in the PEIS.

In addition 10 GA's concerns regarding the improper exclusion of the PC-MHR from evaluation in the
PELS. there is an additional significant issue which must be addressed in the PEIS. GA believes that the
PEIS must ider the adequacy and plability of the spent fuel standard. In sdditioa to its many
Mcl«dnbvve.!hePC-MHRBup.bkoththupatf\nlnmﬂudinnmhpanc{
the fuel through the reactor without recycle. The final product resulting from the disposition of weap
3nd¢pluwn'llainm=K'kadmnfmofﬁvﬂmphwnmlnmmwkhmdufram
dmmummummmmmnnwmw. 1f the PC-MHR and other

bic “deep bum” ives are inated from at this time, such elimination wiil
constitute a de (3¢50 adoption of the spent fuel standard without the full evaluation required under NEPA.
As noted in the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) report on plutonium disposition, “aver the long
m.w,mmmwmm-‘uum.'TthC-MHRhuﬂ:upubiliry
«ommmwumam.WWhawmmﬁmmnr
mm.mmmmm«umwwmummm
mhdmmxmlymhwhnlmmwlmhmnerdunhmdhpakbn.
and its associated environmental impacts, for future generations.

Duth‘d!wblkmpingminpfwmeElswmmmmfﬂlollw.thm
mepaﬁlkyddnwhnlmndudwnmb}euo{mhdmmwdhpm. These
i jons are partially d d in DOE's PEIS Scoping Mesting Comment Summary Report of

ber 30, 1954. . during s p jons in the public ings on ptutonium disposith
onDeeuMl}-N.lm.mEWwwmﬁ‘ﬁmmmwukmmduw
'mmuammfmuwm’mwﬁnlmm.' Members of Congress have also
indicated that a consensus has not been reached in Congress on the adequacy of the suadard. Questions
m‘beunhednnrdin;whnherd:ﬂmmdmmﬂymmwwmdwm
adequately meet one of the major patioaal securicy objects of the phutonium disposicion ¢ffort identified
in:hNASrqmnddopudbyDOEhinlmzl.IW.NaiunHmuwpcwemePElS: [
minimize the risk that weapons or fissile fals could be duced into the arsenals from which
they cams. :

mEmquwhmmwmmwlnMMEMMudm
jects of the diversion and proliferation resi and (otal envi ) impacts of
alternatives that meet the dard vs bl ives for p j position that can exceed
uwMM.MNMmMMﬂmwnwmwuwm
um-mmwmmmmw:au.m.mm
unceruinty of alternatives that can excoed the dard. These wxions were not supported by NAS
with any specific analy The DOE Plutoniwm Disposition Study later provided such anal and the

resalts indicaze that some of these assumptions are il founded.

010000 Comment Number 8

Comment noted. Appendix N has been revised to provide further explanation
‘ 8/01.00.00 concerning the PC-MHR and other multipurpose reactors as alternatives for
' Pu disposition.

2/01.05.00
cont.

6/01.05.00
cont.
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21qus)-suodvag fo uonisodsiqg puv a3v.101g




|§ X4m?

L,

GENERAL ATOMICS, SAN DIEGO, CA,
A. J. NEYLAN
PAGE 7 OF 39

Mr. Howard R. Canter -4 GA/DOE-035-95

The adequacy of the spent fuel standard is. accordingly. a significant issue which must be evaluated in 2/01.05 00
dewil in the PEIS. However, regardless of whether the spent fuet standard 1s considered in the PEIS and e
ultimately deemed 0 be an sccepuable interim standard. the PC-MHR s a reasonable akernative for cont.
pluwniwndispositionbndonuuuperimuf«yw...' ¢! istics. cost ch ics
iversion and proliferati i spers fucl form, and level of technical marurity as evidenced by
its eartier consideration under the New Production Resctor Program. The ability of the PC-MHR t©

exceed the spent fuel dard is a readily achicvabi benefls.

{n sunwrary. GA believes that the PC-MHR must be evaluzted in the PEIS because it is a reasonable 1/14.00.00
Toe fot plutoniumm disposition. GA lso belicves thas the sdequacy and accepubilcy of the spent cont.

Mmu-:&mmmammmuwumwinmems.m«ulymviworm 2/01.05.00

availability of reasonable alternatives such as the PC-MHR, which is capsbie of excreding the spent fuel V-

standard and leaving a factor of five less phutonium-239 remaining than reactor alternatives that merety cont.

meet the standard.

NEPA requires that all ble al ives and significant issues be evaluated ln the PEIS process.
By ing all b ives and signifi issues as required, DOE will provide a strong
foundation for the Record of Decision, will svoid the potencial for substamtial delays in the plutonium
disposition effort that might result from questions regarding the manner in which DOE has discharged
its obligations under NEPA, and will enhance the credibility of DOE's efforu in the eyes of all
sukeholders who Bave an interest in the lution of the phutoni isposition prodl

GA respecsfully requests that DOE reconsider its decision to exclude the PC-MHR and the spent fuel | 1/14.00.00

dard from in the Prog EIS
cont.
Sincerely,
4
Afftrasch
R. M. Forssell
Senior Vice President
Power Reactor Group
Enclosures:
1) Puei Development Starus of the Ph jum C C fAodular Helrum Reactor (PC-MHR)

2) GT-MHR Power Conversion Sysiem - State of the Ant Technology

oc:

C.B. Curtis A.l. Cygeiman

R.W. DeGrasse 1.M. Turner, DOE-OAX
).D. Nuhon S. El Safwasy, DOE-OAK
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The PC-MHR can schisve very high levels of weaposs grade plutonium destruction without recycie. Destruction of mere
than 90% of the initially charged plutonham-139 a3nd more than 65% of the initisily charged total plutenium is ebtained
in » single pass threugh the reactor. This level of destruction makes the discharged plutonium in the spest fuel
por ty for wespons applicatiens retative ta the phutonium contained in the spent fuel froes other resctor
type.

The PC-MHR can schieve this high level of plutonium destruction dus, In large pert, te the high burnup capability of
s plutonium exide, refractary costed partice fuel. The high buraup capability of this feel. and its excellent retention
of fssion predect have been in irradistion tests of TRISOcoated plutonium fuel conducted
in the inte 19605 and early 19705

GENERAL ATOMICS, SAN DIEGO, CA, 5’ "?
A. J. NEYLAN 2. B
PAGE 8 OF 39 ; N
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FUEL DEVELOPMENT LT %
b STATUS OF THE [
PLUTONIUM CONSUMPTION MODULAR HELILUM REACTOR (PC-MHR) 21 &
Fuel that mests PC-MHR operating req has been & i A tests are planned to expand the data ~~ =
—
BACKGROUND “ T
Q
!
2
5
S
o
Gn
&

The PC-MHR design includes a high pr low leakage By taking credit for the enhanced radionuclide
retantion provided by this contaicument, the allowsble conted particle fust (alure during design basis accident conditions
is sbeut & facter of ten Iarger for the PC-MHR than for the commercist GT-MHR, which has a vented, low pressure
contalnarsent.

Tha fuel quuiity snd performance requirements of the PC-MHR during normal operstion are similar 1o performance
levels experienced at the Fort St. Vrain rescter, for which more than 38 metric tonnes of TRISO-costed wranium particle
fuel were fabricated. This fuel met the required as-manufactured quality levels and, as evidenced by primary coolant
radiowwciide activity kevels that were a [acter of 30 leas than the design basis, performed much better than required. The
cers aversge dexign basis performance requirement for PC-MHR (ust is 3 conting [allure fraction of less than 4 x 10” at
aa averags burnep of abeut 590,000 MWA/MT (785,000 MWA/MT peak).

Stz Uradistion wsts have been conducted using mear wespems grade, highly enriched (33% Pu-239) TRISO-costed

fucl. Five of these tests were performed aa part of the Dragon high termperature gas-cosled resctor project
(Unhed Kingdem) in the late §0s, and the sixth was performed by Genersl Atomics in the Peach Bettors HTGR in the
early 1976s. The fuel for the Dragon tests, which consisted of loose particies in graphite: holders. was fabricated by
Beigonuciesire in Ewrope. For the Peach Bottem test, Oak Ridge National Laberntery fabricated the costed particles
and standard (uel red compacts.

These six tests P d 2 range of el wp 10 1450°C aad peak (st neutren fluences
of up 10 23 1 10™ n'm". Burnups of up 10 747,000 MW/MT wers schieved, which resuited in destruction of mere thas
90% of the knktinlly charged plutonhon-239. These irradiation conditions are, with the enception of fast netron fluence,
neurly the sathe o I excess of thase required for the fuel In the PC-MHR. The plvtenium (wel ke that planned (or use
in the PC-MHR pesformed well In these tests, shewing relenss of flassion preducts at & rate that was sbout & facter of ten
lam than that requiced for fuel in the PC-MHR. Based en the results of simuisted core hewtup tusts of sther TRISO-
contad particle fusls with s range of ol dick ininal fallure of the

fuel purticles is expected under sccident conditiens in which the peak fuel is expected te appreach 1600°C.

The plutonium costed particie fuel irradiation tast resulis are corwlstent with results obesined for other bigh buroup
TRISO-conted fueks. High burnup, highly enriched fuel particles have beem wnder development st General Atomics for
mers than twenty five years.

‘The reference Minslle fuel particie (or the large HTGR dasigna of the 19731982 period was 91.15% eariched uranium
carbide featuring essentially the same TRISO costing planned foc use in the PC-MHR. In 1978 Genaral Atemics prepared

PRt S 2
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-la«[’t2!!?!&.‘!-!«3:3[.l-lllﬂn!’?u::—.!!. Vrain reload (vel sloments.
z’n-‘l(lql!oa?titl%c._3.!!-3*!&_715.4-!.«&3![!94
...-ittlt-!?s—rrl‘.‘l—_l..

?i!‘%i.‘:ﬁlii ..u—a.!w . B;rtlnul._-_
ii!.ﬁt-int—li‘g llllll 0 x 1% e/’ A total of 250,000 of these

%!ititl[.&bﬂ!ﬂtﬂﬁ[i&?ﬂt%!ﬂi:
aominal burnups of 704,000 M AT, which wspenyds te ion of mers than 90% of the initially charged
liu.-a‘lii!l{_l!l;
Z'nill!lti!ncl’.<il..l.ltgr- niel hase that confirms the
il%}ill‘lv‘r‘l[‘rilil'gii
!t.irirlrrllll.l'?n’ld b [ with the pi b fued diati
il'iliigrrtiﬂlﬁ-“i}l!
d to mont op .‘l&%itlgigilggl
i'vﬂéridl‘_;-i}oaz:ég ditions with the irvadiatien experh

—ll}i}‘lii#i}i

TAME 1
COMPARISON OF PC-MHR FUEL OPERATING CONDITIONS
WITH HIGH BURNUP TRISO-COATED FUEL IRRADIATION EXPERIENCE

Parsmeter PC-MHR Plutonien Uranium
Devign Goals TRISO Irmadisticn TRISO lrradistion
Experiencs Experience

Pesk Fuel Temperature, °C 1290 (1) 1275 - 1450 900 - 1550
1680 2) ~ 2008 (3)

Peak Fast Newtron Fluence
_1ll.ﬁv..=z.3

Peak Burnop, MWAMT 728,000 747,000 ~ 750,000

v
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L Summary
Exuﬂmo technciogy data bases exist 1of the major GT-MHR power conversion system (PCS) components,
the . Closed Brayton

ond pr
cycle gas turbine technology -- well unﬂunood Somc 20 fossil-fired closed cycle gas Ivrbmc plams have
operated for over one million hours with high reliability and availability.

SI3d [puL SJPLAIDIN 2]1SS1
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Based on 3 highly and i d cycle, an y of about 47% is realizable at a very
modest level of turbine inlet temperature | -~ aao'c 1 compared with contemporary epen cycls gas turbines.

b guined in G with the ion of twa large helium gas turbine systems {Oberhausen If
SOMW e Helium Gas Turbine Plant, and the HNV Test facility) substantistas thve claim that helium gas turbine
power corversion systems sre regerded as state-of-the-art. Within the U.S. there is strong industrial
capability to facilitate the transfer of the necessary gas turbine ensbling tschnology to make the GT-MHR
& reality within the next ten years.

2. Resion Methodoloay for GT-MMA Power Conversion System
The properties of helium reduce the size and geomatrical complexity of the various power convarsion

components. Dynamic, momul lnd } design p codn and industry standards

used are to 088 turbine i The axisting HTGR isls dats base,

astablished over 8 3 decade period, hwonomumln-nwhumﬁuncmhmmbvmmawm

mmwuwummumn Fat ion of the power ion system can

be lished with -] hire tools and and the size of the components is
ded by sxisting power o i

3, Twbocomoressor

The largest industrial combustion gas turbine cpersting today is rated at 226 MWa, and units with outputs
of over 300MWe are projected to be in utility service batora the yesr 2000. The size of the 285MWe GT-
MHR turbocompressor is phy sically smalier than the aforsmentioned combustion gas turbing, 33 8 result of
mmolml-tmmbumwmw The mamber of compressor and turbine stages is

ing industrial gas turbk [+ and turbing designs are based on a combination
of the lchwho 1) low Mach number, 2) high Mvmldu number, 3} clesn oxide-free blading surfaces in the
closed helium circuit, snd 4} closs blade-tip clsarance for the base-loaded plant {i.e. not subjected to rapid

ransients) resulting in high sfficiency. The is being 0 using the sama mathods,
tools, snd standards used for 9D and industrial ges The of helium
inery has been d in the Oberh plant and the HHV test facility.
The turbine inlet temperature of 850°C is about 400°C below that in the joned large oz
turbines. Mmoﬁﬁumommdoiminmn led biades of ickel-b slloys can
be used. For the PCS, | static sesls are tha
and othar componenta snd structures. The size of thess seals and M opoudno snviconment (i.e
o ond dit 8 bounded by existing power conve Y
4, Active Maanetic Bearings
The of has three major tn L the ibility of kubri
m.-mmnmmm 2) provides sn on-line di ic system for i g the hasith of the
, and 3} fecili St bnm on-line. Large vertical rotor systems \
fuges) heve. suty with ings. While the rotor weight of the GT-MHR is \
I

heavier then in applications to dats, the thrust bearing unit loadings snd periphersl velocities are bounded by
current opersting sxperience.
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A formidabie magnatic beanng technology base exists: over %800 units with avar 8 million hours in operation,
inchuding over 160 large rurbomachines (9.9, COMPressors. turbosxpanderst with over 1.5 million hours of
operstion.

%, Geoerazer

Vertical slectrical machines are used in boiler (sedwyater pumps snd hydrosiectric plants, and only minor
modifications 1o exisung generators are necessary for the vertical arientation of the generator in the GT-MHR
plant. White the distectric strength of helium is different from that of air or hydrogen (used in the cooling of

comventional generators), only minof to the lation are y. For the AVR
and THTR plants the circulators, ambodying electric motor drives submerged in helium, performed trouble-
free.

6. fecucentor

Theuse of 3 plate fin il the ir ion of a high performance unit li.e. 95%

effsctiveness, 2% prexsure loss) withia tha confines of the PCS steel veasel. Existing recuperator technology
ished A Signal A is diractly applicable to the GT-MHR. Over 60 recuperated industrial
gus turbines tusing this type of haat sxchanger) heve accumuiated over 3 million houts of service. Units with
95% lveness have bean d in servics. The operating environmant for these units, inteems
of transients and thermal shock, is more severs than would be axperienced in the GT-MHA.

Plate-fin hast exchangers are used extensivaly in the serospace industry and Allied Signal has produced
several million for aircraft systema. Ttve GT-MHR recuperstor wili benefit from two & breathing applications.
1} heavy duty i ial in terms of isls, fabricati and high temperature service. and
2) hest in terms of very compact high parformance surfsce geometnas.

1. Pregooler/intercooler

The precaoler and Intercooler are heliwm-t1o-water heat exchangers that operate in 8 very benign
environment, with metal temperaturas lass than 250°F. The technology for the units is essentially
commarcisity avsilable. These units should not ba compared with steam generators nince the watsr side is
presgurized only to supprass boiling,and stable operation is assured with single phase fluids on both sides

of the unit. Since the helium pressure is greater than the water pressure. the issue of water ngrass ino tha
sult of a tubs failure ot axample; is obviated. A fautted tube can be plugged at the
external to the vesssl and is sccessible.

Based o0 the vtilization of gas turbine snd P industry bases the PCS can be roalized
without the nasd for further basic R&D. Early in the prog date from tests (0.9
sesls) will be available for inclusion in the PCS final desion.

A halimark of the program will be the testing of the PCS in on integrated test facility. Tha turbomachine will
be operated 8t full remperature and full speed. Tha comprehansive natufe of the PCS testing program
remaves 8 major sk eslement, and will give designers a high degr of confidence that all of the PCS
requirements will be met when the system i3 operated with 3 nuclear haat sourcs.

9, Maimenance

Whils dasigned ta last the 60 yesr plant life, the major PCS components have been enginaered to facilitate sase
ot i and ¢, T weill ba re. d at 7 year intervals (tor raturbishmant}, with
» spare unit kept at the plant site. Experience gainad trom the AGR plants in the U.X. in terms ot removal
replacement, and handling of Isrge components {in shisided caska) is particularly germane

sasuodsay puv
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“n CENEBRAL ATOMICS

GA/DOE-068-95
Project 6301
WBS: 5109.51
June 6. 1995

Mr. Howard R. Canter, Technical Director
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy

Washington, DC 20585

SUBJECT: Programmatic EIS Screening Results
Dear Mr. Canter:

Genenal Atomics has received your letter of April 14, 1998, which presented DOE's rationale for
exchuding the Plutonium Consumption Modular Helium Reactor (PC-MHR) from consideration as
a bl ive for pl isposition in the Progr i Envi | Impect
Statement (PEIS) for Long Term Storage and Disposition of Surplus Fissile Material. GA has also
reviewed the PEIS Implementation Plan and the Summary Report of the Screening Process. This
jetter provides GA's response to your lefter and its on these d .

GAMmmmmmmeﬂmwmmmmfuwnmnedDOEwnjmh
PC-MHR 25 unreasonable and lacking in techpical maturity. This was DOE’s conclusion eveo
thou;hxh:mhmbuwu.ummlyulm.mmin(undmmrmmwnimmpmmm
apnchymhniuuxﬂueonsidulﬁonbyDOEfonheimpomm jssion of tritium producti

The Yy ing report '-m-thvmumxivesagmxheelemscmina
criteria developed by DOE. GAbelkvummeuimusedm.ingmal.Wm.
Hmm.DOE’:mufﬂnPC-m{Rapimﬂncﬁuilis.inmum.verydirﬁcullm

o d. GA is ‘.hnduponinmiewmduponinfommionkhumivedﬁm 1/14.00.00
o'hzn.dmth:cxcl\nionofm:PC-M}ﬂlfromcomidmdonismmcloselyrehmdman:ppnmu
intention not to support the lop of ad d including the gas-cooled reactor, than cont.
it‘nlomobjuﬁwmmmofmeumbmdudmm-muhﬁnloumﬁu
criteris.

Artach 1 provides GA's detailed onDOE‘:evdulﬂonofﬂtPC-MHqudptwoud
exchusion of the PC-MHR from consideration in the PEIS. The h d the
of the PC-MHR agains the screening criteria, adoption of the spent fuel sandard, snd DOE’s

wwmm{«mnmﬁmmmm

DOEhsmedlhtPC-MHvanhﬂwmmdeecmhlVhbilityinspi-ofmba
mmwmn.mmmm.nuummmmummw
Production Reactor. llmmmumm-mmmmmmume
bmdumdnnlmwdepuw-buvhkht&ummmlmmuk
capebility. Nevertheless, lheujwmchedbybOElorn:Mh;ﬂzPC-Mlﬂlhm
consideration is its lack of “technical maturity”. DOE's view may reflect its opinion on the gas

2006 SEMIRAL ATOMICS COUMT. SN DROQ. CA ST 1004 50 SOK $5008. SAN DIEGQ. CA S7188-5784 1w 4553009
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turbine design of the MHR recommended by GA versus the carlier steam cycle version of the design.
In fact, the reactor technology for both the steam cycle and gas wrbine plants is the same.
Regarding the gas turbine power conversion system, world leading U.S. and international vendors
consider it to be essentially a repackaging of existing industrial and aeronautical techpology.
Substantial engineering is needed. but there are no feasibilicy issues. Given adequate funding, a fuily
tested turbomachine could be delivered to a site in less than seven years (see Attachment 2).

SIdd [puly S]pLUID Y 211581,
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DOE has rated the PC-MHR the same as all other fission options relative to the criterion of

Environment, Safety, and Health. This conclusion ignores the facts that the MHR is widely

considered 1o be the safest reactor option available and that its 47% overall plant efficiency, vs 31- | 1/14.00.00
33% for those reactor options deemed to be "reasonable” by DOE, results in substantial reductions cont

in environmental impacts. DOE's own Draft PEIS for Tritium Supply and Recycle makes the safety ’
advantages of the MHR relative to other reactors very clear.

The PC-MHR is rated the same as other reactor technologies that entail construction of a new reactor
dedicated to plutonium disposition relative to the screening criterion of Cost Effectiveness. However,
DOE provides no quantitative data to support this cost rating or the relative ranking of any of the
alternatives in terms of cost effectivencss. The effects of using the gas turbine on life cycle costs
of the gas-cooled reactor have yet to be made available to the public because DOE has not made
available its report on Phase II of its Plutonium Disposition Study. However, based upon cost
amalyses using Phase | costing methodology and groundrules, the PC-MHR bas a substantial cost
advantage over other reactor alternatives (sec Attachment 3). Hence, DOE's rating of the PC-MHR
as the same a5 other reactor altcrnatives against the criterion of Cost Effectiveness is incorrect and
adds to the distorted overall ranking of the PC-MHR.

The PC-MHR is given a low rating relative to other reactor alternatives with regard 10 the Timeliness
criterion. The 12.5 year initial deployment schedule of the PC-MHR is a conservative estimate based
on the schedule for deplayment of the New Production Reactor that was developed by DOE and its
contractors on the NPR program and was twice independently reviewed and confirmed. In the
screening report, DOE ignores its own schedule and judges the level of certainty in the schedule to
be less than that of the alternatives deemed by DOE to be “reasonable”, the deployment scheduies 1/14.00.00
for which have never been subjected 1o the levet of scrutiny that was applied to the MHR schedule. VY.
(In fact, under more aggressive schedule assumptions, in which first core fuel is produced on the fuel | CONL.
development pilot line, the PC-MHR initial deployment schedule can be reduced to 10 years.) DOE
also ignores the fact that the PC-MHR has been shown in DOE's own Plutonium Disposition Study
to be capable of leting the plutonjum di iti ission within the length of time deemed

necessary by DOE. DOE has excluded the PC-MHR from consideration in the PEIS on the basis
of an artificial schedule requirement that does not reflect that a small defay in beginning the
disposition operation is not significant in the overall timeframe for completing the disposition
mission. Use of artificial schedules or administrative guidelines as a basis for declaring an
alternative to be unreasonable is clearly in conflict with precedents established by NEPA case law.
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The PC-MHR is rated fower than the “reasonable” reactor technologies with regard to the criterion
for Fostering Progress and Cooperation with Russia and Others. This assessment is not credible
bewueilignmalhefmthnlmc" ians have repeatedly indi ed to DOE and to the Gore-
Chemomyrdin Commission their desire to destroy surplus weapons grade plutonium in PC-MHRs
to be built at Tomsk-7. hn.lsoigmmdnfmdmﬂzlluuhnshavepmpoudeOEn
cooperative, cost shared MHR design and development program and have initiated the cffort with
$1.0 million of their own funding. The Russians have taken no such actions in support of the
alternatives deemed "reasonable” by DOE.

The summary screening report rates the PC-MHR a3 relatively low with regard 1o the Public and
Instimational Acceptance criterion. No explanation is provided for this assessment. The PC-MHR
offers distinct advantages relative 10 this criterion based upon its ability to substantially destroy the
pluwnhnn.hsmpeﬁorminnmwdivmionmdmueofﬂ: idual plutonium in a weap 1/14.00.00
application, its multipurpose capability, and its qualied safety ch istics. One can only T

conclude that DOE has chosen to rate the PC-MHR relatively low against this criterion to be cont. ‘
consistent with its apparent i ion not to lop d inthe U.S.. To exclude the
PC-W{Rlllt:umoltheReootdofDechbnonmebuisofpolicymm would be legally
permissible; to exclude it from consideration in the PEIS as a reasomable alternative on the basis of
policymmhmtopmdcmmblishedunduNEPAmhwmdumtulowdum
Council on Environmental Quality NEPA implementing guidance.

1t should also be noted that certin of the alternatives deemed "reasonable” by DOE for consideration
in the PEIS and rated higber than the PC-MHR against the Public and Institutional Acceptance
criterion will present major, unique public acceptance and policy issues. Itis difficultto believe that
major policy and public acceptance issues would not be involved in making available large quantitics
of weapons grade plutonium for disposition cither in European nations or in Cansda. Not only would
major safeguards and security issues be raised. but it would also appear inappropriate 10 give away

1o other nations the energy value of the p jum (which was d at the expense of billions of
U.S. taxpayer dollars), to export potential U.S. jobs, and to forego U.S. technology development
and deploymeat in favor of supp for foreig tmology.

The screening report states that the spent fue! standard was generally accepted, except by
*prop of develop | technologi mncwldlobcyondu:xpemﬂxlmm-rd'.m
statement ignores the letter of December 13, 1994, from Senators Thurmond and Hollings and
ives Spratt and Spence to Secretary O'Leary that questioned the adequacy of the spent | 2/01.05.00
fuel standard. hnwoomimuwigmmenmwmnmmmepubucwopin;minp
which indicated that measures beyond the spent fuel standard would be required to provide ultimate | CONt.
isposition of the plutoni to ensure that the nati I security objectives of the p i
disposition cffort would be met, and to cxuract the maximum possible energy value from the
plutonium. The DOE letter of April 14 states that, “all fission options which go beyond the spent
fuel dard were d d ble.” By precluding all opti that can exceed the spent fuel
dard prior to detiled, full eval ion in the PEIS, DOE has withheld important information from

sjuwnood JUWHUo,)
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the public regarding the diversion and proliferation resistance of alternatives that exceed the standard 2/01 .05.00
relative to those that merely meet it and has perpetuated the myth that these options cannot be cont
deployed in a timely, cost effective manner. ’

Congr has i y di d DOE to give full consideration to multipurpose reactors.
However, it appears that DOE has not accepted this direction. The Implementation Plan for the
PEIS for Fissile Materials indicates that it will not consider any multipurpose option unless a reactor
is chosen for tritium supply, and then that it will consider only whether that reactor option might be
suited for multipurpose use. Noutanp(h:beenmadzbyDOEupmonh:NEPAprmm 1/14.00.00
compare the costs, benefits, and environmental impacts of a multipurpose reactor against the tata
combined costs, benefits, and impacts of separate projects for the tritium supply and plutonium | CONt.
disposition missi This app to the ipurpose reactor sppears contrived, will not result

in full and fair ideration of multipurp and undermines the underlying philosophy of
the NEPA process. In a time of growing concern about limits in government resources and about
deficit reduction, the manner in which DOE is trying to avoid full and fair consideration of the
multipurpose reactor is difficult to understand, ’
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GAhdiappohtedinth:mmzrinwhichDOEiswmchingdueﬁnpommmm. Under 6/01.05.00
DOE's implementing regulations for NEPA (10CFR1021) there is still an oppormunity for DOE 1o i
mmrmlmmnmmwmm-mmmmmwmm cont.

We urge DOE 1o do 0.

1f you would like to discuss any of these issues in detail, please feel free 10 call me at any time a
(619) 455-2580 or Dave Albersicin at (519) 455-2088.
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ATTACHMENT 1 TO GA/DOE-068-95 010500 Comment Number 9
GENERAL ATOMICS COMMENTS ON DOE's EVALUATION OF THE PC-MHR
AND PROPOSED EXCLUSION OF THE PC-MHR .. . . . . .
FROM CONSIDERATION AS A REASONABLE ALTERNATIVE IN THE Tritium production is a long-term mission of DOE to support national

PROGRAMMATIC EIS FOR FISSILE RIALS DISPOSITION . - I - C .
ATIC EIS FOR FISSILE MATE © security. Pu disposition is a shorter term mission that DOE must accomplish

This sttachment provides General Atomics’ comments o DOE's treatment of the tollowing matters relative o the to meet the Nauon $ goals n SUppOﬁ Of its non-prohferauon pOllClCS, DOE

PC-MHR and its decision to exclude the PC-MHR trom consideration in the PEIS for fissile materials (plutonium) has determined that the “clear and present danger” demands that disposi[ion
disposition: the assessment of the PC-MHR against the screening criteria. treatment of the speat fue! standard, and e slq e . . oo
DOE's anproach t multipurpane optians for plutonium disposition and trivium production. of Pu be initiated within approximately a decade. Pu disposition can be

accomplished in that timeframe using existing technologies to achieve the
Spent Fuel Standard.

03 A vaing - iny
Technical Viability:

With regard 1o the Technical Viability criterion. DOE rates the PC-MHR 1s low refative to other disposition
options. The technical viability of the PC-MHR is cated lower than uther technologies that have heen demornstrated
to 3 lesser degree or about which thete are fundamental questions concerning their capability, For example, the
technical viahility of the PC-MHR is rated lower than that of the ALMR with pyroprocessing, even though the
screening report states that this comcept "is still under development in 8 manner different trom its intended
pumpose.” The PC-MHR is alsu rated kower in techmcal viahility than glass immobilization in DWPF, even though
the screening report states that this vptien wauld require 2 specially designed melter to be instatled and much of
the supporting equipment in DWPF w he re-fined tor this application because DWPF was not designed for
criticality control.

The ostensible primury reason given for exclusion of the PC-MHR from consideration in the PEIS is its lack of

technical marurity. This reason is, b Ll i with previous positions taken by DOE. Only three years

ago the MHR was one of the final alternatives under ideration for selection as the New Production Reactor.

It was, by most accounts. the leading candidate o be sefected had that Revurd of Dexision not been postponed only 9/01 .05.00
ane month priot t its scheduled release date. The MHR had been selected as one of the tinal alternatives for this

vitat national security mission fullowing extensive review by the Secretary’s Energy Rescarch Advisory Board.

In Tight of this history, i is ditficult w justity the DOE dexision nut ta evaluate the MHR in the PEIS for fissile

materials disposttion.

The screening report offers twi statements 10 support the cuntention that the PC-MHR lacks sufficient technical
maturity to be consiiered in the PEIS a3 a reasunable alternative for disposition of surplus weapons grade
plutonium.

The first statement is the claim that plutonium coated particls fuel is "tested. but a0t fully demonstrated or proven.”
In fact. there have been, ax DOE ix well aware, six successful demansirations of the capability of weapons grade
plutonium coated particle fuel W achieve high levels uf plutonium destruction. [n conteast. for each of the reactor
alternatives that were accepted through the screening process. there is litde, if any, ireadiation experience whatever
with fuels made fram pl of weu grade nOSits While further demunstration and qualification

testing is required for plutonium usted particle fuel (1 & will be for weapons grade MOX fuel used in the reactor
alternatives deemeal “reasonable” hy DOE), thete have been no feasibility issues wentified that would call into
question the capability of PC-MHR fuel to perturm as required.
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The second statement concerns the use of the diredt cycle pawer conversion systeIm. & new application ot previously
develuped componemts. Ax mited several times hy GA in repons to DOE and in other cocrespondence with DOE,
Jevelupment of the piwer conversin system is not on the critical path for depluyment of the PC-MHR. The
system hus heen wvaluated hy two mapir turbogenerator vendors that are recugnized authorities in direct cycle
applications. Both have judged that the pawer conversion system is essentially a repackaging of existing industrial
and ical technolugy. Sub ial engineering is needed. but there are nu teasibility issues. Given adequate
tunding, 3 fully tested turbomachine culd he delivered o0 a site in less than seven years, a schedule that would
support deployment on the time scale needed for plutonium disposition (sev Attach
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In addition. DOE has had in its pussession Since May 1993 infoemation un the capahility of the gas—cooled reactor
t destroy weapons geade ptutonium using a more i and previously steam cycle power
conversion system. Huwsver, DOE has chusen to ignore this information in developing its rationale tor eliminati
the MHR from consideration,

Environment, Safety, and Heuth:

The summary screening repurt rates the PC-MHR the same as all other fissiun options relutive tu the criterion of
Environment. Safety. and Health. This conclusion ignores the facts that 1) the MHR is widely considered 10 be
the safest reactor option available. 2) its 47% averall plant efficiency, vs 31-33% for those reactor options deemed
to be “reasonable” by DOE. results in sub ial reductions in envir | impact relative to these other reactor
alternatives. and 3) gas-voaled reactors have a proven track revurd of ially lower radiati 10 plant
workers than any other power reactor type.

P

The inherent passive safety characteristics uf the PC-MHR offer distinct safety advantages over the reactor types
that DOE has deemed “reasonable” for considecation in the PEIS. The safety design ubjectives of the PC-MHR
are met through a combination of inherent safety features and design selections that ensble passive heat transfer
under accident cunditions (even luss of coulant or loss of forced coolant circulation) while maintsining fuel
temperatures below damage limits. The reactor core is made of all refractory materials that can not melt a high
temperatures. The vore is slow 1 hear up under accident conditions, with thermal transients oucurring over periods
of hours and days ruther than secunds or minutes as for ofher reactor types. Almost il fission products are
retained in the retractory coated finel particles during normal operation and aceid titi and radioactive
releate Is small. Radiation exposure at the site boundary is less than the Environmental Protection Agency's
Protective Action Guidelines. so oo off-site actions such as sheltering o evacuation of the public are required, and
the risk to public health am safety is minimized. DOE's own Draft PEIS for Tritium Supply and Recycle makes
the safety advantages of the MHR relative tu uther reactors very clear,

Cost Effestivenesx:

The PC-MHR is rated the sume us other reactor technotugies that entail construction of a new reactor dedicated
o plutonium disposition relative 10 the screening criterion of Cust Effectiveness.  However, DOE provides no
quantitative data to support this ranking or the celutive ranking of any of the alternatives in terms of cost
cffectiveness. The only data that DOE has published ing p! I i ition costs are those in its report

t Congress that was published tolluwing Phase | of the Plutonium Dispusition Study. The Phase | report provided
relative life cycle costs foc various reactor options for plutonium disposition as a function of installed capacity.
Costs were develaped hased on an economiv model developed by Oak Ridge National Laburatory personnel under
contract 10 DOE. Information un the gas-uoniled reactor in Phase | of the study was develuped for the earlier steam
cycle version of the plan.
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Jn Phase 1§ of the Plutanium Disposition Study. GA changed its design t incucporate the direct Brayton cycle gas
turhine power conversian system The primary motivation tof this change was the impraved plant economics.
which result from power coaversion equipment simplification and an increase in net plant etficiency trom 38% to
47%. The increased efficiency resulls in increased revenue from sale of electricity to offset the costs of
engineering develnpment. dexign, construction. and operation of the PC-MHR.

Although the report to Cungress un Phase 11 of the Plutonium Dispusition wis due o be delivered w0 Congress
during the Fall of 1994, DOE has yet to release the report. It s GA's understanding that the report has been
completed since the end of 1994, Hence. the effects of changing to the gas tuebine on life cycle costs of the gas-
cooled reactor have yet to he made availahie t the public. Using the Phase | economic model, which was provided
2 DOE's cequest to GA by the statf at Oak Ridge, GA has caiculated the life cycle costs of the PC-MHR and
compared them against those ol the other reachy technologies evaluated during Phase | of the study. The results
show that the life cycle costs of the PC-MHR are substantially luwer than those ot all other reacior alternatives (see
Antachment 3). Informal confirmation of these results has been obtained.

DOE has assumed that alternatives that excea the xpent fuel standard will cost ially mare to develop and
deploy than thwse which murely meet the standard. and it has used this assumption as part of its rationale for
climinacing as unreasonable uptions that exceed the standard. These PC-MHR cost analysis results indicate that
this ption is mat weil Jeud.

Itis GA's understanding that unc of the reasons for the Jelay in releasing the Phase 11 Plutonium Disposition Study
repoct was that Oak Ridge was asked by DOE to make changes in the cost analyses in the report. GA is unaware
of whether the sconumic mexded uxed in Phase 1l uf the P Dispusition Study 15 iully diff from
that used in Phase | Hence, GA is also unuware of whether the distinct cost advantage of the PC-MHR will be
confirmed by the Phase £l report. Nevertheles, based upon available information it appears that the PC-MHR has
2 substantia) cust advantage over uther resctur alternatives and that DOE's rating of the PC-MHR as ths same 23
ather reactor aliernatives against the criterion of Cost Effectivencss is incorrect and »dds to the distorted overall
ranking of the PC-MHR.

Timeliness:

The PC-MHR ix given a low rating relative W other reactor alternatives with regard to the Timeliness criterion,
The 12.5 initial deployment schedule tur the PC-MHR is a conservative estimate hase) un the schedule for
deployment of the New Production Reactor that was developed by DOE and its contractors on the NPR program
and was twive independently reviewed and confirmetl. In the screening report. DOE ignores its own schedule and
judges the devel uf certainty in the schedule  be less than that of the uiematives deemed by DOE to be
“reasonabe”. the deployment schedules for which have aever been subjected W the fevel of scrutiny that was
appliod to the MHR schedule. (In fuct, under more aggressive schedule assumptions, in which first core fuel is
produced on the fuel develupment pilut line, the PC-MHR initial deployment schedule can be reduced to 10 years.)

Becauss the initial deployment schedule for the PC-MHR is a mere 30 months longer than DOE’s arbitrary
ceierion uf a ten year initial deployment schedule. and even though the PC-MHR has been shown in DOE’s own
Plutonium Disposition Study 1o be capable of pleting the pluton ixposition mission within the length of
rime deemed necessary by DOE. DOE claims that the PC-MHR dues mo meet its requirement for timely
deployment. DOE ignores the fict that the tnal of the | i ispusition mission {several decades)
will dwarf the 30 muoth Ji i initial deploy schedule of the PC-MHR, and that during the entice

dispusition mission duration plutanium pits and other furms of weapuns useabls pl jium will be
initially in “interim stocage”, and will be subject to current vulnerabilities unless safer, mure secure modes of
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storage ace implemented. The emphasis on eacly, timely deployment should be more properly placed on “long term
storage” options rather than dispusition aptions,

DOE has excluded the PC-MHR trom consideration in the PEIS on the hasis of an antificial schedule requirement
that dues not retect that u small de, y in beginning the disposition operation is not significant in the overall
timet for pleting the disposition mission, Use of artificial schedules or admini i idelines as a basis
for declaring an altemative 1o be unreasonable is clearly in conflict with precedents established by NEPA case law.

Fostering Progress and Conperation with Russia and Oxhers:

The PC-MHR is rated lower than the * le” reactor technologies with regard to the criterion for Fostering
Progress and Cooperation with Russia and Others. This assessment is not cradible because it ignores the fact that
the Russians have rer Ity indi 0 DOE and to the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission their desire to destroy
surplus weapons grade pl ium i y in PC-MHRs at Tomsk-7. It also ignores the {act that the Russians
have proposed t0 DOE a sooperative, cost shared MHR design and develog prog and have initi the
effort with $1.0 million of their own funding, matched with an equal amount of funding by General Atomics. The
Russians have taken no such actions in support of the alternatives deemed "reasonable” by DOE.

In the April 14. 1995, letter 10 GA. DOE implies that the 12.5 year initial deployment schedule for the PC-MHR
in the U.S. disqualifies it for consideration tor deployment in Russia and results in its low rating relative to this
criterion.  This pasition ignares the fact that deployment in Russia coutd be accomplished more quickly and Jess
expensively than in the U.S.. Furthermore, it arbitrarily assumes that Russia would agree to the same screening
criteria and weighting facturs that DOE has deemed appropriate for selection of options in the U.S.. This is clearly
nOt apprupriate, as evidenced by the public of Russia on plutonium disposition. If DOE wants to foster
progress and cuvoperation with Russia in Plutorium disposition, it must deal with the Russians in & maoner that
addresses the criteria that are important to Russia. The Russians have judged that the PC-MHR provides an
approach 10 plutonium dispesition that addresses these criteria. DOE's apparent tack of willingness to support
development of the gas-couled reactar in the United States is not an appropriate basis for down-cating its ability
to foster progress and couperation with Russia.

Public and [nstitutinnal Acceptance:

The summary screening report rutes the PC-MHR as relatively ow with regard (0 the Public and Institutional
Acceptanca criterion.  Nu explanatin i provided for this asessment. However. the screening report indicates
that there wete three elements that contributed to this criterion:

L] Ability wh creste o sustainable consensus
. Socioeconsmic impacts
L] Policy/statute compatibility

There are no indications that the PC-MHR could not create 3 sustainable consensus ur would have net
SOCIOECONOMIC impacts that are Particulasty adverse retative to other alternatives for plutonium disposition, ta fact,
as discussed below, the PC-MHR has Significant advantages with regard to public acceptance relative to the reactor
alternatives deemed hy DOE w1 be “ressonable”. Furthermace, there are no indications that selection of the PC-
MHR wuould require signiticant legislutive or regulatory changes.
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Hence. vae can anly conclude that DOE has purposely rated the PC-MHR relatively low aguwnst this criterion to
comply with an apparent intention ot to develup advanced reactors in the U.S.. To exciude the PC-MHR at the
time of the Record of Decision on the hasis of policy matters would be legally permissible; ( exclude it from
consideration in the PEIS as a reasunable alternative un the basis ut policy maners is contrary to precedents
established under NEPA case law (Natural Rewwirees Detenxe Coungil v, Morton) and is nu1 allowed under Council
on Eavironmental Quality NEPA implementing guidance ( ) S2HOOS SWRCS

Regulations. 46 Federal Register. 18026, 1981).

The PC-MHR uoiYers distinet advantages over other reactor options with regard to public acceptance. Reactor

1 of surplus T grade 1 ium is unlikely o be well received by the general public unless the
specific reactor technolugy chosen offers a clear departure from and clear improvement over the nuclear reactor
hnol thatare in use taday ant that have enjoyed less than enthusiastic public acceptance. The PC-

MHR represents such a departure.  The foliowing paints, which were presented by GA in its Phase Ui Plutonium
Dispusition Study report tn DOE. should have been considered hy DOE with regard 1o public acceptance of the
PC-MHR for plutonium dispoxition.

Use uf the PC-MHR fur | ot weapons-grade jum ofters numerous advantages relative to other

plutonium dJisposition options.  These advantages are detived frum its high burnup capability, versatility, and
inherent. passive safety characteristics. all of which wilf further contribute to public accepiance.

To obtain public acceptance ol the chosen p 7 uption, the app h taken must result in a
discharge product with mini i for weapons applicati and hence no incentive for theft, diversion,
ot reprocessing. The high burnup capability of the PC-MHR coated particle fuel gives it the demonstrated
capability to destroy 90% uc more uf the initially charged plutonium-239 (and 63% or mure ot the initially charged
total p! ium) so that the [ grade material is truly consumed. This level of plutonium destruction is
achieved in a single pass through the reactor. The PC-MHR is the only plutonium disposition reactor option that
can achieve such high plutonium destruction levels without reprocessing.

Achievement of high burnup is important for ubtaining public acceptance of reactor disposition of excess weapons
grade pl i As di ] in the National Academy ot Sciences report an plutonium disposition, the large
and growing inventory of plutonium in Jischarged commercial reactor fuel is of concern with regard to potential
proliferation. Use ut' 2 teactor technology that achieves higher huroup than that represented by the “spent fuel
standard® will enhance the likelihood uf public acceptance because it will not be perceived as adding to the existing
problem  the extent of other candidate reactor hnologi

Achievement of high burnup withaut reprocessing is impurtant 1o buth pubtic and political -ucceptance of reactor
Jisposition of surplus weap grade plutoni Rep ing of spent nuclear fuel in the U.S. has not been
allowsd under guvernment pulicy for several years due to cuncerns regarding nuclear proliferation from the
commercial fuel cycle. Much of the uppusition 1 reactor-hased plutonium disposition is basex un the cuncern that
it would be used a5 an vpporunity 10 revive » plutonium-based nuclear energy economy. All of the reactor

logi ; i isposith that DOE has chosen to include in the PEIS use fuel types that generats new
plutonium during operation. The PC-MHR cuntaing no fertile fuel maketial; all fissions in the core are ptutonivm
fissions. and no new plutonium is created. The PC-MHR is not Iy isted with Hop of a
plutonium based economy, and irs deep burn capability could not reaull in a signal to othec nations that reiy on
plutonium recycling that the U.S. endorses use uf plutonium in fuel cycles that create additional plutonium suitable
for use in reactors af in weapons applications.

The discharged fue) elements trom the PC-MHR are suitable tor direct disposal. without fucther processing (and
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assaciated opportunity for diversion), in a permanent repusitory. The discharged fuel is highly undesirable for use
as 4 nuclear weapons material cither hy terrorists or guvernments because it is ditficult w divert, its plutonium
vuntent is ditficult W separate, and even if separated the discharged plutonium is difficult to use in 2 weapons
application.

Diversion of the discharged fuel elements is difficult for all the reasons that upply 10 any reactor spent fuel (high
radioactivity. large maxs, extensive sateguards and security. etc.), but alsu for une reasun that is unique to the PC-
MHR: low plutonium content per fuel clement. White the plutonium content in a single spent fuel assembly from
a weapons grade MOX-fucled light water reactor (one of the alteenatives doemed “reasonable” by the DOE) is of
sufficieat quantity 1 use in a weapuns application, one would have 1o divert up to 102 PC-MHR spent fuel
clements (each weighing about 250 pounds) to obtain a similar quantity of discharged plutonium. This would
require the diversion of about seventeen truckloads of spent fuel shipping casks or thres railcars of multipurpose
contginers containing PC-MHR spent fuel vs ooe truckload of spent fuel from & weapons grade MOX-fueled light
water reactor. Even if such a large quantity of spent fuel were di d. the technology fur separating plutoni
from gas<noled reactor spent fuel has mx bheen developed. In contrast to the light water reactor, for which
plutony parati hnailogy is well extablished. being practiced. and is known throughout the world. Finally,
although any mixture of plutonium isotopes can. in principle, be usad to make a nuclear device, the plutonium
discharged from the PC-MHR is. due to the high burnup obtained. patticularly high in plutonium-240, 241, and
242 content. which makes it substantially more difficult w use in weapons applications than the discharge from
reactors that Qo m schieve us high a hurnup level. GA notes that these advantuges were recognized also by DOE
in the screening summary report. in which the PC-MHR was rated relatively high against uther uptions for the
criterion of Resistance to Retrieval, Extraction. and Reuse. However, these characteristics suggest a substantially
larger advantage for the PC-MHR than the nominal Jifference suggested in the DOE analysis.
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These matters are straight forward. easily explained. and und Jahle for a hnics) sudi Thus, public
sccaptance of use of the PC-MHR fur plutonium disposition is likely 0 be more readily obtained than for the
ives deemed ~ " hy the DOE fur consideration in the PEIS.

In addition w its suitahility for plutunium consumption, the PC-MHR offers vther sdvantagey that would enhance
public acceptance. One of the must impurtant of these is its versatility. The PC-MHR oufters etfective use of
guvernment money through its ability to perform multipte missi while si y providing electrica
2 ion and advancing power ion science and technology.

Tritivm prduction capahility can he provided as needed. The teitium production capahility of the gas-cooled
teasor was well established on the DOE New Production Reactor Program. The amount of tritium produced by
the PC-MHR cin be varied by ahtering wnre foel luading or the loading of teitium-producing targets. It can be
produced while ing surplus weag grade highly enriched uranium in one or more reactor modules
dedicated o tritium pro o5 it can be prodduced in @ coproduction meode while simultanausly consuming
surplus weapuns grade plutonium. While some have offerwd the opinion rhat plutonium disposition and tritium |
production missionz should mog be hined and that selection of pi i Jisposition technology should not be i
influenced by the tritium pruduction capability of the candidate technologies. this view does not recognize the

imponance of using fexible technolugy fur these missions and of making etficient use of government money in

a time when federal budgets ace tight and deficit reduction is & high priocity. A if plant that bi

the plutoni isposition and tritium producti issions would not only be ecunamically efficient, but it would
aiso minimize uverall i ) impacts by conducting buth missions on une site.  All of these factors are
i ierations in whieving public T of use of reactors for plutonium disposition, and the PC-

MHR is particularly well suited in this cegard.
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The inherent passive satety characteristics uf the PC-MHR. a5 described in the discussivn ot the Environment,
Safety. and Heath criterion, wffer Jistinct satety advantages over the reactor types that DOE has deemed
“reasonable” for consideration in the PEIS. and this will also enhance public f The simple approach 10
safety design used for the PC-MHR 15 straight fueward, casily wxplained, and understandable tor a non-technical
audience. Bevause the design of the PC-MHR is o different trom that of uther reactor alternatives. it is less likely
to be seen by the public ux an offering of mure of the sume teactor technology that his had highly publicized safety
problems and has met W Jate with only limited public P It is thy that ghout the initial
licensing [ Jings and subseq operating litetime of the Fort St. Vrain gas-cooled reactur in Colorado, no
major intervenar opposition 1 the plant hated upon safety concerns occurred.  The satety characteristics of the
MHR have been significantly enhanced uver those of Fort St. Vrain.

White public acceptance of any approach W plutonium disposition will present chaltenges, the PC-MHR offers
distinct advantages in this regard hased upan its ahility to sub ially destroy the pl ium while not developing
a plutonium fuel cycle. its superiar resistance to Jiversion and reuse of the residual plutonium in 8 weapons

application. its multipurpose capability. and its unequatied safety characteristics.

Finally, it should he noted that certain ot the alternatives deemed “r hle” by DOE for ideration in the
PEIS and rated higher than the PC-MHR against the public and institutional acceptance criterion will present major,
unique public acceptance and policy issues. Tt is ditficult w believe that major policy and public acceptance issues
would not be invedved in making available large quantities of weay grade plutonium for disposition either in
Eveapean nations or in Canada, Not only would major safeguards and security issues be raised, but it would also
appear inappropriate to give away to uther nations the energy value of the plutonium (which was created at the
expense of billivas of U.S. taxpayer dollars), to export potential U.S. jubs to other countries, and to forego U.S.

gy develor and deploy in favor uf support for foreign technolngy. Public acceptance and policy
issues woukl alsu be raised for the alternative of using existing cummercial reactors for plutonium disposition,
making a sustainahle consensus Jifficult tn achieve.

The Soent Fuel Standard

The screening report states that the spent fuel standard was generaily accepted. except by “proponents of
develupmental techaologies thin could go beyond the spent fuel standard”. and your lenter of April 14 states that,
“all fission vptions which po beyond the spent fuel standard were deemed ble.” These ignore
the letter of December 3. 1994 trum Senaturs Thuemond and Hollings and Representatives Spratt and Spence to
Secretary O'Leacy that questivned the adequacy of the spent fuel standard They also i to ignore the
aumenmus comments in the public scoping meetings. such as those at Savannah River. [daho Falls. Lus Alamos,
and Li . which indicated that heyond the spent fuel standard would be required to ensure that the
national security vhjectives of the plutenium dispusition effort would be met and that maximum pussible energy
value would be exteacted from the plutonium.  Rather than providing a rep i pling of the

made in suppart of exceeding the spent tuel standard. DOE merely provides in the implementation plan and the
screening summary feport 3 limited. unrepresentative sel ion of these and then dismi: them by
claiming that the appropriateness of the spent fuel standard was reaffirmed by the scoping provess.

The implementation plan states that detuiled jans of the diversion and proli ion aspects of the various
alternatives to be evaluated in the PEIS will be performed as pant of the Record of Decision process. This
evsluation should have heen cumnducted and the results should have been made available to the public as part of the
screening process s that the public could be tully i 1 abuwst the implications of merely meeting the spent fucl

standard rather than exceeding it. An open evatuaion of these matiers would have given the public an opportunity
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1o judge fur itselt the acceptahility of the xpent fuel standard and/or the merits of substantially exceeding the spest
tued standard. By prectuding all uptionx that can exceed the spent fuel standard privr 10 detailed. full evaluation
in the PEIS, DOE has withheld this imf inf ion from the public and has perpetuated the myth that these
uptions cannot be deployed in a timely. vust etTective manner.

Regardless of the yuestion of the prability of the spemt fuel stundard. the PC-MHR is a reasonable alternxtive
foe plutonium disposition hased on its superior safety und environmental characteristics. cost characteristics,
diversion and proliferation resistance, spent fuel form. and level uf technical maturity as evidenced by its
coasideration under the New Production Reactor Program.  The ability of the PC-MHR tw exceed the spent fuel

dard is a readily schisvable additional benefit, and the fact that it has the ability 1 exceed the standard is not
an acceprable basis for its exclusion from consideration in the PEIS.
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Mutipyrpase Reactor Qptipns

When wurk on the New Pruduction Reactor was teeminsed, Congress authorized and sppropriated funds in FY-93
and directed the DOE to undertake assessments of both light water reactor and gas-cooled resctor gystems for the

purT of plutunium o ption, scitium production, and electricity production. The 1995 Energy
and Water Appropriations conterence report directed the DOE to submit ws Congress. within 130 days, a report
on the technodogical feasibitity of a multipurpose reactor tor the dispasition of jium and the production of

writium. In a letter to the Secretary uf Energy dated Devember 13, 1994, Senators Thurmond and Hollings and
Representatives Spenve und Sprart expressed their support tur inclusion of 3 deep burn multipurpose reactor option
in the PEISs being prepared by DOE fur hoth tritium production and pl ium di it

P L

As indicated. Congress has consistently directed DOE to give full cunsideration to multipurpuse reactors.
However, it appears that DOE has nut accepted this direction. The Draft PEIS for Tritium Supply and Recycie
provides only & comparison uf the eavironmental impacts of tritium production technologies with the impacts of
their multipurpase counterparts. The lmplementation Plan tor the PEIS fur Fissile Materials indicates that it will
not consider any multipuraose option unless @ reactor is chosen for tritium supply, und then that it will consider
only whether that reactor optivn might he suited for multipurpose use. Theretore. it DOE chouses an accelerator
for tritium production. multipurpose reactors will not he ‘ 1 at all for pl ispositi

This approach to the multipurpuse reactor appears contrived and will not result in full and fai consideration of
multipurpose reactors for teitium prods and plutoni lispositi It also compromises the underlying
philusophy of the NEPA provess by eftectively precluding alternatives that should result in leas tat environmental
impact than wanild result fram separate projects for each mission. As these evaluations are currently organized by

DOE. no effort is being made o compare the cnts, benefits, and envi | impacts of ipurpose reactors
against the combined costs, benefits, and environmental impacts of the twa individual mission technologies. [t may
well be that DOE could chouse the ' tor tritiom production and a alternative for plutonium

disposition amd never provide 1 the public an assessment of whether a multipurpose reactor could conduct both
missions at bexs ant 1 the taxpayer and with less twial environmental impact. [n a time of gruwing concern about
limits in government rescurces and ahout deficit reduction. the manner in which DOE is trying 10 avoid full and

fair ideration nf the multipurpose reactor is Jifficult to understand.
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DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE

Turbomachine Development Schedule Shows First Engine to Test
in Less Than 4 Years
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Recycling, in which the multipurpose reactor was “preserved as an option for future
consideration”. Contrary to the requirements of the FY-96 Authorization Bill, no discussion is | 10/11.01.08
provided of multipurpose advanced light water reactors or of multipurpose gas turbine modular
helium reactors,
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o ) . 11 01 08 Comment Number 10 3o
conducted studies sufficiently addressed the gas-cooled reactor both for tritium production and '5 >
for multipurpose use. The resp did not, h , indi how DOE intends to respond to . s .. . . . . &
the requirements of the FY.9¢ Defense Authorieation Bill po It was DOE’s decision, during the planning for environmental documents in :'g
l. . : 1 -~
The Draft Programmatic EIS for Fissile Materials makes only minimal reference (a three page Coml_) iance with NEPA’ ,lha[ the TSR PEIS ‘nC}Ud_e the analysls Of Fhe = 5
Appendix N) to multipurpose reactors as an option for fissile matcrials disposition. It does so Multipurpose Reactor Option. Because tritium supply is a long-term mission 8 g
ina that is not i with the spirit or the intent of the National Environmental s L ..
Policy Act (NEPA) and does not comply with the provisions of the FY.96 Authorization Bl of DOE compared to the shorter term mission of Pu disposition, the Storage ;E; e
The discussion is limited 10 the possibility that an existing LWR could be used nmulm}couxly and Disposition PEIS would incorporate, by reference, information 5
for plutonium disposition, tritium prc , and g of d and . . .. . . . g
sale of clectricity. The first scnlence of Appendix N of the draft Programmatic EIS provides developed in the TSR PEIS. This approach is in compliance with the intent of 2
an incorrect definition of multipurpose reactors as reactors that use plutonium in the form of : : : . . . =
mixed oxide (MOX) fuel. This definition precludes the wse of the gas cooled reacter, which NEPA. Clarification was added to Appendix N in response to the FY-96 3
uses only fissile plutonium fuel instead of MOX, in a multipurpose application. Reference is Authorization Bill. a
then made to the Record of Decision and the Prog ic EIS for Tritium Supply and IQ
[
)
3
—
3N

As noted by GA in its comments to DOE on the Programmatic EIS for Tritium Supply (Ref. 6),
lhe treatment of the multipurpose opuons in that document is superficial, inadequate, and

i with the requi ts of the National Envir | Policy Act. The evaluation
is neither full nor fair. The environmental impacts of the multipurpose options are compared
only with those of the tritium production options. A full and fair assessment would compare the
imf of the multipurpose options with those of separate plutonium disposition and tritium
production options combined. Such a comparison was not provided in the Programmatic EIS
for Tritium Supply and Recycling, and if it is not provided in the Final Programatic EIS for
Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Useable Fissile Materials, DOE will not have complied
cither with NEPA or with the FY-96 Authorization Bill.

isposition §

Before the Draft Programmatic EIS was prepared, all potential options for plutonium disposition
were screened using criteria given in Reference 7. The criteria are similar to those used by the
National Academy of Sci (NAS) in its 1994 report (Ref. 8). One of the criteria, timeliness,
was initially defined by DOE as follows:

"The technology concept should be demonstrated within ~20 years and
ition should be completed within ~ 50 years.”

As stated, this criterion would have allowed for development of advanced, deep-burn reactor
technologies for plutonium disposition, including the GT-MHR. Of equal significance, this
criterion would have allowed for a single, approximately 1GW(e) plant (GT-MHR or LWR) to
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complete the disposition mission (50 metric tonnes of surplus weapons grade plutonium) over
the expected operating lifetime of the plant. In other words, the potential environmental impacts
would have been limited to those for a single plant.

In Reference 7, the DOE somewhat asbitrarily changed the timeliness criterion to “require that
the disposition be able to start within about a decadc and be able to be completed within about
three decades.” The reason stated by DOE in Reference 7 for adopting this shorter schedule
was input from the public and stakeholders “relating to the urgency of waking action stemming
from the ‘clear and present danger’ associated with these materials.” However, this reasoning | 11/01.02.00
is not supported by the DOE's questionnaire data reported in Appendix A of Reference 7 (se¢ o
Figures | and 2, taken from Reference 7). From Figure 1, five of the nine criteria received
higher rankings of “very important™ than given to timeliness. From Figure 2, the ranking of
timeliness relative to the other criteria indicates clearly that the questionnaire respondents viewed
timeliness as being of secondary importance.

Other factors also do not justify forcing the plutonium disposition mission to a shorter schedule.
According to the draft Programmatic EIS, the DOE also proposes to provide a long-term, 50-
year storage system for plutonium and highly enriched uranium declared to be non-surplus. The
non-surplus material is categorized into naval nuclear fuel, strategic reserves, material for
weapons research and development, and programmatic materials. The DOE acknowledges that
some of the non-surplus material could be classified as surplus material in the future. During
the disposition mission, it is quite possible that surplus and non-surplus material would be stored | 12/01.06.00
and sccured at common locations. For plutonium being stored and secured at a given location,
it would be absurd to determine that material classified as surplus poses a “clear and present
danger,” while material classified as non-surplus does not pose a similar risk, particularly when
the classification boundary could change over time. The “clear and present danger” argument
does not justify adoption of the more urgent disposition schedule, since fissile material of
potentially unknown classification (surplus or non-surplus) will be in storage for time periods
exceeding the more urgent disposition schedule.

The DOE acknowledges that the risks for theft and diversion of fissile material are greater in
Russia than in the U.S., because of the less stable political climate in Russia. Perhaps the | 13/01.03.00
justification for the more urgent schedule is to encourage the Russians to adopt a similarly urgent T
schedule, thereby reducing the risks of theft and diversion. While plausible, this strategy is not
consistent with desires expressed by the Russians. The Russians have actively encouraged
development of the GT-MHR for plutonium disposition. As part of a private, cost-sharing
initiative with General Atomics and Framatome, Russian engineers and scientists are presently
working on the GT-MHR design. At the recent Third Internationat Policy Forum: Management
and Disposition of Nuclear Weapons Materials (Lansdowne, VA, March 19-22, 1996) high level
Russian representatives confirmed their strong support for continuing development of the GT-
MHR for plutonium disposition. Despite growing intemational support, the DOE has not been
receptive to this private initiative and has implied that the GT-MHR could not be deployed in
Russia in a sufficiently timely manner relative to DOE’s schedule requirements. From Figure 2,
it is interesting (o note that the criterion “Influence on Russia and Other Countrics” was rated

01 02 00 Comment Number 11

The Department of Energy did not arbitrarily change the timeliness criteria.
DOE asked for public input on the proposed screening criteria through a
questionnaire which used the approximately 20- to 50-year timeframe for the
disposition timeliness criteria. There were some responders to the
questionnaire who felt that this timeframe was appropriate. However, the
majority of responders expressed opinions that the timeliness criteria was
moderate to very important and that the timeframe (20 to 50 years) was too
long. Further, the NAS Report states that disposition using Pu as fuel in
reactors could begin within 10 years and be completed within 20 to 40 years.

01 06 00 Comment Number 12

The “clear and present danger” is of more concern with Russian materials
than with U.S. materials. The “clear and present danger” applies to all
materials that are weapons-usable, whether or not they are surplus. The
sooner the United States and Russia can disposition surplus materials, the
sooner the total volume of material can be reduced. Thus, the “clear and
present danger” can be reduced.

The “clear and present danger” cannot be eliminated unless all material is
declared surplus and dispositioned. Since this is not likely to occur in the
foreseeable future, a safe, secure, and inspectable storage capability, such as
that evaluated in the PEIS, must be implemented to assure that non-
proliferation objectives in both countries are met.

010300 Comment Number 13

Comment noted. DOE is encouraging the Russians to pursue timely Pu
disposition by offering technical assistance, conducting joint assessments of
the various disposition technologies, and planning joint demonstrations of
some of the technologies tc remove uncertainties in their viability.
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as being of somewhat greater importance than timeliness.

Finally, in its 1995 report on reactor-related options for plutonium disposition (Ref. 9), the NAS

viewed the shorter schedule as a “very severe constraint™ that did not provide a useful basis for
parative evaluations. For paring the various reactor options, the NAS assumed that 50

metric tonnes of plutonium would be p d over the inal lifeti of the reactors.

Tt

disposition are:

The impacts of adopting the

ily shorter pl

The shorter schedule eliminates advanced, deep-burn reactor technologies, such as the
GT-MHR, from further consideration.

The required number of approximately 1 GW(e) plants is increased from one to two, and
the associated environmental impacts are doubled.

The potential for a strong international cooperative program on plutonium disposition and
proliferation-resistant fuel cycles that is of great interest to Russia is hampered.

The Programmatic EIS should be expanded to include a flexibl schedule that can accommodate
disposition of plutonium over the expected reactor lifetime, and advanced, deep-bum reactor

pti should be cvaluated as part of the EIS process. The “clear and present danger”
argument is highly subjective and open to a wide range of interpretation. This argument should
not be used to eliminate alternatives that require only a slightly longer schedule than that
currently dictated by DOE.

Pinal Waste F C -
An important issve for any plutonium disposition strategy is the suitability of the final waste
form for permanent disposal. Respondents to the DOE questi (Ref. ) ded
additional criteria that should be used 1o screen plutonium disposition technologies, including
sevenal criteria related to final waste form characteristics. During the screening process and
preparation of the draft Programmatic EIS, DOE gave litte consideration to final waste form

characteristics and resulting long term environmental impacts, other than the annual volume of
high-level waste generated by the various disposition alternatives.

Volume alone is a poor measure of the environmental impact of the final waste form. In fact,
a larger volume may be an environmental attribute, since the dilution of plutonium (residual
plutonium if the waste is spent fuel) provides greater resistance to diversion and proliferation
and their substantial negative environmental impacts. Also, geologic repository loading density
and required repository land area are determined by decay heat load of the spent fuel and not
by physical volume. For the GT-MHR, the annual volume of spent fuel would be about ten
times that from a commercial LWR or plutonium disposition LWR, on an equivalent electrical
energy basis, but the required land area for GT-MHR spent fuel would be about one-half that
required for LWR spent fuel. The greater volume of GT-MHR spent fuel is a consequence of

| 14/01.02.00

156/01.04.00

16/01.05.00

010200 Comment Number 14

The cost and schedule analysis was presented in a separate report available
for public review beginning in late July 1996. The Advanced Deep Burn
Reactors Option, including the MHRs, was considered in the screening
process. Notwithstanding the many potential benefits of their use, the
technical immaturity would call for costly and lengthy development and
demonstration efforts to bring them to a viable status. The Screening
Comnmittee decided that the increased Pu burn up offered by this option would
not counterbalance its cost, schedule, or technical risks, and therefore,
climinated this option from further consideration.

0104 00 Comment Number 15

The term “clear and present danger” was used by the NAS in their report on
the potential proliferation of weapons materials and referred to the situation
in Russia and the former Soviet Republics where weapons materials are not
subject to the same strict controls as in the United States. The incentive for
choosing technologies that can disposition U.S. materials on a relatively short
schedule is to provide an equivalent incentive for Russia to also move forward
quickly with disposition.

01 0500 Comment Number 16

The PEIS provides a comparative analysis of the HLW forms in Appendix H.
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to convert the surplus weapons-usable
Pu into a form that meets the Spent Fuel Standard for proliferation resistance.
Existing, proven waste forms are sufficient to meet the needs of the Proposed
Action.
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the Jow powez deasity of the GT- MHR core, which helps 10 provide inherent, meltdown-proof
safety during normal operaty and hypothetical accidents. App imately 83% of the GT-MHR
spent fuel volume is high-purity, nuclear-grade graphite, which by itself would be classified as
low-level waste. The high-level waste is fined to the fuel p and the bulk of this
wasie (99.9%) is contained within the coating layers of the fuel particles. The GT-MHR would
destroy and degrad pons-grade p jum well beyond the commercial LWR spent fuel
standard. The final waste form would be dered per ly resistant to proliferati would
be contained effectively for geologic time periods by the multiple layers of highly corrosion-
resistant ceramic coatings (Refs. 10 through 12), and would be well suited for permanent

disposal in & geologic rep Y- graphite is also highly resistant to corrosion (Ref. 13) and
would serve as an additional protective overpack afier permanent disposal. The long-term
environmental impacts of per disposa! would be significantly reduced, and potential high
consequence s0s would be eliminated, including recovery of spent fuel canisters to obtain
plutonium for weap (i.e., the °p ium mine” issue would be eliminated) and large-scale
radionuclide releases caused by severe climati h and/or i d seismic activity (.c.,

much less retiance would be placed on the geosphere for radionuclide containment). With regard
1o these issves, GT-MHR spent fuel would be a nearly ideal waste form for permanent disposal
(Ref. 14).

In ing reactor technologi for plutoni disposiﬁon.meDOEhudumninedmnthe
commercial LWR “spent fuel standard” was a sufficient end point. The basis for the spent fuel
standard stems from the 1994 NAS study (Ref. 8). The NAS recommended that “options for
Jong-term disposition of weap plutoni shwldmklomeﬂn'spunfudmndﬂd‘-that
is, to make this plutonium roughly as inaccessible for weapons use as the much larger and
growing stock of plutonium in civilian spent fuel.” The NAS and DOE have recognized that high
levels of radiation are the primary barries to diversion of plutonium in spent fuel and that this
barrier decays over time. The NAS stated that “long-term options will be needed 1o reduce the
proliferation risks posed by the entire global stock of plutonium, particularly as the radioactivity
of spent fuel docays,” and that = options for reducing these risks include placement of speat fuel
in geologic repositories, or pursuit of fission options that would bumn existing plutonium stocks
nearly completely.”

Without performing proper analyses, the DOE has determined that geologic disposal of the waste
forms resulting from the alicrnatives evaluated in the Programmatic EIS will provide the
y long-term safeguard In justifying the spent fuel standard, the DOE states in
Reference 7 that, “there is a path forward established by the Nuclear Wasie Policy Act {of 1982)
fofdispoalofspenlfudinlmined, logic reposilory, where geol gic barriers will reduce
the reliance on institutional is.”  This tusion is flawed for the following reasons:

There is no consensus among cxperts that isolation of spent fuel (or immobilized
pl ) in a geologic reposi y would provide adeq long-term safeguards. Itis
important to realize that the NAS study (Ref. 8) makes no judgements and draws no
conclusions regarding safeguards provided by g logic isolation. According to the Yucca
Mountain Total System Performance Assessment (Ref. 15) and 1o the 1995 NAS report

17/12.00.00

120000 Comment Number 17

The Pu waste forms being considered for disposal in an NWPA-HLW
repository meet the Spent Fuel Standard, and therefore, pose no greater
safeguards risk than the disposal of commercial spent nuclear fuel. Further,
these materials are classified as CAT IV E, and will be subject to the same
safeguard requirements as commercial spent nuclear fuel and defense high-
level waste (DHLW).
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(Ref. 9), the eventual loss of institutional controls and human intrusion is considered to
be a credible scenario for assessing long-term performance of a repository.  An
International Atomic Energy Agency (TAEA) advisory group concluded (Ref. 16) that
LWR spent fuel “does not qualify as being irrecoverable at any point prior to, or
following, placement in a geologic formation commonly described as a ‘permanent
repository,” and that safeguards should not be terminated on spent fuel.” In a recent
report (Ref. 17), the U.S. Congress Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) expressed
“concerns about leaving plutonium in a repository that might be mined sometime in the
future for the purpose of making weapons.” This same concern was raised recently by
an American Nuclear Society (ANS) Special Panel on Protection and Management of
Plutonium (Ref. 18). During a presentation at a recent DOE workshop (Ref. 19),
Peterson luded that “geologic repositories will provide attractive sources of fissile
material for nuclear explosives for roughly 200,000 years. These concerns raised
independently by NAS, IAEA, OTA, ANS, and others provide strong justification for
developing a disposal strategy in which fissile materials are destroyed before geologic
disposal, since safeguards and institutional controls cannot be guaranteed for tens of
thousands of years.

Even if it were determined that geologic disposal does provide adequate long-term
safeguards, there is currently no permanent repository for spent fuel, and there is the
distinct possibility that a repository will not be available for many decades, The political
controversy associated with the Yucca Mountain repository project has slowed progress

iderably, After spending more than $2 billion, there has still been no determination

of whether the site is acceptable for disposal of ial spent fuel. In the screening
report (Ref. 7), the DOE acknowledges “the dous cost and time being taken to
evaluste the suitability of Yucca Mountain as a minced geologic high-ievel waste
repository. "

Mixed-oxide (MOX) spent fuel from an plutonium disposition LWR would be
significantly more attractive for diversion than commercial LWR spent fuel, particularly
after the radiation field has decayed to lower levels. According to the 1993 DOE
Plutonium Disposition Study (Ref. 20), a plutonium disposition LWR MOX spent fuel
assembly would contain up to 30 kg of plutoni This is gh plutonium to
manufacture up to 4 weapons. For comparison, a typical commercial LWR spent fuel
assembly would contain - out 3.5 kg of plutonium of similar quality. A GT-MHR spent
fuel element would co'~ 2 less than 0.25 kg of much lower quality plutonium. In
addition to increased di+  “on risks, the high plutonium of plutonium disposition
LWR MOX spent fuc: uld have a negative impact on the design of a spent fuel
canister and repository | ling strategies. Additional processing of MOX spent fuel may
be required to fower the plutonium density.

Another issue associated with unprocessed LWR spent fuel as a permancnt wasic form is poor
long-term containment provided by metal-clad fuel rods within metallic canisters. According
10 the Reference 15 performance assessment, a large fraction of LWR spent fuel would become
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exposed within several hundred to several thousand years because of the expected failure of
Zircaloy cladding and corrosion of metallic canisters, and the only remaining barrier for release
10 the accessible environment would then be the surrounding geologic media. The effectiveness
ofmisbuﬁetfotlonglimeperiodsisunceminmd could be compromised by unfo
events, including climatic changes and i 4 seismic activity. In testimony before the House
Commerce Subcommittee on Energy and Power on June 30, 1995, John Cantlon, Chairman of
the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board (NWTRB), stated that the NWTRB “has repeatedly
urged the DOE to develop a robust, long-lived waste package that will work together with other
engineered barriers and the geology at the site to provide long-term isolation of the radioactive
waste from the accessible environment.” Cantlon stated also that “the use of such wasie

can help improve confidence in the long-term performance of the repository and thus
facilitate licensing of the facility.” Other experts on disposal of high-level radicactive waste
have stated (Ref. 21) that “any strategy of isolation should emphasize the near-field containment
of radionuclides, a function primarily of waste form or ‘waste package’ performance” and that
* strategies that rely solely on long travel times, dispersal, or dilution, implicitly presume release
and movement of radionuclides.” In a recent report (Ref. 22), the NAS concluded that the most
harmful re} of radionuclides from a geologic reposi y could occur well after 10,000 years,
which further underscores the need to provide effective near-field containment of radionuclides
for geologic time peviods. Other potential benefits of superior near-field containment are less
required geological characterization of the candidate repository site and greater likelihood that
a given site would be found acceptable.

Final waste form characteristics (and not just near-term diversion resistance) will determine the

overall schedule for achieving effective dispositi of p F jum disposition using
doep-burn reactors like the GT _MHR could satisfy long-tcrm safeguards requirements without
relying on the availability of a geologic repository or the deter ination that the repository would

provide the needed long-term safeguards. ‘This is a very significant advantage for deep-burn
reactors that has been overlooked during the DOE screening process. GT-MHR spent fuel
would be a highly stable and highly diversion resistant waste form during potentially long-term
storage and afier permanent disposal. If future gencrations could respond 1o the DOE
questionnaire, they would undoubtedty rate final waste form characteristics as the most imporiant
criterion for cvaluating high-level radioactive waste forms, including those generated from
disposition of surplus plutonium.

Final waste form characteristics and long-term environmental impacts should be given a high

priority and careful fuation when g technologies for plutonium disposition.
Advanced ies that produce clearly superior per waste forms and have the

to eliminate long-term, high q envi ] impact scenarios should be
evaluated as past of the Prog ic EIS, particularly if the schedules for impl ing thesc

technologies are not significantly longer than those for more established technologies and if the
potential for strong international coliaboration exists. The GT-MHR would clearly meet these
conditions.

16/01.05.00
cont.
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U of Borositicate G irifcas

The vitrification alternative proposed in the draft PEIS would involve manufacturing borosilicate
glass logs containing plutonium and high-level waste. Recent evaluations have raised significant
issues that may preclude borosilicate glass 23 a host phase for immobilization of plutonium.
These issues include potentially poor long-term durability in a geologic repoitory and Jong term
irvadiation effects. These issues received considerable attention during a recent DOE Plutonium
Stabilization and Immobilization Workshop in Washington, DC (December 12-14, 1995). Since
weapons grade plutonium consists mostly of the fissile isotope plutonium-239, with a haif-life
of about 24,000 years, the time over which the waste remains highly radiotoxic would Likely
exceed the expected lifetime of the glass. Scientists at Argonne National Laboratory have been
developing a more durable glass for plutonium immobilization (Ref, 23).

DOE should acknowledge the p ial problems with borosilicate glass and evaluate altemative
glass forms during preparation of the EIS.

Viability of EJ ieal T

According to the draft Programmatic EIS, the DOE will consider clectrometallurgical treatment
as an option for plutonium disposition. El Hlurgical was derived from
pyvop ing technology developed for rep ing liquid metal reactor spent fuel. In its
1995 report (Ref. 9), the NAS evaluated pyroprocessing as an option for plutonium disposition.
The NAS determined that pryrop ing has several disadvantages that “effecti ly rule it out
a3 a serious competitor for the near-term plutonium di positi ission.™ The NAS raised
concermns with regard to the maturity of the technology, the size of the facility required to

pl dispositi ission, and suitability of the final waste form for permanent disposal.
In light of this evaluation by the NAS, the DOE should provide stronger justification for

inuing o eval } Jlurgical tr as a viable option for plutonium disposition.

Coated particles were once considered by the DOE 2s an altemative waste form for
immobilization of high-level waste, and research programs were conducted at Pacific Northwest
Laboratory and Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) in the early 1980s (e.g., Refs. 10
through 12). The feasibility of coating high-level waste was established at ORNL, and coated
particles were judged to have by far the best performance p ial of the candid I ive
waste forms. DOE should evaluate the coated-particle waste form for plutonium immobilization
as part of the EIS process,

Ea ¥ {the CANDU Reactor Oui

While the Programmatic EIS discusses a full spectrum of environmental impacts of using an
existing light water reactor for plutonium disposition, several of the similar environmental
impacts for use of existing CANDU reactors (such as those at the Ontario Hydro Bruce-A

18/05.01.08

18/05.01.08
cont.

19/05.03.08

20/14.00.00

0501 08 Comment Number 18

Alternative forms were evaluated before issuing the Draft PEIS. These
results are reported in the document (available in DOE Public Reading
Rooms): Screening of Alternative Immobilization Candidates for
Disposition of Surplus Fissile Materials, February 9, 1996 (UCRL-ID
118819 [L-20790-1]).

0503 08 Comment Number 19

Electrometallurgical Treatment was considered a reasonable alternative after
completion of the screening process and scoping for the PEIS. The National
Research Council recommended successful demonstration of the
electrometallurgical treatment process prior to implementation. Upon making
the decision on disposition technologies, DOE will demonstrate these
technologies.

14 00 00 Comment Number 20

During the screening of alternatives for inclusion in the PEIS, various
immobilization forms were considered. The decision was made to include
immobilization in ceramic and glass forms. The specific ceramic form was
not identified. Research and development (R&D) is both on-going and
planned to support the disposition alternative(s), which would include pilot
facilities for processes (such as ceramic coated particles) and materials, 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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Nuclear Generating Station, located on Lake Huron about 300 km (186 miles) northeast of
Detroit) are listed in the document as not applicable. E ples include normal radiological
impacts, hazardous chemical impacts, and facility accid The Prog ic EIS limits its

Juation of the envir 1 impacts from these for all alternatives to a radius of 80
km (50 miles) from the site boundary. The basis for limiting the evaluation to this radius is not
p d. Itis thy, h , that no such limit is placed upon the evaluation of the
environmental impacts from these sources in other Prog! tic Envi ! Impact
Statements such as the Programmatic EIS for Tritium Supply and Recycle.

In effect, DOE has d that the envi | from these for the CANDU

reactor option somehow stop at the U.S./Canadian border and do not affect U.S. citizens living
near the plant. This is obviously unrealistic, and DOE should include a full assessment of the 21/06.05.08
environmenta! impacts of the CANDU reactor option in the final Programmatic EIS.

06 05 08 Comment Number 21

The environmental impacts in foreign nations are not addressed under NEPA.
However, if the CANDU Reactor Alternative was selected, an assessment of
environmental impacts would be accomplished pursuant to Canadian Federal
and Provincial law. Further, the ROI used consistently for analysis of this
PEIS for sites and technology, includes an 80-kilometer (km) (50-mile [mi])
radius. The distance from the U.S. border to the Bruce-A-Generating Station
is greater than the distance for analysis.

sasuodsay pun

SIUAWNI0(F IUIWWO))



09¢-¢

(2) A.J. Neylan letter to Howard R. Canter, *Programmatic EIS Screening Results,* GA/DOE-
068-95, June 6, 1995

(3) MHTGR Plutonium Consumption Study Phasc Il Exiension FY95 Final Report, GA/DOE-
114-95, November 16, 1995

@) AJ. Neyhn letter 0 Gregory P. Rudy and Eldon W. Joersz, *Multipurpose Reactor
Evaluations,” GA/DOE-017-96, February 12, 1996

GENERAL ATOMICS, SAN DIEGO, CA, ;’ 5(9
A. J. NEYLAN § o§
PAGE 36 OF 39 % a
)

]

5 Q

]

a8

References § 'g

(1) R.M. Forssell letter to Howard R. Canier, *Scope for Environmental Impact Statement for v g

m'rum Swrage and Disposmon of Weapons-Useable Fissile Material:  Plutonium E."‘\

* GA/DOE-035-95, February 10, 1995 G s

)

§

Q

3

9

S

n

b-

&

(5) Eidon W. Joersz letter to A.J. Neylan, April 12, 1996

(6) AJ. Neylan lenter 10 Stephen M. Sohinki, “Comments on the Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Tritium Supply and Recycling,* GA/DOE-061-95, May 12,
1995

(7) “Summary Report of the Screening Process to Determine Reasonable Alternatives for Long-
Term Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials, DOE/MD-0002, U.S.
Department of Energy, Washington, DC, March 1995.

(8) Manag and Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium, National Academy of Sci
National Academy Press, Washington, DC, 1994,

9) Manag and Disposition of Excess W Plutonium, R Reluted Options,
National Academy of Sci Ni | Academy Prm Washington, DC, 1995.

(lO) W. Lutze and R.C. Ewing, Eds., i Elsevier

Radioactive Waste Forms for the Future,
Publishing Company, New York NY, 1988 (sce Ch. 10, “Novel Waste Forms™).

(11) T.D. Guiden, O.D. Erlandson, J.L. Kaae, and W.J. Kovacs, “Evaluation of Coated
Particle Waste Forms,” in The Treatment and Handling of Radicactive Wastes, A.G. Blasewitz,
J.M. Davis, and M.R. Smith, Eds., Battelle Press, Columbus, OH, pp. 336-340, 1983,

(12) D.P. Stinton, P. Angelini, A.J. Caputo, and W.J. Lackey, “Coating of Crystalline Nuclear
Waste Forms to Improve Inertness, ™ Journal of the American Ceramic Society, Vol. 65, No. 8,
pp. 394-398, 1982.

(13) W.I. Gray, “A Study of the Oxidation of Graphite in Liquid Water for Radioactive Storage
Applications,” Radloactive Waste Management and the Nuclear Fuel Cycle, Vol. 3, No. 2, pp.




197¢

GENERAL ATOMICS, SAN DIEGO, CA,
A. J. NEYLAN
PAGE 37 OF 39

137-149, 1982.

(14) M.B. Richards, D. Alberstein, and A.J. Neylan, «pC-MHR Spent Fuel - An Ideal Waste
Form for Permanent Disposal, Proceedings of the 4th International Conference on Nuclear
Engineering, Vol 5, pp. 1-4, American Society of Mechanical Engineers, New York, NY,
March 1996.

(15) “Total Sysiem Performance Assessment for Yucca Mountain - SNL Second lteration
(TSPA-1993),” Sandia National Laboratories Report SAND93-2675, Albuquerque, NM, April
1994.

(16) G. Linsley and A. Fattah, “The Interface B Nucl feguards and Radi tive
Wastc Disposal: Emerging Issues,” JAEA Bulletin, Vol. 36, No. 2, pp. 22-26, 1994.

(17) Technical Options for the Advanced Liquid Metal Reactor - Background Paper, u.s.
Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, OTA-BP-ENV-126, Washington, DC, u.s.
Govemnment Printing Office, 1994.

(18) Special Report on the Protection and Manag of Pluronium, American Nuclear .
Society, La Grange Park, IL, 1995.

(19 P.F. Peterson, “Long-Term Retrievability and Safeguards for Immobilized Weapons
Plutosium in Geologic Storage,” presented at the U.S. Depantment of Energy Plutonium
Stabilization and Immobilization Workshop, December 12-14, 1995, Washington, DC.

(20) “U.S. Depar t of Energy Plutoni Disposition Study,” T hnical Review C
Report, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, DC, July 1993,

(1) R.C. Ewing and W, Luze, “N ials Sci of Radioactive Waste Forms,” MRS
Bulletin, Vol. X1X, No. 12, pp- 16-18, 1994,

Technical Basis for Yucca In Standards, National Academy of Sci

22)
Academy Press, Washington, DC, 1995.

(23) "Argonne Glassmakers Tout Plutonium Storage Poasibilities,” The Energy Daily, Vol. 24,
No.7, March 11, 1996.

sasuodsay puv

SIUWNDIO(T JIUWWO))

N



29C-¢

nw

GENERAL ATOMICS, SAN DIEGO, CA, & §
A. J. NEYLAN =8
PAGE 38 OF 39 <.
8 3

§ aQu

g ¥

“ gy

38

S R

i A n ~

e [ o froent el s | cou | e | Pubke | [canrs S S

v 124 78) 104 101 3§ 4 4 42 49 m Q
Moderate 18 :n 3 4 [ 4% [ 88 39 = ~
oot A §

<

|Dlsposltlon Criteria Importance Ratings| S

n

140 ' {150 Questionnelres Retumed) B v oo S

120 DMod‘lnlo gN'

100 Mo Inysortand A

[ ] Insppeopriate

| I\.lLILﬂ.Ml fﬁllg.

-~
=3

~
o

T

PIQURE 1 (FROM DOB/ND-0002)




GENERAL ATOMICS, SAN DIEGO, CA,
A. J. NEYLAN
PAGE 39 OF 39

Thatt 7 |Rewteval 4T Inernatt| Pubtc /|4
Aagc |Dvermon| Peuse | Viscumy €StH | Cost | Time |y prncal insutut1 | Beneths
] ] i2 12 9 3 7 [ | | R B
2 3 14 20 2 s 5
a 1 22 27 ¢ a [ 3
T o [ 2| 3 [] El 1 7
H 10 0 2 7 [ [ 11 2 1
] 18 5 i 2 [ [ 0 1 -
1 11 4 29| 1 [
[] [] 1] 19) [\ 1 _
[] 18 [} 11 7 [ 4

[Disposition Criteria Rankings| S

Lk adadi
é}i%ii VR oA

o w

g; @

PIGURE 3 (¥RoM DOR/MD=-0002)

£€97-¢

(‘\

Q

3
s A
3 2
= &
o O
“w O
o B
Q3
ac\
® E-
Y U




APOH ung
srem vuh

95150380081 O XV £q 4 3q [Ii4 FO 3P 0 BUIWMOd
mo jo renmuswen ‘g, kepy Aepson] uo pouad Juaawod AP Jo sop Ap 0 anQg

LS3¥536 (80%) XV4
FILI-ST6 (80%)
ST156 VD *asof ueg
2O0WAY Jown) gL

AINIO
‘lure 1alosg

YAPYT prempy
o A T At 4
Amu] unog

wnwonid
oty een sunduam o LONEOdP S 01 PNSINI NUSMWO) Prydsie o1t 1o Te Sresly

0061 AreiLqag pawp ‘AeEMwN i sjqeensucdssp jo uonpodag st s0)
g ndw) pug op 18014 Yrsq 9p B0 nuswwo) 28iqng

'98L6920003 D ‘uorfuryrem

&N
E
o
4
by
w. 9863 209 '0°d
3 uopsodng sreLRT FWL JO GO
% A Ai>uy jo wsunred>q ‘g N
® & 9661 '9 Ael
A, SELSE ¥ WO wig Wiy MAATS01
M .l.a ) 2 v o2y
g 5
S
S
Qg
< Q
S o
M = S 40 1 30Vvd
%N HOITYHY @avmayg VS
N ‘ ‘ ‘ 'S
nvuo. FU V) “d4SOf NVS ‘ANVAINO)D OILLOATH TVHINTD ..._J



§9T¢

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, SAN Josk, CA,
EDWARD EHRLICH
PAGE 2 OF §

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft

Progr atic Enviro tal Impact Statement
(February 1996
DOE/EIS-0229-D
Comments
Volume/Section/Page C

Summary-Abstract/ msmmmmhﬂon.ﬁmthcdispoﬁﬁonofwupom

compared to 57 usable Pu is necessary, is in conflict with a no sction aliemative.
Considering the continuing threst of diversion of Russia’s weapons
nubkplmﬂiun\.lm-tumblhmﬂ,uﬁlbkhdispo:iﬂonmmm
wouldlppeuwbelhighlymmyncﬁvitynddmcfmanoncﬁm
alternarive which would neglect the “clear and present danger”
situation, should be entirely unacceptable. The PEIS also fails to
adeqm&elyaddmnl)ﬂnmofmencywlﬁchlhouldbeevdwed
by the retiable timeliness of cach at jve and 2) the cavironmental
ﬁskwhichlnucleumrwdmwdivetwdmuﬁdwouldmpnsem
Further delay in embarking ona p ical disposition program and
failure of the :hnsudm&ﬁvummﬁablyﬁﬂﬁﬂtbemissionwould
enable and enhance that threat.

The PEIS describes internationsl cooperation as PEIS criteria but fails
to give appropriate credibility to the furthering of international
cooperation which bilateral reactor based programs in both the U.S. and
Russis would provide. Ithas been publicly suggested by DOE
personnel that the disposition programs in cach country could be
different, however a vitrification program which would leave the

capons usable Pu unchanged and readily ble by the industrial
infrastructures available in either the U.S. or Russia, cannot be crediblc
10 cither side. Equivalent programs in the two countries for the large
quantities of pit Plutoniun must cont in an el of irreversibility
which only the L WR option offers.

Summary S -$

The PEIS fails to givnppmpdmaedhmderboth its timeliness and
cost critezia of the industrial reliabitity and predictability of the existiog
LWR option; especially as compared 10 1) the uncertaintics in the R&D
required for other options, 2) the technical, cost, and schedule
uncertainties inherent in the prototype sage of other options, and 3) in
the reliability and cost inties of the mission production stage of

the other options being considered.

1/08.03.01

2/01.00.00

| 3/01.03.00

4/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

Analyses of the No Action Alternative are 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 nonsurplus
weapons-usable fissile materials and for surplus Pu pending disposition, since
the disposition process would take time. The intent is to conduct the
disposition process until all surplus Pu materials are taken care of.

01 00 00 Comment Number 2

Timeliness is one of the criteria used in the screening process for selecting
reasonable alternatives to be analyzed in the PEIS. The endpoint for each
disposition alternative is to convert the surplus Pu into a proliferation-
resistant form that meets the Spent Fuel Standard, as described in the PEIS.

010300 Comment Number 3

As described in the PEIS, the endpoint for all disposition alternatives is (0
convert the surplus Puinto a proliferation-resistant form that meets the Spent
Fuel Standard. Vitrification of Pu can meet this Standard since the Pu would
be as unattractive and inaccessible as that in spent nuclear fuel. The United
States and Russia currently have a joint program to assess the feasibility of all
the reasonable disposition alternatives, including the use of Pu in LWRs.

08 03 01 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Existing LWR Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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Summary/Resctor  The statement “a dedicated facility would have to be built at a U.S. site
Category/S-15 to implement the reactor altemnative™ (MOX fuel fabrication facility) is
considered somewhat misleading. MOX fabrication capabilities exist
in Europe and could support the reactor alternative. The PEIS explains
European capabilities in later sections and details the need fora U S.
capability. However, this parsgraph is considered i as written.
[t may be prudent for policy reasons to proceed with 8 MOX facility in
the U.S. to assure a reliable, proliferation independent MOX fuel
supply for a U.S. LWR program, but the decision w build MOX
facility in the U.S. is more a political decision than one fully
itated by the technology, logistics or the available infrastructure.

5/06.01.09

Summary/Existing  The first paragraph in this section states that a minimum of four (4)
Light Water Reactor  BWRs would be required for a Pu throughput of 2-3 vyr, With
Alternative/S-15 optimized fuel and fuel cycle designs recently divulged to the DOE,
this throughput can be achicved with two (2) existing BWRs utilizing
ﬁdlMOXeomorud!hthm(S)mmngBWRs\mhmgam;hPu
hput (no bl in the MOX fuel rods) design. The
PEIS nmelmess and technological viability criteria should also
consider that BWRs can operate with up to a full MOX core
configuration without changes to the plant design, equipment, systems,
or fuel bundie mechanical configuration, The capability for operation
with MOX is achicved entirely through the design of the fuel pellet and
core nuclear design  Systems operations and core and fuel bundle
mechanical designs all remain unchanged. MOX cores for BWRs can
also be designed within the operating envelope of the current UO; fuel

design licensing criteria which sustains the existing margin to the
lxcensmgbmsdemhmmforamﬁnlbmdlcddm These

iderations enable li ng of MOX fuel designs for BWRs and
licensing of BWR plants for opermon\vnhMOXfuzltobe
implemented as straightforward, low technical risk activities. This
approach has been the basis for MOX fuel designs and MOX fuel
operation in BWRs since the onsct of GE's Pu disposition evaluations.
Modifications of mechanical, chemical, and control systems of

ized water reactors (PWRs) were required in order to transition
from UO3 fuel 1o even the nominal 1/3 MOX core operating schemes
being used in France. Where more challenging MOX operating cycles
are being considered, PWR plants will require even further
modifications and changes 10 reactor control and operating systetns.
DOE should NOT confuse the PWR requirement for control rod

6/01.05.00

7/06.02.09

sdditions and soluble boron reactivity control systems changes as being
applicable to BWRS as there are no such requirements for BWRs.

06 0109 Comment Number 5

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 which 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.

01 0500 Comment Number 6

The Technical Summary Report for disposition, made available to the public
in July 1996, recognizes the fact that full MOX cores could be utilized for Pu
disposition. The Final PEIS and Summary have been revised to incorporate
this information.

06 02 09 Comment Number 7

The Technical Summary Report for disposition, made available to the public
in July 1996, recognizes this information.
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Summary/Attachment In the Existing Light Water Reactors Alternative (per single unit)
B/S-153 oohmnunanamMmgmt.ithm&nuclmM
g ion would i spproximately 23 ¢ for BWRs. if the BWR
operating cycles and cofe management/outage philosophies are not
chuedwithlbeimodwﬁonofMOXﬁtLthmmof spent fuel
rated should not &

Vol. V1.2, 6th para/ Wtwmid«tbesumdthAShsidmﬁﬁedxmd
1-5 disposiﬁonop\iommbenﬁsludina. The NAS report states that the

fuel option) nd vitification. The third option, burial in decp

wwuintymmdiumzYthmimy,memnﬁnﬁu

herefore the prog! hedule, cost, and technical risks of the decp
boreholcopﬁmwwldmmwnnhthnopﬂonnouaediblenm
relisble near term option.

Vol. I/Table 2.4.5.1-
12123

The column “minimum 4 BWR" is incorrect (see similar comment
above). The GE ABWRis not listed in the “Evolutionary Resctor
Types™. lnfommimonlbeABWRispmvibthEDO—lBSl and

United States.

“two most p are fabrication and use as fucl (spent

iated with deep borebol burial might be even more uncertain and

8/09.11.08

mummwymmm«mm 9/01.04.00

the ABWR should be available a3 xn evolutionary resctor option. 10/06.02.09
Vol. 1/2.4.52, Facility Again, “four BWRs" should be changed to “three BWRs" for partial
Operations2-126  MOX cores of “two BWRs™ for full MOX designs.
Vol. /Table 2.4.52-  Given the same fuel cycles as for LEU fuel, MOX cores should not
12-129 generste additional spent fuel asseroblies (as compared to typical LEU
cores).
Vol UTable 2.5-2a/ M core management philosophy is unchanged, spent nuclear fuel
2-255 g jon would NOT i by the 23 ¢ for BWRs. DOE'’s 8/09.11.08
assertion does not appear justified. T
cont.
Vol. 1/4.3.5.2.10, 3d DOE app incorrect in huding that the ber of disct d
para./4-692 fuel bundles is higher for s MOX core than the typical LEU core. This
para; raises the concern of increased waske and swrage
for MOX fueled that can be dered neither
sccurate por justified.
Vol.II/4.3.5.5/4-769  This paragraph might infer that there are CANDU reactors within the 11/16.00.00

09 11 08 Comment Number 8

MOX fuel used in the Existing LWR would remain in the reactor until
sufficient burnup is achieved to meet the Spent Fuel Standard. This would be
shorter than conventional uranium fuel cycles which remain in the reactor to
achieve full economic value. MOX fuel will be withdrawn before full burnup
is achieved and therefore more spent fuel will be generated. This assumption
was used in order to bound the impacts for spent fuel generation and storage.
It also would dispose of the excess weapons-usable fissile materials as
quickly as possible. If the core management philosophy is different from the
assumption used in the PEIS, as noted by the commentor, the resultant
environmental impacts would be less. The facility operations section of
Chapter 2 of the Final PEIS for the Reactor Alternatives acknowledges that
there would be a range in the amount of MOX throughput dependant upon the
reactor types and fuel management.

01 04 00 Comment Number 9

Comment noted.

06 02 09 Comment Number 10

The PEIS has been changed to reflect that 3 to 5 LWRs would be required to
accomplish the mission in approximately 25 years and starting up in 10 to 12
years. The Technical Summary Report issued by DOE in July 1996 provides
more details.

16 00 00 Comment Number 11

Comment noted. Text was changed to improve clarity.
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GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, SAN JOSE, CA,

EDWARD EHRLICH
PAGES5 OF 5
Vol NVH4/H-7 The GE Advanced Boiling Water Reactor it desi for MOX fuels,
° e e oag Wi Reacior s dutgoed ot MOX fue ‘ 12/06.04.08
discussion in Section H.5 inchudes all three LWR options.
Vol. IVHA.1/H-7  Dependent upon the DOE decision to pursue partial or full MOX cores, 10/06.02.09
less than four (4) BWRs can accommodate this mission. cont.
Vol. U/H.4.3/H-8 lhv:f;f:m referenced in the paragraphs on criticality and thermal are ’ 13/16.00.00
Vol. IIVApp. N, 4th  This i i i 'WR fuel designs
ol mA%-l 4 ul:mp.mm::mn uzl designs also use | 14/06.00.08

06 04 08 Comment Number 12

Section H.4 addresses the existing and partially completed LWRs and
Section H.5 addresses the existing, partially completed, and evolutionary
LWRs. The General Electric (GE) evolutionary LWR was not addressed in the
PEIS but would give comparable results. Additional analyses on the spent
nuclear fuel disposition would be completed if the Evolutionary LWR
Alternative is selected.

16 00 00 Comment Number 13

The commentor is correct. The figures referenced in Appendix H were
changed for the Final PEIS. A consistency check was performed on the Final
PEIS as a part of the Quality Assurance Procedure,

06 00 08 Comment Number 14
The paragraph in Appendix N has been revised in the Final PEIS for clarity.
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GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY, NUCLEAR ENGINEERING
PROGRAM, ATLANTA, GA, W. M. STACEY AND J. A. FAVORITE

PAGE1OF3

A PROPOSAL FOR
PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION*

W.M. STACEY
J.A. FAVORITE
NUCLEAR ENGINEERING PROGRAM
GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
APRIL, 1996

PROCESS WEAPONS-GRADE PLUTONIUM IN A
VOLUMETRIC NEUTRON IRRADIATION FACILITY
TO BUILD UP HIGHER ACTINIDES AND FISSION
PRODUCTS SUFFICIENT TO DETER DIVERSION OR
THEFT FOR WEAPONS PRODUCTION

STORE THE IRRADIATED PLUTONIUM FOR
EVENTUAL USE AS A FUEL IN COMMERCIAL
NUCLEAR REACTORS

+ BASED ON A DESIGN STUDY PERFORMED BY A GEORGIA TECH NE&HP
DESIGN TEAM AND PUBLISHED IN FUSION TECHNOLOGY, 27, 326, 1995.

1/14.00.00

2/08.03.01

14 00 00 Comment Number 1

A fusion-induced neutron flux would not be available until 2015 as described
in the comment. This timeframe would not be consistent with the purpose of
and need for disposition of Pu to reduce proliferation. In addition, this
technology is immature compared to existing fission reactor technology.
Several other new reactor technologies were eliminated for similar reasons,
as described in Chapter 2 of the PEIS.

08 0301 Comment Number 2

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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GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY, NUCLEAR ENGINEERING
PROGRAM, ATLANTA, GA, W. M. STACEY AND J. A. FAVORITE
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A TRANSMUTATION FACILITY FOR
WEAPONS-GRADE PLUTONIUM J— ,

DISPOSITION BASED ON A TOKAMAK 2™
FUSION NEUTRON SOURCE

W. M. STACEY, B. L. PILGER, J. A. MOWREY, D. C. NORRIS.

M. DIETSCHE, E. A. HOFFMAN, B. A. ABICHEDID,

A. W. ANTHONY, M. S. AYRES, T. P. BELFLOWER, 1. D. BOHNER,
§. F. CAPUTLU, H. M. COWARD, H. M. DILLER, J. A. FAVORITE.
P. T. FEIR, J. S. GUSTAFSON, N. L. JENKINS, T. L. JOHNSTON,
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Comments on DRAFT Programmatic Environmental impact Statement for
the Storage and Disposition of Weapons Useable Fissile Materials

{Comments apply to the storage and disposition of P pl jum.)

m&lsmwhkem-wwmmmnwmuwmmnwnmm
mmmumwmmm program. Thatis
the riak and mddmdmmﬂMdemmbbmaefhlmm
Russian stockphe.

1/01.06.00

Pwmuﬂwwhwablshabmmmymdmreﬁabbphyﬂw-mm
whkushnmonmmbbmmnﬁdypwmm-ddacﬁvnm
with uncertain resufts.

MmApﬂlSJMCSleonmhwmmDCd\dndby Dr. James
swwm.mxwﬁmammmmmemmmmmmnn
Russia included:

- threet is escalating,

-m.mmmumm-mmn

- miiitary controls lessening

- finances ars short

- trafficking trend is upward

- the threst outpacing securlty aven with U.S. financial help

- smuggling routes are numerous, shifting through the Caucasus, Europe.

Central Asia

-Ruuhnavm!uﬂahnbmdwdm-.dmmmdpmr.gmd.

officiats/miitary

commupt

- CcOur are expensi - & need 1o secure st the source
-mmummmmwmmmmmo
.mmhmw-mmmm.wmm
risks abound, capabilties limhed.

mewmm;
- sustsined funding and fong term vision

- instituional messures
-MMWWMMMM)

- the U.S. needs development of an indigenous culture in the
mmum-mthLunmmnpmm

At the forum, m.mmmmmmuhmmwm
borrb-mmm"mmﬂalt). Hoeuﬂmdmmmonbwmdﬁm.

0106 00

The purpose of the Proposed Action is, in part, to establish the technical and
program infrastructure that will enable the United States to take unilateral
action or negotiate reciprocal actions with other nations for the disposition of
surplus weapons-usable Pu. This PEIS addresses the environmental impacts
of the reasonable alternatives for DOE’s Proposed Action. Analyses of the
cost, schedule, technical, and Nonproliferation Policy impacts are described
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 July 1996. The nonproliferation analysis was made available to
the public beginning in October 1996. DOE also conducted a series of public
meetings, prior to the issuance of the Final PEIS, to discuss the analysis of the
Nonproliferation Policy as it relates to the Proposed Action and alternatives.

Comment Number 1

sasuodsay puv
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PAGE30r 8

Comments on DRAFT Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
the Storage and Disposition of Weapons Useabls Flssile Materials

{Comments apply to the storage and disposition of excess weapons plutonium.)
Timalincas. Reliablity, Costs -Risk Effectiveness

mmsmmummwmmmeuumdmmmhmmm
mwnmmmmmmmmmmmm. Thatis
hrhk.\dhmddhdhtmwmdmdmmbbmwmmc
Russian stockple.

mbmu.mmwmmmuuwmy

Programs
over the Russian weapon materials are potentinfly plecemes! and band-aid activities
with uncertain results.

AthdeWGCSISfoMnhthWDCdulndby Dr. James
Schiesinger, some key findings with respect to the threst of nuclear matertal in
Russia inciuded:

- threat is escalating,

- desperste, comupt insilers are a serious threat

- miiltary controls lessening

- finances are short

- trafficking trend is upward

- the threat outpacing security improvements, even with U.S. financial help

- smuggling routes are numerous, shifting through the Caucasys, Europe,

Central Asia

- Russian organized crime is involved now - & dangerous mix of power, greed,

corrupt officials/military

- ures are expensive - a need to secure at the source

- protection st source paramount, but post-theft measures needed also

-nmﬂzaﬂonhwmﬂopﬁon-mnemdumdm.pomjal-ndufﬂy

risks abound, capabiities limited.

Recommendations by the task force inciuded:
- sustained funding and iong term vision
- institutional measures
- biiateral safeguards (for material removed from warheads)
- the U.S. neads development of an indigenous safeguards cutture In the
former Soviet Union - not brought in from Los Alamos and put there

At the forum, Mr. Graham Allison urged that focus should be the "loose nukes” (the
bomb-making nuclear matsrials). He concluded we are lving on borrowed time,
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PAGE4 OF 8
08 03 01 Comment Number 2
Recqrd of Decision. Therefore these cost differentials between options under ‘
e mmm‘” be e aningles ,:"’;:o‘:'“"“"w ::f;'h”:,:x';:‘im;"d The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
effective, reliable and timely solution available the desirable option. An overriding cost- | g 3 ()¢ Existing LWR Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile
boneﬂt.dnnmeofﬂvehghtwmmdmopﬂmhlumunneoﬂnthehmtm M- . . . . .
national security could be refiably and effectively addressed in the short time frame materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
intended, and the light water reactor option should therefore merit DOE support, and H : : H : S
given eratiors. other widespread public and poltical support. studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
Recognizing this, the National Academy of Sclences urged that costs shouk! notbe a
mwwhmmvﬂmmmdmmpmﬁmwm-mwmﬂablo
response should be primary. 08 03 00 Comment Number 3
The envh:mz':l impact ofut mnﬁo nuclear devics even if only hidden or if " The time required to implement and complete the Proposed Action under
e A e tvial mowes being B B T O eereroration n the cach of the alternatives is included in this PEIS. A detailed schedule,
Eﬁ-:&:";ﬂ" bihribeboiva device by & sub-national terrorist group reliability, and cost information have been included in a separate Technical
Summary Report. Information on environmental impacts in this PEIS along
Tknelneu.mﬂaNRy.nndeosHisanmdonolwlobonhnthOE’s . - : - - -
D narion. Since cafy 1994 and agen since then, the National Acaderty of  3/08.03.00 with technical, cost and schedule information in the Technical Summary
Sciences has sirongly urged the DOE to expedite the disposition activity. They Reports, and other information will be provided to the decisionmaker.
recognize the “clear and present danger” of diverpencs or “breakout” of Russian
nuciear material.
DOE's actions to-date do not reflect the sense of urgency or timeliness in implementing | 4/01.00.00 01 00 00 Comment Number 4
a meaningful disposition program as recommended by the National Academy. Since
1993, m’i’;ﬂ""" been d‘m’;:'“‘"“;"d then w";"i:"e"’a and time and The schedule analysis, along with the cost, technical, and Nonproliferation
technical value and with high technical, u;:rm and s«mdulo mlekt'l T;‘w"P‘:ISg;re\thOD Policy analyses on the Proposed Action and reasonable alternatives, is
orginally advertised by DOE a3 intanded for expedited complefion 'n - 1520, 783 ted in separate documents to support the DOE’s ROD. The documents
" been underfunded and most (ikely, intentionally detayed until after the presidential presen p supp: -
elactions, Even now, resources are being committed or used by DOE on prototype related to technical, cost, and schedule analyses were available for public
edwied.kabsvm}chemldhavemﬂemlmpadonaecelemmgnman@gful . beginni in July 1996. Th i . lysi d
disposttion effart but which appear to be undurtaken to wmnopponun:ym review beginning in July . The nonproliferation analysis was made
mgwbmbogmchimdmm.whfymﬁlﬂ'mrpo | purposes in an : : L : H :
B e WEIS sponds yoars and miliona of dolare considering endangered available to the public beginning in October 1996. The ROD is expected in
wikdife species and the minute distinctions of potential economic discrimination late 1996.
between the various options. DOE would be better to consider the impact of the delay
and underfunding that has occurred in the disposition program on the economic 5/08.00.00
Mnkuﬂonlhatmhboﬁluﬂlhedimmdmyma)upopuhﬂonmmww 0 00 C N 5
by & terrorist nuclear device, and afso the risk that the cilizens of that target location 8 00 omment Number
could become another endangerad species. c d
omment noted.
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GERRELLS, ELSWORTH, SAN JOSE, CA
PAGES5 OF 8§

DOE's technical staff clearly and very early identified 8 dual track approach of (1)
converting the bulk of the excess weapons useable Pu materials to mixed oxide fus!
and disposttioning it in axisting LWRs, and 2) devsloping some form of vitrification
technology for encapsulating smaller quantities of low level Pu from waste steams and
scrape Pu that are not suitable for LWR fuel. These are the best available mix of
technology and industrialty reliable capabllities.

DQE funding should be directed toward accelerating the LWR option which addresses
the bulk and weapons useable materis! whils also sustaining a lower level of vitrification
activities to addresa the smaller quantity and less-usesbie, and therefore less
threatening, Pu wastes.

Consideration of Vitrification as a single soiution for all U.S. excess material does not
reprasant a credible of refiable and unrecoverable option. There are serious
environmental and nuclear criticallly uncertainties associated with the vitrification of
large quantities of fissionable material.

There are also so may developmental uncertsinties and production reliability concems
with sR vitrification options such that the risk of it never providing a reliable butk
conversion option are very great. The vitrification options are considered experimental
sven by those who advocate thelr development. Thers is significant risk ki the cost and
schedule and successful resolution of technical issues even in an R&D phase in
bringing thosa options to @ prototype state. The coata, schedule and program risks are
oven greater when the prototype technoiogy needs to be expanded and relied upon for
the production disposition mission. If the eventually industrial rekability might be only
35-80 % , would it be viable ? Can DOE truly expect to estimate what the O&M costs
of production are for a vitrification program ?

Furthermore, DOE's own sclentists at LANL have published that recovery of Pu from
vitrified forms is & simple chemical process and easily achievable. This makes
vitrification less of a barrier than the LWR spent fusl option and also must have less
credibility for encouraging a reciprocsl bilaters] program with Russia for that same
reason. Tharefors, the buk of the weapons ussble matetial should be dispositioned
by the LWR option which is the only option that achleves an isotopic change of
weapons ussge forms of plutonium and increases the undesirable Pu 240 content and
reduces overall the amount of Pu by about 1/3 in & once through cycle.

Emliferstion and Technology issues

At'a guest fecture tour through the U.S. in April ‘96 by a noted expert on Plutonium,
Prof. Wolfgang Stoll of Germany; Professor Stoll offered a foreign view of UU.S. non-
profiferation tactics.

Prof. Stoll offered that the U_S. is undermining its ability to achieve s timely disposition
program for weapons usable materials If it rejects MOX fuel technology as a means of

6/08.03.01

7/08.03.01

8/05.01.08

6/08.03.01
cont.

080301 Comment Number 6

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
implementation of both the Reactor and Immobilization Alternatives.
Decisions on disposition will be made based upon environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
mput.

080301 Comment Number 7

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.

0501 08 Comment Number 8

Further information on the technical viability, schedule, and costs of the
Immobilization Alternatives is provided in the Technical Summary Report

and related Immobilization Alternative Summary Reports published in July
1996.
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GERRELLS, ELSWORTH, SAN JOSE, CA
PAGE 6 OF 8

dispositioning weapons materials. There is reluctance by some to proceed with
dbposmonofwelpommwwwqh‘ ing of MOX b of misinformed
expectation by anti-nuclear idsalists that if the U.S. does not use the technology, then it
will siso not be used by others for commercial purposes. Prof. Stok assured his
American audiencs that other nations are siready far shead of the U.S. in MOX fuel
technology, commercial use, and sxperience with it. and that they wili continue to
pursue and use that technology to meet their spent fuel disposal and long term energy
independence commitments and plans in safeguarded and proliferation resistant
programs.

In fact, by not participating In MOX technology, the U.S. is abandoning its
technological leadership to others and will ceass 1o have a voice or influence over the
non-proiiferation considerstions of those programs. The U.S. axpectations were
charactarized as naive, as the U.S. very mistakenly expects the rest of the world to
unfaiiingly march to the beat of our drum. [t was suggested that, instead, the U.S.
would have much more influence and control over MOX technology by being the
technology leader in that discipline, and where the U.S. might be able to tum technical
support on or off to control the use of the technology in appropristely safeguarded and
non-proliferation committed programs.

In subsaquent discussions, it was noted that facifities and production processes for
MOX fuel that would be used in 8 U.S. disposition program couk be designed so it
would be highly impractical to consider the use of those same facilities for the highly
trradiated recycled Pu that would be considerad if a commercial MOX program were
intended. Furthermore, the facifity couid be designed for convenient decontamination
from low exposure weapons grade Pu and bult-in decommission conakderations could
be designod in so that could be readily achieved upon termination of the disposition
progrem. It is aiso relevant to explain to the political opponents of LWR dispoaltion that
the U.S. disposition program is going 1o be imited progran with only & few plants
participating into order to achleve rapki and refiable disposition of weapons fora
mmknon-proﬂfemﬁongoalandnbinmmy iented to p te the ial
use of MOX. There are “professional * protest fobbies (Graenpeace for one) that would
decry any and all DOE disp Hion options and especlally the LWR option; while others

recognize the facliity of the LWR option and decry the envi yent risks of geological
disposal of vitification products. Yet they offer no akemate solution to the
environmental threat of doing nothing and the role they play in further delaying
meaningful disposition.

Some professional environmental protasters would have the DOE sbandon
consideration of afl noartnﬂnopﬁomand:w\daddlﬁomldmdn n R&D on "still
unidentified, ulimate dispesition methods™ which, of course, must have no patential for
environmental impact. Pursuing a longer term solution for the much lees threatening
profiferstion risk from reactor grade plutonium, instead of focusing on the near term

LLTE
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security issues stemming from wespons grade plutonium, could result in the proverbiat
Tlocking of the bam door after the horses are stolen®.

Few activities, if any, undertaken in modem industrial soclety have no risk. Society

ch to drive automobiies despits 50,000 traffic fatalities ysarly. The risks of no
action and action too long delayed are much greater than those highly improbable risks
that soms would demand we avoid in arriving at a record of decision and getting on with
the program as expediently ss practical,

When the general public and their pofitical representatives are given these facts
through public mestings snd other information initiatives which the Department of
Energy should be undertaking, and when they are made aware that the use of MOX
fuel in reactors to convert weapons usable materials to spent fuel is a quick, reasonable
and practical solution to the threat of diversion and otherwisa ralativaly easy reuse that
might be achieved with other options, the LWR option should win broad public and
poiitical acceptance.

Public responses at PEIS public scoping mestings in 1995 and this year's draft PEIS
comment meeting have claary demonstrated broad community support in those locales
that are candidates for Pu disposition activities. There have been significant
expressions of state and local level politica! and public support. The candidate
communities are knowledgeable of the real nature of the plutonium hazard, (not the
hyped hysterics that some portray) have favorable experience with plutonium activities,
are comforteble with the real issues of plutonium handiing and processing activities
which will be common o all disposition options, and are confident in the ability of
well-managed organizations to conduct the program safely and In an environmentally
sound way. Particular locations which have had poor experiences with DOE facilities,
or those with a well-established culture of opposition by special interasts to DOE and
nuciedr-related operations are clearly not being considersd as sites for program
activities snd should therefore not be a factor. A key, therefore, to achieving sn
accurate and meaningful public consensus lies in appropriately identifying and obtaining
a consensus of those local and regional stakeholders who are truly affected.

Because U.S. national security is potentially affected by a lack of action as much as by
specific actions taken In addressing this excess weapons material threat, special
Interests and/or bias and ideological critics who would saek to block the program with
protests in the name of having “a higher vision " than the rest of us, or sven by legal
challenges, desplte It otherwise being a broad-based acceptable solution, are doing a
gross disservice to our county. The overwhelming public interest clearly lies in
implementing an effective and timely solution. A solution which has broad public and
political consensus, which is being hampered by a mited speciai interest challenge,
has a strong argument for passing aver those abjactions, especiaily when they are
clearly politically motivated, largely p dural, filled with slanted and iInflammatory

“scare tactic rhetoric” or ctherwise without substantive merit, considering the all the
risks gnd options.

9/08.03.01

10/08.02.00

080301 Comment Number 9

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
No Action Alternative. Decisions on storage of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

08 02 00 Comment Number 10

Comment noted. However, the storage and disposition of weapons-usable Pu
is an issue of national interest. NEPA requires full public participation, and
all comments receive equal consideration.
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6LT¢

DOEdhpodﬂonawommunrunahfoqucdononnmmdeo(m
immediate threat of divergence of weap b rals and the timeliness and

nclon‘mm"mmofm!.wpponotnmuppoﬂdnudnrpow«,vahnorusoof
the Pu matarial. and local or regional economic ar pofitical interests.

ThLWRopﬁmmHmwboﬂnorﬂyuwbhopﬁonforhU.S.boﬂuthe
Russians to enter into a bilateral program. Anything that does less, does nothing to
MmhhnﬂddhﬂbﬂdRm‘hnMMuﬂmhmMunﬁl
eormdlmoabﬂnmhuaymubbhmm‘

11/01.03.00

12/01.03.00

010300 Comment Number 11

Comment noted.

010300 Comment Number 12

Comment noted. All Reactor Alternatives analyzed in the PEIS are viable
options that would serve the same purpose the commentor described.
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Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23788

Washington, DC 20026-3786

To whom it may concern;

I am writing to express my concern about the U S. Department of Energy consideration of
p ing plutonium at Hanford Hanford should be c} d up, not ded

Already, nuclear waste is leaking into the Columbia River and the Billions of dollars that have 1/08.03.01
boen spent on cleaning it up have been wasted on bureaucracy rather than actually cleaning it up. e

("

5, GILBERT, KM Jg
X8  PAGE1OF1 2 3
TR
S8

08 03 01 Comment Number 1 S S

Q. .

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new & §

missions at Hanford. Decisions on the storage and disposition of weapons- g’ 2

May 19, 1996 usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical =~ §'

and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input. Eg 8

US. Department of Energy C.z s

1)

3

3

s

3

o

&

This is 2 very dangerous area and we seriously protest any discussion or ideas of using the area
furthert
Sincerely,

e

fo ol

Kim Gilbert
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GILKISON, JOSEPH M., MARTINEZ, GA
PAGE10F1

3902 Loblotty Trail
Martinez, Georgia 30907
May 1, 1098

U. 8. Department of Energy

Office of Flasiie Materiats Disposition
P. O, Box 3788

Washington, D.C. 20026-3758

Dear Sir:

1/08.03.01

bore hole disposal
these materinls. lmmmlawslomlosp«laddalmdmmwummmls
Mcvmmmwmvumymm.lhﬁmnmneﬂdmhu‘

Of the three s, | would the bore hole method s being the leest
desirable. Aft to often g d to be *‘,mnmbeenlmmmm
have unwanted atiributes. nmnsmwmmnmmmmmmmmmumm
mdmmﬂcmdhhnhlmlﬂerlm.racovoqoﬂmmnemismlybodoulo
lmpoodblemdvuyouﬂlynlhenlsl.

Aodn.lvdshlocwsmyophbnm isp of the
power s & much pr ive over disp

2/08.03.01

rial a8 fueis for rcisl electric
of the rials as waste.

/}MAP%’){(/\ %'M‘“

oseph M. Gitkison

Comment Number 1

08 03 01

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 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.

sasuodsay pup
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8 GOERGEN, CHARLES R., AIKEN, SC
& PAGE10F1

May 6, 1996

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft PEIS Public Comment
Charles R. Goergen

510 Boardman Road

Aiken, SC 29803

T am providing this to support the a of options for disposition of
wupons-unble fissile materials, specifically plutonium. These are based on the following
premises:

* Plutonium should be considered a national asset rather than a liability.

¢ The disposition should not be disposal.
L
-

The plutonium should be used for maximum realization of ifs energy value.
There need not be a rush 1o achieve ultimate disposition of the plutonium.

The iong-term disposition of ph should be p of energy. The reactor
deugndmummmmﬂnwmnofunbkmmnﬂum:ﬂmmmdmmb

some I and isotopically dilute the rest. This need not be achieved in the
next decade or two. Rmamhnnddenpeouldb-carndmnnnpnoemncumt
budgetary limits support. Asan mlogy. the Unmd States has many crude oil wells that
are capped b they are ical o pump. However, the will come a
nmcmmﬁ:mhtd\upfwupmlum-vuhbhmnwﬂlbchpped Until that
time comes for plutonium I support a long term storage altemnative.

Stabilization of plutoni lutions, scrap and residues per the Defense Nuclear Facilities
SafefyBocd(DNFSB)N—l lmplunmt-non Hlnmdlhel’lumnm Vulnerability
Management Plan should be vig ly d %0 achieve a form that meets the Criteria
for Safe Storage of HuionmmMcullndede The current inventory of excess
plutonium “pits” removed from nuclear weapons when packaged in the AT400A package
will achieve the long term storage standard. The storage standard form is intended to last
& minimum of 50 years. This can give the U.S. an adequate period of time to develop the
best resctor disposition alternative in a cost-effective manner.

The U.S. should lidate its excess ph storage 10 a single site under full
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards per the intent of the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. If we expect the LAEA t ensurs inspected countries are not diverting
material, it should be frusted to safeguard American materials. International inspections
should be the method by which Americans assure the world that this material will not be
reused in weapons. A new storage facility should be built that incorporates the latest and
best in monitoring and surveillance techniques. The facility should be expandable in

dular fashion % date and facilitate any international agreements for the U.S.
1o safeguard other countries® inventories. Itsbwldbolblelvbenndlubluepnmfor
building duplicates in other countries. Application and d

safeguards until eventual disposition use has the highest likelihood of bemg emuhled by
foreign governments.

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for new
facilities for long-term storage of weapons-usable 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.
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GOODELL, RICHARD S., AMARILLO, TX
PAGE 10F 1

394,

United States Department of Energy

Aro S. Goodott

N ﬂ)'gi %Egm, Y muo X 7914

WIFE JYW.T NI EON MENTAL LY COVS L0
ThESE ACHITIES, |

ADDRESS: A
TeLEPHONE: (06 26T 203%
T _AmM sRTIF/&D DAFETS oo raSSraMit. )
L ek mut. Dec EAtumES, L g
77 Mm
A AR AT AE0 P A “a 4 D N 5
(Pore ss of o ArITEN IHE

1/08.03.01

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.
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GOODWIN, MARIAN, BLACKFOOT, ID

PAGE 1 0F 1
Comment ID: P0006
Date Received: April 18, 1996
Name: Marian Goodwin
Address: 455 South Street
Blackfoot, ID 83221
Transcription:
1 just want 10 say that I'm in full support of the INEL and would like to see programs [ 1/08.03.01

implemented out there to keep the thing going. And I'd also like to say that I'd like to apply for
a job when there's an opening. 1 have a degree in waste mansgement and biology and I can be
reached at 208-785-8616 (day) and 208-684-3569 (afier 3:30pm). Anyway, I just want to say
I’'m in support of the INEL. Thank you.

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
additional missions at INEL. Decisions on storage and disposition of
weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
1nput.
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GRAF, EUGENE L., NORTH AUGUSTA, SC
PAGE1OF1

09 00 08 Comment Number 1

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

United States Department of Energy Impacts of Using MOX Fuel Instead of Traditional Low-Enriched Uranium
NaME: (Opuon) _E UGENE L A RAF Fuel in Nuclear Power Plants, and Avoided Environmental Impacts of Using
ADDRESS: fliron DAvE N AvEviTA 3¢ Nuclear Power Plants Instead of Fossil Fuel Power Plants. The Avoided
TELEPHONE: (¥ 279 =9N4u) Environmental Impacts of Using MOX Fuel Instead of Traditional Low-
oib < DEC THE PaTENTIAL Enriched Uranium Fucl in Nuc.lcar Power Plapts section in the Draft PEIS
Py A& FITS o GAINED Ry includes the health impacts avoided to the public and workers for the mining
%E of TNE Quroniym QI A REAeron and milling industries. Other avoided impacts t0 air quality and waste
EL Plut THE ENviQoMENTAL SAAVINAC .
e e E Nir uimA_ THE 1/09.00.08 generated were added to the Final PEIS.
£ L€ SoukoeES OF ENEASY
suel RS CoAL, Otk  otr riis sleecp 04 01 00 Comment Number 2
Al sNciwie THE Acei0&NR Atioudred ————
MITN INK of TNEIE ENE_‘_Q__“___Q&RLC.EL__————— Comment noted.
B  DiRéer DisPaide of PLUTDNIVM 1N
Bl Herst SkHoved CoNLiER THE : 15 00 00 Comment Number 3
phck or OuEMmiedL  TNModil 12 AT704 = 1€ 2/04.01.00
£_hE INE_Pluroiiy Comment noted.

pS Nr8Hlever wMTE CLdsr

DoE sloved (QEco0q/2€ TRAAL IO ig

THE OEPARTMENT OF EAERGY ANO

VEAD 1IN DEvVELP NG PRUBRAML
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GRAMSTORFF, JEANNE B., FARNSWORTH, TX
PAGE1OF 1

Box 250
Farnsworth, TX 79033
April 22, 1996

Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S. W,
Washington, D. C. 20585

Dear Sirs:

| oppose the use of the Pantex Plant near Amarillo, Texas, for a permanent
nuclear waste facility, particularly the processing of plutonium at this
site.

The Pantex Plant has already contaminated perch water under and near its
facility, and endangers neighbors who use the Ogallala ground water for
irrigation. Drawing water from the area, as ground water wells do for the
water in Amarillo, and for irrigation, draws water to those wells from
the area. It will not be long before contaminated water shows up in
Amarillo's water supply. We cannot afford to add the dangers of
plutonium and permanent nuclear waste storage to this already present
danger. The Ogallala is the only water available to the entire Texas
Panhandle. When it is contaminated, the area will have to be abandoned.
We cannot afford another Rocky Flats pollution disaster in this area.

Sincerely, ‘
() /d /’1/{4:)/.-2‘%/
’

Jeanne B. Gramstortf

1/08.03.01

2/09.04.04

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

SIAd 19Ul SIPLIIDI 2]1SS1
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09 04 04 Comment Number 2

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.
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GREENPEACE, WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE 10F7

GREENPEACS -,

PRELININARY COMGENTS oM PLUTONIUN DISPOSITION PEIS
April 18, 1996
Greenpeace International

The task of what to do with weapons plutonium produced
during the Cold War is a formidablg one. We recognize that the
process of making and implemencing 2 “disposition” option could
likely be an arduous one, with disagreements along the way, but
it is clear that the process must lead to one main goal: a world
more secure from the threat of continuing proliferation of
stockpiles of weapong -usable plutonium.

The plutonium dilemma that now confronts us in the US is yet
another legacy of misguided Cold War policies; we must not allow
steps which have been made away from the threats of the nuclear
arms race to ba reversed. In only one way it is good that we are
currently faced with the problem of what to do with the plutonium
removed from nuclear weapons: the process of disarmament as
required under the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) has
finally begun.

STAXT II1I and Beyond

Given the growing demand by the international comsunity that
NPT disarmament obligations be met, the stockpile of plutonium
removed from weapons will only grow. The U.8. now faces the
challenge to show that it can meet its treaty commitments and
quickly move far beyond the high level of nuclear weapons
negotiated under the START 11 agreement. Deep cuts and then
elimination of nuclear weapons will lead to a stockpile of so-
called surplus plutonium of almost 100 tonnes.

The decisions made about what to do with this dangerous
material must be made with deliberate and thoughtful analysis.
put it appears that the Department of ERnergy has begun an
Environmental Impact Statement process which is lacking in both
analysis and depth. DOE must return to the drawing board and
newly prepare this document with full consideration given to the
global proliferation implications of the disposition decision.

proliferation Impacts Ignored

while it is of utmost importance to irreversibly remove the
plutonium from weapons, what is done with the material will have
far-reaching international proliteration impacts. Although it 1is
widely agreed that the meeting of a *high-level waste standard”

1236 U Street NW  Washngion ucm-ml(m@-un-rn 1200 4624507 * Th 89-2359
Arpm-un‘m-w-mw-w-ouvcm W‘Mn:n-F-\x"“me'Gﬂ—w.v&e«e-w-wnuvm'/
m-wmw-u:m-m 2enarts < Nt ZM-%M'Mu-sun-s«m--Su:vrv:'Y‘Iw-'\mm'r«d Kingdorn « J3A

1/01.03.00

2/01.06.00

010300 Comment Number 1

Although Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) II protocol nuclear-
weapons levels are beyond the scope of this PEIS, global proliferation
concerns and the need to encourage reciprocal actions by Russia are integral
parts of various sections of the PEIS, including the purpose and need and the
Preferred Alternative. Furthermore, proliferation implications for the various
alternatives and variants are evaluated in DOE’s nonproliferation analysis,
which was issued for public review in October 1996. DOE’s ROD will be
based on the nonproliferation analysis, as well as the environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
input.

01 06 00 Comment Number 2

As explained in the response to Comment Number 1, global and domestic
nonproliferation is considered in various parts of the PEIS. The purpose of the
Proposed Action is, in part, 10 establish the technical and program
infrastructure that will enable the United States to take unilateral action, or
negotiate reciprocal actions, with other nations for the disposition of surplus
weapons-usable Pu. This PEIS addresses the environmental impacts of the
reasonable alternatives for DOE’s Proposed Action. Analyses of the cost,
schedule, technical, and nonproliferation policy impacts are described in
separate documents, and will be considered in DOE'’s decision. The Draft
Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable Fissile
Materials Storage and Plutonium Disposition Alternatives was made
available for public review in October 1996. DOE also conducted a series of
public meetings, prior to the issuance of the Final PEIS, to discuss the
nonproliferation analysis as it relates to the PEIS aiternatives and variants.

The analysis of the nonproliferation impacts examines, among other things,
the risk of theft, risk of reversal, and arms reduction impacts for the various
disposition alternatives.

sasuodsay pup
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GREENPEACE, WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE 2 OF 7

is a goal to be strived for, it appeara that the DOE has set out
on a course which largely disregards both domestic and
international proliferation impacts of the plutonium disposition
decision.

In reading the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement, it is striking to realize that there is almost no
discuseion of the proliferation impact of the decigion. 1It’'s
almost as if the DOE has forgotten or ignored that decisions
taken here will have affects far beyond our borders. As it is
recognized that the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) must
consider proliferation impacts, DOE must simply redo this
document and correct its grave error of omission. In coming to a
decision after such an analysis is done, DOE must choose an
option which minimizes both domestic and international
proliferation impacts. We feel that such a choice can also be
the most environmentally sound.

"Direct Use®™ Material

Nowhere in the EIS is there an in-depth discussion of the
dangerous nature of MOX. Unlike conventional uranium fuel, MOX
is regarded by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) as
well as the US Government of requiring protection due to the ease
with which the weapons plutonium can be separated from the fuel.
The 1AEA deems MOX as being of "direct usge®™ in nuclear weapons
and the US requires military escort during transport.

As a result of the milirary nature of the material, reactor
operators in the US or Canada using MOX would effectively become
nuclear weapons storage sites. To incorporate allegedly civilian
facilities into the military complex raises serious questions
about theft or diversion of the material from the reactors and
during transport. The public will be quite hesitant to embrace
the idea that their local reactor has become a storage site for
nuclear weapons materials.

MOX = Reprocessing

It appears that nowhere in the document has DOE recognized
the intimate relationship between the reprocessing industry and
the use of plutonium fuel {mixed oxide fuel, MOX) in nuclear
reactors. Every country which uses MOX fuel is either engaged in
reprocessing or has cloee links with the reprocessing industry.
Yet, in the EIS DOE has a total memory lapse, both failing to
analyze the international interconnectedness of MOX,
reprocessing, and plutonium use and stockpiling as well as
failing to analyze potential impacts on a potential domestic
plutonium industry.

Given the dismal failure of breeder reactors, plutonium
reprocessors now present MOX as the justification for

2

2/01.06.00
cont.

3/13.00.00

4/01.04.00

5/01.06.00

1300 00 Comment Number 3

As discussed in the Draft Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of
Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Storage and Plutonium Disposition
Alternatives, appropriate safeguards and security would be used for the
various steps of the MOX process. The safeguards and security for pit
disassembly/conversion and MOX fuel fabrication would likely be similar to
safeguards for the weapons-usable fissile materials. Furthermore, the
facilities would be inspectable by IAEA. The DOE safe secure trailer (SST)
system will be utilized for the transportation of the fresh MOX fuel which
includes armed nuclear materials couriers. Once irradiated, the spent MOX
fuel would meet the spent fuel standard and be disposed of in a geologic
repository.

010400 Comment Number 4

The Reactor Alternatives would utilize a once-through fuel cycle. Spent fuel
would be disposed of with other commercial reactor spent fuel. Pu would
arrive at the reactor in the form of fresh fuel which could not be used in
weapons without extensive reprocessing to extract the Pu. Necessary
safeguards and security at the reactors would be provided. The facilities
would be inspectable by IAEA, as appropriate. The nuclear reactors would
not become nuclear weapons storage sites.

01 06 00 Comment Number 5

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel and the commentor’s concerns about
reprocessing. The President’s Nonproliferation Policy says the United States
will not recycle Pu. Burning weapons 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. Thus, foreign
reprocessing would not be encouraged by the Reactor Alternatives. Section
2.4.5.1 of the Final PEIS has been expanded to clarify that reprocessing
would not be part of the Reactor Alternatives. Decisions on disposition will
be made based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies,
national policy considerations, and public input.
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GREENPEACE, WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE30OF 7

auclear fuel cycle® has now boiled down to a business in search
of customers. The European reprocessing companies British
stockpiles of plutonium and are attempting to gain new
reprocesging and MOX clients around world. Belgonucleaire is
attempting to sell its MOX services to any willing client.
Russia and Japan are similarly engaged in reprocessing and
plutonium stockpiling with a goal to use both MOX and breeder
reactors. Yet DOE has turned a blind eye to this international
repr =ssing-MOX connection.

Likewise, the likely connection in the US between a MOX
industry created by use of weapons-grade plutonium and a future

in MOX in the US, as in other countries, is also tied to the

But in spite of the past connection in the US between MOX and
might hold if the US pursues MOX.
MOX Contradicts US Nonproliferation Policy

In September 1993, president Clinton issued a

not itself engage in plutonium reprocessing for either nuclear
will maintain its existing commitments regarding the use of
possible the accumulation of stockpiles.. .of plutonium® and
"explore means to limit the stockpiling of plutonium for civil
nuclear programs.®

If implemented, a decision to use MOX will viclate this

Japan, Russia (and potentially in other countries) which have
Third, any agreements reached with Buropean MOX fabricators to
MOX fabrication in the US will constitute a new (not existing)

commitment which will heartily be welcomed as boost to
reprocessing/MOX.

3

reprocessing. What was once an imaginary dream to "complete the

Nuclear Fuels (BNFL) and COGEMA are currently puilding up massive

plutonium economy is ignored in the EIS. The history of interest

reprocessing industry, as reflected by the GESMO process and the
failed West Valley, Morris and Barnwell reprocessing experiments.

reprocessing. the EIS does not stop to reflect on what the future

nonproliferation policy which stated that "The United States does
not encourage the civil use of plutonium and, accordingly, does

r or nuclear explosive purposes. The United States, however,

plutonium incivil nuclear programé in Western Europe and Japan. "
The policy also stated that the US would "seek to eliminate where

policy in many ways. Pirst, any use of MOX in the US will go far
beyond encouragement of the civil use of plutonium. Second, use
of MOX will be an active encouragewent to reprocessors in Europe.

inextricably woven together the reprocessing and MOX industries.

either provide MOX fabrication service in Europe or to assist in

The EIS has failed to evaluate the potential violations of
president Clinton’s nonproliferation policy or how the policy is
anticipated to be changed in the case a MOX-use decision is made .

5/01.06.00
cont.

2/01.06.00
cont.

6/01.06.00

5/01.06.00
cont.

2/01.06.00
cont.

01 06 00 Comment Number 6

The Reactor Alternatives, which would use MOX fuel, would not contradict
the U.S. Nonproliferation Policy. As explained in the PEIS, the alternatives
would pertain only to surplus weapons-usable Pu, such as from dismantled
weapons, and would not use or encourage the use of MOX fuel based on other
sources.

sasuodsay pup
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GREENPEACE, WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE 4 OF 7

MOX Fabrication Facility

It is extremely unclear what would become of a MOX facility
in the US once the weapons grade plutonium stockpile had been
fabricated into fuel. Given the expense of such a facility and
the environmental impacts which would loom after its operation,
it would seem that DOE would discuss the fate of the facility
once its mission was over. But it does not seem that the
decontamination and decommissioning of any MOX plant is included
in the EIS. By lack of such a discussion, it is implied that
another mission might await such a facility once the weapon-grade
stockpile was depleted. Thus, the construction of a MOX plant
might serve to stimulate commercial reprocessing as part of the
infrastructure to support use of the plutonium would already be
in place.

7/01.06.00

By choosing a mix of disposition options including MOX, the
incentive to use a MOX fabrication facility for a second
plutonium fuel fabrication mission might actually increase. A
two or multi-option decision would mean that leas plutonium was
available for MOX, thus leading to increased cost per vunit. With
this increased cost, the impetus to continue use of the facility
with commercial weapons-usable feedstock in an attempt to recoup
cost or justify the facility’se construction could actually
increase.

Given that the main European reprocessors could be in on
operation of any US MOX facility, that a primary DOE contractor
(West inghouse Savannah River Company) at one of the leading sites
for a MOX facility (Savannah River Site) has actually prepared a
study as to the feasibility of commercial reprocessing, and that
a section dealing with “conditioning® (reprocessing) has been
included in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1996, we consider
that the warning signs of hidden reprocessing agendas are clear.

8/01.06.00

*Expressions of Interest"

Under the plutonium disposition EIS process, no reason can
be found for the December 1995 solicitation of "Expressions of
Interest® from utilities and nuclear companies for their interest
in MOX. The request for EQOIas was simply an expediency of the
moment apart from the formal EIS process.

9/08.00.00

As has been done in the EIS, the DOE did not outline in the
solicitation to the utilities the proliferation risks of MOX use
in the US. And the utilities have similarly chosen to also
either ignore or obfuscate the connections. Utilities responding
to the solicitation have presented their goals aam noble - wanting
to help with weapons-grade plutonium disposition - yet their real
interests clearly are pecuniary in nature. Compensation, not
public service, is the motivational factor.

01 06 00 Comment Number 7

A MOX fuel fabrication facility would be constructed, or the existing facility
modified for MOX fuel fabrication, only for the purpose of converting
weapons-usable Pu into MOX fuel to be burned in a reactor. The Pu would be
consumed in a reactor using a once-through fuel cycle, then disposed of as
spent nuclear fuel. No reprocessing would be involved in surplus Pu
disposition, consistent with the President’s Nonproliferation Policy. After
completion of the materials disposition mission, the facility would either go
through decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) or be converted to
another mission, not involving MOX fuel fabrication or reprocessing. D&D
costs are considered in the Disposition Technical Summary Report and will
be included in the decisionmaking process. Furthermore, DOE will evaluate
environmental impacts for decontamination and decommissioning in
subsequent tiered NEPA reviews.

01 06 00 Comment Number 8

The President’s Nonproliferation Policy says the United States will not
recycle Pu. Burning weapons 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. There is no “hidden reprocessing
agenda.”

The Westinghouse Savannah River company report referred to by the
commentor was prepared to respond to a request by Congressman C.
Norwood (GA). DOE did not consider the report a significant issue since this
Nation’s policy of not reprocessing commercial spent fuel is long standing
and there is no Administration support and little Congressional interest in
revisiting the issue.

08 00 00 Comment Number 9

The request for “Expression of Interest” was made to answer the question: If
the Existing LWR Alternative was selected for the disposition of Pu, would
there be any utilities interested in implementing the decision and under what
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But while the EOls have become an integral part of the
discussion about plutonium disposition they remain apart from the
EIS process. Given that DOE sought the “expressions” outside of
the EIS process raises serious questions as to the legitimacy of
the EIS and decision-making process itself. I1f the EOI process
is serious and is part of the decision-making process. the 9/08 00 00
reactor or facility of each and every respondee should be R
incorporated officially in the EIS as DOE is in practice cont.
conducting a review of the viability of the proposals as they
relate to the EIS. Just as DOE sites were covered in the EIS,
the private facilities now involved in the process must be
brought into the EIS or the entire EIS process should begin
again.

An egregious example of monetary interest at work can be
seen by the offer of TEAM CANDU, led by AECL Technologies and
Ontario Hydro Nuclear. This proposal is to transport MOX
fabricated in Canada or Burope to the Bruce A reactor complex on
Lake Huron. The idea has been presented as being acceptable to
Canadians but the formal process of government approval has not
begun and the public debate in Canada over this idea has only
just started. That public debate is likely to be quite
contentious given thar weapons -grade plutonium would roll on
Canada’'s highways and the resulting plutonium-laden spent fuel
will be left in Canada.

10/01.03.00

ontario Hydro has not been forthcoming in stating that the
Bruce A reactors are in need of retubing which has been estimated
to cost $300 million each. The Bruce 2 reactor was taken out of
service in 1995 in order to avoid thie costly expense and other
major repairs and the other Bruce A reactors are scheduled for
retubing beginning in the year 2000. But given the expense of
the overhaul and difficulty of justifying such an outlay in an
increasingly competitive electricity market, it is possible that
Ontario Hydro will have to close the reactors.

Wwhy are the financial problems of Ontario Hydro not
mentioned in the Expression of Interest? 1e there a desire on
their part to justify the expense of retubing by pursuing the MOX
mission. And will US taxpayers end up underwriting these
expenses? DOE and TEAM CANDU must come forward and reveal the
true condition of the reactors at Bruce A and what the
anticipated repaiyr costs are.

Similarly, if reactor problems such as being experienced by
ontario Hydro exist with the US utilities expressing interest,
the EIS must fully reveal and evaluate them.

Lack of Documentation

information concerning the costs of the various options unti

5

11/01.03.00

DOE contends that it does not have to publicly release i 12/08.00.00
i .00.

general conditions? The request for “Expression of Interest” in the use of
existing reactors for the disposition of Pu was only one of a series of actions
taken by DOE to obtain technical, cost, schedule, and policy information.
That information, along with the PEIS, will be presented to the decisionmaker
in order to help ensure a well-informed decision. The Technical Summary
Report for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0003)
provides an explanation for the issuing of this request for “Expression of
Interest.” Should a Reactor Alternative be selected at the ROD, DOE would
issue a Request for Proposal to interested parties to solicit MOX fuel
fabrication facility design and construction proposals and/or proposals for
burning the MOX fuel in reactors.

The disposition sites used in the PEIS for analysis are considered
representative, and a combination of sites was used. Tiered NEPA reviews, as
appropriate, will examine specific locations, as stated in the PEIS; specific
reactor location(s) will depend, in part, on market conditions and contract
negotiations. The explanation of representative sites in Section 2.1.4 of the
PEIS has been expanded to provide further clarification of the approach used
for the sites for the analysis of environmental consequences.

010300 Comment Number 10

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. In addition, according to the Canadian
Government (see letter sent by the Canadian Embassy in Washington, DC,
dated June 6, 1996, reproduced in this CRD) implementation would be
subject to Canadian Federal and Provincia! regulations, and an appropriate
level of analysis by the licensee of health, safety and environmental impacts
would be required before issuance of an operation license and before any
decision on burning Pu in a CANDU reactor could be implemented.

010300 Comment Number 11

The Department of Energy (U.S. taxpayers) will not be underwriting the
expense of retubing any reactor. Selection of a specific reactor(s) would be
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just before a Record of Decision is made. We contend that both
as a matter of record for the Draft PEIS as well as in compliance
with a sound openness policy that such documentation must be
released as soon ae it is available and long before the EIS
comment period closes.

As the DOE repeatedly states in the EIS that ®"cost-
effectiveness® will be a part of the disposition decision, no
tools have been provided to aid in the public in the
determination of the costs of the various options. All cost and
economic evaluations must no longer be kept secret and be allowed
to be reviewed as part of the EIS process.

It does not appear that reference or citation is made in the
RIS to.important documents which must be made available to the
public during the Draft EIS comment period. Por example, a
document prepared by AECL Technologies on the CANDU reactor
option is not mentioned in the EIS. And documents pertaining to
work being done between Oak Ridge National Laboratory {(ORNL} and
Belgonucleaire in MOX performance are not mentioned in the EIS.

Immobilization

It appears to us that the guiding hand in any decision must
be that of nonproliferation linked with environmental protection.
Given the risks associated with an endorsement of MOX and the
plutonium economy, we believe that immobilization is the only
viable disposition option.

Given a need for further research into immobilization
techniques, we therefore request that DOE provide more money in
FY 1997 to expand research into the various options. Given that
the prime mission of the Defense Waste Processing Facility is to
vitrify high-level waste and not to be used for plutonium
vitrification research, we endorse the idea of a pilot
vitrification plant to study the feasibility of this option.

Requesnts

Given the seriocusness of the issue at hand and the need for
a careful analysis by the public of the options presented, we
hereby make the following requests:

1} That all documents pertaining to cost of the various
disposition options be immediately placed in the DOE public
document rooms or be publicly released as soon as they are
finished and be made a part of the Draft EIS record.

2) That all documents pertaining to research into M2X use and
immobilization be placed immediately in the public document rooms
and be made part of the Draft PEIS record.

12/08.00.00
cont.

% 13/08.00.00

14/08.03.01

15/05.01.06

16/08.01.00

through responses to Requests for Proposals and follow-on business and
contract negotiations.

08 00 00 Comment Number 12

In the interest of openness and more informed decisionmaking, DOE released
Technical Summary Reports to the public as soon as they became available.
Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, were provided in Technical
Summary Reports of both storage and disposition in the summer of 1996.

Results of the nonproliferation analysis were made available in October 1996. .
These analyses, along with the environmental analysis and public input, will

be integrated into DOE’s decisionmaking process.

08 00 00 Comment Number 13

Based upon this comment, the index of reference materials in the DOE Public
Reading Rooms was improved. Further references in the Final PEIS were
checked for completeness. The documents referred to by the commentor were
not cited in the PEIS. However, the AECL Technologies, Inc., Plutonium
Consumption Program, CANDU Reactor Project, July 31, 1994 is cited in the
FMDP CANDU PEIS Data Report which is a cited reference in the PEIS. The
work between Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) and Belgonucleaire
was not relied upon for the PEIS.

08 03 01 Comment Number 14

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.

0501 06 Comment Number 15

Research and development is both on-going and planned to support the
disposition alternative(s). If immobilization is selected in the ROD, DOE may
propose pilot facilities. Currently the can-in-canister variant of the
Immobilization Alternative is being researched at the SRS Defense Waste
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Processing Facility (DWPF). Based on public comments, Appendix O has
been added to the PEIS to describe this variant.
3) That detailed budget figures for Fiscal Years 1996 and 1987
for MOX, storage and immobilization research be made available 0801 00 Comment Number 16
and that all documents produced in conjunction with such research
be publicly released as soon as they are available and be made ) . ) . .
part of the Draft PEIS record. The Technical Summary Reports, which contain cost information for both
4) That che public comment period be extended uncil such cime 25\ {/08.01.00 storage and disposition, were made available to the public (and have been
ertinent economic and techn ca ocuments are made available. M . . . . A A
F . ‘1 i MOX N cont, placed in the DOE Public Reading Rooms) in July 1996 and will be included
Given the fact that the "Expressions o nterest® in use have . .. . .
GV to become a part of the EIS process and that documentarion in the decisionmaking process. Documents related to research concerning
associated with such expressions was rllot puplicly.avaxlable until . s . . . .
approximately March 29, further justification exists for an MOX fuel, storage and immobilization which are cited in the PEIS, are
t 1 f the comment riod. . . . .
extension of the coment P available in the DOE Public Reading Rooms and are part of the PEIS record.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit thes; comments. We
i1l submit omment d documentation at a later date. .
will submit more comments and doc Budget figures and research documents may be made available upon

appropriate request. However, the budget is not part of the NEPA process and
the budget figures are not included in the PEIS record. Research documents
that are cited and relied upon in the PEIS are available in the DOE Public
Reading Rooms and are part of the PEIS record.

The Expression of Interest is not part of the NEPA Process. (See response to
Comment Number 9).
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GREENPEACE -,

April 9, 1996

Re: Draft PEIS on Plutenium Disposition

To Whem it Concerna:

I am hereby g the following Greewp d te be included in the
recerd for the "Storage and Dispesition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials” PEIS.
The document was originally prepared for the G7 summit in Moscow on April 19 & 20,
1996.

As any decision by the U.3. Department of Encrgy to use mixed oxide fuel (MOX)
will have grave international proliferation implicstions, the fioal PEIS must thoroughly
review those implicati 1 fly, the MOX industry is inextricably Uaked to
the reprocessing industry and serves as a sti to further repr ing and
plutonium atockpiling. The PEIS must address the impact that any US. MOX use will

1/01.06.00

have on inter F repr ing and subseq stockpiling and use as
fuel. Usc in the U.S. of MOX will likely serve as a global plutosinm proliferation
stimulus and thus the inter { MOX and rep ing implications must be
anatyzed ia the final PEIS.

While we will submit additional d the bed d will serve as a

background an the proliferstion implications of the MOX option.

Sincercly,

Tom Clements
Greeupence International
Plutonium Campaign

1438 U Street. NW « Washngton. DC 20009 « Tel (202) 462-1177 « Fax {202) 462-4507 » Ti B9-2359

w-u—-ur--wq.moa«m-a»n-m-wmom.-rmw-rm-m~m«4-omm.»mn:du’
wdu-mmnng\mco-mNmennt-hlnﬂmxow-&_-sou-sm-&cm'hnm-wm-ummqm-USA

Proten o1 Créorne-es Recrca Papw useg Nonheny Mvis-54980 Sy s

01 06 00 Comment Number 1

Comment noted. The President’s Nonproliferation Policy says that the
United States will not recycle Pu. Burning weapons 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 cycle, the Pu would be
converted to a nonproliferation form as spent reactor fuel. This would not be
a subsidization of the nuclear industry, nor provide any further stimulus for
international Pu processing.

The Department of Energy has prepared and released for public comment a
report on the nonproliferation analysis of the disposition alternatives,
including the Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. A series of public
meetings were held on the scope and content of the report, and to receive
comments on the report. The results of this nonproliferation analysis will be
included in the decisionmaking process, along with the environmental,
technical, cost and schedule analyses, and other public comments.

Reprocessing of MOX fuel in foreign countries is beyond the scope of, and
not encouraged by, this PEIS. The purpose of this PEIS is disposition of
surplus U.S. origin weapons-usable Pu, and storage of U.S. origin weapons-
usable fissile materials. The Greenpeace document referred to by the
commentor is included in this CRD and is part of the Administrative Record
for the PEIS.
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March 1996

PLUTONIUM AND THE NUCLEAR SAFETY SUMMIT:
OUT OF CONTROL !

INTRODUCTION

The threat posed by weapons-usable fissile materials is ane of the central topics for
the Nuciear Safsty Summit to be held in Moscow, April 19-20th, 1996 - and for good
reason. Approxi ly 100,000 nuclear weapans worth of fissile materials (plutonium
and Highly Enriched Uranium - HEU) has been produced over the past fifty years as a
result of the nuclear arms race and the commercial nuclear industry’s promotion of
weapons-usable matenals as fuels for nuclear anergy.

it is therefore to be weicomed that the G7 and Russia recognise that the threal posed
by these materials requires action at the highest level. However, as this paper seeks (0
demonstrate, the political, aconomic and strategic interests of most of the G7 and
Russia means that no real etort to reduce the threat posed by plutonium and other
fissile materials will be launched by the Nuclear Safety Summit,

Greenpsacs believes that so long as these interests determine the policies of the
governments concerned, plutonium stockpiles will continue to grow, as will the global
threat. Rather than statements of concern, e problem needs 1o be dealt with directly.
What is required is an intemational commitment for the negotiation of a comprehensive
internarional convention that would &= all plutonium production and use - the so-
cailed Fissile Material Convention. This would prohibit all turther reprocessing of
plutonium, no use of plutonium Mixed Oxide Fuel (MOX), inclusive of a ban on MOX as
a weapons plutonium disposition option. and the eventual removal from national
contro! of all stocks of weapons-usable fissile materials.

PLUTONIUM DEMAND AND SUPPLY

For the purpose of this paper, ali the plutonium referred to is separated (reprocessed)
weapons-usable material. Thus, although it is important to state clearly the amount ot
plutonium in military inventones from matdrial in commercial programmes, the
distinction is in fact artificial.

Global plutonium stockpiles at the end of 1993 were in the region of 375 tonnes, of
which 255 tonnes is contained within the military stockpiles of the nuclear weapon
states - Russia, the United States, France, the United Kingdom, and China. Tha

remaining stocks, around 120 tonnes. is so-called civilian plutonium, produced by e
commercial nuclesr reactors, and reprocessed principally in the United Kingdom and Q
France.  However, whersas milltary plutonium production has aimost ceased 3
D Y. ial pl ium stocks are coritinuing to rise. In 1995, more than 20 3
tonnes of plutonium was produced at reprocessing plants in the UK, Russia, France a %
and Japan. By the year 2000. so-calied civilian stocks of plutonium will be nearly equal = E
to current military stocks. € S
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The reason that global stocks of civikan plutonium are growing so rapidly is due to
policies that were adopted during the 1960's and 1970’s by many of the G7 nations.
During this period the nuclear industry argued that in the near future uranium
resources wouks become scarce. with a direct eftect on both the economics and the
ability to operate uranium tuelled reactors. Thus large resources were committed to the
ressarch and deveiopment ot Fast Brasder Reactors (FBRs). These reactors were
supposed 1o produce power, while also creating more plutonium than was used
originally as a fuel. The fuel for the reactors would initially come from reprocessed
plutonium produced in Light Water Reactors. requicing the construction of large-scale
reprocessing facilities. However. the FBR reactors that were built, with few exceptions,
have failed to operate successfully. France was (o have six of these reactors on-line by
1985 - instead two are oparaling at low-power, and with no pians for new reactors; the
tormer Soviet Union was to have 12, instead three operats. but with constant technical
problems. The UK, U.S. and Germany have closed their FBR reactors.

Despite the collapse of the FBR experiment. by the Jate-1970's, electrical utilities had

alrsady signed large commercial contracts for the reprocessing of their nuclear reactor |
spent fuef with the UK and France. Thus, at the same time that FBR programmes were i
being abandoned of dramatically scaied back, construction of large-scale reprocessing
plants, financed by Japanese, German. UK, French, Swiss, Belgium and Dutch utilities
was proceeding.

Having committed billions of dollars for the construction of reprocessing plants, and
confrontsd with large stocks of plutonium, utilities in these same countries (with the
exception of the Natherlands) have faterally opted to use the plutonium as fuel in their
Light Water and Boiling Water Reactors. However. plutanium use in these reactors is
limited by signiticant political, nuclear safety, economic and environmental factors.

Thereiore, while the utlities and governments in these countries seek to attempt to
move ahead with larger plutonium use programmes, giobal stockpiles continue to
grow. In 1896. 1t is estmated that more than 20.0"7xg of plutonium will be reprocessed
n Russia, France, the UK, anc Japan. To put ths figure in perspective, it is equivalent
1o more than 7% of the total amount of plutonium produced during 50 years of the Cold
war. In 1997 this will nse towards 10%. Clearty, these are the reasons why the G7 and
Russia would rather not discuss the real plutonium problem in April 1996.

WORLD REVIEW - SUMMARY

Although the number of large scale (over 100 tonnes heavy metal per year THMYY)
commercial reprocessing facilities remains relatively small at nine, reprocessing
contracts at some of these facilities mean that many more countries for the first time
will soon have significant stockpiles of weapons-usable plutonium.

The main obstacles however with MOX use in LWR's are: that MOX fuel costs are
petween 3 and 13 times more expensive than uranium tuel; significant technical,
safety, environmental and public health problems are introduced due to the fuel
taprication, reactor use and waste storage of MOX fuel: and. the development of 2
MOX fuet cycle {including reprocessing plants. fuel tabrication facilities, nuciear
reaclors and waste storage tacilities) is a major proliferation concem due to the
extensive handiing and transport of weapons-usable plutonium.
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As can be seen from Table one, most piutonium in 1993 was contained within the
nuclear weapon states. though Japan and Germany aiready had significant st 3

The largest share of the total is contained within the nuctear weapan A
oroportion of this material is being removed trom nuck ds as di
agr are i anda which certain governments and the nuciear industry

are arguing should be used as MOX fuel in reactors. It is passible that the G7 and
Russia will make this recommendation at the Nuclear Safety Summit

FRANCE

France operates two large scale light water reactor (PWF/LWR) oxide reprocessing
lacilities. at La Hagus in northern France, UP-3 and UP-2 800. Annual phutonium

prodi apacity is b 12-13 tonnes. This production is spiit betwoen
domestic plutonium from French reactors operated, and foreign clients - Japan,
Germany, Beigium and the Netherlands and Switzeriand - in addition, a 400 THMYy

Magnox-f‘uol plant UP1 aiso operates at La Hague, separating up to 1 tonne each
year. This facility is due to close in 1997/98.

As a result of the collapse of commercial Fast Breeder Reactor programmaes, the
demand side for French plutonium has radicafty altered over the past ten years.
Confronted with growing piles of plutonium the French utility, Electricite de France
{EJF) has opted for the use of mixed plutoniumAxanium oxide (MOX) fuel in PWRs.
Although the reactors are not designed for MOX use, EdF has been licensed for
sixteen 900 Mwe PWRS 1o use MOX. As of March 1st 1995, only seven of these

reactors were using MOX.

The MOX that is used in these reactors is fabricated at the 15tHM/y Cadarache facility.
In August 1994, the large-scale MOX plant MELLOX began operation. This 120 tonnes
per year facility, once tully operational will produce fuel primarity for £dF, but there is
also a possibility that contracts with Japanese ulilities will be signed in the next few
years. To use all the MOX produced at MELLOX. EJF have stated that it intends to
increase the number of reactors licensed for MOX use by an arvitional twelve, bringing
the total to twenty-eight reactors. Total plutonium consumption of both MOX facilities.
is expected 10 be over 10 tonnes each year.

Despite the optimistic assessment of the French nucliear industry, EJF still expects to
have a surplus of more than thirty-eight tonnes of plutonium by the year 2000. Itis
could be significantly more.

UNITED KINGDOM

There is no domestc demand for piutamum in the UK, apart from that required in
nuclear weap Three repr g facilities operate in the UK - the 7 tHMYy
Dounreay FBR plant, the Seltafield 1500 tHM/y B205 Magnox facility and the 700
tHM/y THORP oxide facility. The most significant for this study is the THORP facility,
which after many years of technical and construction delay, was completed in late
1992. Due to ic political opposition, the plant was only given permission to
operate in March 1994.

Contracts with THORP are split between domestic and overseas. Over ha!t THORP's
first ten years capacity consists of cantracts for Germany, Japan, ltaly, the
Netharlands. Spain and Switzerland.
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By the year 200%/4, THORP will have separated as much as 47 tonnes of plutonium,
41 tonnes of which will be for overseas clients. Although there is no domesiic demand
for plutonium fuet, the operators of THORP, the state-owned British Nuciear Fuels
(BNF) hope 1o supply plutonium fuel. MOX, 1o their clients. Consequently, construction
at the Sellatield site is being f d on compietion of the Seltafield MOX Plant (SMP),
with axpectations that at least some of the 120 tHMy capagcity will be availabie by late
1997/1998. The SMP is based upon German technology from Siemens. Contracis
between Germany and the UK were agreed during 1995, and a small Japanese
contract was securad in January 1996, Future large contracts with Japan, are
uncenain, given recent developments in Japan (see betow).

JAPAN

Japan has the most ambitious plutonium programme in the world, and is one of the tew
countries still publicly ¢ d to the | develop of the FBR. However,
their programme like all others worid-wide, has been seriously effected by political,
environmental, economic and technical problems. Although the US$6 billion Monju
prototype FBR began operation in April 1994, like all FBRs before it, the operators
experienced significant technical probiems. These peaked in December 8th, 1995,
when the reactor suffered a major retease of liquid sodium coolant from the secondary
circuit. Fortunately, there was no injury or major release of radioactivity. However, the
political implications for the entire Japanese plutonium programms are still unfolding.
The reactor that the operators believed could not sutfer an accident, has shattered
sublic and political contidence in the ability ot Japanese industry 1o salely manage
plutonum.

Though plans for canstruction of the follow-on demanstration FBR has already been
delayed until the first decade of the next century. that could now be extended further.
Operation of the large-scale Rokkasho-mura reprocessing facility which will separate
as much as 6-7 tonnes of plutonium annually, will now not begin until around 2004/3.
Due 1o strong opposition 1o the iransport of 1.7 tonnes of plutonium oxide on board the
Akatsuki-mary in 1992 from France to Japan. utilities are now believed to b~
considenng transpontation of plutonium MOX fuel from Europe. in the belief that it will
not generate significant opposition. The combination of all these factors, has led 1o a
de facto Japanese plutonium storage policy at the La Hague, and THORP sites, with
stocks growing annually.

As can be seen by comparing Tables one and two, Japan's plutonium stock could
grow from 15 tonnes in 1993 to 70 tonnes by 2003. This will depend upon completion
of Japanase utilities first decace reprocessing contracts with the UK and France. Since
both BNFL and Cogema gain linancially through expensive plutonium storage costs. it
18 likely that most contracted Japanese spent fuel will be reprocessed by 2003/4

How much of this is transported back to Japan, and how much is stockpiled in Europe
remains uncleas. It is uniikely that Monju will operate much before 2000, leaving one
other FBR (Joyo) in operation (plus limited demand from the Fugen Advanced Thermal
Reactor). In addition. though utilities in Japan, similar to those in France and Germany,
have opted for MOX use in LWR's, the Monju accident has directly effected the timing
and scale of MOX use in these reactors. Plans for two rising 1o twelve reactors fuelled
with MOX will not be realised by early next century, having now foundered on the fail-
out from Monju. Most recently statements from 3 regional prefecture Govemors.
opposing the licensing of MOX use in reactors unless certain conditions are met. It is
quite possiole that no MOX usen LWR's will begin before 2000.
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Clearty, supply greatly exceeds demand. Unless Japan delays or cancels reprocessing
contracts, and cancels its own domestic reprocessing plant. it will have a total stock of
around 110-113 tonnes trom around 2010. Even in the optimistic demand projections
of the Japanese government, as much as 85 tonnes of this will be surplus to
requirements.

GERMANY

German reprocessing contracts with La Hague and THORP over the next ten years will
increase the country's stock to 49 tonnes of plutonium. Choices made in the 1970's to
enter these contracts were based upon a number of factors, including: providing

plutonium for a FBR prog waste management, and apparently
atiractive prices from the reprocessing companies.

SIAd IPULY SIPUIIDIY 2]1sS1

The miscalculations in the volume of plutanium stocks returning to Germany and the
lack of domestic demand for FBR' led to the adoption ot MOX for LWR's and BWR's.
However, a numbsr of factors have evolved that have led to much fess MOX use than
anticipated, and consequently an imbalance between large scaie plutonium

repr ing and the ity to fabricate and use MOX has been created. Since
1991. Germany has had no available domestic MOX capacity, since operation of a
Siemens plant at Hanau was suspended. That facility has now been abandoned. The
larger uncompleted MOX facility at Hanau, which cost aimost 1 billion dollars. was
abandoned in Decemter 1995. As of March 1st 1995, eleven reactors in Germany
were licensed to use MOX. but only five did so. Growing piutonium stockpiles at La
Hague of over 12 tonnes in January 1996, will soon be addea to by operation of
THORP at Seliafieid.

BELGIUM

Belgium currently has contracts for reprocessing with Cogema's La Hague plant, which
will yield over 5 tonnes by the year 2003. Once again Belgium's plutonium programme
's an example of over-supply. with annual demand not expected to be greater than 0.3
tonnes in the period 1996/7-2000. Consequently, this will give Beigium an excess
stockpile of more aimost 4 tonnes by the year 2003. it will take a turther 13 years to
consume this plutonium in Belgium reactors.

AUSSIA

Commercial reprocessing is centred at the Radiochemical Combine Mayak site at
Chelyabinsk-40. now renamed Ozersk. A 500 tHM/y reprocessing plant, RT-1, has
operated since 1976, when it was converted from military production. Throughput of
VVER-440 reactor fuel in practise has been around 190 tonnes on average, with
recent reports suggesting a decline to 100 THMYy, thus has yielded a totat of around 27
tonnes by the end of 1994. There is almost no domestic demand for this plutonium.
The Russian FBR programme is centred around BN-600 at Beloyarskya but this
operates with HEU fuel not ptutonium MOX. Plans for construction and operation of
three BN-800 FBR's operating on piutonium MOX remain unrealised. In addition to the
Chelyabinsk site, thera are plans to complete the unfinished reprocessing facility a
Krasnoyarsk-26. Construction of this facility was halted in the mid-1980's due to local
Opposition and financial restrictions from central government. The facility if it is ever
built, is intended to reprocess 1500 THM/y of fuef from Russian VVER-1000, as well as
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averseas clients. Discussions have been heid with uliities from a range of countnes,
inctuding: tha Republic of Korea. Switzeriand, Ukrains, and Taiwan.

A more immediate problem for those concerned about commercial plutonium use is an
option under consideration by the Ministry of Atomic Energy, for converting dismantled
nuclear warhead plutonium into MOX fuel. Despite ali the acknowledged problems with
MOX, Minatom appears 10 favour this option over any other. Currently a study is
underway that if implemented would lead to the construction of a small 20 THM/y MOX
plant at Chetyabinsk. based upon Siemens technology. Russia has some specific
problems due to the nature of its reactors. Only 22 of Russia’s largest reactors are
theorstically capable of handling MOX, eleven of these are of the RBMK type - thus
using MOX would compound their already dangerous operating characteristics.

SWITZERLAND

By the year 2003/4, Switzeriand will have acquired a stock of 9 tonnes of plutonium,

through contracts at La Hague and Seliafield. Despite initial plans lor MOX in all five ot
its reactors by the year 1998. doubts amangst utilities over the economic penaities of |
plutonium fuel use have contributed 1o expected detay’s in MOX utilization. Currently, |
MOX supplied from Belgium, the UK ang France, is used in two small PWR's. '

SPAIN

Spain has contracts for 169 THM of spent tuel with the THORP facility. This will yietd
approximately one metnc tonne of plutonium for return ta Spain. There are hcwever nc
plans for plutonium use in Span's reactors. It should be noted that Spain's Vandelios
magnox reactor had its spent fuet reprocessed in France, but not returned to Spain. it
is believed that plutonium from this reactor entered the French military programme.

NETHERLANDS

The Netherlands has contracts with both the La Hague and THORP faciiities, that once
completed will yreld abaut 2 metnc tonnes ol plutonium. As with Spain, there are no
current plans for the use of this material. including in which location it will be stored.

PLUTONIUM MOX - REACTOR SAFETY AND PROLIFERATION CONSEQUENCES

It has been reported that the Nuclear Salety Summit will endorse the burning of
plutonium from dismantied nuclear warheads in reactors - the MOX option. For a
numper of reasons this route poses a threat of greater nuciear proliteration, increased
sarety nsks for reactors, adationas health hazaras for workers. and more problems for
racicactive waste storage. ’

Pernaps the greatest obstacle o the MOX route for plutonium management is an
economic, and therefore political, one. Global MOX production capacity by the year
2000 will be less than 350 tonnes each year. Aithough this is significant in terms of
increasing the amount MOX in the world, all of this capacity is dedicated to fabricating
MOX from commercial reprocessing - and sven then it cannot deal with most of the
commercial plutonium stocks. To convart plutonium from nuctear warheads on
anything other than an experimental basis will require the construction of new large
MOX tactities. On the basis that 100 tonnes of plutonium from warheads is o be
converted to MOX. (50 tonnes each from Russia and the United States) it will require
one 120 tHM/y plant to operate at full capacity for 27 years. Currently there is no
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industnal scale MOX production capacity i Russia. and Site-300 at Ozersx, if ever
built, will have an annuai plutonium throughput of around 400kg. This tacility would
have to operate for over 100 years to convert 50 tonnes of Russia's plutonium stock.
The United States Oepartment of Energy is currently considering the options for the
disposition of its stockpile of military plutonium. No MOX facility currently operates in
the United States. Environmental 0pposition to pians in both the United States and
Russia could prevent any large-scale move to MOX use.

Reactor Safety Implications

It the Nuclear Salety Summit does endorse MOX for military plutonium. it will further
highlight the irrelevance of the Summit for improving the safsty of nuclear reactors. The
reason for this is that the very reactors that would be used lo burn the MOX fuel in
Russia, are some of the most dangerous r perating and using plutonium fuel
reduces further the weak safety margins of these plants. The preferred reactors in
Russia for MOX use, from a nuclear physics perspective, ars the six VVER-440s, of
which 4 are the 230 series. Even the IAEA classifies these as being extremely unsafe,
and it is uniikety that even MINATOM wouid consider introducing plutonium fuel into
these reactors. Other options also have potentially severe consequences. For VVER-
1000's. the probliem of reduced pressure vessel size has been countered by moving to
a three year fuel cycle. Introducing MOX into these reactors would eliminate the safety
benefits of this, thus increasing the probability of a positive temperature coefficient,
leading to a power excursion and severs accident. The oniy other option wouid be to
move ahead with the construction of the BN-800 series of FBR's in Russia. Though
this may MINATOM's preferred path. not only are there no funds for these. but safe
reliable operation of such reactors has not been demonstrated.

It would indeed be a supreme irony if leaders from the G7 and Russia, mesting for the
first time on exciusively nuclear matters. endorsed an option that would dramatically
reduce the safety of somae of the most dangerous reactors in the world,

Proliferation and Security

Any commitment to increase MOX production and use in reactors. will lead to an
increased risk of nuciear proiiferation. The plutonium contained within the MOX will
either be weapons-grade or biended-gown reactor grade. Howaver, whatever its grade
1t will remain weapons-usable. it is worth mentoning that it has yel to be demonstrated
by the International Atomic Energy Agency (JAEA) that it is possible to adequatety
safeguard plutonium MOX facilities. As fabrication plants for MOX pose a profiferation
threat 50 to does the transport of the MOX to reactor sites. For example, during 1995
:he option to have plutonium frem Russia shipped to the Hanau MOX facility in
Germany, was promoted by the German Foreign Ministry and Siemens (the builder of
the uncompleted MOX plant). Hignhlighting the logistical problems of such an option, it
was reported that a transport plan dratted by Siemens envisaged 70 transports avery
year, involving 4-5 tonnes of plutonium, for ten years. The transport methods
considerec included by rail through eastern and central Europe, by sea through the
Baltic, and by air. Fortunately. the Hanau option was abandoned in December 1995.

In addition, countries now expanding their MOX use programmes are now confronted
with the security problem posed by the storage of large quantities of phutonium MOX at
reactor sites. Slockpifing plutonium MOX fabricated from dismantied nuclear warhead
matenal raises very serious security concerns. This further raises the spectre of
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draconian measures appiied by government agencies seeking 10 protect stockpiles of
such material.

The consequences of producing hundreds of tonnes of weapons-usable MOX, will
increase the probability that material will be diverted or stolen. After the past two years
when nuclear smuggling, both real and imagined, has focused international attention in
the threats posed by nuciear materials, it makes no sense 0 increase the diversion
pathways for plutonium.

CONCLUSION

The unique dangers posed by weapons-usable fissile matenials should not be
underastimated. No excuses are therefore required when no simple solution is
available for dealing with thase materials. However, to pretend that the problem only
exists in Russia, or that commercial plutonium is somehow a legitimate industrial
process, highlights that the G7 and Russia have yet to come to terms with the unique
threat posed by these materiais. After all, it is these very nations within the group of
G7 and Russia that have produced the problem, either as a direct result of the

nuclear arms race, or of commercial nuclear programmes. The international community
should therefore treat with extrame caution any solution offered by these same states
at the Moscow Nuciear Safety Summit.

This summary paper has sought to highlight the fundamental contradiction of the G7
nations and Russia, when as expected they endorse the MOX option for dealing with
weapons-usable plutonium. While plutonium production for explicitly military purposes
has almost ceased, production for commercial purposes is rapidly expanding. No
distinction can ba made between these two types of plutonium - it is all weapons
usable. The G7 and Russia by ignoring this reality will expose the lack of real political
will to overcome the powertu! interests of the global nuclear industry.

Q)
Q

3
o 8
s =2
xS
3 2
‘g:
R
s =
(20 ]




Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable

Fissile Materials Final PEIS

——r

PuCLAZUMS SDUBLBWION  wniBieg LI uader

Auwusen oy an sn "Hny

uoy

0zL

o¥L

091

1708t

€661 SX00IS wWnuolN|g 1} ajge)

€1 40 1T 49vd
SINIWAT) WO
‘Od ‘NOLONIHSV M “FOVAINIIYS)

3-304



S0L—¢

GREENPEACE, WASHINGTON, DC,
Tom CLEMENTS
PAGE 12 OF 13

Table 2: Plutonium stocks 2003
172 -

Mton

Russie us ux France Germany Japan China Beigium  Netherlands Switzerland
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The tigures are inclusive of plutonium loaded into MOX fuel. either loaded or stored for
use in FBR and Thermal reactors. For all figures there’'s at least a ten percent
uncerainty margin with the exception of the figure for the US.

Most of the plutoniu listed in the non-nuclear weapon states. refers to ownership, in
most cases the plutonium is ly stockpiled at three sites: Selifield (UK), la Hague
(France} and Ozersk (Russia). it should be noted however that all of the plutonium
under contract at these sites is eventually 1o be retumed to the country of origin.

References:

Russia +/- 20%, Albright, et al. Figures are at December 31, 1993.
SIPR! Yearbook 1995.

us DOE, February 6th 1996:
Albright, World Inventory of Phitonium and Highly Enriched
Uranium. SIPRI, 1993.

UK +/- 20%, Albright. 1995,
based upon March 1994 UK government.

France +/-30%, figures for Dec. 31, 1993.

Albright. World Invemtory of Plutonium and Highty Eariched
Uranium. SIPRI. 1993.
Cogema. June 1. 1995: SIPRI Yearbook 1995.

China figure for Dec.31. 1993, Albright. 1995.

Other Countries  Albright. World Inventory of Plutonium and Highly Enriched
Uranium. SIPRI. 1993.
Cogema. June 1. 1995; SIPRI Yearbook 1995.
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GREENPEACE -,

May 31, 1996

poz-Oftice of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o 8AIC-PEIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

To Whom it Concerus:

Attached are documents which 1 request be {ncluded as comments oD
the Storage and Dispoeition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials -
Draft Progri ic Eavir tal Tmpact t:

1. The Problems of pisposing of Kilitary Plutonium as MOX Fuel
2. MOX: A Background Briefing

3. The Use of Mixed Oxide Puel Rods Containing Plutcnium in
Light Water reactors

4. MNOX or The Plutonium Aberration

§. Industrial and strategic Aspscts of the Plutonium rusl Cycle
in Prance

§. various new articles on MOX

Thenk you very much.

Sincerely,

T Cpre

Tom Clements

dreenpeace International
Plutonium Campaign

tel. 202-319-2506

fax 202-462-43507

1436 U Street. NW » Washengion, DC 20008 - Tel (202) 621177 + Fax (202) 4624507 « The B9 2359

— [ e -

M\-lm-mm~mm-&w1m-m-m-Som-smm-s-cmﬂm--u:u--umnm-uy

Pyrasd on Chionre-ee. mmmwmwmm

1/15.00.00

w-m-m-w-m~w-m-mW-vam-rm-m-am-wm-mmuw

15 00 00 Comment Number 1

Comment noted. The documents referred to arc included in the PEIS
Administrative Record. Further, this research information was analyzed for
comments specific to this PEIS, and is available to the decisionmaker. No
comments specific to the PEIS were identified in these documents.

sasuodsay pup

SIUIWNIOCT TUIUWUIOT)



80¢—¢

GREG LAIR, INC., CANYON, TX,
GREG LAIR
PAGE 1 OF 2

April 22, 1996

U.S. Dopartment of Encrgy
Office of Fissile Materials
P.0. Box 23786

wWashington, DC 20026

RE: Pantex
To Whom It May Concern:

Greg Lair. lnc ofCanym Texas, supports the selection of Pantex far
ad 4 activities. We strungly endorse the con-

tinuation of high explosives (HE) functions at Pantex., and oppose any plan

to move these functions to the national laboratories. Since Pantex is the

most cost- uf{-:nvt Departmant of Energy {DOE) facility and enjoys the

stmngst nupport. we endorse the addition of other environmentally 1/08 03 01
amd functions at Pantex. Furthermore, we be- Y

lieve that Pantex should be chosen ea the location for fissile materisls

storage and disposition functions.

Pantex must retain HE capabilities to process the inventories already on-
site fram dismantling. Millions of tax payers dollars have been spent
recently at the site to snsure that all the functions are safe and efficient.
It is the only cost-effective choice available. Moreover, it would be
highly advantageous to have all HE functions situated on the site to up-
grape existing weapons systems; In the event of weapons production, on-
site HE functions will be & necessity. High Explosives functions must
remain at Pantex.

Since Pantex is the most cost-effectuve DOE facility and enjoys the strung-

ast locall s rt. it _is appropriate to consider Pantex as an alternmative

site for all future defense-related facilities to camplement activities at

the national laboratories, The location of additional defense-related

activities at Pantex would emnsure that core technical capabilities are pre-

served at a location that can securs then st the most efficient cost to

the tax psyer. The Department of Energy must view accurate budgetary com-

parisons between Pantex ardd other sites. Life-Cycle analysis would assist 2/07.02.00
in these comparisons to ensure the inclusion of all capital, transportaion,

training, remediatjon, and all costs.

OREC LAIR, INC.

CANYON EWAY & BURFALD BTADILM AO. » PO BOX 810 « CANYON TEXAS 78018 » BOS.855.2583

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

0702 00 Comment Number 2

Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, were provided for public
comment in a Technical Summary Report in late July 1996.
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April 22, 1996

Greg Lair, Inc.
P.0. BOx 510
Canyon, TX 79015

Page -2-

We believe that Pantex should be chosen as the location for plutonium
storage. It seams that Pantex is the only facility that has handled

1y dai embly operations in a safe and efficient manner. If
cost savings are considered, Pantex is the only choice for plutonium
storage. The facility is already storing plutonium on-site, and has
strived significantly to ensure not only safety tut environmentally
sound practices as well. Not only has the facility made recent upgrades
to storage facilities, storage container usage and reconfigurement,
and security enhancement, Pantex could also upgrade facilities for
any and all storage options baing congidered by the DOE using processes
already in place with minimal cost and difficulty. It makes little
sense to re-create storage facilities at another site and then: unnecess-
arily transport large amounts of plutonium across the country from

Pantex. The cost and possible consequences of this decision would 1/08 03 01
be enormous. Pantex also should be designated the preferred site for ety
any disposition options and related function. It makes sense to site cont.

deposition where storage already exists. Furthermore, it is not feasible,
fram any perspective, to site strategic storage at one site and surplus
at another. Pantex has the necessary safety, security. and surveillance

capsbilities to acce date an expanded role with minimal costs, and
it is the production site closest to Los Alamos, the planned fabrication
site.

Based upon the above ressons and for the continued benefit of the entire
cammunity, Greg lair, Inc. urges the Department of Energy to designate
Pantex as the prefeired altermative eite for all existing and new stock-
pile management and stewardship functions a8 well as consclidation

of all plutonium storage and disposition and any related functions.

Sincere. 0
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Terry Hammond

Hanford Action of Oregon
4545 NE 78th

Portland OR 97218

U.S. Depariment of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

May 10, 1996

Re: C on Pl jum Di

Dear DOE:

Since atiending the recent DOE meeting in Portland, Oregon, concerning plutonium
disposition, | have just heen informed of certain business support for the rcactor
allernative. 1 wish to record my detcrmined opposition to this choice.

1. Alter decades of denial, the U.S. govemnment is just now beginning L0 admit (o the
penlsofmx:lwmd\luonmd ﬂnedcxl!m(enuu’ﬁm&nd:ofbabiam being killed,
thousands of adults are developing horrible radiation-caused di farm animals arc
suffering disgusting mutations and infentility. With uranium mining, processing, weapons
testing and deployment, and cnergy reactors. the nuclear esublishment is conducting
random genocide on the human population, while permanently destroying the possibility
for healthy life on the planet. This practicc must $0p. Do not encourage the perpetuation
of the nuclear i In the tradition of the Ni berg rials after W.W.I1,
consider your decisions a matter of p ] bility.

2. There is still no plan for permanent disposition of the mounting tons of nuclcaur waste in
this country. Rather than contribute to the problcm by creating more waste with the
reactor aliemative (as your PEIS indicates it will), some definite line of action must be
created that allows us to fecl we are moving in the right direction, and which provides a
model for the rest of the world. You must stop the forward momentum of the nuciear
establishment.

3. With childish disregard for the h mess produced by their activitics, both the
military and encrgy scctors of the nuclear establishment have never included adequate
management of nuclear wastes in their operating budgeu Recent news neports indicate
that funds set asidc to di ) are ncar h to cover projected

costs. Once again, the U.S. taxpaycr is cxpected (o pickup the cxu: bill, prodded by dire
concems for health and safety. The skyrocketing direct costs don't even include all the
costs for generating reports and holding mezlings associated with dangerous nuclcar-

1/08.03.01

2/15.00.00

3/01.06.00

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, and public input.

1500 00 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

01 06 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. DOE has the responsibility to find a path forward for surplus
Pu disposition to support the President’s Nonproliferation Policy. All the
alternatives would take the Pu to an end state that produces some nuclear
wastes. It is the intention of DOE to minimize waste production in the
facilities that will be used for Pu disposition.
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wasie disposition. The economic side of the nuclear nightmare is already way out of
control. You must get a handic on what we have now without cncouraging the kinds of
facilitics that are generating nomMOous exp di datthe i American
laxpayer.

4. It would be nice if DOE could direct its reporis Lo encrgy sources that don't need 10 talk

about death and illness, phi idcats and ion. The public anger and

distrust of the U.S. govunmenmmausing.TthOE.likeiupredece.mrsinm

nucicar cstablishment, has a contemptible reputation, with a history of deceit, denial, 3/01.06.00
cover-up and cocrcion. We appreciae recent efforts to bring some sunshine into your A
activities. Please help us rogain confidence in DOE, whilc tackling & huge problem that cont.
concems all of us. We need you. Be a leader in changing course and dismantling the
deadly nucliear establishment.

Thank you for your consideration on this matter.

Sincerely,
Terry Hnmnénd
Hanford Action of Oregon
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD

A v Rovalic.

Apvining:

V8 Dupt of gy

"h'—- David Nulton

_,._,_, Director, NEPA Complisnce and Outreach
Smher  Office of Pissile Materials Disposition

Department of Energy
———wa PO Box 23786
seane uausma: Washington, DC 20026-3786

oo Sent by Facsimile %o 1.800-820-5156 and by US Mail
Prask Ounes
e May 3, 1996
Toamas Caspanter
Svis  Dear Mr. Nulton:
._:-v— . "
pr-Aryetnn Re:  Storage and Disposition of Excess Weapons Useable Plutonium and Special Nuclear
Lonst Soramment Materials (SNM) (HAB Advice #46)
ey
o= The draft Plutonien P ) Impect S (PEIS) indirectly consid

Ameilswen  Hanford as 8 p ial site for certain jes within the acope of the piutonium safe storage
o fmey and disposition program by the virtue of the site’s current capability and plutonium possession.
triet Sovemmen The Hanford Advisory Board is opposed (o the piecemeal approach 1o nuclear material storage
Donse Poetuten and disposition like that taken in the PEIS o plutonium disposition. We have on three previous
Rurert Soey  OOCAsions sdopted advice to USDOE urging an integrated public discussion on these issucs.
resesvioge  (Board Advice #13, 34 and 38) We have a i from USDOE leadership to initiate such
Sane  aprocess. Therefore, a ROD on the narrow choices presented in this EIS is premature pending
Savythcier  the National Equity Dislogue. The Bowrd is opposed to the use of the bore hale option at
et Ropen  Hanford. At this time, the Board has not expressed a preference for one of the other disposal
options. , the Bosrd does have 3 number of values/issues which relate 10 a plutonsum
oo (Pu) and speat nuclear material (SNM) program. Macy of these valusu/issues bave boso
Temiew!  previously provided to you as advice or for other progs Those
Jwsldhelet  yalucy are:

1/08.02.00

| 2108.03.01

Any phstonium oc SNM storage or disposal p must be tible and i d
MmuﬂAmmmmMmlmMMmﬁeﬁMnuw ﬁmdmg of
cleanup. The program would have the safe disposition of Hanford plutonium as &
Wastingian Hoaty peiority.

3/11.00.01

Pags )
HAB Cassonmm Advics $44

Srerags and Diapowition of Eorse Weapsas Usashls Phonssss and Spmeial Nuciter Museriels (SNM)
Adopwd: May 2.). 19%6

Cantact: Conflugnce Nactiwast, Fachitation Tosm
000 W Kath Avenwe. Sudte M2 Pertiand OR §7200.3718

Phone B50) 243-286) Fax (803 2433643

08 02 00 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
coordination and increased understanding of decisions to be made concerning
the storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials. However, the
National Dialogue Project is beyond the scope of this PEIS.

08 0301 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.

11 00 01 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. DOE’s Fissile Materials Disposition Program is an
integrated effort that will require the participation of a number of DOE sites
that have weapons material experience. DOE acknowledges the commentor’s
concern about the potential effect that selection of Hanford for new missions
could have on the Hanford cleanup program. It is DOE'’s intent that the
implementation of Fissile Materials Disposition Program decisions will have
little or no impact to ongoing cleanup programs. 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. The decision process will also give
consideration to existing agreements betwecen DOE, the State of Washington,
and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
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2. Any plutonium progr igned to Hanford must be fully funded from new funding
sources. This funding should include approp inte site infr and overhead
costs. Funding should fully cover the cost of wreatment, storage and disposal of any
new waste streams.

3 The acceptance of plutonium at Hanford should not delay, defer, or negatively
impact Hanford clcanup.

4 Appropriate local and regional public information and involvement programs must
be conducted by the sgencies to ensure that the public is fully informed of the risks,
hazards and impacts of such & program. This would be part of the national dialogue
on all nuclear materials (noted above) prior to assignment of muclear materialsto 8
specific site.

s. Any permit or plan approval for new Hanford programs/activities must be fully
integrated and must comply with alt State of Washington public health and safety
rules and regulations.

6. Equity impacts must be add d in the assig t of new nuclear materials
(- i r- : \(0 :I ford

7. The transportation of plutonium and special nuclear ials to Hanford ge will
require careful planning of routes and ideration of weather emergencies to
minimize the likelibood of an accident. Emergency prep d for minimizing the
impacts from an accident will require financial support from DOE for state, tribal,
and local invol , including adequate equig and training. When matcrials
are shipped, timely notification should be provided to transportation agencies.

8. The choice of disposal options re: Pu will be a determinant for sites such as Hanford.
Prior to the choice of a disposal option, complete characterization of the material
and the irpacts of short and long-term disposition technologies must be reviewed by
the public and regulatory agencies.

9. Acceptabl hni including waste pr ing must be developed os

an integnte; part of :ny new Hanford storage and disposal program. Permanent
disposal of waste plutonium at Hanford is not acceptable.

4/07.00.00

5/11.00.01

6/08.02.00

7/08.03.00

8/01.00.00

9/10.01.00

10/08.02.00

11/09.11.01

e AR Lo SR

07 00 00 Comment Number 4

Funding for all alternatives will be through the Government’s budget process.
It is not a part of the environmental analysis.

11 00 01 Comment Number 5

The Department of Energy will not begin implementation of the Proposed
Action at any site without having given full consideration to the
environmental, cost, schedule and policy analyses, public comments, and
agreements with various states regarding the clean-up activities on the siles.
Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Action is not expected to cause
adverse impacts to ongoing programs at the selected site(s).

08 0200 Comment Number 6

The Department of Energy uses a wide variety of methods to communicate
with the public on these important issues. These methods include public
meetings, as part of the NEPA process, and meetings outside of the process,
such as the Plutonium Round Table. Numerous fact sheets and displays are
made available at the meetings as well as by mail. All of this information is
available on the Program’s clectronic bulletin board.

08 03 00 Comment Number 7

It is recognized that the decision to locate any of the alternatives at a site
would require coordination with State and local officials on a variety of areas
including the mission of the site.

01 00 00 Comment Number 8

Comment noted. Equity will be considered in DOE’s decisionmaking process
along with all other factors.

sasuodsay puv

CIUIUNIOT TUIWUIO)



w

& HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD, PORTLAND, OR,
N MERILYN B. REEVES
PAGE 3 0F 11

10. A “systems™ analysis approach should be utilized to select the most effective method

for processing and interim storage. This analysis should adequately address public ’ 12/08.03.00
and worker health and safety and environmental issues.

11, 1faplutoniwn disposition mission is assigned to Hanford, every effort should be l
madetomeemnn;wvrkfom,fmhucs,tedmologm,mdodwrmm 13/09.00.01

Finally, we note that this PEIS does not address cumulative impacts of nuclear material

movement and disposition as required by NEPA. | 14/08.00.00

The Health, Safety and Waste Management Committee of the HAB looks forward to further
discussions and working with you on this issue. The Board looks forward to your written
response, a3 called for in our charter.

Vey truly yours,

Merilyn B. Reeves, Chair
Hanford Advisory Board

attachments: Board Advice #13, 34 and 38

cc:  Thomas Grumbly, DOE
John Wagoner, DOE
Alice Murphy, DOE
Chuck Clacke, EPA
‘Mary Riveland, Ecology
Cindy Kelly, Designated Federal Official
Linda Lingle, Site Representative
Jim Mecea, DOE (by fax)
The Oregon and Washington Coagressional Delegati

10 01 00 Comment Number 9

Logistical planning and meteorological surveillance are standard concerns
which normally receive a great deal of attention during transportation
operations such as this; transfer of materials to Hanford would hold no
exceptions. Emergency preparedness personnel (that is, Emergency Response
Teams) will be supplied with the necessary equipment and training
commensurate with Department of Transportation (DOT), DOE, and NRC
regulations. Sufficient funding for these concerns will be available to
satisfactorily ensure that potential contingencies be dealt with in an effective
and timely manner. DOE provides liaison with appropriate agencies for
special nuclear material shipments. However, due to their classified nature,
specific information on times and dates cannot be provided.

08 02 00 Comment Number 10

Before and after decisions are made on a disposition technology or
technologies, DOE will conduct studies and technical demonstrations to fully
understand the full impact of disposition actions. This information will be
made available to the public, as appropriate.

091101 Comment Number 11

The conceptual designs for the storage and disposition facilities have, as part
of their design, waste management facilities that would treat and package all
waste generated into forms that enable long-term storage and/or disposal in
accordance with RCRA and other applicable Federal and State statutes and
DOE Orders. As noted in Section 4.1.10 of the PEIS, waste management
activities that would support the long-term storage or disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials were assumed to be per current site practice. Thus,
only low-level waste (LLW) and possibly some solid nonhazardous waste
was assumed to be disposed of onsite. Any future waste management
facilities that may be required to support the long-term storage or disposition
of weapons-usable material would be coordinated with any decisions in the
waste-type-specific RODs resulting from the Waste Management PEIS and
respective site-specific NEPA documentation.
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A S Spanily Camunition st
8 Ot of Bnargr U.S. Eavironmental Protection Ageacy, Region 10
fodrigvesed 1200 Stth Avenos .
Weshirgna Dogt of Seattie, WA 98101
gy
Mary Riveland, Director
s Vashingion Department. of Ecology
Vel PO Box 47600
ety fnat Otympia, WA 98504-7600
- Joba Wagoaer, Msnager
D of Esergy, Richiand Op
Mgher Govmeman PQMSSO (A7-50)
T Richland, WA 99352
Lebaswon Povvs
ttrmios February 8, 1995
Mgk Mermnssan
—— RE:  Off-site Mixed Waste Acosptance
Lotet Bumivans
e Loy Dear Messrs. Clarks and Wagoner, and Ms. Riveland:
dﬂ\“
et Goverment MMMWMWMWMBOWonFMJ,IWS.
Pony Dot
T The State of Washington nd U.S. EPA shcud not aliow the U.S. Depusiment of Energy
Ty oUS. of Defons 1o tranafie 1o the Hanford site any “Mixed (hazardous and
T radicactive) Wasts® unisss the following criteria are met:
g Parew Prilbg? i
renmendil i A mmﬂmdﬂmwﬂwmmumoﬁn!em:
:..- w;puuhwmsmwho&mwmcomphmm(h
bt Bevay Wmﬁnmeh“lMlhtmmndhbm.mdnhdulao(
——— permits, consent orders and clean-up agreements (e.g. the Tri-Party Agreement) 15/15.00.00
oty Mty between the DOE and the State. RV,VN
Sy Raswas
arons fagey . . .
Aeghenal Suiren- 2 mddmmmhwmmnwwwupﬂqmd
Pravanrera) unmﬂnbﬁlyeﬂ\nﬁuwhmhm' and storage needs, whils having 3
faorire o} neutral or positive impact on Henford clesn-up.
Garest Pullet
= b ] mummoo:m-dww-oa-a-m«nuufw.xwrimn
-y " reciprocal should ba required betwoen the State of Washingion, the
M sate of origin of the off-site waste and the Department of Energy.
m~ Tvlms of ) .t
e s L Wias Amptanm (Heth, Sabey & Wit Massgommt Commnes)
ey L Aduprwlt 'M!.I”l.l‘ﬁm

oot Conbares Nortvons, farficoine lam
400 MW Siath Avanes, Soitn AL, Pordiand O SI0-1THS

Pruse (503) 141266 Faa (307) 1431603

Comment Number 12

08 03 00

Comment noted.

09 00 01 Comment Number 13

Comment noted and will be taken into consideration when DOE is ready to
select sites to implement Pu disposition technologies.

08 00 00 Comment Number 14

The Department of Energy has determined that, based on historical trends and
regulatory constraints, impacts associated with transportation of nuclear
materials are unlikely and not otherwise significant. Therefore, no cumulative
analysis of transportation impacts is performed. The cumulative impacts
analysis is located in Section 4.7 of the PEIS.

1500 00 Comment Number 15

The PEIS analyzes the storage of nonsurplus weapons-usable fissile malterials
and surplus Pu pending disposition. All materials are assumed Lo have been
stabilized and packaged according to recommendations made by the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNESB) prior to storage, and are not
considered waste until disposition actions have been completed.
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mwwmmdwmnypumdqmﬁdumxmybemwdxo
Hanford prior to any consid ion by Washington of TSD p its for mixed
wm“puudum&dﬁﬂ. mmmﬂonmubcpmohhl’sls

dummmﬁemmum prior to development
dmemMmewWMnSmnompt
off-site wastes.

1L Wo&dﬂmﬂwMM' jude provision for inspecti
Mworwwﬁlmmmmmmwm
inspaction of pro-shipping pr . M‘MWmﬁdiﬁuuMord 15/15.00.00
muh.wmpammmr¢PWWMmmm cont
odmuwmdnmorwehwmomuh«d«fmpmﬁu ’
to be isgued or amended to alfow off-site Mixed Wastes to be treated, stored of
disposed of at Hanford.

The Board and its Health, Safety & Waste Management Committee will consider both
Mmdonmmmbmwmdwdus as well as agencies' responses
to this advice. Based on that additionsl information and sgency responses, it is expected
that the Board Wil offfer sdditional advice and recommendations 10 the U.S. Depanment
of Energy, USEPA and the Department of Ecology.

The Board would like the State of W hington to explore options to control other
materials (including low level waste, plutonium or 5 { inated
waste) intended for transport by DOE to Hanford for storage, treatment and/or
disposition.

Very truly yours,

o8 2l

Merilyn B. Resves, Chair
Hanford Advisory Board

cc:  Thomas Grumbly, Department of Energy

v MY IIY I

sasuodsay puv

Lie g



8le—¢

HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD, PORTLAND, OR,
MERILYN B. REEVES
PAGE 7 OF 11

HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD

A S Spmuiia Advivary Soerd.
Thomas Grumbly
Ateig: Assi < y for Eovi 1M
Wowdtew  Dengtment of Energy
RSOSSN 1000 Independence Avenue SW
wsowne Ot Washington D.C. 20585
Seingy
oy November 3, 1993
Mastyn Raoves:
=x Re: Waste Management PEIS and Public Involvement, HAB Consensus Advice #34
somovpupny; Do Mr.Grumbly:
_w-:—._ Al its November 2.3 meeting, the Hanford Advisory Board adopted the following sdvice
g Sowetnn  Tlating to the Waste Management PEIS and public involvement.
Trasmea foget
Rald aiber .
oo pwee Advice
Wtuprd Buaghovd
wn e The Hanford Advisory Board is d by USDOE Headq * inadequate planni
Siwew  and decisions for public invoh and information for the Waste M; PEIS.
eimuamess  Publicity to promote public irvolvement has not met the standard sxpected. Thereisa
RosMee=%  need for timely and meaningful disclosure to the public in the Northwest of all relevant
“'.'.'_...' waste and nuciear materisls movement actions, impacts and alternatives for the Waste
M P tic EIS.
Puty buuran e hd
il Panabet
e Thu Benrd npveued mon' reservations about USDOR's plans to hold one single
: hearing foe public comment from 6 cities. Those concerns
e were not heeded nor mitigated.
g Pove el
————. The Board is upset that DOE-HQ refused to place any notics advertising in mejor
bite M newspapers for § of the 6 citics where the hearing will be held, other than In the lega!
”"‘ “‘; notices.
North keholders and the Hanford Advisory Board have urged USDOE to disclose,
:.':: and integrate impact and slternative analyses into one public document and process, all
gt Sires-  wastes and nuclear marerials which USDOE is eonudcnn. maun., norh; lnd duposmg
weetwe & Hanford and theoughout the wmpl:x You y
fsiies] Rmmdublc In Seattle lo mh 5 and . We rem.in d that such
e by ani all g dsted and dative impacts should be
'._' o avullble in lune fm public input to this major WM Programmatic EIS.
asterl Gty Therefore, the HAB urges USDOE to utilize an independently facilitated inter-site
Candodreded Tebus of
£ HAD Cansanrin Advios ¥34 Page 1
Weskinglen Meall  Sobjert Wt Mumagwiswl PEIS wnd Publie bvalvament
Advptud Nevirdee 3.1, 1995
Tohame indina Malen

Comtart: Conbonce Bartert, Focfiain lum
100 KW Siech Svermsa, Suite 342, Portioed O ST200IS

Phone (303) 143-24) Fas (801) 141340}

08 00 00 Comment Number 16

This comment is outside the scope of the PEIS and, therefore, has been
referred to EM for response.

SIAd DU SIPMAIDI 2]15S14
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keholder p g P to: cooperatively ‘,-mﬁnlngmlinwgntedpublic
plnidplﬂonproculondnbcpcmm'lp'opowd sctions to ship for storage, treatment
or disposal of DOE’s nudnfmdlundo\nmuﬂmelwmmwa. The HAB
Wmmawkmmmwfmmdmmhﬂmwwm

resulting from the Novemb 2W9thii g
mmwwbmwﬁﬂnmueﬂdfahwm.

HAD Conamrosm Advies £34 Page2

Subjowt: PED and Poblis brvoivement

Wasts Managrmed
Adegiod: Nowmber 2-1, 1995

16/08.00.00
cont.
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD

A S8 Spwette y
Advtairg: ‘Thomas P. Grumbly
VS g of Erergy ol 3 y for Envi 1
Wi Department of Energy
1000 Ind d Avenue SW
kol Washington DC 20335
n-:_u—- December 8, 1995
VIE N
Pony Bumet RE:  Draft Waste Manag Prog e Errvi ) Impact S
aan sememare (DOE/EIS-0200-D)
A Dear Mr. Grumbly:
Mg Bedasaton
Tr— The Hanford Advisory Board belmm the following advice reflects the criteria DOE,
Lmenewerowe  EPA, WDOE, should use in sel i This sdvice is identicsl
ettt to HAB consensus advice #13 on“Oﬂ'SneMiudWmADcepnnu ldoptzdon
wremases  February 3, 1995, and forms the basis for this sdditional advice snd
Hhm
Louw Suatvens The State of Washington and U.S. EPA should not sliow the U.S. Department of Energy
Wediveset ot US. Department of Defense to transfir 1o the Hardord site any hazardous and
L dmbeme L gicactive waste unless the following critaris are met:
Lose Bevernmand
——— 1. Amr:lwndnmofp«mwpluwwllmdmbmmeﬁmwme
;_—_':_' acoeptance in Washington State should be on-going substantive complience with
Sourge Hystas Washington Dangerous Waste laws and the terms, conditions, and schedules of
o ol permits, consent orders and clean-up agreements (¢.g. the Tri-Party Agreement)
D o] betwsen the DOE and the State.
Duwrn Pomantne
-t o 2 Amwdoﬂmcmmb&mﬂiwmmmhdkycwlymd
fveedyrend on svailability of funding 1o handle processing and storage needs, while having a
neutral or positive impact on Hanford clesn-up.
Wy Mastboy
:"—': 3 lnlﬂmnuwmcDOEWmmoﬂ'momuuHMIoM & written
should be required between the State of Washington, the
......."" nm of onpn of the off-site waste and the Department of Energy.
Peige Koty
ey 4 Technical, i¢ and equity should be sdd. d in deciding whether
'_. o to -wwvc sorsge. rrolanpd nonp of off-site wastes pnor to trestment, or of
- p ' lly should not be app
Motual Graisesy
retrovivgnty Adviee 14 . Foge t
e Dt e e e 5 00T D e e
Yot tndion Noim Adoptedt Ouonvher 3-8, 1993 agromment o athu mebjorts reeher.

100 W Sirth bovmam, Suite JA2, Portlond O ST109-0215

Comtact: Conlioonce Nordroen, faciiaton Tam
Phane (37) M3-1643 Tae (307) 2033803

SIAd [Dul S[PIIIV 2]15S14
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10.

1.

No pretreatment storage should be allowed at the receiving site unless it has been
spproved in the written reciprocal sgreement between the shipping and receiving states.

Plans and schedules to treat off-site wastes should be approved only in instances where
thereiubi\din;uuloblinliononn:pmofDOEforprbmrymdncond:ryoﬂ-lile
age facilities designed to receive post ent residusls before wastes are allowed 10
be shipped to Hanford. Mmumd:chedulu;hwldspodfytm;mﬂymmidudswm
be stared or disposed of st Hanford. In the event of substantial noncompliance with
Washington Dang: Waste Law requi or failure to have off-site facilities
mmbhhmdm-uummw-ﬁcmaﬂmbemtedn
Harford. Luﬁuspdﬁc.mmmmmgbotundm.ofoﬁjm waste
residuals should be returned to the site of origin or other compliant facilities to be

Qeciﬁedhplwmdscmdulu.

When reviewing req from other sites! 10 accept wastes for treatment at
Hmfod,memﬂiuile’suulmmﬂmd\ouldbe inized to d ine wheth
thers has been th h consideration of on site tr and pre-ship storage. Off-

si(awtﬂudmldmlbcweeptedfwuumwbu!nchmdydsilhddngormt
mpcﬂh;.unlmhiso(h«wiu-ppmvedhthendpmcdwmme
sending and receiving states.

Receipt of say off-site wastes for treatment should require submission by shipping state of
 schedule for ship t, and post idual t, and prior
written approval by the State of ‘Washington.

Transport of off-site waste to Hanford for treatment will require careful planning of routes
and consideration of weather emergencies 10 minimize the likelihood of an accident.

Emergency preparedness for mi g the impacts from an cident will require financial
support from DOE to state, tribal and local invol , including adeq quIp

and training. When materials are shipped, timely notification should be provided to
transportation agencies.

Cunﬂniwhnpm(mgofoumwmutypd)mbuwyudmdwuid«edm
decisi ing the r and of DOE wastes. DOE must fully
di:dounﬂwo)eaedmotypumdqu-ﬂiuﬁdmbo:ﬁwdwﬂmfmpriorto
mycomidaﬁimbyWuhingtono(TSmeﬁnforwinugmemednoM facilities.
'!‘hisid‘omdionmnbepmoftthEISmannSiteTmmPunwbﬁc
comment/public participation process, and of an inter-regional and inter-sito advisory
board dislogue, prior to develop “oﬂimISiuTmumn(thmdnnylgfwmtby
‘Washington State to accept off-site wastes.

Hanford off-site waste acceptance criteria must include provision for inspection and
payment of appropriste permit fees to cover all state costs, inchuding inspection of pre-

Puged

HAS Comonsus Advics 0§ §
Swbjert: Draft Wosse Mg Prog aevassic £13 (COUTIS- Thia svien raprovonts HAB soemermus for this spacific topia. R

ax0e-0n a—u-hu-—d.—n-'...-u-u-n
Adoprod: Dosmber 7.3, 1993 agrovmast o0, et wubjevs meiare.
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hi Existing Waste facilities.at Hanford must be in substantial
oomplum with lha Tri:-hn'y Agreement milestones, other orders or agrecments and
RCRA or state law requirements in order for permiits to be fssued or amended 10 allow
off-site wastes to be treated, stored or disposed of at Hanford.

The HAB is concerned that the WMPEIS has used the Bascline Envi | M
Report (BEMR) a3 its source for estimated waste volumes. W-m-USDOEtownrkwnh
Mwimtovm&wwmtomwnuwdumwumﬁdmmm

SIAd [0l S|PLUIIDI 1SS1

21qvsy)-suodvag fo uomisodsiyq puv 330401¢

USDOEMlddwdopmmMonM;wmwmuMESnmmth
waste posal from USDOE's fucilities. This process must be designed in
-mmmmmmammammMmmmmwwmr
SSABs and other affected stakeholders; this process must also contain a strong public
involvement element. Please refer to HAB Advics #34, requesting an integrated public
puuapwonpmem mssulanphynhyrouhpublicmhmn,m“mbo

dby s progs USDOE should work with stakeholders to ensure
that their values are fa d ivto al ives being considered in the WMPEIS. We have
anached two documents (“The Puture for Hanford: Uses & Cleanup” from the Future Site Uses
Woth'ngGroupmdtheFilIIMpoﬂofﬂnWTlnkaTnkForu)Muchldmnfy(hn
values of Hanford stakeholders.

WWqumemSmaWofmmdmeUS
mewummmmmmmmmm
mo.pmmhrlymdoamthumﬂdmmumhadnmﬁomth site’s cleanup mission
and the resources it requires.

W look forward to your written response as is called for in our charter.

Very truly yours,

Merilyn B. Reeves, Chair
Hanford Advisory Board

¢ Chuck Clarke, U.S. Environmentsi Protection Agency, Region 10
Cindy Kelly, Detignated Federal Official
Linds Lingle, Site Represontative
Mary Riveland, Washington Department of Ecology
John Wagoner, Depertment ofl';nau Rxhhnd Openhon.l
The Oregon and Washing!

L] Page)
MAR Comemsws Advise ™ PP+

Gl Pragramemaiic EIS (DOU/LIS-
Dred Wore Mot n-ﬁ—lhuh--a-l—-u-ndn-«

#3000y
Adugird: Dvenmbeer 14, 1993 agrvemon o stbar subjodts msmers.




£Cet

HANFORD COMMUNITIES, RICHLAND, WA,
JoseprH C. KING
PAGE1OF7

ford
hB:EnB

Richiand * Kemnrwick s Pgsco o West Richland o Bemton Ciy * Benfon Coun

T. O. Bax 190, Riehland, WA 35052
Telephous (S89) $43-T248 Fox (909) A3 5466

Aprii 28, 1998

My, Jim Hummer .
sd Agplostions | tional Core.
3200 Pert of Benton Bouleverd
Mohland WA 98382

Dear Nir. Hummer:

?_8..«388'?;1-!!:%&?‘-3’.! » - tmpwot

{ras) justrel Ly the Dep: of Enargy on long-teem and o of weap bie
%ﬂiif!gi.c%i.aio?sﬂng-(&-l‘-o:ﬁ:ﬁrs
trangportaion asfety 10 emwi tal and ttie Hanferd Communities wil
coorfinate 8 review of Ve & nd i & resp o ber jurlediotk .

Hanferd s one af six DOE sitss ficted in the PEIS an candidater for fong4erm utorsga of waspona-

_l!ou!l:_!..ggfsx.lt?i?.elau!a?l-%ioﬂif.
tord bv paticutwrly wel »Sl.vve:?‘o.sii:c.iao!_a:!&_:ig&

33!!958::-[%..1.!05‘!5-_: nudless resolors.

2-‘:.32&83!..‘-33!-8?1!.5!33 b veloped. It le our reaponeibllt

ot that of *distant staksholdmre® ~ to appralas the haalth end sufery, usnsporimion, snd

o sl kg of wep uosdle p @on Inr Hantord. It progery understood by
the putifo, dispossd of p able pl could be anh » 2 respectable snd noble
rsesion jor Hentord. If this fssue ts net wall und d end la iy oppoeed by tha genecal publia,

!is:!i!ifisi‘iil-sicﬂffli!.;h?- ragion.

We need to ther this J.l’-.i;:lt{.ﬁ;!&:-!il
what tle To p h this, we have askad 2 growp of 20 individuals to work with ua o
Z«.!:v-;!u!:i':-o!!o-o?tg!tli.io!!&l:il!izvﬁx
partbip in this p We entoipats thet your would Incfude reviewing tha rraft
Ei‘%i!ﬂi.—u%l&;;-gﬁv-;!’o;}?vi
i.:i!i.-i!!igai;iat?-‘gi?
3:!:3.1!:!3..-1!51!’83:#11...3-}:3::__-'.!!5-773.53
this prejact.

Stnowrsly]

ot

Riohians Chty Mensger and Chalmman of
Herord Communites Adminisuetive Sowd

dapundern CormvauntOus With Corwwan WRssedts -

J

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for new
missions at Hanford. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical and
cconomic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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ames H. Hummer
1 ANYON STRET ¢ LanD WA 99982 ¢ (§09) ¥2 /-0 /6

May 2, 1990
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Mr. Cemig WitTameon

Nichland Fire & Envargency Services
1000 Gecvrge Washington Way
Riciland, WA 90382

Dear Mr. Willamson:

Subjeut: Review of DOE/EIS-0229-D, Storege end Disposition of Waapons-Usesble Fiesie
/ impact 5n

Materishs Dreft Progremmatic Envi

Following ls o llstion of lromth'mswm for u-nwormloniuuu To
nmmmwlaeumumm Y vous from the g
Hrdari(‘MnNHC)Trmponnmlnd*' ing Function, Thek perticipatiun, and

my_oyn, 16 personal and doss Not represant the viaws ot either WHC w Scisnce
Applicsiiuns ntsmational Corporation (SAIC). Reviewwrs inciain me and:

Nr. W, F. (Bl irvine Meneger, Transportation and Packaging
Mr. J. G, itGrsg) Fleld Manager, Packeging Enginesring
Mg, J. R. Jenet) Green €Engineer, Transportation Risk Asssssment
Mi. J. H, [Jim) Por sth Metepa, Teatfic A
Ovarall, vea found nothion we would cher iz o8 0 ppor. Safety in
transportstion of radiosct! hes an fent track record. Howsver,

transportation is mn lesus beoouso it 19 visible and may invoive (by arexdmity) peareons that
would atherwice be miles awey from the materla. For these, and other ressuny, Uhe
Departmant of Energy has an sxtensive program ot public Naison snd curmnunicytion 12
trfore ana soliclt comments from the public on uuqm-ﬂon lssues. Thoy sleo administer
tuhmgon-n pects of radi ive and other h il transportation and
troining and sccident recovery exarcisss, Other programs
inchude seif amm of tratfic and r e ond dous material
packsging scd traneportation opuwm and H\vd -party sveluation of eommein! cerriare.
Tha DOE Office of 7' tation, and Anslytical Services
mensges thess programs (EM-78). Thay have not, ‘but shauld, review this EIS. Thast
orograms haip the DOF retain its track record in redioactive and hazardous matarisle
trermportation. The EIS does not, but should, exploht the benetite of thess programs.

Westinghwuse Harrtord Campany Is an aative participant in saveral of thase programs,
partcu'arly training end motar camier evelustion. Ax the normat follow-up to WHC's cerrler
roglstrouon, four Inspectors from tha Depertment of Trensportetion (DOT) conducted »




14 )

HANFORD COMMUNITIES, RICHLAND, WA,
JosepH C. KING
PAGE 3 OF 7

Richland Fum & Evvergumcy Swcvioes
Page d
May 2. 1998

torma! reviews the wesk of March 7, 1984, to vertfy compilance with the toderal
reguiatics. They agent the entire wesk conducting random vehicle inspections, documaent
raviews md parsonnal interviews in varduus departments and facilithes acrass the stte.

nts for h d rials and

The review included it shipping d
sha durng the previous year, ddver qualificerion files, vehicle mair anxd insp
racords, procedurss end poliolos, hazerdous materials smployee treining records, driver
wisatwnce shuse testing results, medica! files, and fisbFity insurance and hacerdous
materials registeation documentstion. Tho roview team found only four discrepancies,
which they chacscterized as minor.

»luvlng the

WHC recoived a ‘Setisfactory” rutng, the highest granted by DOT, snd was Jescribal (n
the wxit lwiefing a8 the bast transportation opsretion in the DOE comptex. This may be
snother odvantage thet Henford hes concerning this scope of work,

Spacific Convnants:

The EIS sssessment seema thorough, given thet the numbers would withstanr more
rigorove scrutiny. There Is concern Ut the packaging certifications {pedigrees! are rot
clasrly explainad; |.e., not ol psckagings posesas the Nuciear Reguistory Comenission
endormement. The other ovecall concerm s that Tw reixtve risk bases are not presamed
Gheurly.

Altenaives in chapter 3 do not address materini tranwportation adequetely or Gurnsiivntly.
For axample, Section 2.4.1, Pit Disassembly/Conversion FaciTty, atetes that originator will
have ultimate reeporsibliity for sate trensfer snd shippors, t7ansportery, snd receivers are
responeible for complying with spplicable reguistians. Tris is siweys the cosc, whather
DOE)ak.vdvdwmxnknd?ylmvonmlbmwMD(Edm,wwlldo, to
sulsly ttnneport the materiels. In Section 2.4.5.2, Fxisting Light Water Resctor Aftarnetive,
tranaporiation addresoes five types of raciosctive materis shpments including low-level
waste, frush MOX fuel, snd spent fusl. S 2.4.5.4, Evoiutionary ! ight Watar Reactor
Altemutive, discusses low-tevel wasts, mixed fow-level wasts, hazardous waste,
nontmzardous waste, transuranic wasts, and spent fue! yet tramportatior. is summed up a5
“intersite tranaters would be made by ral, truck tranaport, or pipefng as appropriate.” All
thase ¢ should edd ol the wpp Uansportetiun streema end what speciel
requirements apply such as security or speciel roudng.

There ate several referances to a DOT Spacification M in Heation 4.4, Mimits
memdono!h‘sdkmm.w‘,r dix G, A jte Transportation, su a DOT

specilicution 8M Type B pankaging, 8 DOT spprovad M Type B packeging |using 2R inner
contwinera), # GM, 3 6M-2R, and & model 6M. in addition thers is a statement that *A
typicel BM, Type B packaging spproved for use by DOE is covered by Cartificets of
Comglisnge Numbor 8869, deted Januery b, 1894.° This infers NAC certification in

2/10.00.00

3/10.00.00

4/10.00.00

TR R SR ! A

10 00 00 Comment Number 2

The analysis for the storage and disposition alternatives evaluates the
potential risks for transporting shippable forms of fissile materials (that is, Pu
and HEU) that have been stabilized and packaged for shipment at the
originating site. All packaging processes (and certifications) meet DOT and
DOE requirements. NRC certification criteria is applied to all Type B
packagings, as required by the DOT regulations. Section 4.4.2.2 of the PEIS
presents information on packaging criteria established and enforced by
Federal agencies. A thorough explanation of risk basis is presented within
Sections G.1.1 and G.1.2 for truck/rail and port transit modes, respectively.

10 00 00 Comment Number 3

The transportation issues raised require site-specific knowledge in order to
describe the transportation streams and the special requirements which apply
to each transportation scenario (security, special routing). Transportation of
radioactive material from an existing LWR site and evolutionary LWR site
may include several modes of transportation (truck, rail, and barge)
depending on the location of the site. Specific transportation streams and
special requirements will be addressed if these alternatives are selected for
further consideration. Appendix G presents additional information on
transportation of radioactive materials and types of packaging specific to the
material to be transported.

10 00 00 Comment Number 4

The PEIS uses the terminology “6M Type B package” to designate both the
generic package type identified in the DOT specification and the specific
variation of the package type used by DOE. The specific package type used
by DOE is denoted as the 6M-2R, consisting of the 6M Type B package using
2R inner containers.

All aspects of the transportation of radioactive materials within the United
States are regulated at the Federal level by the DOT. The Federal regulations
are implemented by both NRC licenses and DOE for the transportation of

sasuodsay puv
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Vidilood Fuw & Emmpoaay Serviess
Pup$
Moy 2, 1996

oompariton to e DOT specification packaging. The inconeistont terminology and the
cardless use of “AM, Typa B packaging® omn be vary misieading. One is an spple (DOT
specitication packeging], the athar an orange (NRC certifled . As described, the
EIS could lesd to unnocemary triticism or debete abaut the validity of the sk analysis.
The DCT apacification paokaging ig Not sublect to the test sequence on pege G-7. There is
some controversy, mainly smcng the reguiators (DOT and NRC) and DOE, regarding the
DOT apacificmtion paekaging. The E18 needs to idontify cloorly wiich packeging Is which.

Section 4.4.2.2, Meckaging, does not ed the usfety besis of the DOt-6M
mkun.ano‘dgnrﬂlmnmm , 8 shipped in the
w,wwmmmmmwmmu-nmmcm
syt fuel ousk of the BUSS Cask.The public s probebly not awere of the varlous systems
that suthorize Type 8 packeges: DOT Specification (okd}, DOT C'ﬂﬁcﬂaofCompmt

Authortty, NRC Cartifists of Campllance, and DOE Weapons Program suthort

which Include aperstoanal considerstions. Thtymdtohdlﬁnldwmmld.ndhtho

risk anelysis.

The correct designator for some of thess containars would be Typa BF versus Type E

Poterniel 1stalities nesd (o be defined betrer in Section 4. [t Is not claar thet the potential
mm-npmwtmlmumﬁmuwmmvmmwm
p | risks iated with in
sutomcbiile -mnlomondhighm fatolitios. Thn numbars in this section vmuld be more

mesningful I? they reported the rediclogical srd non-rediolagical resuits .

The section also infers that RADTRAN csiovistes the non-rediclogical risk, which it does
not.

Pugs 4-772: Tha flist sentence states “materdals woud be D ....hvSSTw
eommercial equivsient ruck.” There is no cisty svailebh o Iitee the $ST.

Page 4-773: The swcorxd sentonce stetes “For relatively low-leve! radioaotive matenats,
DOTSpedﬂeMnthmnum *Strong tight containers are sisc elowed for
low spacific activity p

Pape ¢-780; Glven more time ™ (hgest the information provided, these ema may becoms
more clewr. Far the *“Deep Borehols® emplacemnant altemative, It is 1ot uiear why
shipments would fofluw Immebllization and come from lag storege. The sh i

of 5.6 tne per yea ssom slaw, when the immobitized pellets could by whipped ol 8 rate of
651 *ans per ysar. Why liw lergs difference in shipning veluma capadty?

Page 4-781: The fifth paregreph mwtins shipping one rai cesk at a time for o totat o{
sixty-fuur shipmonts per yess. Is this in roguisr Train sarvice or “special tran?” There s »

4/10.00.00
cont

5/10.00.00

6/10.02.00

| 7/10.00.00

} 8/10.00.00

§/10.00.00

10/10.00.00

radioactive materials. Package designs meeting the Type B package
performance criteria are considered by NRC and DOE to provide adequate
protection of the public and operating personnel in the event of a
transportation accident. The NRC has no regulatory authority regarding DOE
transport of radioactive materials, although DOE does use NRC criteria for
the certification of Type B packaging, including the 6M-2R.

The approval process followed by DOE regarding Type B packaging and
transportation of radioactive materials is established by DOE Orders. Package
design, testing, and safety information must be prepared for shipping

packages proposed for use within the DOE complex. Review and approval of'

this information results in DOE's issuance of a Certificate of Compliance for
the package and its use. In the case of the 6M Type B package, although the
package meets DOT specification, the DOE approval process provides
additional requirements prior to the package’s use within the DOE complex.

10 00 00 Comment Number 5

A discussion of the safety basis of certified nuclear packaging is beyond the
scope of the PEIS. The transport index (TI), which is a regulatory
characteristic of a package, was estimated to be the maximum allowed by
regulatory requirements and used in the transportation risk analysis. A
discussion of transport packaging is presented in Appendix G.

1002 00 Comment Number 6

The human health risks from the transportation of radioactive materials
between sites includes both radiological and nonradiological impacts to the
public and workers. The categories of calculated risk include nonradiological
accident impacts to the public and workers, nonradiological normal operation
impacts to the public (air pollution), radiological accident impacts to the
public, and radiological normal operation impacts to the public and workers.
The risk to the public from radiological accidents is an order of magnitude
less than either nonradiological accidents or radiological exposures during
normal operations.
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Rishiend Fou & Baargency Barvions
Pawp s
Mey 2, 199

big difference 1 vout assacisted with the two options.

Pege 4-783: Risk numbers are difticult to understand and foliew. For example, it ssems
that the deference In level of risk betwueen processing in the U.S. veraus procsesing In
Europe, ss depicted in Tabic 4.4.3.3-4, wouki be much grester than showr.

Appendix Q: Tha risk aasociatad with the transportation o“ho mahrl-ls wnuld be batten
understood if it wene broken into rediological and non-rad

radiclogicat fsks would slso be mars meaningful if they npomd tham fw both sccident
and normal mades. Summing all risks rseuts in numbers that erv anly useful to compars
ths shtornratives bming considered in this EIS. One cannot sasily coriipars them with the
other reports, which do not use this method.

Not enough information wae given sbout the RADTRAN nput voiues used, For instence,
thse following vawss should be included wwd reterenced: relesce tractions (AFAC, HERSOL,
RESP), atmosphsric disoersion values {for truck end rail, ¥nd oncoming highway traffic
statistios,

NUREG-0170 severity were used for il ruck enipmants. This may not be
approprite for the OM shipmets or for the BB-gallon drum shipments.

Pugs B-3: Second paragraph. second sentence stetas that the 8M packages would be
placed on Cargo Restraint Tranaporters (CNG) to faclitate losding end securing In the £6T.
At one time, we wers told at Hanford to reum our CRI*s. Are they still being used on the
SST's? Just a quastion. They worked wel.

Puge G-3: The second sentence in the third parsgraph mentions tansfurring the CRT'K frumn
an SET 10 » stundard 1SO container. Stsnderd ISC contsiners do not have the floor te
down capability associgted with tha CRT's and svalleble In the SST. Tho CRT's have
whes!s, and 8 praper tis down pattern would have to be developed fur ocean transport In
ISO cotaincrs.

in sddhion, | heve reviewed the other material you sent ma and offer the fallowing
comments for your ues.

Both Jomion Rogers end Rob om stote thoir boliaf that trenspartetion is 8 fulty developed
technology and with proper snd route selection, risk can be minimized. agree
with this conciusion. The DOE will Gkely prepare a plan for » long term shipping campeign
such #s this, GONGUCt eMergency response Ureining slung tha routes, and perfomm sevaral
other extre-reguigtory activitey (v wisure safety in transportation.

Robert M. Jefferson commented (nat there sesmued to be 8 complete luck of cancern for
criticaity safuty. They do not snalyze criticality safety in the EIS. Hawever, several

| 10/10.00.00
cont

11/10.02.00

6/10.02.00
cont.

12/10.02.00

13/10.02.00

14/10.00.00

15/10.00.00

100000 Comment Number 7

If commercial trucks were to be utilized, additional requirements (physical
and administrative) would be applied to provide equally effective safety and
security measures as provided by SST.

10 00 00 Comment Number 8

The commentor is correct that strong, tight packagings can be used for low-
level radioactive materials of less than Type A quantities. The text in Section
4.4.22 of the Final PEIS was changed to concur.

10 00 00 Comment Number 9

The Deep Borehole Alternative discusses the disposition of surplus weapons-
usable Pu in two forms: (1) direct emplacement of Pu without immobilization
and (2) Pu-loaded, ceramic-coated pellets. The amount of Pu to be transported
for direct emplacement is estimated to not exceed 5 t (5.5 tons) per year. The
amount of Pu-loaded, ceramic-coated pellets to be transported for
emplacement is estimated to be 500 t (551 tons) per year. The Pu-loaded,
ceramic-coated pellets contain I-percent Pu. Therefore, the amount of Pu-
loaded, ceramic-coated pellets would be 100 times as great as the amount of
Pu for direct emplacement, or approximately 500 t (551 tons) per year.

10 00 00 Comment Number 10

Although shipments may be consolidated into “dedicated trains” of more than
one car, the risk analysis has considered regular train services for these
shipments. Several court decisions have shown there is no safety basis for the
use of “special trains” for high-level nuclear materials. DOT, DOE, and NRC
have provided no such direction that special trains will be used for radioactive
materials.

sasuodsay pup
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Rublod i'tre @ Emn goary S

Page 5
May 2. 1996

uspects of the Depantant of Trensportation and Nuciesr Requiatory reguintions deal with
ortdeaiity sutety s 10 pachaging design req contert kmitati and tranapcrt
vehicle lowding. A s commont states chet the Tranepart index (T1) I8 besed on criticslity
considerations for Fssllo mutwisis. Criticaliy safety ls sn importamt wbject that the

gior: ¢ g .

L LT

Sinceruly.

7 3 H Rummer

e

o

1002 00 Comment Number 11

The values given in Table 4.4.3.3—4 of the PEIS represent the “Total Potential
Fatalities” associated with the transportation of Pu oxide, uranium oxide, and
MOX, for the Reactor Alternative category. The quantities presented are a result
of direct risk calculations which yield results in “numbers of human fatalities.”
In regard to accumulating the risks associated with a given transportation
process, the maximum risk impacts from the transport of Pu oxide, uranium
oxide, and MOX fuel under the Reactor Alternatives may be summed directly
from Table 4.4.3.3—4. According to results calculated by the “industry-wide
accepted” RADTRAN code, the highest number of total potential fatalities
from the transportation of materials from lag storage to fuel fabrication and then
to areactor site is 4.16 for MOX fuel fabrication in the United States. In Europe,
the number of potential fatalities for a similar procedural operation would be
4.62. The difference between 4.62 and 4.16 fatalities is essentially negligible.
Risk differences between the two “regional” alternatives (that is, the United
States vs. Europe) are very small for all stages involved.

1002 00 Comment Number 12

Appendix G of this PEIS discusses the pertinent methodology and associated
parameters utilized in the transportation modeling via the RADTRAN code.
The scope of this document does not require scientific detail regarding input
parameters to exceed that of a programmatic level.

10 02 00 Comment Number 13

This PEIS evaluated the potential for highway accidents and radioactive
releases from the 6M shipments during transport in terms of eight accident
severity categories identified in NUREG-0170 and implemented through
analysis by the RADTRAN 4.0 computer code. The accident categories ranged
from the least severe and most frequent accident (Category I) to the most severe
and least frequent accident (Category VIII). NUREG-0170 characterizes
package response to these accident categories in terms of release fractions
based on the package type, transportation mode, and accident category. DOE
considers the accident category information presented in NUREG-0170 to
adequately cover the transport mode and package types addressed in the PEIS.

.t wrMM
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6Cet

10 00 00 Comment Number 14
The Cargo Restraint Transporters (CRTs) are still being used on the SST.

10 00 00 Comment Number 15

Transportation component design specific to this situation is beyond the scope
of this PEIS. If design changes are necessary for International Standards
Organization (ISO) transport to occur, proper modifications would be
expedited to meet the necessary criteria.

sasuodsay puv
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Hanford _ .
Communities
Richland * Kennewick © Posco ® West Richland » Benton City Benton County

P. O. Box 190, Richlxnd, WA 39352

(1 M) %
May 8, 1996 Telpbeoe (509) MI-T343 Fax (509) 943-5664

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Maunals Disposition
P. O Box 23786

<o SAIC PEIS

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Ref: Draft Programmatic EIS - Weapons Usable Fissile Materials Disposinion - February 1996

Ta Whom it May Concem:

The Hanford Communities, individually throu.h their respective clected bodies and collectively as a group,
provide summary and as noted below relative to the referenced EIS. We

appreciate the opportunity to pravide input into this vital Department of Energy project and accordingly
have taken extraordinary measures o ensure a thorough technical and citizen review. .

We asked community leaders and techaical experts 10 serve as a volunteer advisory group to the Hanford
Communities for this draft PEIS. The 30« persons panticipanng in this capacity divided into seven focus
groups: transportation, health and safety, MOX fuel and Pu conversion, reactor burn options, vitrification

ic issucs and national security issues. Their comments complement and go into
|rnler depth than the Hanford Communities’ comments and are summarized in Attachment 1. Please
review and carefully consider both sets of comments.

While time constraints did not permit public meetings or televised citizen forums during the limited
comment period. we intend to hold one or more public meetings or media forums to fully inform the public
of this response and gain additional citizen input. We wiil promptly notify DOE 1f there arc any substantive
changes 1o this transmuttal as a result of this additional input.

We strungly support the reactor burn option as the preferred Pu dispasidon lllermuvu We believe this

option has the best chance of b g the model inter it permits recovery
of a significant fraction of the valuable “fuel” valoe while fully com ying with one of the accepted
proliferstion-resistant disposal alternatives. We believe Hanford offers the best and most compelling cost

and schedule advantage with the least environmental, health, safery nnd protiferadon risks for either the
reactor buren or the vitrification disposition mode. With Hanford's and Washington Public Power Supply
System’s existing facilities and infrastructure, and the planned privatization of ford’s tank waste
n&nﬂnmu program (Figure 1), large savings in capital and operating funds are poasiblc relative to
other sites.

SUMMARY COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

- Excess weap ble fissilc Is must be p ly safc ded and di d of in the U.S. and
intemationally to prevent nuclear weapons pmllfennon “Time is of the essence since there is a clcar and
present danger of illicit use of bomb-grade p and high in the world today
Accordingly we recommend DOE select the pref di it ive and the Pu and
dlsponuon sites that best achicve rapid, cost eﬁecuv:. mu;;nxd use of already existing DOE fxllmes

P by the | nuclear weap y: and
dlsposuion lmplemenmxon time, new capital nd 1 p i u{:guudx

security, worker and public heslth and safety, and protiferation fisks

+ Indapanident Commurites WIth Common Interests -

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

08 0301 Comment Number 1

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.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

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

SIFd Ul SIPLIIDIY 1551
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HANFORD COMMUNITIES, RICHLAND, WA,
LARRY HALER, ET AL.

PAGE 2 OF 23
+  Hanford should be included in the draft EIS as a p ial Pu p ing and disp site ~ the PEIS
curmently onfy considers Hanford as a “long term storage” site., and specifically, the
Fuels and Maerials Examination Facility shoald be considered a3 a posential site for MOX fuel 3/01.04.00
fabrication, Pu conversion and/or small scale Pu vitrification, and the

Fast Flux Test Facility reactor should be considered as a viable plutonium “bumner” reactor

+  We oppose any consideration of Hanford as a “long-term Pu storage only” facility. Temporary
P storage i3 ptable as part of an i ive Pu disposi A opm"?on ‘ 4/08.03.01

Hanford is unique in that a large, operating, commercial nuclear-electric er station (WNP-2). a

plutonium oxide fuel buring 1est reactor (FFTF); a commercial low-level waste disposal site: a nearly

complete plutonium oxide (MOX) fuel fabrication facility; another lacge. but partially completed.

Auclear-electric power station (WNP-1); a be ped vi plant: plus all the site 3/01 0400
1 d or "

infrastructure co-exist within DOE"s Hanford sitc d | d” facihties
(Fig. 1) should be given preferential considcration in this EIS and Record of Decision and in alt cont.
of envi ] impacts, schedules, capital requi tifecycle costs. health, safety.
guands, security. P ion and p ion risks.

- Mingating transportation issues is a high prionty. New ar expanded Pu storage site(s) should not be
determined until after the plutonium conversion site(s), and preferably. after the preferred plutonium 5/01.00.00
disposition method(s) and the plutonium disposition site(s) are finally selected.

We oppose using Canadian CANDU or any other foreign reactors to dispose of U.S. gencrated weapons
grade plutonium. This is newther appropriate not responsible international U.S. policy po I 6/08030|

In conclusion. we do not believe the Department of Energy can adequately address or minimize the

en ) impacts and iated heaith, safety. safeguards, secunty. P jon, schedule and cost 2/080301
impacts of the proposed PEIS until it its Pu and disp options retative to the

synergistic use of existing, collocated. cost effective facilines in the DOE complex. cont.

We urge you to formally and th ghly the ial benefits of disposing of pl as

depicted 1n the attached simplified schematic (Figure 1). We believe implementing this sirategy will litecally

save DOE billions of dollars and shorten the time to initiate Pu disposition by at least 4 to 8 years. 3/01 0400
ic depicts a cotl d p i position “system™ involving compatible. already exisung cont

Hanford facilitics plus new, already scheduled tnk wase vitrification facilities. The plutonium conversion ont.

step indicated in the schematic could be at Hanfocd o elsewhere.

We look forward to working with the Department of Energy to refine and improve upon the 1deas and
concepts provided 1n this memo. s essenual that DOE's former weapon's complex sites cooperate to find
the best, safest. mos umely and cos-cffective solution 1o the plutonium disposition problem  Excessive
plutonium disposition costs will likely have a negative impact on the entire EM budget and hence adversely 7/11.00 01
affect all sites. 1t is essential that the on-going Hanford cleanup program not be adversely impacted by the it
[4 and disposition program.

We urge you (0 incorporate our d dations by whatever means

plutonivm di and rec
are necessary under NEPA into & final or re-issued PEIS and into the Record of Dectsion

Very truly yours,

Larry Hater, r

Hanford Communities Governing Board

Attachments: as stated

cc: Mr. T. P. Grumbly. DOE-HQ
M. J. David Nulton. DOE-HQ

0104 00 Comment Number 3

The PEIS considers six DOE sites for long-term storage of Pu. The ROD will
choose an approach and site for long-term storage and a technology(ies) for
disposition. The same six DOE sites were evaluated with regard to the
disposition options addressed in the PEIS. Additional site-specific NEPA
analysis may be required before a disposition decision can be implemented.
Hanford is among the six sites considered for disposition.

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

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

A private group has recently suggested that it purchase the FFTF
from DOE and that DOE then contract with the private group to
make tritium at that facility. In the [Tritium Supply and Recycling
Final] PEIS, the use of 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 trittum
production with the FFTE. Should the outcome of this evaluation lead to a
DOE proposal to restart the FFTF for tritium production, additional
environmental analyses would be performed, as appropriate. If the FFTF
were 1o be restarted, a substantial portion of the surplus Pu that would be used
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The Hanford Communities Governing Board and Administrative Board Unani-
mously Approved the Attached Letter Response to the Department of Energy’s
“Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials” Draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement During Its Meeting May 3, 1996

By Signature Below, We the Cities and the County Comprising the Hanford
Communities, During Qur Regular City Council or County Commissioner
Meetings on May 6 or May 7, 1996 Voted Affirmatively to Send the Same Letter
in Response to the Department of Energy’'s Draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Starement

g-7-5

date

Max Benitz, Jr. , C
Board of Benton Coun

uckiger, Mayor
ity of Benton City

Commissioners

%32-——" s-7-7¢

Jim Beaver, Mayor date

Charles Kilbury, Mayor

City of Kennewick City of Pasco
e ()
e 4 ‘L&/ A/
e - ’
&}a:#a S/6 e g NIk =207
Larry Haler, Mayor date J l/"lﬂer, Mayor date
City of Richiand of West Richland

for MOX fuel could be used to fabricate the 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.

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

08 0301 Comment Number 4

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

01 0000 Comment Number 5

Comment noted.

080301 Comment Number 6

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
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considerations, and public input. This will include an appropriate level of
analysis by Canada before any decision on burning Pu in a CANDU reactor
is implemented.

110001 Comment Number 7

Comment noted. DOE’s Fissile Materials Disposition Program is an
integrated effort that will require the participation of a number of DOE sites
that have weapons material experience. DOE acknowledges the commentor’s
concern about the potential effect that selection of Hanford for new missions
could have on the Hanford cleanup program. It is DOE’s intent that the
implementation of Fissile Materials Disposition Program decisions will have
little or no impact to ongoing clean up programs. 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. The decision process will also give
consideration to existing agreements between DOE, the State of Washington,
and the EPA.
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Attachment #1: Detailed Comments from the Hanford Communities
“Citizens Advisory Committee” on the Plutonium Disposition PEIS

The Hanford Communities Advisory Committee' represents more than 500 years of
experience dealing with billion dollar projects, community interests, and government
programs similar to that outlined in this draft programmatic EIS.

Excess weapons-usable plutonium in any form other than a safeguarded “spent fuel
standard” represents a clear and present danger to the world's society. The risks of
devastating consequences are magnified by the time to reach consensus in today’s
complex national and international political environment. The “do nothing™ option in
this PEIS is not acceptable. Time is of the essence. Prompt, decisive United States
leadership to demonstrate a cost-effective, near-term path forward that high
proliferation-risk counuies of the world will adopt, is critical.

In view of the short time permitted for review of the massive amount of detail (-2600
pages), each of seven subcommittees of the Advisory Committee was asked to primarily
look for critical or serious issues, gaps, incorrect facts. conclusions or assumptions that
could substantially distort the public’s view. Also each subcomminee was asked to
avoid trying 1o redo or reinvent the massive amount of valuable detail in the PELS.

A. Health and Safety

This subcommittee was asked to address the feasibility and appropriateness of the
statement in the PEIS relating to public and occupational health and safety within a fifty
mile radius of the site. This was to be done in consideration of two possiblc uses for
plutonium disposition at the site: 1) reactor buming of plutonium and 2) vitrifying
plutonium together with high level waste into borosilicate glass logs.

Al. The first concemn. if there is a concemn, is that the summary report docs not
address the methodology used, so it is really not totaily possibie to evaluate how
good the numbers or the doses are.

A2. The PEIS also stated that occupational and environmental radiological and
chemical {doses} will be within accepted limits. The judgment of thus committee
is that there are sufficient unknowns, certainly with respect to the chemical
hazards, that such a statement is difficult to substantiate. The other hazards, such
as ergonomic, occupational in general, were not addressed. The only issue was
latent cancer due to radiation within the two plutonium disposition alternatives.

' The list of jnvited Advisory Committce participants is attached. Some of those invited could not pasticipate because of
potential conflicts of interest. some participated on an ex-officio basis only, and some had only minor invol vement because
of iflness or ravel schedules. The majority of those invited did panticipaie, praviding valuable contributions to this
Arachment,

08 03 01 Comment Number 8

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

09 09 08 Comment Number 9

The PEIS Summary presents the Proposed Actions and their potential
environmental impacts. It does not include a description of the assessment
methodologies used for each environmental resource including human heaith
risk assessment. A description of assessment methodologies used for cach
environmental resource is presented in the Methodology Report, Chaper 4,
and the Appendices of the PEIS.

09 09 08 Comment Number 10

Detailed information regarding hazardous chemicals used in the Proposed
Action, and their health impacts to workers and the general public, is
described in Chapter 4 and Appendix M of the PEIS. This information
includes the chemical emissions from the proposed facilities, the toxicity of
the emitted chemicals, the predicted chemical concentrations in the
environment, and health impacts to workers and the general public. The
methodology used for the chemical hazards assessment is also documented in
the Methodology Report, Chapter 4, and Appendix M of this PEIS.

SIAd 1Pl S|PLIDW 2115814

21qus1-suodpap Jo uonusodsi(y puv 23v40i§




Gee¢

HANFORD COMMUNITIES, RICHLAND, WA,
LARRY HALER, ET AL.
PAGE 6 OF 23

A3. m ALARA evaluation done? If so, it is oot documented or referred to in the 11/00.09.08

A4. The PEIS summary was written before NCRP report 121 was issued. The PEIS
mmtydoanouppearwbemimmwi!hdnphﬂosophyorgnideﬂnesin
NCRP 121, which deals with collective dose. This philosophy and guideline, if
applied to this analysis, would basically ignore the radiological risks to the general
public as the risk of a fatal cancer is less than one. 12/09.09.08

AS. Based on the guidance provided to the Hanford Communities’ subcommitiees, we
must accept the methodology that is the determinate of risk. On this basis, the
radiological risk for cancer latency would appear to be insignificant.

A6. Perhaps more basic is the lack of specificity of what type of hazards, aside from
radiation, might be involved, i.c., what types of chemicals, what would be shipping
alternatives and what to do about long term relcase likelihood. Our conclusions
are: a) to accept the calculations and risk estimates as done by DOE that the risk of

| 1309.10.08
12/09.00.08

Jatency for long term cancer causation is basically very small to insignificant, and cont.
b) to question the chemical hazards and transportation hazards that have not been ‘ 13/09.10.08

fully addressed. (editor comment: note transportation issues in Section E below) cont

B. Pu Conversion and Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication

B1. The Fuels, Materials, and Examination Facility (FMEF) was improperly
considered in the PEIS as only a potential storage arca. This facility, originally
built to manufacture and handle MOX fuel elements, should be considered as the
best potential site for MOX fabrication in the United States.

B2. The FMEF capabilities and attributes are understated. The FMEF is a versatile
and expandable facility. It was designed to be expanded 1o the east. All site
infrastructure requirements, e.g., electrical capacity, cooling, sewer, security
system, etc., are readily available 10 support an expansion.

3/01.04.00

B3. The FMEF in its current configuration can house a limited Pu metal-to-oxide
cont.

conversion and a mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel fabrication line supporting Fast Flux
Test Facility (FFTF) plutonium bumn. In addition, one of the several large posi-
irradiation exam (PIE) hot cells can be used w0 demonstrate vitrification of off-
specification or scrap local plutonium. Al threc of these programs could be
implemented within five years, given the advanced completion state of the facilities
and knowledge of the processes.

B4. If an aggressive reactor bum program develops utilizing local light water reactors
(LWR), FMEF's expansion capabilities would permit the additon of an adjacent
fuel fabrication facility capable of fueling both FFTF and local LWRs. This
would provide space within the existing FMEF building to retrofit large-scale Pu
metal-to-oxide conversion, plutonium scrap cleanup and limited plutonium

A TEERE S T

Comment Number 11

09 09 08

It has been stated in this PEIS that it is DOE’s position to keep the health risk
for workers and public ALARA although there is no elaboration of how to
implement the ALARA practice for each proposed alternative. The ALARA
analysis and practice are the refinement of the design and operation. It needs
more detailed information about the facility design, which is not available at
this stage.

09 09 08 Comment Number 12

As stated in this comment, the PEIS was written before National Commission
of Radiological Protection (NCRP) Report 121 was issued. To meet NEPA
requirements, the latent cancer fatalities to the population are reported in this
PEIS as they are calculated, even if the results are very small or insignificant.
To help understand the radiation health risk and latent cancer fatalities, an
explanation of these terms is included in Appendix M of the PEIS.

091008 Comment Number 13

The detailed information about hazardous chemicals from the Proposed
Alternatives and their health impacts to workers and the general public is
described in Chapter 4 and Appendix M of this PEIS. The information
contained in this PEIS includes the chemical emissions from the proposed
facilities, toxicity of the emitted chemicals, the predicted chemical
concentrations in the environment, and their health impacts to workers and
the general public. The methodology used for the chemical hazards
assessment is documented in the Methodology Report, Chapter 4, and
Appendix M of this PEIS. The transportation of hazardous and non-hazardous
material is presented in Appendix G.
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BS.

CL

BS.

Bé.

B7.

B9.

vitrification. Expertise and equipment from other countries to expedite early
MOX fuel fabrication could be used as appropriate.

While the PEIS bounds environmental impacts in an extreme fashion, it doesn’t
represent a realistic fiscal approach nor a rapid deployment approach to a very
real plutonium proliferation problem. The PEIS’s lack of recognition and
understatement relative to a group of facilities that exist and are environmentally
adequate and appropriate to economically begin this project make the value of the
document questionable. The PEIS must bound, but it must also incorporate
realistic solutions.

The current federal government fiscal policy and environment do not correspond
to the extreme facility requirements and description in the PEIS. There is a need
to take every advantage of facilities and capabilities currently available and pursue
a modular approach to the solution. The need for plutonium disposition is too
great to have the program collapse upon itself due to inflated need assumptions and
criteria.

While land is in plentiful supply at Hanford, the land requirements indicated for
facilities necessary to perform disposition activities such as pit disassembly,
plutonium conversion, immobilization, and MOX fuel fabrication seem to be
significantly overstated. These land use requirements do not seem to be consistent
with facilities that have previously accommodated these type of operations. In
addition, potential utilization of existing facilities at DOE Sites for these
disposition activities would result in considerably less land use than indicated.

It appears that insufficient consideration has been provided in the PEIS to facilities
that are already constructed and operational or are partially complete and couid be
made operational at minimum cost. Facilities such as these, at which most of the
costs of siting, design, construction, public safety evaluations, security systems and
processes, and public acceptance have already been provided, should be given top
priority in these considerations.

All waste streams that may be generated as a result of the implementarion of the
selected disposition alternative need 10 be thoroughly evaluated. Acceptable plany
and processes to properly dispose of these waste streams must be solidly in place
prior to putting the alternative into production. Further, synergism. not conflict.
with vital on-going cleanup missions is possible.

C. Reactor Burn Disposition Option

We strongly recommend the most effective, permanent and fail-proof means of
disposing of surplus weapon's materials, i.e., convert it to reactor fuel and
irradiate it to the spent fuel standard. The excess plutonium represents hundreds
of miltions of dotlars. if used in the form of reactor fuel that should be used to
provide needed clectrical power, cancer killing radioisotopes and tritium for

1

3/01.04.00
cont.

14/01.04.00

15/01.00.00

16/01.04.00

2/08.03.01
cont.

17/09.11.08

1/08.03.01
cont.

0104 00 Comment Number 14

Comment noted.

01 00 00 Comment Number 15

Existing facilities have been considered in this PEIS to the extent practicable.
For example, in the storage action, one of the three alternatives is Upgrade at
Multiple Sites, which uses existing facilities. In the disposition action,
existing reactors in the United States and Canada are included as alternatives
as well as an existing vitrification facility at DOE’s SRS.

0104 00 Comment Number 16

The Department of Energy believes that the land use requirements identified
for pit disassembly and conversion, immobilization, and MOX fuel
fabrication are correct. If these requirements exceed what is cventually
needed, the smaller requirement will be bounded by the environmental
analysis.

09 11 08 Comment Number 17

The conceptual designs for the Consolidation and Collocation storage
alternatives and the disposition alternatives have, as part of their design, waste
management facilities that would treat and package all waste generated into
forms that would enable long-term storage and/or disposal in accordance with
RCRA and other applicable Federal and State statutes, and DOE Orders. For
the Upgrade Storage Alternatives, site-specific waste management facilities
were determined to be adequate. As the designs mature, process waste
assessments which include individual waste stream characterization will be
completed. No waste stream will be generated that cannot be treated and
packaged into a form that enables long-term storage and/or disposal.
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0103 00 Comment Number 18

pational defensc. We believe the United States should move rapidly to lead the Comment noted.
world in the safe and efficient disposal of excess weapons-usable fissile materials 18/01.03.00

using the disposition method to which most other puclear power countries are
committed.

C2. No consideration was given to liquid metal reactor concepts for Pu disposition,
although LMRs, especially FFTE, are specifically designed for flexibility in fuel
use, and are particularly well suited to operate with mixed oxide (MOX). FFTF,
the newest reactor in the DOE complex, has more than a 20-year remaining life
and can “burn” significant quantites of plutonium, especially if highly enriched
MOX fuel is used. FFTF should be included as a disposition option in the final
PEIS.

C3. Hanford represents a unique and effective solution to the Pu disposition problem:

- Virtually the entire disposition cycle can be accomplished on a single site
(Hanford), which has much of the security, public health and safety considerations
and facilities already in place to commence the task.

- There is unprecedented local public acceptance of a Hanford Pu disposition
mission. Unanimous endorsement was obtained from every elected city council
member (Richland, Kennewick, Pasco, West Richland and Benton City) and county

commissioner (Benton County) and from the Hanford Communities governing and 3/01.04.00
administrative boards. Please note the endorsements attached to the cover letter cont.

. The FMEF is a facility effectively ready to accept plutonium and uranium oxides
and convert them to MOX fuel for FFTF irradiation.

- The FMEF can readily accommodate the introduction of LWR MOX fuel
fabrication equipment. (Unused state-of-the-art MOX fuel fabrication equipment
is available from Siemens. Siemens also represents a local source of expertisc to
support the installation and operation of this equipment. Sandvik Special Metals
represents a local source of high quality, reactor grade tubing for LWR fucl
fabrication).

- WNP-2 is a modern BWR that can annually consume approximately 0.5 tons of
weapons grade plutonium as MOX fuel.

_ FFTF can use about 3/4 tons of plutonium per year as fuel to produce medical
radioisotopes and/or witium.

- WNP-1, if completed, could consume close to 1 ton of plutonium per year in the ¢
form of MOX fuel. <
8 ¢
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C4.

Cs.

Cé.

C7.
. savings to the United States taxpayer and benefits to furure generations. All of the

Cs8.

- The weapoas grade plutonium on-site plus any received from off-site should not
need 10 be transported more than a few miles and never off the Hanford
reservation until it has been converted to a spent fuel standard.

Using weapons usable fissile material to generate electricity in a once-through
cycle in existing light water reactors (LWRs) is the most technologically assured
option. The PEIS should clearly define the bumup range for the spent fuel
standard. Without this range, costs and benefits cannot be reasonably calculated.

Prior to selecting LWRs as one of the preferred alternatives, specifics like
ownership and management of the facility (i.e., control of operations), re-
licensing, costs, taxes, wastc management, new fuel, security, spent fuel and spent
fuel disposal charges, if any, should be considered and described.

The CANDU Reactor alternative is inconsistent with the criteria on 1)
demonstrated technical viability, 2) fostering progress and cooperation with other
nuclear weapons states and 3) environmental safety and health compljance.
Placing U.S. weapons usable plutonium in the hands of a foreign government for
disposition does not make sense for long term law, security and environmental,
health and safety enforcement. (Recendy, protests to this option have developed
within Canada).

Sclection of the partially completed reactor alternative can provide major cost

screening criteria are met with this reactor alternative. A number of partially
completed reactor sites arc available for consideration. The PEIS should
reference WNP-1 in its PEIS or remove all references to the TVA plant. The
PEIS selects TVA’s Bellefonte Nuclear Plant as the benchmark for reasons that
even more strongly would justify selecting WNP-1. WNP-1 is on DOE land, less
than five miles from the FMEF (the FMEF and WNP-1 share a common sewage
treatment facility). DOE's Bonneville Power Administration is formaily attached
1o the site, both financially and through electrical distribution. Prior to selecting a
benchmark, a number of factors need to be considered. ¢€.g., continuous
preservation program. ASME pedigree maintenance. design documentation and
security integrity, NRC inspections results, etc.

Facility and operations “clustering” should be included in the PEIS. One of the
current and highly successful business strategies is the concept of “clustering™
semi-independent or synergistic businesses. Clustered businesses share overhead
(infrastructure) costs and leverage a wide varicty of inputs and outputs and
resources. Five screening criteria can be directly and substantively influenced
using the “cluster” approach: cost-cffectiveness, timeliness, ES&H compliance,
public and institutional acceptance, and additional benefits. Clusters are more
economical because they reduce transportation, provide internal incentives for
product and schedule, lower security risk, add regional employment stability and

PRl . P R

19/08.03.01
20/01.02.00

19/08.03.01
cont,

21/06.05.08

22/01.03.00

23/06.03.08

24/01.04.00

25/01.04.00

E

08 03 01 Comment Number 19

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.

010200 Comment Number 20

The technical, cost, and schedule analyses of the various alternatives are
presented in a separate document to support DOE’s ROD. This document was
made available to the public for review beginning in late July 1996.

06 05 08 Comment Number 21

The following points are given in response to your comments:

a) The CANDU reactor has never been tested with industrial quantities of
MOX fuel. However, the Canadians are performing limited testing of MOX
fuel in test reactors. It is believed that CANDU reactors can utilize MOX fuel.,
The Technical Summary Report provides more information on CANDU
technology.

b) Contrary to the comment, one of the strengths of the CANDU Reactor
Alternative is the prospect of having a joint U.S.-Russian Pu disposition
campaign in Canada.

¢) In terms of ES&H compliance, the implementation of the CANDU Reactor
Alternative would be performed in full compliance with both the U.S. and
Canadian ES&H regulations, as applicable.

010300 Comment Number 22

Should the CANDU Reactor Alternative be selected for disposition of Pu,
agreement with the Canadian Government would be reached on the Pu
disposition process, including safeguards and security requirements which
call for facility inspection by the IAEA, as appropriate, and environmental
analyses conducted with public involvement.
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06 03 08 Comment Number 23
share environmental impacts. Synergism with on-going cleanup commitments 25/01.04.00 Comment noted.
would be expected. cont.
C9. Security or resistance to theft and diversion by unauthorized parties can be
enhanced by “clustering”. The PEIS should acknowledge that security (and public 96/13.00.00 010400 Comment Number 24
health and safety) is significantly enhanced when the transportation of weapons R . .
grade materials outside a federally secured site is reduced or eliminated. The PEIS uses the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant as the basis for analysis of a
partially completed reactor. If the Partially Completed Reactor Alternative is
D. Combined Fuel and Reactor Subcommittees’ Comments stated in the ROD, a competitive process would be used to select an actual
The comments from these two combined subcommittees deal with recommendations ot reactor facility for implementation. This process would consider economics,
changes to the screening criteria. The screening criteria represent the foundational 151 i
base of the PEIS. Recommended changes to the criteria are shown in bolded italics. cxisting infrastructure, and related factors.
D!. Screening Criteria for Long-Term Storage Option
0104 00 Comment Number 25
a. Environmental, Safety and Health (ES&H) Compliance: High standards of public
and worker health and safety and environmental protection must be met wi nsider the benefits o
nationally and internationally and significant additional ES&H burdens 27/01.05.00 The D,epanm_em of an,c,rgy’ as part (,)f lh,e ROD, will consider th . f
should not be created. Combinations of facilities and use of existing grouping various facilities at DOE sites 1n order to take advantage of existing
nuclear sites should be used to avoid “new” environmental burdens. infrastructure, technical expertise and related factors
b4 k] .
b. Cost-Effectiveness: Long-term storage should be accomplished in a cost-effective
manner and should be compatible with reasonable disposition alternatives.
Potential for capital cost escalation shall be considered in the decision 28/01.05.00 1300 00 Comment Number 26
process. Proven technologies will minimize capital costs and are the
least likely to escalate due to unknowns. Comment noted. DOE will consider this information in its analyses and
¢. Foster Progress and Cooperation with Russia and Other Countries: A facility (all decisionmaking process.
facilities) must accommodate international inspection for surplus materials in
unclassified shapes and must establish appropriate standards for storage and
protection of international nuclear material inventories. Technologies used 29/01.05.00
shall consider the applicability to other countriss, for example, the 010500 Comment Number 27
selected alternative should be consistent with Russia’s national . . . L. )
priorities and be within their means to afford and safely implement. The commentor’s recommended inclusion is already an existing part of the
4. Public and Institutional Acceptance: An alternative should be able to muster a criteria. A detailed description of all the screening criteria appears in Section
broad and sustainable consensus on the manner in which long term storage is 2.2 of the Summary Report of the Screening Process, March 1995,
accomplished. The long term storage alternative should be integrated 30/01.05.00
with the existing site mission and provide assurance that proven means
of public involvement exist for mission oversight from start to finish. Ty
010500 Comment Number 28 S
The commentor’s concern has been taken into consideration in the cost, S §
. . . . . . oy =
schedule, and technical impact analysis which is presented in a separate 25
document made available to the public for review beginning in late July 1996. by g’
)
S =
S 3
& =
L
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D2, Sereening Critera for Disgosition O

a.

Resistance to Theft and Diversion by Unauthorized Parties: Each step in the
disposition process must be capable of providing for comprehensive protection and
control of weapons-usable fissile materials. The comprehensive protection
and control approack must demonstrate integration with the previous
and following step.

Technical Viability: There should be a high degree of confidence that the
alternative will be technically successful, with reliance on proven technology
that can be economically supported and is available to Jormer Soviet
Union countries and other nuclear weapons states.

Environmental, Safety and Health (ES&H) Compliance: High standards of public
and worker health and safety and environmental protection must be met and
significant additional ES&H burdens should not be created. The selected
disposition alternative should take advantage of existing ES&H
burdens to minimize total impact. New PEIS ES&H burdens should be
integrated with existing federal and commercial ES&H burdens to
avoid doubling the burden in the same exclusion zones.

Cost-Effectiveness: Disposition should be accomplished in a cost-effective manner
and be compatible with reasonable long term storage altematives. Disposition
should capitalize on existing federal facilities and proven technologies
to enhance cost effectiveness. Cost effectiveness shall consider
internationally compatible technologies to foster international
progress and cooperation. Selected alternatives should include the
total life-cycle cost concept and be cost projected through the period
estimated to complete the mission.

Timeliness: There is an urgent need to begin Pu disposition and to minimize the
time period that surplus fissile materials remain in weapons-usable form. Each
step in the process should be fully integrated into an overall project
time table that includes steady state operation and D&D. Incentives
and market competition shall be used to assure fimeliness.

Public and Instirutional Acceptance: An alternative should be able to muster a
broad and sustainable consensus on the manner in which disposition is
accomplished. The nationally and internationally accepted disposition
alternative must be integrated with localregional acceptance of the
selected site(s). In addition to local/regional acceptance, decisions
about plutonium disposition need to be based on objective analyses of
cost, time, and risk. The selected site should have a Sunctional public
oversight board with broad regional representation and strong local
municipality support.

31/01.05.00

32/01.05.00

33/01.05.00

34/01.05.00

31/01.05.00
cont.

01 05 00 Comment Number 29

To the extent practicable, the commentor’s recommendation was incorporated
into the Nonproliferation Policy impact analysis presented in a separate
document which was made available to the public for review in October 1996.

010500 Comment Number 30

The Department of Energy has an ongoing effort in program integration in
which public involvement is an important element.

01 0500 Comment Number 31

Comment noted.

010500 Comment Number 32

Comment noted.

01 0500 Comment Number 33

Comment noted.

01 0500 Comment Number 34

The commentor’s concern has been taken into consideration in the cost,
schedule, and technical impact analysis which is presented in a separate
document made available to the public for review beginning in late July 1996.
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h. Additional Benefits: The ability to leverage government investments for
disposition of surplus materials to contribute to other national or international
initiatives should be considered. The highest consideration should be given
to prior unused or partially used government investments (facilities
and/or infrastructure), especially those that are clustered, that could
be leveraged to effect rapid, safe and cost effective plutonium
disposition and to contribute to other national or international
initiatives.

i.  Waste Package and Byproduct Program Integration: The selected
alternative shall consider all waste forms and their effective
disposition, including provisions for D&D.

j. Local Public and Private Business Sector Involvement: The selected
alternative shall use, to the maximum extent practicable, local private
and public businesses, best commercial practices and incentives to best
accomplish the mission.

E. Socioeconomic Issues

Since a number of the recommendations from the Advisory Committee support using
already existing Hanford and/or local facilites. there were few new socioeconomic
issues o consider. For example the Advisory Committee virtually discarded the “green
field” strategy used in the PEIS, e.g., the construction of new facilities on
geographically dispersed sites. Not disposing of weapons grade plutonium is believed to
have far greater socioeconomic consequences than using existing Hanford assets and
capabilities to responsibly and quickly demonstrate a workable international plutonium
disposition model.

F. Transportation Issues

The group Jooking at transportation issues did not find anything in the PEIS that would
be characterized as a “showstopper”. Instead, a number of items of lesser consequences
were discussed and are reported here for the purpose of addressing these in the final
EIS. On the positive side, transportation of radioactive materials in this country has an
excellent track record with few major accidents and no fatalities from release of
material in accidents. This subcomminee concluded that transportation is 2 fully
developed technology and with proper coordination and route selection, risk can be
minimized. Hanford Site capabilitics, as well as those of the surrounding communities.
coupled with the new Hazardous Materials Management and Emergency Response
(HAMMER) training facility, provide a unique combination of resources in support of
on-site/off-site emergency preparcdness.

However, because transportation often puts unwanted radioactive or hazardous
materials in unwanted places, this topic will remain important relative to plutonium
disposition. [t is clear that the PEIS can take the position that there is convincing

32/01.05.00
cont.

35/01.05.00

32/01.05.00
cont.

36/09.08.01

| 37/10.00.00

01 05 00 Comment Number 35

“Waste minimization” and “known and manageable waste forms™ were
included in the screening criteria, as described in the Summary Report of the
Screening Process.

090801 Comment Number 36

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
utilization of existing facilities at Hanford for the storage and disposition of
weapons-usable fissile materials. Decisions on storage and disposition will be
based upon environmental analyses, technical and cconomic studies, national
policy considerations, and public input.

10 00 00 Comment Number 37

The PEIS transportation analysis includes the movement of material required
for disposition at more than one location. If the common activity facilities (for
example, pit disassembly facility) are located at the same site as the
disposition activity facilities (for example, ceramic immobilization facility),
then there would be a reduction in the transportation risk. The current analysis
is bounding for activities at multiple sites.

sasuodsay pup
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Fl.

F2.

F3.

F4.

ES.

F6.
F7.

F8.

F9.

evidence that “clustering” of some or all of the various steps in locations, such as
Hanford, with short relative inter-facility distances will result in lower fatalities due to
a non-radiological caused accident. It is also clear, consistent with other commenters,
that the PEIS is deficient in not calculating the transportation burden reduction by
integrating the various transportation steps for different disposition and storage
alternatives.

The packaging certifications (pedigrees) are not clearly explained, i.c., not all
packagings possess the NRC endorsement.

Relative transportation risk bases are not clearly presented.

Alternatives in Chapter 2 do not address material transportation adequately or
consistently. For example, in Section 2.4.1, Pit Disassembly/Conversion Facility,
Section 2.4.5.2, Existing Light Water Reactor Altemative; and Section 2.4.5.4,
Evolutionary Light Water Reactor Alternative, all should address all the applicable
transportation streams and what special requirements apply such as security or
special routing.

There are several examples of confusing references to DOT specification
packaging versus NRC certified packaging. Some of these occur in Section 4.4,
Intersite Transportation of Fissile Materials, and in Appendix G, Intersite
Transportation “6M, 6M Type B, 6M-2R, Model 6M". The EIS needs to idenufy
clearly which packaging is which.

Section 4.4.2.2, Packaging, does not adequately describe the safety basis of the
DOT-6M packaging (an old grandfathered DOT Specification packaging container
as shipped in the SST), particularly when compared with the safety basis of a state-
of-the-art NRC certified spent fuel cask or the BUSS Cask. Many are not aware of
the various systems that authorize Type B packages: DOT Specification (old).
DOT Centificate of Competent Authority, NRC Centificate of Compliance, and
DOE Weapons Program authorizations. They need to be defined and considered
in the risk analysis.

“Potential fatalities” should be clearly defined in Section 4.

Section 4 infers that RADTRAN calculates the non-radiological risk, which it does
not.

Page 4-772: The first sentence states “matcrials would be transported by 35T or
commercial equivalent truck.” There is no commercially available equipment like
the SST.

Page 4-773: The second sentence states “For relatively low-level radioactive
materials, DOT Specification Type A packaging are used”. It should be pointed

37/10.00.00
cont.

38/10.00.00

39/10.00.00

40/10.00.00

41/10.00.00

42/10.00.00

43/10.00.00

44/10.02.00
45/10.02.00

46/10.00.00

47/10.00.00

10 00 00 Comment Number 38

The transportation of materials for storage and disposition have been
separated to allow for separate decisions. The summation of the results is
conservative since it does not consider the integration of the two actions. All
steps (for example, pit disassembly or MOX fuel fabrication) have been
included in the transportation analysis for disposition.

10 00 00 Comment Number 39

The analysis for the storage and disposition alternatives cvaluates the
potential risks for transporting shippable forms of fissile materials (that is, Pu
and HEU) that have been stabilized and packaged for shipment at the
originating site. All packaging processes (and certifications) meet DOT and
DOE requirements. NRC certification criteria is applied to all Type B
packagings, as required by the DOT regulations. Section 4.4.2.2 of the PEIS
presents information on packaging criteria established and enforced by
Federal agencies. A thorough explanation of risk basis is presented within
Sections G.1.1 and G.1.2 for truck/rail and port transit modes, respectively.

10 00 00 Comment Number 40

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 Appendix G.
Transportation of radioactive materials between sites includes health risks for
both normal operations and accident conditions to the public and workers.

10 00 00 Comment Number 41

The transportation issues raised require site-specific knowledge in order to
describe the transportation streams and the special requirements which apply
to each transportation scenario (security, special routing). Transportation of
radioactive material from an existing LWR site and evolutionary LWR site
may include several modes of transportation (truck, rail, barge, etc.)
depending on the location of the site. Specific transportation streams and
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out that strong tight containers are also allowed for low specific activity
radioactive material shipmeats.

F10.Page 4-780: For the Deep Borehole emplacement alternative, it is not clear why
shipments would follow immobilization and come from lag storage. Also, why the
large difference in shipping volume capacity? For example, the shipping volumes
of 5.5 tons per year scem low, when the immobilized pellets could be shipped at a
rate of 551 tons per year.

F11.Page 4-781: The fifth paragraph mentions shipping one rail cask at a time fora
total of sixty-four shipments per year. No mention is made of whether these
shipments are by special train or regular train service. There is 2 big difference
in cost associated with the two options.

F12.Page 4-783: Risk numbers are difficult to understand and follow. It seems that
the difference in level of risk between processing in the United States versus
processing in Europe. as depicted in Table 4.4.3.3-4 would be much greater than
shown.

Fi3 Appendix G: The risk associated with the transportation of the materials would be
better understood if it were broken into radiological and non-radiological
categories. The radiological risks would also be more meaningful if they were
reported for both accident and normal modes. One cannot easily compare the
wsummed all risks” numbers in this PEIS with other reports that do not use this
method.

F14 Not enough information was givea about the RADTRAN input values used. For
instance, the following values should be included and referenced: release fractions
(RFAC, HERSOL. RBSP), atmospheric dispersion values (for truck, rail, and
oncoming highway traffic statistics).

F15.NUREG-0170 severity categories were used for all truck shipments. This may not
be appropriate for the 6M shipments or for the §55-gallon drum shipments.

F16.Page G-3: Second paragraph. second sentence states that the 6M packages would be
placed on Cargo Restraint Transporters (CRT) to facilitate loading and securing in
the SST. What's the status on the CRT"s? Several sites were told to retumn them
Are CRT's still being used on the SST's?

F17.Page G-3: The second sentence in the third paragraph mentions transferring the
CRT’s from an SST to a standard ISO container. Standard ISO containers do not
have the floor tie down capability associated with the CRT's and available in the
SST. A proper tic down pattemn would have to be developed for ocean transport
in ISO containers.

47/10.00.00
cont.

48/10.00.00

49/10.00.00

50/10.02.00

51/10.02.00

52/10.02.00

53/10.02.00

54/10.00.00

55/10.00.00

TR -
TRTRR I

special requirements will be addressed if these alternatives are selected for
further consideration. Appendix G presents additional information on
transportation of radioactive materials and types of packaging specific to the
material to be transported.

10 00 00 Comment Number 42

The PEIS uses the terminology “6M Type B package” to designate both the
generic package type identified in the DOT specification and the specific
variation of the package type used by DOE. The specific package type used
by DOE is denoted as the 6M-2R, consisting of the 6M Type B package using
2R inner containers.

All aspects of the transportation of radioactive materials within the United
States are regulated at the Federal level by the DOT. The Federal regulations
are implemented by both NRC licenses and DOE for the transportation of
radioactive materials. Package designs meeting the Type B package
performance criteria are considered by NRC and DOE to provide adequate
protection of the public and operating personnel in the event of a
transportation accident. The NRC has no regulatory authority regarding DOE
transport of radioactive materials, although DOE does use NRC criteria for
the certification of Type B packaging, including the 6M-2R.

The approval process followed by DOE regarding Type B packaging and
transportation of radioactive materials is established by DOE Orders.
Package design, testing, and safety information must be prepared for shipping
packages proposed for use within the DOE complex. Review and approval of
this information results in DOE’s issuance of a Certificate of Compliance for
the package and its use. In the case of the 6M Type B package, although the
package meets DOT specification, the DOE approval process provides
additional requirements prior to the package’s use within the DOE complex.

10 00 00 Comment Number 43

A discussion of the safety basis of certified nuclear packaging is beyond the
scope of the PEIS. The TI, which is a regulatory characteristic of a package,
was estimated to be the maximum allowed by regulatory requirements and
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F18.The PEIS transportation burden does not include the risks for intermediate level
and low level waste associated with each step of the process.

F19.No analysis of possible criticality incidents under accident conditions is provided.

F20.The PEIS does not adequately analyze both the regulatiens (NRC, DOT and DOE)
and the history of interpretation of those regulations, which form the basis for
defining a transportation system for plutonium.

F21.There are no references to the safeguards requirements for shipping Pu, even
though these are extensive. It appears on page 4-771 that it is intended to utilize
the SST for all shipments of Pu. Yet, on page 4-780, in the penultimate
paragraph, it indicates that ceramic pellets containing 1% Pu might be shipped by
commercial carrier. This is confusing.

F22.Some of the analysis appears based on RADTRAN without any conscious
evaluation of the results. For example, Page G-3 states that “transits to ports ar¢
typically through low population density areas.” Ports are almost universally
located in cities where the population density is the highest.

G. Vitrification Disposition Option

Evidence continues 1o build that vitrification is a viable alternative or a supplemental
alternative to reactor burn as a2 means of disposing of plutonium. Vitrification
supplements reactor bumn by serving as a potential disposal means for contaminated
plutonium and plutonium scraps otherwise unsuitable for manufacture into MOX fuel
assemblies.

Incorporating several weight percent plutonium in a vitrified glass appears to be
feasible. Criticality concerns about plutonium pooling in a vitrified melt are being
dispelled with experimental data. In addition, neutron absorbers could be added 10 the
matrix if deemed necessary.

Durability of the glass product is a function of the type of glass limited by the
maximum temperature of the melter. The borosilicate glass proposed in the PEIS can
be processed at about 1050°C. Higher temperature melts can be achieved with less
boron and more silicon, e.g., at about 1300 to 1500°C.

Small melter virrification technology developed at Hanford over the past several
decades and demonstrated in the 324 Building can be used as the basis for implementing
a scaled-up version in a suitable Hanford facility. The planned TWRS high level tank
waste vitrification project provides an opportunity for high radiation field
“immobiljzation” techniques to be used for higher throughputs. In summary, all of the
vitrification technology necessary to deal with a variety of vitrification alternatives
resides at Hanford ready for implementation.

56/10.02.00

57/10.02.00

58/10.00.00

59/10.00.00

60/10.02.00

61/08.03.01

62/05.01.08

63/05.01.01

M-234

v Sl e

used in the transportation risk analysis. A discussion of transport packaging
is presented in Appendix G.

10 02 00 Comment Number 44

Potential fatalities are a conservative estimate of those fatalities that would
result from both radiological and nonradiological risks from normal
operations and accident conditions for a Proposed Action. A definition has
been added to the Glossary (Chapter 7, Glossary) of the Final PEIS.

10 02 00 Comment Number 45

RADTRAN calculated only the radiological risk due to materials
transportation. Nonradiological risk is calculated as described in Section
G.1.1. Section 4.4.1 was clarified to state that RADTRAN only calculated the
radiological risk.

10 00 00 Comment Number 46

If commercial trucks were utilized, additional requirements (physical and
administrative) would be applied to provide equally effective safety and
security measures as provided by SST.

10 00 00 Comment Number 47

The commentor is correct that strong, tight packagings can be used for low-
level radioactive materials of less than Type A quantities. The text in Section
4.4.2.2 was changed to concur.

10 00 00 Comment Number 48

The Deep Borehole Alternative discusses the disposition of surplus weapons-
usable Pu in two forms: (1) direct emplacement of Pu without immobilization
and (2) Pu-loaded, ceramic-coated pellets. The amount of Pu to be transported
for direct emplacement is estimated to not exceed S t (5.5 tons) per year. The
amount of Pu-loaded, ceramic-coated pellets to be transported for
emplacement is estimated to be 500 t (551 tons) per year. The Pu-loaded,
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ceramic-coated pellets contain 1 percent Pu. Therefore, the amount of Pu-
loaded, ceramic-coated pellets would be 100 times as great as the amount of

G1. Page 2-109: Under facility operatious, it should be clarified whether the 25 . .
Pefopmﬁn, day mshpmp-;'}m Pu only ot for the immobilized waste foknfl_ 64/05.01.08 Pu for direct emplacement, or approximately 500 t (551 tons) per year.
This same comment applies to the ceramic waste form. 65/05.02.08
G2. Page 2-110: Under waste managemeat, what are “criteria” pollutants? | 66/05.01.08 10 00 00 Comment Number 49
G3. Use of Cs-137 or high level waste as a detervent — Anything that uires massi . . . « . oom
shielding will probaill‘y increase the cost of operations by .sf.cw:fl 100. Anywe 67/05.01.08 Although shipments may be consolidated into “dedicated trains” of more than
:m?n!:nsnﬂsx:mmﬁ will decay away in less than 300 years and will be of e one car, the risk analysis has considered regular train services for these
' shipments. Several court decisions have shown there is no safety basis for the
National Security use of “special trains” for high-level nuclear materials. DOT, DOE, and NRC
have provided no such direction that special trains will be used for radioactive
This subcommittee of the Advisory Committee had nothing new to add to the PEIS terial
Other participants of the Advisory Committee agreed with the screening criterion in 68/01.00.00 matenals.
the PEIS that “there is an urgent need to begin Pu disposition and to minimize the time b
period that surplus fissile materials remain in weapons-usable form.”

1002 00

The values given in Table 4.4.3.3—4 of the PEIS represent the “Total Potential
Fatalities” associated with the transportation of Pu oxide, uranium oxide, and
MOX, for the Reactor Alternative category. The quantities presented are a
result of direct risk calculations which yield results in “numbers of human
fatalities.” In regard to accumulating the risks associated with a given
transportation process, the maximum risk impacts from the transport of Pu
oxide, uranium oxide, and MOX fuel under the Reactor Alternatives may be
summed directly from Table 4.4.3.3-4. According toresults calculated by the
“industry-wide accepted” RADTRAN code, the highest number of total
potential fatalities from the transportation of materials from lag storage to
fuel fabrication and then to a reactor site is 4.16 for MOX fuel fabrication in
the United States. In Europe, the number of potential fatalities for a similar
procedural operation would be 4.62. The difference between 4.62 and 4.16

Comment Number 50

fatalities is essentially negligible. Risk differences between the two @

“regional” alternatives (that is, the United States vs. Europe) are very small §

for all stages involved. o A

x =

m -

=5

1002 00 Comment Number 51 & ]

g =

w The human health risks from the transportation of radioactive materials S §
L between sites include both radiological and nonradiological impacts to the R S
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public and workers. The categories of calculated risk include nonradiological
accident impacts to the public and workers, nonradiological normal operation
impacts to the public (air pollution), radiological accidents to the public, and
radiological normal operation impacts to the public and workers. The risk to
the public for radiological accidents is an order of magnitude less than either
nonradiological accidents or radiological exposures during normal
operations.

10 02 00 Comment Number 52

Appendix G of the PEIS discusses the pertinent methodology and associated
parameters utilized in the transportation modeling via the RADTRAN code.
The scope of this document does not require scientific detail regarding input
parameters to exceed that of a programmatic level.

1002 00 Comment Number 53

This PEIS evaluated the potential for highway accidents and radioactive
releases from the 6M shipments during transport in terms of eight accident
severity categories identified in NUREG-0170 and implemented through
analysis by the RADTRAN 4.0 computer code. The accident categories
ranged from the least severe and most frequent accident (Category 1) to the
most severe and least frequent accident (Category VIII). NUREG-0170
characterizes package response to these accident categories in terms of
release fractions based on the package type, transportation mode, and
accident category. DOE considers the accident category information
presented in NUREG-0170 to adequately cover the transport mode and
package types addressed in the PEIS.

10 00 00 Comment Number 54
The CRTs are still being used on the SST.

3
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD

A 340 Spemic.

Apwintng:

VS Cant & o

U3 bwsrmams  Digvid Nulton

.,_.,_‘::.. Director, NEPA Compliance md Omnnch
tewww  Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
cam Deparuneat of Energy

swtnferm PO Box 23786
vouto weeame: WShiSgI0Q, DC 20026-3786

Lueoaten o ot by Facsimile to 1.800-820-5136 and by US Mail
Prva Osfas

e May 3, 1996
Tapmne Copwte

Oamws dewwer  Dear Mr. Nulton:

e Re:  Storage and Disposition of Excess Wespons Useable Plutonium and Special Nuclear
Materials (SNM) (HAB Advice #46)

Lot Svmanan

Pom rown

(o T -4
_'_“".-""' The drafA P jum Prog! at) ] [mpact (PEIS) s Y

Bovon Lowen anmd--pomﬁ-hinfwmdﬁmﬁmmwdmﬂmmnhmnﬂ

SR d disposition program by tbe virtue of the site's current capability and phocum possersion.
Tries Sovammsnt demmehoypwdwmmmanmmep
Dame Pommutes nddiqodﬁuﬁthkwinanﬂSnthm&hpoﬁiﬂm We have on three previous
fochere Bemey  OCTAFIONS mieewUSDOEninubtpMmhedixmonMM
Svadedaiangs (BonrdA&viuﬁl],]lmd)l)W:hvelcomimcnlﬁomUSDOEhdﬂshiywinim'l\xh
e 8 process. Therefors, & ROD o the narrow choices presented in this ELS is premature pending
Raty vy the Nationst Equity Dialogue. The Board fs opposed to the use of the bore hole option at
Gt Hanford. Axﬁismusoudhun\npundnpnfnmﬁxmufmmdim{d
Seglomi Srvtun- OpLiONS. However, the Board does have 8 aumber of values/issues which relate t a plutonium
Omg SvBni (h)dwmlmmaid(ﬁM)mMmydeﬂudmhv:m
previowsly pmvﬁdedwyouundvi«umommﬂldadm for other Hanford programs. These
values are:

69/08.02.00

| 70/08.03.01

Any plutonium or SNM storage of disposal program must be compatible and intsgrated
-vilhmcTPAwmmlnenuundnilmmxmdshwldnounecubemnurf\ndinaof 7/11 0001
cknnup.Theyrwmwoddhvﬂhe-l: isposition of Hanford p jum as & BV, VR

Vet priority. cont.

I
i

HAB Consenna Advies p4b
Saayicc Swerags and Dispomiin of Excem Wespers Lssable Piurrasm aad Spocin Nusiest Mmerten (INM)
Asogus My 1.1 1996

Costoct: Confeance Mortwaet, faciication Tesw
900 W S Avena, Suis 4L Putand OR 9720037158

Prone (5031 243-2063 Fau 15091 2433680

Comment Number 55

100000

Transportation component design specific to this situation is beyond the
scope of this PEIS. If design changes are necessary for ISO transport to occur,
proper modifications would be expedited to meet the necessary criteria.

100200 Comment Number 56

The number of shipments of LLW and TRU waste is stated in the waste
management section for each storage and disposition alternative. The
radioactive wastes included in the transportation analysis is shown in Table
4.4.2.2-1. Transportation of the wastes is included for each storage and
disposition option as stated in Section 4.43.

10 02 00 Comment Number 57

The form and limited quantities of material shipped and the design of the
packaging system prohibit criticality. Controls are implemented by following
DOT regulations for the TI.

10 00 00 Comment Number 58

The comment was given consideration for the Final PEIS but only current
regulations are stated in the document. A list of Federal and State regulations
is included in Appendix J.

10 00 00 Comment Number 59

The mode (SST, commercial truck, rail) for shipping materials under each
alternative is identified in Table 4.4.2.2—1. The safe secure transport of special
nuclear materials is described in the new Section G.6. Transport of
immobilized Pu-loaded ceramic coated pellets (1 percent) could be by either
SST or appropriate commercial truck. The decision would be made in siting
studies if either of the Deep Borehole Categories is selected.

10 02 00 Comment Number 60

RADTRAN analysis considers population densities as explained in Section
G.1. Because of the radioactive nature of the material being shipped, the

sasuodsay pun
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2 Any plutonium program assigned to Hanford must be fully funded from new funding
sources. This funding should include appropriate site infrastructure and overhead
costs. Funding should fully cover the cost of storage and disposal of any
NEW Waste streams.

3. The acceptance of plutoniuz at Hanford should not delay, defer, or negatively
irapact Hanford cleanup.

4 Appropeiate local and regiomal public inft ion and i must
bemmhyduamzbmumepublwunmymfnmdof&mh,
Bazards and impacts of such & program. This would be part of the national dislogue
on all nuclear materialy (noted sbove) prior to assigr of nuclear ialstoa
specific site.

s. Any permit or plan approval for new Hanford programs/activities must be fully
integrated and must comply with all State of Washington public health and safety

rules and regulations.
6. Equity impacts must be addressed in the assig of new nuclear materials
(including plutonium) 1o Hanford

L 23

7 The tnnspomnon of plutonium and special nuclear materials to Hanford storage will
require careful planning of routes and consideration of weather :mageacla o

minimize the likelihood of an accident. E: dness for mini g the
impacts from an sccident wxll requ:u financial mppon from DOE for suate, mbal
and local i i and training. When materials

are shipped, timely nout‘ cation :hould be pmvrdcd to transportation agencies.

8. The choice of disposal opuuns re: Pu will be udmmnnlm for sites such as Hlnford

Prior to the choice of a di | option, I ization of the
and the impacts of shont and long-term dupomlmn technalogies must be reviewed by
the public and regulatory agencies.

9 Acceptable p i including waste p ing must be developed as

an integrated part ofmy new Hmford mrue and disposal program. Permanent
disposat of waste plutonium st Hanford is not acceptable.

HAB Conscrrua Advice §46 Puge 2
Subject: Torngs and Disposkion of xcess Weapons Liscable Plvioniom and Special Nuclsar Muwsrisis (SNM)
Adoput: My 2-), 1996

72/07.00.00

73/11.00.01

74/08.02.00

75/08.03.00

76/01.00.00

77/10.01.00

78/08.02.00

79/09.11.01

Military Ocean Terminal, Sunny Point, North Carolina, was used for analysis
in the PEIS. Sunny Point is a remote, controlled-access port for military
ammunition shipments and would likely be the shipping point.

08 03 01 Comment Number 61

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.

050108 Comment Number 62

Comment noted.

050101 Comment Number 63

Comment noted.

0501 08 Comment Number 64

Clarification was made in Section 2.4.4.1 of the Final PEIS.

0502 08 Comment Number 65

Clarification was made in Section 2.4.4.2 of the Final PEIS.

05 01 08 Comment Number 66

Criteria pollutants are defined in the Clean Air Act (CAA) in a listing of
chemical pollutants for which certain concentration levels are not to be
exceeded without monitoring and possible mitigation.

050108 Comment Number 67

Comment noted. The Spent Fuel Standard involves a radiation barrier that
decays over time.
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10. A “systems” snalysis approach should be utilized to select the mon effective method 80/08.03.00
for processing and interim storage. This ansiysis should adequately address public o
and worker bealth and safety and environmental issues.

11.  Ifa plutonium disposition mission is assigned w Haaford, every effort should be

e 1o use existing workforce, feclities, technologies, ad other | 81/09.00.01
Finally, m;:u‘thn dus PES d:e} n)o;yld::;;.nmuhﬁve impacts of nuclear material \ 82/08.00.00

P

The Health, Safety and Waste Management Comuittee of the HAB looks forward to further
discussions and working with you on this issue. The Board looks forward to your written
response, 43 called for in our charter.

Very truly yours,

Mot bun

Merilyn B. Reeves, Chair
Hanford Advisory Board

sttachments: Board Advice #13, 34 and 38

cc:  Thomas OGrumbly, DOE
John Wagoner, DOE
Alice Murphy, DOE
Chuck Clarke, EPA
Mary Riveland, Ecology
Cindy Keily, Designated Federal Official
Linda Lingle, Site Represemative
Jim Mecea, DOE (by fax)
The Oregon and Washington Congressional Delegations

Poge )

snd Draposition of Enotss Wespons Usssdie Plwvmnium and Spec.s Nuciew Maertal (SNV

L TRRWE o S 0F S

Comment Number 68

0100 00

Comment noted.

08 02 00 Comment Number 69

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
coordination and increased understanding of decisions to be made on the
storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials. However, the
National Dialogue Project is beyond the scope of this PEIS.

08 03 01 Comment Number 70

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

08 03 00 Comment Number 71

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the
potential effect that the selection of Hanford for new missions could have on
the Hanford clean-up program. Decisions on storagc -and disposition of
weapons-usable fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
input. The decision process will also give consideration to existing agreement
between DOE, the State of Washington, and the EPA.

07 00 00 Comment Number 72

Funding for all alternatives will be through the budget process, and is not a
part of the NEPA process.

11 00 01 Comment Number 73

The Department of Energy will not begin implementation of the Proposed
Action at any site without having given full consideration to the

SIUIWNI0(] IWUNO))

Sasuodmg puv




0se—¢

HANFORD COMMUNITIES, RICHLAND, WA,
LARRY HALER, ET AL.
PAGE 21 OF 23

environmental, cost, schedule, and policy analyses, public comments, and
agreements with various states regarding the clean-up activities on the sites.
Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Action is not expected to cause
adverse impacts to ongoing programs at the selected site(s).

08 02 00 Comment Number 74

The Department of Energy uses a wide variety of methods to communicate
with the public on these important issues. These methods include public
meetings, as part of the NEPA process, and meetings outside of the process
such as the Plutonium Round Table. Numerous fact sheets and displays are
made available at the meetings as well as by mail. All of this information is
available on the Program’s electronic bulletin board. A video produced by the
Oregon Department of Energy was underwritten by DOE.

0803 00 Comment Number 75

It is recognized that the decision to locate any of the alternatives at a site
would require coordination with State and local officials on a variety of areas
including the mission of the site.

01 00 00 Comment Number 76

Comment noted. Equity will be considered in DOE’s decisionmaking
process, along with all other factors.

1001 00 Comment Number 77

Logistical planning and meteorological surveillance are standard concerns
which normally receive a great deal of attention during transportation
operations such as this; transfer of materials to Hanford will hold no
exceptions. Emergency preparedness personnel (that is, Emergency Response
Teams) will be supplied with the necessary equipment and training
commensurate with DOT, DOE, and NRC regulations. Sufficient funding for
these concerns will be available to satisfactorily ensure that potential
contingencies be dealt with in an effective and timely manner. DOE provides

SIFd 10U S|PV IISS1y
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liaison with appropriate agencies for special nuclear material shipments.
However, due to their classified nature, specific information on times and
dates cannot be provided.

08 02 00 Comment Number 78

Before and after decisions are made on a disposition technology or
technologies, DOE will conduct studies and technical demonstrations to fully
understand the impact of disposition actions. This information will be made
available to the public, to the extent possible.

091101 Comment Number 79

The conceptual designs for the storage and disposition facilities have, as part
of their design, waste management facilities that would treat and package all
waste generated into forms that enable long-term storage and/or disposal in
accordance with RCRA and other applicable Federal and State statutes and
DOE Orders. As noted in Section 4.1.10 of the PEIS, waste management
activities that would support the long-term storage or disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials were assumed to be in accordance with current site
practice. Thus, only LLW and possibly some solid nonhazardous waste was
assumed to be disposed of onsite. Any future waste management facilities that
may be required to support the long-term storage or disposition of weapons-
usable material would be coordinated with any decisions in the waste-type-
specific RODs resulting from the Waste Management PEIS and respective
site-specific NEPA documentation.

08 03 00 Comment Number 80

Comment noted.

09 00 01 Comment Number 81

Comment noted and will be taken into consideration when DOE is ready to
select sites to implement Pu disposition.
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08 00 00 Comment Number 82

The Department of Energy has determined that, based on historical trends and
regulatory constraints, impacts associated with transportation of nuclear
materials are unlikely and not otherwise significant. Therefore, no cumulative
effects analysis of transportation impacts were performed. The cumulative
impact analysis is located in Section 4.7 of the PEIS.
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HANFORD WATCH, PORTLAND, OR,
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May 6, 1996

vspoR
office of Fissile Materials Disposition
washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Nulton,

we respsctfully request an sxtension of the deadline for public
comment on the Storage and Disposition of Weapon-Usable Fissile
Material Draft PBIS because we have not hed sufficient time to
collect and review all available documents from public reading
rooms, which we will need to reviss and extend remarks.

1/08.01.00

The great dimension of the implications of this project in the
escononic, research, environmental and social sectors indicate
that we should move very carefully concerning this decision
making. Please grant an extension for the comment period.

Thank you,

Z%AWSIM\A

Lynn Sims, Hanford Watch
3959 NB 42nd

portiand, OR 97213
503-287-6329

Comment Number 1

08 01 00

At the request of several organizations and individuals, the public comment

period was extended to a total of 92 days.
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HANFORD WATCH, PORTLAND, OR,
PAIGE KNIGHT
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Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials
Draft Programmatic Bavironmental Impact Statement Comment

The people of Oregon have been and will continue to be impacted
by the activities and hagardous wastes at the Hanford Nuclear
Reservation. Air and groundwater contamination generated fron
the Eanford site in Washington are a serious concern to
Oregonians because we share a long border, the valuable and
irreplacesble Columbia River, s vital part of our eanvironment.

Ranford has already done its part in nuclear production and the
people in this region have already paid a terrible price due to
the legacy of the volumes of chemical and radioactive wastes
produced there.

Chemical and radioactive wastes at Hanford pose savere, very long
lived toxic risks. Although the mission at the site has shifted
from production to cleanup, critical budget cuts and the problem
of inadequate technologies have left the many monitoring,
containment and precise cleanup plans yet to be assurad or
formulated.

Now we face the possibility that Hanford may become involved in
activities related to the storage and disposition of warheads and
wsapons-usable fissile materials under the reactor disposition
alternative offered in the current DPEIS. That the DPEIS
considers the MOX option at all is inconsistent with any plan to
reduce high level nuclear wastes in this country.

The option would also signal to the world that plutonium is a

valuable resource and should be endorsed as a commodity to be
traded and used in new and continuing nuclear enterprises.

Specifically, we are concerned about:

*the enormous expenses to the public, both economic and
snvironmental

*the transport and handling risks of fissile matsrials
*the risks involved in fuel fabrication

*the public apprehension concerning the risks and true costs of
nuclear power plant operation

*the creation of even more waste
*the dilemma of the lack of technology, funds or an acceptable

licensed site for the permanent repository for thess long lived
toxic wastes

Therefore, we the undersigned strongly oppose the consideration
of Hanford as a site, or the WPPSS plants for any operations
pertaining to the reactor disposition alternative.

1/09.00.01

2/08.03.01

09 00 01 Comment Number 1

The construction and operation of a nuclear power reactor would generate
economic benefits in the form of new jobs and income generated in the region
where the proposed reactors would be located. The reactor would serve to
eliminate the surplus Pu, meeting the purpose and need of this PEIS.
Additionally, the reactor would generate electricity for commercial and
residential use.

Table 4.4.3.3-4, presents total potential fatalities (including both radiological
and nonradiological risks) associated with the transportation and handling of
fissile materials used in the production of MOX fuel. These materials include
surplus Pu, which would be transported from the lag storage sites, and
uranium oxide, each of which would be transported to a foreign or domestic
MOX fuel fabrication site. Risks associated with the transport and handling
of the fabricated MOX fuel to a reactor site are also included in this table.

The risks to public and occupational health and safety related to MOX fuel
fabrication are described in Section 4.3.5.1.9 of this PEIS. They are
summarized in Table 2.5-3. The health risks from the operation of a MOX
fuel fabrication facility are also analyzed in the PEIS which indicates that the
operation of a nuclear reactor would not pose significant health risks to the
surrounding population.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at Hanford. 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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HANFORD WATCH, PORTLAND, OR,
PAIGE KNIGHT
PAGE 2 OF 2

In addition to objecting to burning MOX in reactors at Hanford,
we also oppose using the Fast Flux Test Facility (PPTF), or any
other facility at the site for tritium production for the US
weapons arssnal. The proposed tritium production is not 3/14.00.00
consistent with USDOR's mission. FFTY is slated for closure in R
the carefully negotiated TriParty Agreement. FPlease ensure the
nission at Hanford is "cleanup”. Do not allow the mission to
revert to "military production”.

Because it is apparent that a sound technological solution to the
disposition problem does not exist, we urge you to aggressively 4/14.00.00
fund development efforts aimed at achieving a real long-term
golution to the plutonium problem.

Hanford Action of Oregon, Robin Klein
25-6 NW 23rd P).#406
portland OR 97210
PH: 503-235-2924 FAX: 503-736-0097

Hanford Watch, Paige Knight
2285 SE Cypress
Portland OR 97214
503-232-0848 FAX: $03-287-6329

Don't Waste Oregon Council, Lloyd Marbet
19142 SE Bakers Ferry Rd.
Boring, OR 97009
PH: 503-637-3549 FAX: 503-637-6130

.0. Box 667
Bingen, WA 9860%
$09-493-3950

citizens Interested in Bull Run, Frank Gearhart
P.O. Box 3426

Gresham, OR 97030
PH: 503-668-4777 PAX: 503-669-9429

Columbia River United, Greg DeBruler
P

SW 2nd
portland, OR 97204
295-0490

Northwest Environmental Advocates, Rugene Rosalie
133

“I%/i:‘ L%-&)
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14 00 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.

14 00 00 Comment Number 4

Comment noted. During the remainder of fiscal year 1996 and into fiscal year
1997 DOE plans to continue to ¢xpand a range of small-scale tests and
demonstrations of Pu disposition technologies to fill gaps in our technical
knowledge, remove uncertainties in the viability of certain technologies, and
to demonstrate the practical usefulness of some of the technologies that might
be employed for disposition of surplus weapons-usable Pu.
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213 Arlington Avenue
Naperville, IL 60565
5 June 1996

Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

P. O. Bax 23786

Washington, D. C. 20026-3786

Subject: Commeats on Draft Envirc ] Impact St DOE/EIS-0229-D;

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials
Gentlemen:

The subject draft appears to have been carefully and exhaustively prepared. Those who
managed and carried out this effort are to be commended.

I have two comments which | fee! deserve i These are my own, have
been prepared on my own time, and do not necessarily represent the view of my

employer:

. in evaluating the reactor alternatives, it appears that 0o credit has been given for
the envir | insult avoid iated with the power geperated by the
nuclear plants. Since coal is the dominant fuel for electricity generation, and by
all projections (including those of DOE) will to be the domi fuel for
electricity generation, credit should be given for the reduction in coal burning
equivalent to that required to produce the electricity generated by the plutonium
burning nuclear plants.

L] Among the "Disposition Options Considered But Eliminated From Further
Consideration,” two reactor op (the modular helium reactor and the integral
fast reactor) are qualified as follows: If [this concept] is developed and successfully
perated for other mi it will be idered for Pu disposition as well. Given
the projected world energy growth, the commitment of many countries to further
puclear development (whether nuclear power is developed aad deployed in the
U.S. or not), and the invol of other nations in these two technologies, it
must be considered that one or both of these technologies will be developed and
successfully deployed for other missions. Therefore, these options must be fully
cvaluated.

William H. Hannum

1/09.08.08

2/01.05.00

09 08 08 Comment Number 1

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.

01 05 00 Comment Number 2

The termination of the Integral Fast Reactor project was decided by DOE and
Congress in 1994 and is beyond the scope of the PEIS.

SIAd 1PU1 S|PLIIDI 2)1sS1

2]qvs ) -suodpag fo uonisodsiq puv 28v.40ig




LSEE

R T AT W
T e "R

HANSON, STEVEN, REXBURG, ID

PAGE10OF1

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

Comment 1D: Proo29

ived: 18,1 :
Date Received A The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for
Address: ?{065““130"“‘ additional missions at INEL. Decisions on storage and disposition of
exburg, . . . .

Phone: 208-356-8613 weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses,

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

My opinion of the usc of plutonium and storage and basically rescarch and investigation into that

is favorable. 1 think it should be done. I think that as we try and find a solution for radioactive

materials that we have 1o deal with it, and 1 would be in favor of storage both in Idaho and

processing, bocause [ feel that it's one of the best ways that we can do to handle this material and

usc it productively. | my personal fecling of nuclear power is also very good. [ would expect to 1/08.03.01

use it effectively and I think that there's a lot of scare 1actics that are driving people away »
because they don't und diL So, my opinion is favorable. | think we ought to do it. 1 don’t

(hink we huve much choice, because the fossil fuels are just not going to last that long. So'm
positive for nuclear power and storage and processing here in Idaho. Thank you.

sasuodsay pup
SWPUWNIO(] TUFUWIUWIOY)




86¢—¢

HARLEY, MARY LOU, BRIDGETOWN, NS
PAGE 1 OF 2
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0103 00 Comment Number 1 3

N

Comment noted. The CANDU Reactor Alternative is one of the reasonable &

BB O 5. alternatives analyzed in the PEIS. Should this alternative be selected for ;

Bs 1c0 implementation of the Proposed Action, agreement with the Canadian ]

0.5, Departaent of Energy Govern'menl wpuld be reached on the Pu disposition process, including ;?1
ortice :’:3;2iﬁ:.:?ﬁ;ii:,“n?éf”'m“ appropriate environmental analysis with public involvement. >

U.S.A 20026-3786

RE: Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statament

While some members of the Canadian government have been promoting

the idea of bringing the plutonium from the planned arms

reduction program into Canada in the form of MOX fuel, this idea 1/01‘03400
has not been debated at any House or public level.
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During the recent public hearings on the concept of geological
disposal of nuclear fuel wastes, several groups reported concern
that the possibility of using MOX fuel fabricated from weapons -
plutonium in Canadian CANDU reactors had been spotted in American
docunents ( most notably the “Management and Disposition of
Excess Weapons Plutonjum Reactor-Related Options" by NAS). At
these hearings, government officials brushed the issue aside
saying it wag not yet a "fait accompli®. within a waek of the
end of Phase I of these hearings, the government was promoting
this idea. As well as the concept of importing weapons plutonium
into Canada in the form of MOX fuel, the ethics of the process by
which this idea is baing promoted has been called into question.

The United States is capable of handling the aexcess weapons
plutonium to meet the spent fuel standard and you have the
primary responsibility for coping with the weapons-grade
plutonium.

1.The U.5. light-water reactors are capable of using MOX fuel
containing weapons plutoniums and have been recommended for this

option by the National Academy of Sciences. 1/01.03.00
2. The weapons-grade plutonium could be embedded in glass logs of M
suitable specifications in the U.S. and managed in the same way cont.

as planned for U.S. defense high-level wastes.

canadians should not be expected to bear the burden of security,
safety and health risks associated with the tranaportation,
storage and use of MOX fuel or the potential hazards and costs ot
the management of the resultant high-level nuclear waste.

You are aware that the use of weapons plutonium as MOX fuel does
not get rid of the plutonium. The objective of the MOX fuel
approach is to contaminate the wsapons-grade plutonium with other
jisotopes of plutonium and other radiocactive material so that the
excess weapons plutonium would be no more accessible that the
plutonium in commercial spent fuel. Use of MOX fuel would result
in significantly higher plutonium in the spent fuel conmpared to
the present waste going into the nuclear fuel waste management
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HARLEY, MARY LOU, BRIDGETOWN, NS
PAGE 2 OF 2

program in canada. Once through the fuel cycle the spent MOX
fuel would be Canada's management problem, at least until it was
aged wore than a decade; possibly it would be permanently our
problem, for hundreds of thousands of generations into the
future.

Conversion of the weapons plutonium into spent MOX fuel may nake
it less accessible for bomb production, but the plutonium is
still there, still posing a proliferation risk only requiring
nore care and expense, still releasing radiation, still toxic,
still posing a health risk to the planet.

The "spent fuel gtandard® to make weapons plutonium no more

ible for P use than the plutonium in commercial spent
fuel has not been promoted because it provides safaty but because
to go beyond this spent fuel standard is not considered justified
unless the accessibility of the global stock of plutonium in
spent fuel is similarly reduced. However, the level of purity of
the plutonium which makes it attractive for weapons, also makes
{t more amenable to directed intervention designed toward rapid
reduction of radioactivity over tinme frames accelerated over
those of the natural half-life decay processes. In the haste to
handle the security risk, do not lose sight of the health risk
posed by this paterial; ask of any approach what the
consequences will be with respect to reducing the toxicity of the
material.

with respact to the weapons uranium, please take a balanced view.
It would be irresponsible to make it more toxic by putting it
into the nuclear fuel stream. Please consider management by a
peans that will not involve converting a portion of it into
plutonium and other radioactive materials of higher toxicity than
the original uranium.

It this spent fuel standard approach for dealing with weapons
plutonium is the best interim step, it is the U.$.A. that should
be taking that step. You have the capability and the
responsibility. Thers is no justification for Canada to become
involved in importing weapons plutonium in the form of MOX fuel.

Sincerely,

Moy Lo Rl

Mary Lou Harley, P%l:

1/01.03.00
cont.

2/08.03.01

3/01.00.00

4/15.00.00

1/01.03.00
cont.

08 0301 Comment Number 2

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

01 0000 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.

1500 00 Comment Number 4

The HEU covered in this PEIS refers to those materials that are not surplus to
national defense needs. Therefore, the path forward for these materials would
be storage only.
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St harfotd 08 03 01 Comment Number 1
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08 03 01 Comment Number §

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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HEALTH PROFESSIONALS FOR GLOBAL SURVIVAL,
MONTREAL, QC, ERIC NOTEBAERT
PAGE 1 OF 2

PROFESSIONNELS
DE LA SANTE
POUR LA SURVIE
MONDIALE

sutraton Protessionnals 0¢ i Sert pour it Rsanonesbiné Mucileire / formeny Helé: Tor Muckesr
518, av. den Pins ouest, Montréal, QC HZW 1S4 o Tésphone : (514) 987-8708

Montreal, May the 6th, 1996,

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENFROGY,

OFYICE OF FISSILE MATPRIALS DISPOSITION
P.0. BOX 23786

MASHINGTOR, D.C. 20026 - 786

U.5.A.

Re: STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF WEAPONS - USABLE
FISSILE MATERIALS,
DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.

To whom it may concern,

The Government of Canada via prime Minister Jean Chrétien announced during the
recent G-7 aeeting { April 19-20. 1996 ) that it considers importing in Canada
plutonium fuel for the Candu reactors of the Bruce " A “* Nuclear Generating
Station on Lake Huron. This plutoniva from dismantled U.S. and Russian nuclear
bosbs would be contained in mixed oxide " { MOX ) fuel.

Our organization, which has been for wany years involved in nuclear 1issues and
studies, silitary or civilian, is deeply concerned with this proposal that we
consider totally irresponsible, for many TeasSONns:

1. The Governsent of Canada has no sandate from the population to wmake auch a
proposal with potential eserious consequences, and ought to wake formal 1/080301
consultations with the all the groups interested in the subject 1in Canada.

2. This wakes Canada a dumping ground tor foreign wilitary radioactive waste.

3. It creates huge security problews during the transportation and handlang af
plutonius ( an accidental self-sustained nuclear chain reaction can happen

PPNW
Prix NOBEL DE LA PAIX @ NoBEL PEACE PRIZE

PSSM est le chapitre de V' t des pour la survie mondiale (Canada)

MHPGS ia the Québsc chapter of Physicians for global survival (Canada)

g

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
use of the CANDU Reactor Alternative for the disposition of Pu. Decisions
on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input. This will include an appropriate level of
analysis by Canada before any decision on burning Pu in a CANDU reactor
is implemented.
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HEALTH PROFESSIONALS FOR GLOBAL SURVIVAL,
MONTREAL, QC, ERIC NOTEBAERT

PAGE 2 OF 2
PROFESSIONNELS HEALTH
PROFESSIONALS
POUR LA SURVIE g FOR GLOBAL
SURVIVAL
mmuumwuwwlmm for Nuchesr

615, av. des Pins ouest, Montréal, OC H2W 1S4 =  Téléphone : (514) 987-0708
with disastrous consequences ).
4. It creates security problems in order to prevent theft of plutoniums.

5. The cost linked to the " retubing " of the Candu reactors is very high ( about
$ 300 million per reactor ), and those reactors may vell not be able to function
for the planned 25 years period. because they are aging.

6. And finslly, it violates the spirit of Canada‘'s non-proliferation stance. 1/08 03.01
vhich is to isolate the Canadian nuclear industry from the military weapons PV
programs of other countries, in making Ontario Hydro a cowmercial recipient of cont.
wilitary fissile material

f 1t i the id ¢ .
Canada the plutonium from dismantled U.S.. or Russian nuclear
bomba .

foi V2wl

Or Bric Motebaert. President.

Sincerely yours,

¢.c, The Right Honourable Jean Chrétien
Prime Minisrter of Canada.

PPNW
Prix NOBEL DE LA PAIx 1008 No8EL PEACE PRizE

PSSM est e chy de I, des NS Pour la survie mondiale (Canada)
HPGS is the Québec chapler of Physicians for global survival (Canada)

SIAd (VU1 S|PLRIDRY 2]15514

21qvs)-suodpapy fo uousodsiy puv 28n.40i5




£9¢—¢

HERRING, STEVE, IDAHO FALLS, ID
PAGE10OF 1

Stmement by  Dr. Sicve Herring

298 Call Avonue
idaho Falls kioho 8402

April 15, 1996

Auﬁl_'—hqmihi—-u-hw‘iuﬂ
e dascstinaly fashioaed s 2 waapon for comteries ©© coma. The NAS study emsblished the “xpont
fxl standeed” 55 3 criverion by which 1 judge ives,  AcosedingRhe spxt fodd
“‘.#—hhlhhﬁhh-m-muhﬁ—u
in spess LWR Sl h~-d*~"~u—fb-w&
phuscminm s LWR fiasl snd then 10 was that fud 1 high burag.

mw—u.ua*m-ﬂum'—h.a
M-—u—-nuuu.-u--ﬁdm.-u—mu-
the INEL. .

mmmiﬁ“—-’um“nmudhs—y
m_ﬁn“”u—dﬂmdh—‘mm
naﬁ;numu—:dwmﬁn

m«mh“—.*iw—-ﬁ"mm-hwa
M_ﬂw-ﬂnmm yuble pletoms
with burning it wp vis the fegion process). A sumber of commeercinl muchess plasts inchading WPPSS-
huw-u-h--q-hhﬁunulwwbwauﬂﬂm

The MOX fsd fibrication fcility would Hkely be bullt where the Pu siorage is consolidmed. K is
appropris © support the INEL for this role

mnum»-mdn-;num-ummmu-m
mmunnw_ﬁ-muwwmmcmminm
msenchilizasion slernatives. I the treased mescrial is shipped out of deho in 8 timely smnct, # would
ot the terms of the 199 Wame Agreement

1/08.03.01

l 2/09.00.08

3/08.03.01

| 4/08.03.01

5/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 1

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

09 0008 Comment Number 2

Based on comments received, the Summary of the Draft PEIS was revised.
The text in the Summary was revised to clarify the comparison of impacts and
to delete the reference to “adverse” impacts.

080301 Comment Number 3

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
construction of the MOX fuel fabrication facility 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.

08 03 01 Comment Number S

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Elcctrometallurgical Treatment Alternative and other Immobilization
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.
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HERRING, STEVE, IDAHO FALLS, ID

PAGE1 0OF 1

Dr. Steve Herring
298 Call Avenue
Idaho Falls, fdaho 83402-3040
May 6, 1996

DOE-Office of Fissile Matarials Disposition

/o SAIC-PEIS

P. 0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Statement

| attended the hearing held in kiabo Falls and have since studied the draft PEIS in more detail. 1 would
like to add the followng comments:

A critical requirament for any altemative is that it must assure that the weapons-usable materal
caonct be clandestinely fashioned into a weapon for centuries to come.  The NAS study
established the “spant fuel standard™ as a criterion by which to judge disposition akematives
Acoording the spent fuel standard,” the phutonium is in a form from which ¢ is as difficuk to
recover as the plutonium contained i spant LWR fuel. One assured way of mesting the “spent
fuel

dard” is to incorp the phatonium in LWR fuel and then to use that fuel to high
burmup.
Disposal of the Pu through bum-up use in commercial power resctors provides a "Peace
Dividnd® for ey ks C - Jreach R iderabh

phtonium (concurrent with burming @ up via the fission process). A mumber of commercial
uclear plants including WPPSS-2 have expressed an interest in using weapons Pu in their plant
a3 8 way to lower overall fuel couts.

All of the long term storage options seem to be acceptable from the standpoint of safery and
environmental impact; however, the optian for the Collocation of the Phrtonium and Highly
Enriched Uranium receives my support as the most favorable akemative, | also believe that any
of the Long Term Storage sites proposed could be desigoed to be bl

According to the EIS, some forms of Pu may not lend themselves to MOX fabrication. For
these forms, the INEL should play a major role, probably through the ANL-W
Electrometallurgical process
The environmental impacts of the various akematives are difficult to sort ot of the EIS
Summary Document These impacts are net likely to significantly excead the impacts of
eusting/on-gong activites

lmnkywibruncwunmtywmmnmdﬁsdnﬁmmﬁmmmmbrpaa

Si

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

[ 3/08.03.01

‘ 4/09.00.08

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Collocation Alternative. DOE agrees that all long-term storage options.are
accepted from the standpoint of safety and environmental impacts. Decisions
on storage alternatives will be based upon environmental analyses, technical
and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for-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,

09 00 08 Comment Number 4

Based on comments received, the Summary of the Draft PEIS was revised.
Text in the Summary was revised to clarify the comparison of impacts and to
delete the reference to “adverse” impacts.

S13d 1pul] S[PL3ID Y 211581
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HiLL, LEO JAMES, FALLS CHURCH, VA

PAGE1OF 1

Leo James Mill

1-703-237-7507

26 March 1996

Reference 2.4.3

Security

Reference 2.4.3.1

3030 Sleapy Hollow Road
Falls Church, Virginia 22042-3142

Written Comments on DOE/EIS-0229-D

"doubtful that potential proliferation... or
host country could recover. .. without
detection.™

Reference figure 2.4.3.1-2

Geostationary satellites with laser
monitoring of sealed downhole with constant
reporting to centralized ground command
center. Insuring expedient intervention to
any attempted breach of secured area.

"sarthquakes"

Leading edge technology now used for seismic
studies of earthquake safe areas, balanced
rocks, has the capability of measuring how
many hundreds of thousands of years an area
of basalt or badrock has been atable. Newly
discovered ionigzation and weathering
measurement capabilities can accurately
determine the stability of an area.

1/01.06.00

2/13.00.00

3/04.01.00

01 06 00

Comment noted.

13 00 00

The security aspects of the storage and disposition alternatives will be
developed further in detailed designs for the selected alternative(s).

04 01 00
Comment noted.

Comment Number 1

Comment Number 2

Comment Number 3

sasuodsay pup
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HIND, KURT

PAGE 1 0OF 1
Comment ID: P0022
Date Received: April 18, 1996
Name: Kurt Hind
Address: none given
Phone: 20%-526-2212
Transcription:

1 cum:mly work at the site. My work phone number is 208-526-2212. | would welcome the

b

ging of de plutonium here for the jobs. [ believe that we can store it safely.
That it will be uf: here lnd 1 would welcome, like I said before, the adventation of jobs and a
more stable economy here. Thank you.

1/08.03.01

08 0301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
additional missions at INEL. Decisions on storage and disposition of
weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
input.
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HODGE, WARD J., MARLETTE, MI
PAGE10F3

April 20, 1996
Marlette, Michigan 48453

To:00.8. Department of Energy
Oftice of Fissile Materials Disposition
P. O. Box 23786
washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Prime Minister Chretien
House of Commons

Ottawa ON K1A OA6
CANADA

Prom: Ward J. Hodge
6150 Mayville Road
Marlette, Michigan 48453

Gentlemen: One Planet-- One Letter, One problem:

This is about a political and an economic pendulum that has swung
too tar to one side. The big news story of 1996 will be that
citizens on the North American continent will share many of the
same economic, social, and environmental concerns for the future.

As an economist, 1 find little to cheer about from either our state
or our nation's capitol today. Far right ideologies are replacing
rational thought. Unprecedented firestorms of anti-regulatory leg-
islation have turned traditional economic theories upside-down. Es-
tablished regulatory lines betusen government agencies and our cor-
porations are being rapidly erased.

Subversive agendas are promoting the privatization of public facil-
ities and glorifying competition in our public utilities. Where is
the concern on the part of our government officials for the future
sustainability of the human race? Please respond to this letter
with your plans to address the new wave of citizen anti-nuclear
sentiment on your heoriron. You are in a unique position to help
stop the continued proliferation of nuclear waste on this planet.

1 have recently received a draft copy of a news release regarding
the sale of USA surplus plutonium to Canada. FProm one viewpoint. it
is immaterial what this will be used for. The news release. from
the Nuclear Awareness Project in Uxbridge, Ontario tells about the
possible production of mixed oxide (MOX) fuel for use in two of the
Bruce “A” nuclear reactors, "A proposal put forward by Ontario
Hydro and Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) through AECL's
U.S. Subsidiary, AECL Technologies.”

This AECL Technologies proposal is, “Based on the assumption that
(the) Bruce reactors will be retubed 'because there is a demand for
electricity'”. I believe this is a faulty assumption fueled by
corporate agenda needs to continue a government supported planet-
wide nuclear power base that is not sustainable.

sasuodsay pup
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5 HODGE, WARD J., MARLETTE, MI
A PAGE2 OF 3

Page 2 - U.S. Department of Energy/Ward Hodge

1t I read the reports correctly, This exchange of considerable
Canadian money for surplus U.S. Plutonium will mean trucking mon-
thly shipments of approximately 2 metric tons per year to Canada
for 25 years. No where do 1 read that there is a guarantee that
this is a safe way to dispose of 50 metric tons of nuclear poison.

The trucks moving this waste will travel within a short distance of
where I am presently living-- across the Blue Water bridge at Port
Huron into Sarnia Canada. To me, This seems an outrageous crap-
shoot and a waste of Canadian financial resources.

SIAd 911 S|PUAIDY 2]1sS1o
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According to the Nuclear Awareness Project (NAP) draft, The AECL
Technologies proposal boasts that a provisional Environmental
Assessment could likely be avoided by treating the MOX fuel "“Mis-
sion” as being exempt under the Environmental assessment exemption
granted to Bruce "A"™ reactorsa in 1976.

(Haven't we learned anything in the past twenty tears?) Also
according to the NAP draft, "The original plutonium is not actually
eliminated and additional plutonium is created within the fuel
bundles in the process.”

As this is being written, USA President Clinton is involved with
other world leaders and Russia's Yeltsin to agree on a nuclear test
ban sometime in the future. In today‘'s news, Our President uses
superlatives to describe what this will mean in our future

April 1, this year, Canada's GLOBE AND MAIL reported that, "Senior
government sources confirmed that Prime Minister Chretien supports
(this) MOX fuel proposal, including importing Russian MOX fuel for
use at the Bruce reactors... Chretien is apparently planning to
endorse the whole scheme at the April 19-20 1996 Nuclear Safety &
Security Summit of world leaders in Moscow."”

Sir, It is no secret that we must do things differently in the next
century if we want a sustainable future. First nation Americans
continue to look ahead seven generations, while most of the ances-
tors of European emigrants in North America consider themselves
lucky if they can look ahead to their next pay check, or their next
election. Is that the kind of progress that we want here?

Albert Einstein is quoted in Chapter three of a new book about W.
Edwards Deming, "THINKING ABOUT QUALITY -- Progress, Wisdom, and
the Deming Philosophy."
"The significant problems we face canot be sclved at the
same level of thinking we were at when we created them"

Before any further action is taken on either side of our mutual
border, all government and corporate officials involved should con-
sider the implications of the following:
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HODGE, WARD J., MARLETTE, MI
PAGE 3 OF 3

Pagu 2 U.S. Department of Energy/Ward Hodge

1; In a January 1324 WAR AND PEACE DIGEST art:cle headlinec,
"Physicist Chernousenko speaks Out on Hozroxs of Chernobyl”, We
read that a “Cover-up {was) lifted during TU.S. Speaking Tour.

"yiadimic Cheirnousenko,the heroic Ukranlan Nuclear physicist
who supervised 'he "clean up” of Chernobyi, reveals the true
magnitude of the disaster. tike a voice crying in the
wilderness, he is uow committed to alerting the werld of the
fatal dangeis ! r.clear power. This may be his fina!
effort. A victim of radiatior poisoning resulting from the
Chernobyl accident, Chernousenko is now dying of cancer."

2) Harvey WasseIrman, cellct Adviser for Greenpeace, lLas written a
message in the 1 s+ Mcther Jones magazine headlined, "“Slaying
The Nuclea: Cragen.” hececiding to Wasserman, "A comb_nation of
stiong activism, and bad e-onomics has hLalted the building of nu-
clear reactors . the U.3. and Europe... Asia 1is a diffevent
ztory.” (ls development so dear and life so cheap in China and
India that nuclear power is the only option there?)

3) 1n the January/Febouary, 1996 WORLD WATCH Magazine Christopher
Flavin has written abou% the next Energy Revolution eatitled,
“POWER SHOCK". He says that we may soon witness the most dramatic
changes in a woild energy economy in a hundred years. He writes
that, "Once technological change gathers momentum, it can mcve at
Lightning speed.” He inciudes solar electrical power and fuel celis
in his analysis. *“In a new joint verturc called EnergyWorks,
Bechtel Enterprises, Inc.., and PacifiCorp, a giant utility... will
pursue prcjects arcund the world based on wind turbliucs, biomass,
industria! eneryy effiziency, and other technclog:es that most
large cnergy firms have sp.rned as puny..."

sir, 1 speak agains: any further development of nuclear power, both
in this hemisphere and anywhere else on this planet until we have
solved the prutlen of disposing this jife-threatening waste, some 1/08.03.01
53¢ which can be with us for at least a quaiter cf million years.
That, in itsel? is ou ling to even comprehend in a rationa! manner
considering the f£.ailty of life here, and the speed at which we are

. nt e are neglecting ou: futuze hecause we are in
den:al about our presext, and have forgotten much of ous past. On
both sides of our border, governmeal offizials working with multi-
national lobbyists, must stop measuring human progress in terme of
dollars gained and natural resources destroyed. If Canada is doing
shis, as suggested, :uo help nuclear disarmanent efforts of the USA
and Rinsia, . believe it to be folly of the worst sort that will
not ref.wc. well on thic administitation or your department .

Sincerely,

L APrisy,

presently destioyliy Oui satural resources and out eco-systems. -

08 0301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Reactor Alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all
reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning must be considered.
Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

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.

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.
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HYATT, LINDA, DALLAS, TX

PAGE1OF 1
Comment ID: P0038
Date Received: May |, 1996
Name: Linda Hyatt
Address: Dallas, TX

Transcription:

[ wish to express my support for jobs and development in the Panhandle that don’t endang:
workers. | have family members that live there, and | also am concerned about the natural

resources in Texas, and especially our agricultural prod Thus, [ am opposed to any 1/08.03.01
plutonium processing in the Texas Panhandle. Also to bringing plutonium to Pantex from other U
sites, and 1 am opposed to any long-term storage of plutonium over the aquifer in that arca.

Thank you very much.

08 0301 Comment Number 1

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

KENNEWICK, WA, WILLIAM P. DANA
PAGE10OF 1

RIIEADER RIESPONSE CARD

The purpose of this card is to cncnunge communication between readens af the Newsletter and the

Office of Fissile Your viewsx, and suggestions urc appreciated.
Namc: L/l e P D P
Address: __Seee 3. [l St <+D-m~Anl
City, State, Zip: _Momugae kY wh 233317
Alfitiation: _JCE K38 Eagntas [/ DAFA Exsrtbnyg Lompemettd
Comments: k¢ Plafoaipms byru:

@ ‘mai Mnﬂ!’m u.

Fditor - Forrestal Boiiding » IM Independence Ave., S.W. * Washington D .C. 20888

e Y ’—“Hi“‘*‘—"*ﬂ“—x. e ek o | 1090801

09 08 01 Comment Number 1

The primary purpose of the Fissile Materials Disposition Program is to store
and dispose of surplus weapons-usable fissile materials in a manner that
achieves both national security and ES&H objectives. Selection of a
Preferred Alternative was based on numerous factors including
socioeconomics. While the creation of jobs is a benefit of the program, it is
not the only factor used to determine the alternative or the location for
implementing a Federal action.
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WALTER NODEEN
PAGE1OF 1
08 03 01 Comment Number 1
Comment [D: P0040 The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pu
Date Received: May 8, 1996 di . . Decisi di .. .
Name: Walter Nodeen isposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon
o Principal Engineer of Nuclear Fucl environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
Organization: 1ES Utilities . . .
Address: Cedar Rapids, lowa considerations, and public input.
Transcription:

We operate the Duane Amold Energy Ceater Nuclear Power Station which isa BWR. 1 just

wanted to register our comments on the PEIS and say that we are much in favor of going ahead 1/08.03.01
with the plutonium disposition that uscs the plutonium for reactor fucl. In fact, we hope to be T
one of the reactors that is able to utilize that fuel. We think that is the best process and best

policy to follow for scveral reasons. It saves the energy content of the plutonium instcad of just

wasting it by throwing it away. That appears to us to be the best way to go. Thank you.
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ﬁ JOBE, LOWELL A., IDAHO FALLS, ID
N PAGE10OF1

14469 N. 55th E.
1daho Falls. ID 83401
May 7. 1996

U.S. Department of Energy

Otfice of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

re: Storage & Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials DPEIS
Gentlemen:

As a retired Systems Engineer and having worked in the water and waste treat-
ment industry, 20 years at the INEL CPP plant. taught chemical engineering.
and developed & Process Technology program at EITC. my judgement of the DPEIS
document is that it does not consider the real final solution to the destruc-
tion of weapons-usable fissile materials, The only probable answer to this
problem that 1 have seen 1is the IFR (Integral Fast Reactor) developed at ANL
because it is the only option I know of for providing a closed-loop system to
destroy Pu and other actinides by recycling them back to a fast reactor.
using an electrometallurgical process to separate fissile materials from
fission products. The recycled fiasile materials are so radiocactive and the
Pu so impure as to be non-proliferable. The by-product stream contains a
lower volume of radioactive fission products and other materials than the
original fuei elements. with a lower heat load for tinal disposition. The
side advantage of providing additjonal power. using a passively safe reactor
that can't undergo devastating enviromnmental consequences of Chernobyl or TMI
are powerful reasons to consider the IFR for this and for the even more
extensive Pu/SNF problem coming up in the near future.

1/14.00.00

To merely convert this fissile material into a form for burial either as
glass or ceramic logs or as SNF from a LWR does not render it permanently
free from proliferation at some future date. The President's Non-Prolifera-
tion Policy is inconsistent in stopping all Pu processing 1n the U.S. while
supporting it in western Europe and Japan: also in seeking to eliminate
accumulation of HEU and Pu, yet stopping further development of newer. sater
nuclear power reactors such as the IFR. which would reduce HEU and Pu inven-
tories. The IFR appears to me to be the only currently valid way to meet the
President’s Non-Proliferation Policy. Yet 1 find no mention of the rest of 1/14.00.00
the 37 alternatives for Pu disposition referred to on p. S-6 of the Summary Rl
document. nor in Vol.I. as referred to in its Foreward. Western Europe. cont.
Russi1a and Japan have given no indication of backing down from their use of

Pu or the PUREX method of reprocessing, which produce Pu for nuclear weapons.

Thus, I place little credence in this Draft PEIS for solving the real problem
of destroying Pu, let alone maximizing power generated from this resource and
enviromental protection from the by-products. To not do so is immoral, il-
logical, and is a symptom of the worst of our throw-away culture: total sys-
tems thinking is required for the best interests of the U.8. and the world.

For what could possibly be used from this DPEIS as a reasonable alternative.
I consider the ANL Electrometallurgical Alternative a3 being the most cost
effective of any alternative. since it requires the least area. equipment.
personnel of any: it showed up as best in the comparative tables on most
items. The equipment and information might be usable if the U.5. wakes up to
its real responsibilities: let science & engineering make the decisions.

2/08.03.01

Respectfully submitted:
o

%Uzud( w pete
Lowell &. Jo

14 00 00 Comment Number 1

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 under development, would be more costly and less timely than
other mature reactor options. The development program was recently
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.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

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.
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JOHNSTON, ROB

PAGE1OF1
Comment ID: P0O026
Date Received: April 18, 1996
Name: Rob Johnston
Address:
Transcription:
1 want 1o on the p jum disposal lprcfalhnﬂmyuscnmhghtwncrmclorand

usemoenergyupuavuhbh 1t's & smart way to do it. It's

scientific research, and [ think it’ nwmeofuxp-yersdollanlopmduposeofn Thankyou.

1/08.03.01

PR sy

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

sasuodsay pup
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JOLLEY, MICHAEL F., CHUBBUCK, ID
PAGE1OF1

Michael F. Jolley N
5423 Yellowsione Ave.
Clubbud, Tlalw §3202

Washington, D C. 20026-27%6
9 April 1996

Dewr Sevretary OLeary: »

In resporiac the call for public comments about the disposition of the United States Fissile
matcrials, I wish to sdd my opinion for the record.

1 strongly believe that all fiseile material should be used for the produdtion of elestrisity
for the United States. This should be done, in similar fachion, as the proposed lsish project 1
understand that this would result in the production of more nuclear waste. However, [
believe strongly that the research over the past few decades at the ldaho National
Frgineering lab has provided a safe way to deal with nuclear wage.

Furthermore, this proposal would reduce the need for fydroelectric power production.
Specifieally. the Pacific Northwest would benefit with grester Saimon and Steclhead runs.

Rapetlully,

Michac! F. Jolicy

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pu
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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KAHN, DAVID K., IDAHO FALLS, ID
PAGE10OF 4

United Stetes Deportment of Energy

NAME: (Optioast) _JAvi0 K. Ko/
ADDRESS: 320 _Lin0C~ Q€ T0AnD FAGS LD, RA34d)
TELEPHONE: (2081 524-231236
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1/08.02.00

2/01.05.00

3/01.02.00

08 02 00 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy uses a wide variety of methods to communicate
with the public on these important issues. These methods include public
meetings, as part of the NEPA process, and meetings outside of the process,
such as the Plutonium Round Table. Numerous fact sheets and displays are
made available at the meetings as well as by mail. All of this information is
available on the Program's electronic bulletin board.

01 05 00 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

01 02 00 Comment Number 3

The purpose of the Proposed Action for Pu disposition is to convert Pu into
proliferation-resistant forms that meet the Spent Fuel Standard (options for
long-term disposition of Pu should seek to meet a standard that makes Pu as
inaccessible for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of Pu
that is found in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors, as
suggested by the NAS), thereby fulfilling the President’s Nonproliferation
Policy. The disposition alternatives would convert 100 percent of the material
into a proliferation-resistant form.

sasuodsay puv
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KAHN, DAVID K., IDAHO FALLS, ID R
2. 3
PAGE 2 OF 4 kS
010500 Comment Number 4 3 é
D ~.
The screening process provided a reasonable basis for evaluating options for “ §
= further consideration in a report that was made available in March 1995. ; 2.
£ S
-.' ‘ ~U =
: 01 05 00 Comment Number 5§ mS
[
United Siated Depertment of fnargy In considering the technical maturity of an option for Pu disposition, DOE §
NAME: (Optioaal) _{Av: e/ looked at the risks and uncertainties associated with the development and 3
ADDRESS: 370 _Linoen Q6 Loamp [Aies X0 E3401 implementation of the option, the time and cost required to minimize risks b4
TELEPHONE: (203 )53y -2/ 2C L. \ . . ]
MY Doy 1#AT 18 wolT QISPITie . CowdOIRiNG YovR REACTR and uncertainties, and how these factors affect DOE’s ability to accomplish I~
T _yf  vou ATIVES ‘ . . .. :
¢ mets i o“ . ™ A e it Ot sl 3/01.02.00 the disposition mission. Though the bgreholg Fatc;gory mdy.not. be as 3
. m N _iS Al Tn 0oy cont. developed and mature as the reactor and immobilization categories, it does by
L 3. . I = provide a category of technology alternatives for Pu disposition different
" LITRE . .
kY AL . ‘o T mimpees of from the other two. The borehole category gives three different technology
ot oG Lo = 1.... 2 £ :m:::r.m; paths for consideration of disposition alternatives, of which one or more could
o viga : as AN ine vy be selected to fulfill the PEIS purpose and need.
LeSCatcn AND OEUGLPEMENT UNCE THE SonssATEN LROIILT iaileoutd 4/01.05.00
o 2 §yint ﬂ
AT ippia > (3 -
£B__boN3E T FACT €
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[} 14 1N 18T _ALTERIAT, ' A
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KAHN, DAVID K., IDAHO FALLS, ID
PAGE3 OF 4

01 04 00 Comment Number 6

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to convert Pu into a proliferation-
resistant form that meets the Spend Fuel Standard in a prompt manner.
Destruction of Pu is not a necessary requirement for meeting the purpose of
the Proposed Action.

Unhed Steles Depariment of Energy

01 05 00 Comment Number 7
NAME: (Optional) M — . o )
ADDRESS: 370 Loy Ot Zoap Cas L0 23401 The Department of Energy developed screening criteria which were used as
Mv MO SCaSE a basis for narrowing technology options for disposition. This criteria were
i A eer: ot L Cin” provided to the general public for comment and discussed at the scoping
. " - T v QueogsiTiol CAN meetings. The criteria were changed as a result of public comment. Other
CcomPysneQ us : » 0_Tus et 6/01.04.00 factors were considered in the screening process, but were not included as
y '] . g
: - —— “criteria.
L ] it : . . - .
™ , otz The degree of fissile materials destruction and impact on U.S. energy needs
Ay AL o o gut2 2 were among the factors considered. However, in some cases, such as
" ¢ PosuC (uPUr In ™ : - vitrification, these factors were outweighed by other benefits.
LT st 1A, Ly 18 -
MW The technologies selected for evaluation in the PEIS will be capable of
- #e0S . . .. . . g . P
M - 7/01.05.00 starting disposition in 8 to 10 years and finishing in 16 to 20 years (that is, in
O 20 aeq S0 way Ip AISAT A0 fumi JLCTiiie Al much less time than 20 to 50 years). Less mature technologies would take
1o 2030300 - e 4 > s gt much longer due to the greater degree of R&D required. Therefore, more ume
ckTs i3 Qwn ACGNOA A ek ¢ would be required to start disposition.
MELLSSORY
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Lot £_sretesd pud AuEL A vt 01 00 00 Comment Number 8
el 8/01.00.00
pon — on e Piagyyrs a8 HEU 1) eriautAndvdadd Comment noted.
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KEESLER, MIKE, RIGBY, ID

PAGE10F1
Comment 1D: PO016
Dete Received: April 18, 1996
Name: Mike Kcesler
Address: 4320 East S40N

Rigby, ID 83442

Phone: 208-745-8552
Transcription:

It seems as though we had a perfect solution or dealing with this with these warheads and the
weapons grade plutonium when we had the IFR project going. 1 mean burming it through those
reactors would definitely take care of it. It would fuel the reactors for many many ycars to come
and provide us with an almost free source of power by doing that, but it seems that they didn’t
think about it. Anyway, they could still revive the project or burn them in other reactors, | guess,
if that's what it takes, but that secms thc most viable alicrative to getting rid of this wastc or the
byproducts from the nuclcar weapons. Thank you.

1/08.03.01

08 0301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pu
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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080200 Comment Number 1

All of the documents used to prepare this PEIS have been made available to
the public. Copies of the reference documents have been placed in DOE
Public Reading Rooms near each of the potentially affected sites.
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KEEVAN, MARCIA, AMARILLO, TX
PAGE 3 OF 5
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2/09.05.04

3/09.04.04

090504 Comment Number 2

Section 3.5.5 of the Final PEIS provides a description of the seismic condition
of the Pantex area and notes that the area is relatively free from earthquakes.
It also notes that little or no damage could occur as a result of an earthquake.
Appropriate seismic criteria will be used for any facility upgrades or new
facility designs.

09 04 04 Comment Number 3

Activities conducted under the Superfund Program do not require permits;
however, Pantex does have appropriate permits and all administrative
requirements associated with the applicable permits must be adhered to.

A full suite of contaminants is monitored to understand the nature and extent
of the contamination in order to fully protect human health and the
environment,
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KEISIMEYER, W. H., AUGUSTA, GA

PAGE1OF 1
Comment ID: P0030
Date Received: 04/25/96
Name: W. H. Keisimeyer, M.D.
Organization: Augusta Hypertension
Address: 1021 15th Street, Suite 2

Augusta, GA 30901

Phone: 706-722-4688
Transcription:

My comment on this question of how can we safety store and disposc of plutonium dismantled
from nuclear is that the pl would be processed in a safe fashion so that it can be
Joaded on rockets and sent to the sun for ultimate recycling of it to where it originated and [ am

ding that this be idered to be done in a central location such as Savannah River
Site in South Carolina so as (0 have not only an environmental impact but also have a positive
cffect on d izing from defe backs, in other words, this would be processed for the
entire planet at SRS. It would be shipped from other countries into this Jocation and it could be
processed in pellets that would be suitable for launching from rockets and furthermore if
necessary it would be worth the consideration of launching these loads from a remotc arca, an
uncivilized arca, similar to those arcas in the South Pacific that were sitcs of tests such as Bikini
Atoll, and this would avoid the concern over rocket ! or launch explosi and

contamination of the local environment. | can be reached here if you have any further questions.
Thank you and have a pleasant day.

1/01.04.00

01 04 00

Comment Number 1

The Space Disposition Option was climinated during a technology screening
process that preceded the PEIS. There were several reasons for eliminating
this option, including safety, cost, and environmental concerns.
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1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01
3/15.00.00

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

1500 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.
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KIMBERLEY, STEPHEN L., EUGENE, OR

PAGE10F 1
Stephen L. Kimberley M.D. 08 03 01 Comment Number 1
?ﬁ%m The Department of Energy recognizes the commentor’s concern with the
o€ (541) 426298 Borehole Alternatives. Decisions on the disposition alternatives will be based
Department of Fissile Materials Disposition upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
PO Box 23786 policy considerations, and public input.

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Sirs, 14 00 00 Comment Number 2

| am writing you in urgent regard to the situation at Hanford Nuclear . .
Reserve. In my opinion as & scientist and physician the situation there The purpose of the Proposed Action is to convert the surplus weapons-usable

represents the greatest threat to biological life on the planet. You do not Pu into a form that meets the Spent Fuel Standard for proliferation resistance.

need to be a scientist to understand that millions of tons of active and . . i
eminently explosive nuclear waste stored haphazardly on the banks of one Existing proven waste forms are sufficient to meet the needs of the Proposed

of the largest rivers in the world is a situation that is primed for Action. Development of new waste forms is beyond the scope of this PEIS.
disaster. | am speaking of the type of disaster that would change life on
earth as we know it forever.

| realize that those in your office have been working diligently on this
problem for decades and it is not a situation that you personally created.
However | am asking you to bear with me as | point out the direction of
the only viable solution. | am not some radical that is protesting a nearly
impossible situation but rather a scientist trying to shed light on a
political and environmental issue of greatest import. Any attempts to
control this problem by containment will be obviously temporary. To bury 1/08.03.01
this waste miles beneath the earth could be more harmful than helpful.
The only viable method of solution is to neutralize this waste using
microorganisms. This technology is rapidly evolving and if it were
stimulated and fostered the neutralization process could be started soon.

Please focus on this area of waste neutralization using microorganism
technology. Your funds will be much better spent and the public and 2/14.00.00
politicians will be far happier and more accepting of this solution than of o
those which call for feeble containment at the expense of future
generations. Please contact me if you would like to discuss this further. |
suggest you work with existing bioremediation companies and researchers
for direction.

With Sincere Thanks,
cc: Ron Wyden US Senate ,(7'% e .
Stép&n L KimbTey M.D. gd
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KING, H. H., AMARILLO, TX
PAGE10F 1
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09 00 04 Comment Number 1

Based on comments received, the Summary was revised. There was no
intention to portray Pantex, the Pantex region, or the Texas Panhandle region
in a negative fashion. Each DOE site was analyzed and studied in the same
manner and presented in the Draft PEIS accurately per these analyses and
NAME: (Optionat) /2 . Ki/l> B studies. All revisions made to the PEIS text are included in the Summary of
ADDRESs: 3904 GATEWRD) IR/E_ AmaRies TX 29/09 )
the Final PEIS.
oNE: (900 358 -/ 986
)i wits SHTED DRING TtE_oveRViEw OF THE jéf_'/%f.
Anl) JsBsiborv /VM&MMZE&MJ’SZ:L%

OF ALTEQNATIVES [oR STORACE (08 )5/bs,fron) Wefe 09 00 03 Comment Number 2
LY TARL £ %, A, s

. et $ Y
United States Depsriment of Energy
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WoT Plesenr 24T, Fhom Resdute T7re_Sompmaly (e The Department of Energy did not mter}d to give the perception that the sites
PN £ abT PosT. 8 Qvdes arie RES] Ly 77E were ranked. Based on comments received, the Summary of the Draft PEIS
SumnpRy) PANTEX (3 (JESRIREY A5 THE hehisy was revised. All revisions made appear in the Summary of the Final PEIS.
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KING, JOAN O., SAUTEE, GA
PAGE 1 OF 2

April 29, 1996
Manor Drive
Sautee, GA 30371
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disgoaiu‘on
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
Statement for the record:  Weapons Usable Fissile Material PEIS

| am unable to attend the April 30 PEIS on the disposition of weapon grade Plutonium in
Augusta and wish this written statement to be interested into the record in my absence.

First, | opposc any plan to dispose of Plutonium by tuming it into MOX fuel. In other
words, | oppose burning Pu in a reactor. | oppose reprocessing of any kind because of it sends
the wrung message internationally.

The U.S. is the leader of the free world. We should not deviate from our commitment not
to reprucess commercially. 1 want to point out that this commitment was made by President Jimmy
Carter who was trained in nuclear technology, served aboard a nuclear submarine, and was in a
better position than any world leader to und d the implicatioas of rep ing.

Second, | peotest the PEIS system itself as it p to this decisi By holding thesc
hearings at DOE sites around the country in citics where the public has a strong economic interest
in perpetuating DOE related jobs, the outcome is biased. While | applaud the DOE’s effons to
establish and support a Citizens Advisory Board and thereby encourage public input, 1 question its
effectiveness in reaching the general public.

1 attended the CAB forum in August on Apei! 25 but feel it was slanted toward a
preconceived outcome. 1 also protest the relatively short time allowed for written comment
fotlowing the PEIS. Scven days (deadline May 7th) is not enough time for the general public to
absorb the information and express their concemns.

1 am aware of the urgency in this matter, but | am convinced that we must secure all fissile
material as best we can without being rushed into Jong-term solutions that can possibly lead to even
greater prodlems in the future. If we bum fissile Pu in reactors, we have no guaranice that the
process will stop there and that we will not continue to depend on MOX as a source of energy.

Our biggest long-term problem is what 1o do with radioactive waste from reactors in the
U.S. and around the world. This problem was not cven addressed at the CAB meeting on April
25. 1 asked this question and so did others I spoke 1o, but we had 1o ask in writing and the panel
cboose not to answer. The MOX option oaly exacerbates this problem and is a primary reason
why it must be opposed.

Sincerely, Joan 0. King

hows . Kow
J0»7

[ 1/08.03.01
| 2/01.00.00

3/08.02.00

4/08.01.00

| 5/15.00.00

- rrmmmegs

R R Y

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
mnput.

01 00 60 Comment Number 2

The specific purpose of DOE’s PEIS effort is to evaluate alternatives for the
disposition of surplus weapons-usable Pu that would render the Pu as
inaccessible and unattractive for reuse in nuclear weapons as the much larger
and growing quantity of Pu that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors. This condition is referred to as the Spent Fuel Standard. If an
alternative using MOX fuel in reactors is selected, the surplus Pu would
eventually be contained in spent fuel and, by definition, the Spent Fuel
Standard would be achieved.

While the PEIS discusses the generation of spent fuel as an indirect result of
potential disposition actions, any subsequent reprocessing and extraction of
Pu from that spent fuel is beyond the scope of the PEIS and the fundamental
nonproliferation purpose of the disposition effort. The fact that the PEIS
evaluates disposition of surplus weapons Pu through use in MOX fuel, but
does not further evaluate reprocessing of the spent fuel, does not foreclose
policy or technology options, nor does it prejudice future decisions regarding
the management or disposition of the spent fuel.

08 02 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.

08 01 00 Comment Number 4

At the request of several organizations and individuals, the public comment
period was extended to a total of 92 days.
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Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Final PEIS

Comment Number §

150000
Comment noted.
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KING, JOAN, SAUTEE, GA

PAGE1OF 1
Comment ID: P0033
Date Received: May 1, 1996
Name: Joan King
Address: 304 Manor Drive
Sautee, GA 30571
Phone: 706-878-3459

Transcription:

1 am concerned about scveral things. 1) [ can not get to Augusta for the PEIS hearing on the
disposal of pl but | am opposed to anything that would jeopardize our position against
producing plutonium. That means | don’t want to scc MOX fucl option used. Glassify it if
possible. But, I'm also concerned that there isn’t enough time for the information to get out. 1f
May 7 is the deadline for written this is not allowing gh time. 1 know it must be
very difficult to get all of this in, but you are asking the public to be informed about something
that is tremendously complicated. 1 would like to see a special panel address this; do it publicly;
give the public gh time to b d d and to know what the issues are. This is not
something that can be sertled in Augusta or near any of the nuclear plants where people are
ulrendy predisposed ds certain opti | hope body will get back to me on this. | will

write written comments. Thank you. Bye.

| 1/08.03.01
| 2/08.03.01

3/08.01.00
| 4/08.01.00

08 0301 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 0301 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.

08 01 00 Comment Number 3

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

0801 00 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.
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KLEINAU, S. K., ET AL., KEMBLE, ON g’ §

PAGE1 OF 8 = QE
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e PAGE mex 08 03 01 Comment Number 1 E' S

w UG Dedrmasr oF ENECSY, OFFice orfrn The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the & ‘§

FAX: S0 556 %786 MAVERALS Disfusiqion use of the CANDU Reactor Alternative for the disposition of Pu. Decisions ; 2.

FROM: S (Z1GE0 mwﬂ/o Wistiered )L on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon )

Fax: 519-795-7725 Lo 637 environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy E.Ej e

TEL: 519-795-7725 0.4 considerations, and public input. This will include an appropriate level of S =

3rf-PacE(S] TO FOLLOW e analysis by Canada before any decision on burning Pu in a CANDU reactor 2

COMMENT: is implemented. §
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KLEINAU, S. K., ET AL, KEMBLE, ON
PAGE 2 OF 8

U.a. Separtnent of knergy,

Office of risaile .aterials visposition,

p.0. Box 23736,
+asbington, v. C. 200263786, Jeaehe

3y Facsiaile 202-536-2710 nay 4, 1996

storage and Dieposition of ‘Seapons-Veable Flsuile

Re;
Raterials Jraft Programatic iavironmental Impact

statemsnt.

e, tae undersigned, citizens of Ontario, Are strongly
oppomed to the impert ef weapone-grade plutonius for use as 1,080301
fuol in CAZDU reasters. Com
we want te prevest expoaiag silliens of residents
sgest 1t e 2/08.03.01

aloag ehipping revtes te tals deadly material and aw
seod of at point of oﬂd-n(umhctm).

aineerely, %'KQ
“w
Bl
N

Sl ke
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NO¥ (W0 CAN

turned or diepo

NOHRO -

wcells hagf!

Gonerl Oltlwa' _
NeReR MoRy O
Nort AW
LY
B W § Gut Rdow

—Tom susd
R, e

MOW (w0

'y WKeab oIT

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

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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KLEINAU, S. K., ET AL., KEMBLE, ON
PAGE4 OF 8

0.3. Department of Energy,

Office of Fisalle Materiala [Msposition,
P.0. Box 23786,

washipgton, D. C. 20026-3786, U.5.A.

By Facsimile 202-586-2710 May 4, 1996

Re; Storage and Meposition of Weapons-Usable Fisalle
Katerials Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statenment.

We, tbe undersigned, citisens of Ontario, are strongly

opposed to the import of weapons-grade plutonium for use as

fusl in CANDU resctors.
We want to prevent exposing millions of reaidents

along shipping routes to thia desdly material snd suggost it be

urned or dispossd of at point of oripn(luulutnro).

Sincerely,
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0.o. Depart=ent of Energy,

Qffice of Fisaile .aterials Dievosition,
P.0. Bor 23786,

sashington, . C. 20026-378€, U.s3.A.

3y Facsimile 202-536-2710 o8y &, 1996
Re; atorage and iMeposition of “eapons-Usadle Flawlle
Haterials Oraft Prograrmsatic kavironmental Impact Statesent.
ie, tae undersigned, citizens of Ontario, are strongly
opposed to the import of weapone-grade plutonium for use 8s
fusl in CANDU resctors.
"o wast to preveat expoaing silliensz of residents
slong shipping routes to this deadly materizl and smugiest 1t de
wirned or dispoeed of at point of erigin(manufacture).

Btnserely,
ﬁuj.c.w& ))‘-L""/ 62((,(
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G.5. Jepartment of Eoergy,
Office of sissile .aterials Dissosltion,

P.0, Box 23788,
ssshington, D. C. 20026-3786, V.b.A.

3y Facalmile 202-536-2710 “oy 4, 1996

Se; storege and Haeposition of usapons-Ussdle Fisalle

Haterials Draft Prograzastic Envirozmeotal Impact Statement.

the undersigned, citiszens of Ontario, are strongly

utonium for use as

aan,
opposed to the import of weapone-grade pl
fuel in CAXDU resctors.
to prevent exposing sillions of residents
gest 1t be

he want

along shipping routes to this deadly ssterial snd sug

wrned or diaposed of at point of uripn(nnufuturc).
dincerely,
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U.o. Departnesnt of Energy,

Office of risalle .iateriala Dienosition,
P.0. Box 23736,

sashiogton, &. C. Z0026-378€, U.5.A.

3y Facstmile 202-536-2710 w8y &, 1996
Re; storage and Misposition of “eapons-Usable Flsaile
Materials Draft Prograsaatic Enviromsental lmpact Stateasnt.
«s, the underaigned, citizens of Onterio, are atrongly
opposed to the iampert of waspons-grads plutonius for use ss

fusl is CANDU reactors.

we want to prevent sxposing milliona of reatdents
along shipping routes to this deadly material and suggest it be

burned or disposed of at point of origin(manufacture).
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10v—¢

U.o. DJepartment of Energy,
office of rissile oaterials pissosition,

p.0. Boy 23786,
saehington, L. C. Z0026-378€, T.5.A.

5y Facsimile 202-5%6-2710 say by 1996
Re; storage and Ddeposition of “wsapons-Usadble Fiaaile
Haterials Draft Prograssatic Environaental Impact Statement.
48, the undersigned, citizens of Ontario, sare strongly
opposed to the import of weapons-grade plutonium for use as
fuel in CANDYU reactors.
»o wani to prevent exposing sillione of residents
deadly aaterizl and suggest 1t be

along shipping routes to tnis

burned or ai sposed of at point of origin(nmnhctun).

Sincerely,
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