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Since disposition of surplus HED is covered in a

of Pu). The criteris listed on pp. 2-6 and 2-7

correctly make no mention of “re-use” of Pu as &

of the MOX option on p. 5-7.

does not.

alternstives in the figure on p. 5-11 are confusing.

option, it implies that the PEIS is comparing the

ultimate repositories is being addressed in the

margins.

1. One point stands out in particular -- the phrase "pescatul
baneficial reuse whenever possible” on p. S-35 muat ba daletsd.

separate PEIS, this phrase directly implies that re-use
of Pu is in our interest “whenever possible,” which is
in direct contradiction to our national policy (cf. p.
A-2 for U.S. policy on non-encouragement of civil use

desirable, but the language on p. S-5 is incorrect.

2. Conceptually, there is also a confusion with the formulation

I1f that box is meant to describe MOX as it relates Lo
the “disposition alternative,” then it must add the
phrase “and subsequent uas of that fuel in a reactor.”
Otherwise, it implies that fresh MOX is a suitsble
endpoint that meets the apent fuel standard, which it

3. Finslly, the “destinations” at the end of the disposition

Since the figure gives the destination “Domestic High
Level Waste Repository” for Immobilization and Reactor
options, but “Deep Borehole” for the deep borehole

immobilization and reactor options all the way throngh
to the final repository. I had understood this not to
be the case, but rather that the options were being
compared only through the achievement of the “spent
fuel standard,” which is achieved during “interim”
storage of the vitrified forms or in spent fuel pools
(or dry storage) for the reactor options. This fiqure
should not imply that the more difficult probleam of

comparison as well. 1’ve proposed a wording fix in the

1/01.04.00

2/06.01.08

3/12.00.00

01 04 00 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy agrees that this phrase is inaccurate. It has been
removed from the PEIS.

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 further decisions regarding
the management or disposition of the spent fuel.

06 01 08 Comment Number 2

Comment noted. It is DOE’s intent to use the MOX fuel in a reactor to achieve
the Spent Fuel Standard. Also, in the cases of the Reactor Alternatives and the
Immobilization Alternatives, DOE would process the material to the Spent
Fuel Standard, but would not include geologic emplacement as a part of the
material disposition program. Geologic emplacement of the material forms
for these alternatives in the NWPA-HLW management system could be
subsequently implemented.

12 00 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. This figure has been modified to clarify that the NWPA-
HLW repository is not included in the scope of the environmental analysis.
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vent of S NEPA process will Sdeatfy plens for fulfilieg  Netios's weapons-amble fisslic matryialy storage
osads well ko e awst coatery. Thowe decisices are o follows:

For storage:
* The srmagy for loag-erm sioregs of weapons-vesbie Pu sad scasurpiue HEU
* The morags she()

Por diaposidon:
* The seasegy sad tachaciogim fx daposiios of serphus wesposs-asshle Pe

di will thea issee the ROD. Followisg the ROD, tiered
m#mm-ﬂum--—;

DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

This PES asatynss 8 spmbur of semsensbis sltersatives for sorage sad diaposision, i adSiion o the No Actos
mmmdlmmmﬁﬂk*hulwdu
ernatives for B serags and depmaition of weapous-usmbie feslie The Erooms was dbys

d“u;l”u-ph-“m-mwhd
m}-—-fx

s, aad . further nsing
sllowed -.—Mbﬂudﬂu“m/

o8 the spproprieisases of O Criterie, aad suggeet sew crterin. Dotalls os how the scresaiag process was  pg™s

mﬂﬁﬂbﬂmhhmmwhlmmm r’-

Report of e ng Process w Al pwmwuw

of Woapens-Usable Fissile Masorials, DOE. March 1995).

Dwvelopment of Long-Torm Sarngs Alerastives
Far loag-tarm storage, DOB bugam with five poscstial sciion shernatives (ses Pigurs $-2). &8 woll 28 #s No /{

mmm—ﬂmwmmm-ﬂmmmwz
morage factlities sad (2) consolidate storage st DOS sites. The sscond aMerastive wes lesr refined sad ot

w0 two Pu sorge 8 ons sits (whilc HEU storage remaias st Ouk Ridgs &
mmndmanumw-uummm-m ’;‘
a-n,amq o matertal 18 wse) ka0 two ;-""'
amlysls Oms

mbmmmmmdwmwrfw
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" " chour fovl—chat s, B POy ol cinke

h-)_mm-i—luuﬁﬁ-h#_—dm

ropammmatic materials that are buing smalysed in the P; ool ol Pupact for
Stecipile Ssewardship and Ma (hdﬂlc‘ delip aad Mang mhﬁwnﬂl
mage of *‘_ » winl of huwe le loag-Sunh momge
mmmumhdﬁ--hmmm—-“m
analysls in the PEIS.

To sddect candidats shas for Jong-teem stomgs, DOE weed o separute st of slting criteria oomsistant with thoss
noed in the ovalustion of slice for raceafigernties of the Nuclenr Weapens Cumplex ks Februnry 1991, 1\-“
crivscia inciuded popuiation; suviseament, safety, sad bealth; socioscensmics; trasspertation; and

Mdlﬂ.mmu‘lhﬁ*nﬁmhmm
Test Sitn (NTS), lduhe Mationsl Buginesring Lobesstory (INEL), Pantex Plast (Pamten), ORR, and Savasmeh
River S (SRS).

MJ ol ‘
u—u« ;

Lm-wdh
- d hs Po-342 H
INTS. For this ssasca,
e eavissamental affecs of sach )
mwm-&-umauu—u ‘-r.—-n-m&?.c
e sffostet by ik

b procsated 1 1he Secratery 08 bath PETS's bofore the Secretary’s

Becanes of misslen changes, the provimity of Rocky Fes Technalngy She (RFETS) so the
asen, and e fact ut Grew out of the top fve identifed in DOE's Phatwwsinn
Working Grosp Aepars an Dvirassnantel, Sofety, and Woakh Vidn d Wish she Dy Y
Phauvian (November 1994) are located at the siin, RFETS b a8 s thovnge siie enly wader
the NoActien Aherautive in the Surage and Dispositien PEIS. Per other alcematives, exloting
P stosed ot RPETS weuld bs moved o sns or mors othay P siag.3 Therebors, DOB devaloped &
osbalnernative wader e Upgreds ot Muktipls Siee Ahscantive © he wesge of sll or some Pu kom.
RIETS &t ench emndideae
Develapmmant of Dispecitios Aldarastives 'ﬁ , ‘;
TPor daposiiien, DO began with 37 posential sction shernatives (see $-3), as walf 2s tha No Actien
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L& ’5 ), ] (1) dosp bershols (immobilizstion), (7) dasp barvhale (direct hmpiasemen), (3)
)ﬂmm@&mm
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Sumwnary

Aprefarred shwrastive has 0t yot bacs ideatified. Uplmdw---“mm-u.ﬂ
mmd.ﬂdﬂ.mmﬂqmmmm-pmuuw
i e Pissl Siorge 8ed Dispostion PEIS.

NO ACTION AND LONG-TEXM STORAGE ALTERNATIVES

No Astion Aberastive
mwmmuw-mdwmmmumm

(1) w0 chasgs ia curssut siorags locatioa for Pu and KEU sad (2) 20 of Pa. DOE may chooss

pan one, part two, of hoth parts of tee No Actios 20 chaage is carrent
wmmummu-«m—-ﬂu wpgrades. Therefore, existing storage

facilities 2t DOR sitws would ds weed for contluwed of HEU and Pu (the No Actlos | ~™%
Adwrastive for hhees maseeials), If caly part two I rﬂ&.?
choses, disposition of sarpius Py will ant occwr, and this vould remele ia “Therefo A do
um"mﬂmh'ﬂanh-ﬂhlﬂamnm-ﬂh ;,.;.:

wdnm‘hm“undmmmmmEMnﬂMhu oL,
mumm-nwmhummm ’L";f,

Usder the No Actios Aerastive, all wesposs-assbls fissile hah g facilities.
_ﬂidﬂ(“hﬂlﬂwﬂlh“ﬂuﬁdb—nﬂwhumd
umamnﬂ-mw-mmwmmmmm
n&dm.w.nnnmﬂhﬁk-—iﬁdﬂntwdww
M-th“mmmuM-Mma—mm
of the morage sad disp are malyzed,

Upprade ot Multipie Skios ARsrnative

ummn-ummwmmm-mmwmmmmmqa
uu‘:wummmmﬂuwm‘-ﬂwmmh
{afrustroctars 1 G exient pomible. These wodifed of mew faciUties would be desigaed to oparate for wp 10
nmnﬂmmnmmmumwu-mnmu
HEU would semaia st ORR. Curveatly, NTS doss 50t store weapons-ussble Swalls sstarials that arc withia the
wdtbm&-ﬁlhbmlﬂhﬁhﬂ“v&

AMHthhhvuﬂy(wvll—!yﬂﬂlllmh-].nmdhubol'l
Op—ﬂldwdl&-y&l”t)hmumumdhhmhmi-h
mmmwmummwﬂunm“
ssbaliornative 10 Coordinate with analysis I the Smciy ship tad Mesegemant PELS.

mmd-hmwi—-ﬂuummnmw—-moﬂmA
svasmary of these options i presceted ja Tobls S-1.

Consolidation of Piutowiun ANernasive

mumum-mummumuummmdn
would be coasotised ot oue sise, while the HEU iaveatory would remals at ORR. Again, the four sites with

xisting P Morage are shae for Py . In acklition, NTS and ORR are candiduss shtes for
ﬁmwuh-mmminnumumm«num“
collocated st ome site.
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palecetologioal peblic sad occupeth J hoalh sad safaty, snd letersits Sassporvation could be
wnmwmns&m—q—uupﬂkdwmm
ﬂy-ﬂh“d*ﬂmmmh gical watyl Jestice. sad
Ioturaies portation could be tible 10 sdverss cususletive lepacts.

be valsarsble, aad sif quality, biological culraral sad pol 2 resources, public sad
Mhﬁuﬂ*}.u‘—* " could be pibls 10 sdverse Impacts.

At NTS, waste masagt would be ble, and it quality, Mological resowrces, cultural sad

d pevlic sad occepationsl Reshth eed sufety, sad tntersits sraepanation cosld be
sescepiibla. At Haaford, wetic masty would be i qualiy, . culaaral
snd pak gical public sed dlonsl health and sufoty, aad letersits Gamsportatios could be
Mubmmm

mmmoam—mwnmmnwuum«wuu
i wras of their diag poseatial for hatty mwnmmmmm
280 NTS. More detalled, she-specific, lqnﬂﬂmﬂhmhwmmn
Mmumm-ﬂmum“

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

The envircameatal lmpacts of the #orags and dp ek atives sce pr I’ oantive form ia this
sectian. ‘The canptumls is on those: mtal and lsswes of imerest 10 the public that discrimiasts
botween the altersatives and provide & by the dacisioamaker. Dets for the key
anh_%ﬁmdﬁmm
e a0t preseated graphicalty. R . -
Loeg- Torm Sterage ARerustives » L SIS 3) — ——ﬁ T
mwmmhumummmu-mmnw
altceroatives would have 20 Of aegligidl Hapacts 10 sie aoive, and geoiogy s soils.

anaﬁddWmnﬁu-mmnﬂhm
wamm-oum—mqummmu.mu
Astacbance for the Comsolidstion sad Collocasion ANeraatives.

mnim.muwmwimuuuwnum
Mﬂnﬁﬂmmm““nmm-ﬂnnuqﬂﬂlwm
mmmmhmuamuummmmmm

O sddSdonsl ) jacome Ty sach give would be positive, with the

Ahgrastive is s caly loag-urm torage: srmtive that would have advarse vienal rescurce impects (st ORR).
nadmmummwwﬁmm-m“nnmu
imvolved.

The wast Pl for the C detion ead C e gresws thes fx e
Alwrsstiva, both is tems of wuter tios d Wadee resourcs

Upgrads want
numuumm-amumwmmmmum
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Sworege and Disposition of Weapons-Useble
ngﬂrﬂ
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|
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]
4 oo Figwrs S-32. Opersiions Lond Use by Borehols and Immobiliation Alernastve
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As in the case of Wemporary pit sorage, the materials 10 be placed in long-tons storsge inchude Pu pits. However,
they aleo inclode anides and other dispersible maserial forms that may require trestment and repaciaging pol
seeded for pits. There are B3AH d with locating these operations in proximity to the
—wm“mmhmummumhm
dieect suppon facilities meeded for snalyzia, repackaging. accovatisg, and waste

mm”nmum.mnm“mw*m-md
DORB sites ars srvady avallebls. The Screening Committes raport (DOE 1995@) concleded that K is mot cost-
efflective 1o mtablich 5 new site ixf; that would incresse investment, startup, and lifecycle costs for
huadling, treating, and safegwerding thess Pu ials. Therefore, M. it not malyzed as & bl
shmenative for loog-term sorags of sithar metal or soa-metal Pe forms.

The utilization of soadomsestic sites for lorg-term storags was proposed, but was eliminated from further
considerstion because &k was not able 10 address sl of the long-enma storage requi These reqy
fuchedes the sorage of the ials sat aside a2 gic reserve for delease purp which are not spproprists
o looste ownide the United States. This option was disqualified in the screeniag procwss becase the risk of theft
ar diversion by wnanihorized partivs would be greater thas thoss involved ie the wtilization of domaste sites.
Safaguard sad secwrity of seclesr rials are also en by the & ic low enfe il

which woukd net be eneily coordinated outaice the Usited Stses. Migurs 2.1.3-2 shows the long-term sarsge
options that wers comsidered and rated based on the sevan screening crisecis and the principal reasons for
disqualification or slimiastion.

Figure 11.3-2.  Ressls of the Scroening Process—Long-Torm Ssorage Options.

214 [ 7 R AL VES POR THR Duse or Suxrus P
Screslag Criterin for Dispesition Optiens

Reistawwe o Theft nad Diversien by Unsuthortued Partios. Each step ia the disposition process must be
capubls of providing for comprehensive protection snd control of wespons-asebis fissile metarials.

-, % Rotrieval, Extracth

e, 40d Rewse by Best Nation. The surpies material must be made highty
L %0 poteatial mee in waspons 10 reducs telisnce an institetionsl controls end d that the srms
seductions will not be eusily reversed.

Tochnical Viability. There should de & high degros of that the alternative will be lechaicall
swccenful.

Eavirenseatal, Safety snd Health Complionce. High standards of public and worker bealth sad sefety, and
eaviroumental protaction mast be met, sad significont additions] ESAH bucdens should wot be created.

Cast-Effactivensss. Disposition should be accomplished In ¢ cost-cffective mamner and be compatible with
reasonsble Jong-4erm morage albermatives.

k= 1
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*uﬁummum
Ssovage and Dispeshion Alicrnastves

wmn-m-‘n@hwu»muumﬂu-ﬁw
‘Hl-ﬁh-q-‘!h-.

wm-‘mmn-&uo&-mmn—m-aw
M‘ihhfﬁll-ﬁwlﬁ“mﬂm

foc bilasaonl or ctiows $a these mutcrils, and cach soop i the dsposition process
—.ln_nd-lhq-d-.
Public snd Institations) A As should be sbis 10 muster 8 broad ad susisinshie
g——l-u-'h-ﬁmnh-im
wn—ﬁmﬂl’bwmm—-h d-ﬁn-_-_h!no/
cantribes 10 other sstiousl er uk imit houkd bu comtidered. Lt o Aerlmnt
! a—inan”, PO =y g
Reseis of the Scresning Preces: bie A for Surplus P _ A
A."uﬁdhnl“p‘n-kn-pluh P [ 3 rgork wtin :-an
daorastives s d bls. The tive cotag for further jon are (he dowp borchale 53
mml—nﬂw“ut'mm A o oo
uwmmum.mhwhwluuﬂndh-m
wmmwmmmu-ﬁ-&_ isally stable rock i Tie
Mﬂh“n”hhmhmm
mqmm—a-ﬂy—hum:
« Direct Dinp ~diroct emp of canistsrs cortaining Pu forme that have aot

Soen imemcbilited

+ iornchillasd Disposition Almcrative—P insmcbiiaed in corwmic pelets (without G acdition of bigh-
m““ﬂ)ﬂh“ﬂ"d.ﬁd“_ﬁ'

-uuuﬁm-ﬁ-wn-ﬂu—.—umhmm
qumdnﬂdumwuwmmmm
ﬁﬂ-hwﬂﬂhdﬁ# la the secoad borsbels slcraative, sarples

ober

wmmum.mnﬂuumu-wmn
crmmte 2 chamically stable form for disposal in sa HLW roposiory. The immcbilized Pa would be mized wih
M-A.annm—-wmummmu—m
Spwt Pot Siaadnrd.

Thess immcbilization Abernatives were anelyzed for this PEIS:

. mm—ﬂﬁ-mhﬂhnm-ﬂ--—.mﬁ“ﬂ—d
radioisotopes withia the glass form
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Srorage and Disporition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Maserials Drat PEIS Vee. z

Conventional Anns Tracafers

We will sctively seck grester transparency in the area of conventional arms transfers and promote regional
mmmwwmmﬂmmhwmwdeQ The U.S. will

teview of & uutnuf-pol:y taking imto account national secusity,
nlmount. dgotary and ic comp
vy JOINT STATEMENT ON NONPROLIFERATION OF WEAPONS OF MASS
. DESTRUCTION AND THE MEANS OF THEIR DELIVERY
fJ7 1.7 THE WHITE HOUSE
'(7/'7‘/ Office of the Press Secretary
F, Z 4,«7 JOINT STATEMENT
o o3 7| ®YTHEPRESDENT OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION

AND
T~ /IS /  THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NON-PROLIFERATION OF WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION
AND THE MEANS OF THEIR DELIVERY

e, y A
MﬂmYmmmmhumulnﬂllm agroed that the
proliferation of weapons of mams devtruction snd their missile delivery sysierms represents an ecwis threat lo

imternational security in the period following the end of the Cold War. They declared the resolve of theis
countries lo coopersts actively and closely with each other, and also with other jaterested states, for the purpose

of prevenling and reducing this threst.
mmmmmmﬂmuwmm.mmnmmmﬂm
d ex their o take simed at p of such prokiferation.

+ Counsidering the Treaty ou the Noa-prolifsration of Nuclear Weapons as the bssis for efforu to
onsure the nonpeoliferation of nuclear wespons, they called foc its indeBnite and unconditional
 conle of i3 p p in 1995, and they ueped that al? siates that have not yet

done 30 accede 40 this treaty.

* They sxpressed their roscive 1o implement effective measures 1o limit and reduce auciear weapons.
In this connection, they advocated the most rapid possible entry imto force of the START I and

START Il treaties.

= They sgreed 10 revicw jointly spproprisie ways 10 hea secusity for the states which
have renouaced the possession of the nuclear wespoas and that comply sirictly with their
noaproliferation obligations.

. mwmwrwmwmmnmmhmmnmm
its safeguards respomsibilities. They also exp d their i 10 provide to the
Agency in the safeguards field, inchuding through joint efforts of their relcvant laboratories to
improve safeguards.

* They supportad the Nuclea Suppliers Oroup, and agreed with the nesd for effoctive implementation
of the principles of full-scope Internationsl Alomic Encrgy Agency safeguard as 2 candition for nuclear
exports with the ssed for expon controls on dual-wee malerials sad tachnology in the muclonr field.

= They raffirmed gy itment 10 the concliusion & 1008 88 POSSl --";‘T“T‘ ’
A4 (—,MZ&W Rf’a_r )
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Lt UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REQION VM
290 10th STREET - SUITE §00

DENVEN, COLORADO 00202-2440

Raf: REPR-F

J. David Nulon

Director, NEPA Compliance & Outreach
Office of Plasilo Materials

Forrestal Duilding

1000 Indepsndence Ave., SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

SURIECT: ROCKY FLATS COMMENTS - STORAGE AND DISPOSITION
OF WEAPONS-USANLE FISSILE MATERIALS DRA¥T
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
(PIES)

Dear Devid:

As requested, anh;mwhwmmmmmsmmd
Dispoaition of Wespons-Usable Plasile Materials Draft Programmaric Environmental Impact
Sutement (PELS). These comments will be gesenal in nature but reflact specific sections
within the document.

CGeocal Comments:
EPA hat two primary concerns thet we foel must be strongly addressed and they are
s follows:

1) 1 am aware that the "no action alternative® is used in all remedial actions as a
base Ling for other alternatives. But in the case st Rocky Flats thet shcrnative
can not be considered based oo promises by EPA, CDPHB, and DOE to the
pubdtic that PU will be removed from Rocky Flats starting 0o later than 2010
and completing no later thet 2015.

2) It is stroagly recommendod thut DOB be f d on

sad handling of fissils maserials. mmﬂumwm
& prosects the heakh and safety of the workers and the pablic, ss well as the
imtogrity of the enviromment ot the sita(s).

1/01.06.00

2/01.00.00

01 06 00 Comment Number 1

The Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA
require DOE to analyze the No Action Alternative.

01 00 00 Comment Number 2

Comment noted. Your comment, along with public comments, the PEIS, cost
information, nonproliferation analysis and policy analysis will be considered
by DOE in the ROD for the storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials.

sasuodsay puv
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Again, it is strosgly recommended thet DOB implement the U. 3. noo-

proliferation policy o include other countries. Additionally, DOB should be 3/01.06.00
subject t0 external and indepoadeat reguintions which could justify further il
fonding for theso efforts.

If you have an questions pleass foel freo 10 cootact me at (303) 312-6251.

v

Romedial Project Manager

o R R .

01 06 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. As noted in the PEIS, DOE is proposing to implement the
U.S. Nonproliferation Policy and set and example for other countries. The
various action alternatives for disposition would implement the U.S.
Nonproliferation Policy by disposing of surplus weapons-usable Pu, so as to
encourage similar actions by other countries. Various activities under the
storage and disposition alternatives would be subject to “independent” IAEA
inspections, and, under the Reactor Alternatives, domestic reactors would be
subject to “external” NRC licensing. Certain wastes generated by the various
alternatives would also be subject to “external” regulations by EPA or State
regulators.
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3 My UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
; WASHINGTON, D.C 20460
e

OFFICE OF
ENFOHCEMENT AND
TOMPLLANCE ASSURANCE

Mr. J. David Nulton

U. S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Nulton:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) bas reviewed the Department of Encrgy’s
(DOE)SlmgemanposmofWenpms -Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic
] Impect St (PEIS). Our review is provided pursuant to the National
Enviroamental Policy Act and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The proposed action is long-term storage of wespons-usable plutonium and highly
emched urwum.mddud:sposxuon of surplus wespons-usable plutonium. The draft PEIS
analyses the p | eav 1 effects of four long-term storage alternatives at six
poumalnm and ten plutonium disposition technology ahernatives. EPA has rated the
document EC-2, environmental concerns - insufficient information. We recommend that the
DOEpnmdnddmomlmfwmmnmdchmymamngsvaﬂmmmmdlme
alternatives inchuding: accident risk analysis, cumulative impacts, and environmeatal justice.
in particular, more information on the axsumption inputs to the MELCOR Accident
Consequence Code Sysiem mode] could grestly enhance the public's understanding of the
differences in safety risk b ives if an accident were t0 occur. Currently, the
PElSpmvtdsuﬂylimnedmiewoﬁhe-ndelbnmlnhavuymltmconcldeummue
ummnmmmmmmeaﬁmmmmmmm

nlu:mves idered. Further di jon could gthen the credibility of these
An explanati ofEPA:nﬁnpupvamEncknnl Detailed
are provided for your id in E 2.

RecyclesMiacyciatie - Panied wilh Voystabt (A Based I on 100% Aecyced £ apet (4% Postcrmacenar|

1/09.09.08

09 09 08 Comment Number 1

More explicit information of the assumptions and the sources of input data for
the MACCS code is in the Final PEIS. Information and clarification on
cumulative impacts and environmental justice have been added to the PEIS,
and the accident analysis has been expanded.
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Thank you for the oppoctunity to comment, If you have any questions, picase contact
Setan Offerdal at (202) 564-7158.

Richard E. Senderson

Siacercly,
% D7 A
b oo

Office of Federal Activities
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SWERART @7 INC CPA RATING SYSILN
IR SRAT1 THVIROINCRTAL VIWAC) SIANL
SLTINIIIonS ARY TOLLOV-BF ACIION ¢

romsentol lapact of e Milow

L9 Lach of Ghjections
the TPR rovlew has aut ldentilied any patsalisl rasivanmraial lopacts rewirieg
swhttantlvé rl (o the propusel. The review miy hove discloved opparivaitive fur

ArpVicatina af wiligatips weateres (hal coatd be accumpl I1hed wilh =o oare than ninge
chauget o the propytal.

EC--Cuvirvwentis) "gacerat

The (PR raview hoy Tdent10ied pwvirgnasntal impacts That theuid be svglded la order
te fudly protect the sovirwwerel, Corractive meateres my require chaages Lo the
preferred alternative or appticalion of mitigalive seatures Lhat con reduce Lbe
ewvirenarets] tupoct. (PA lutewds lo work wilh he lesd dyeacy Lo redvee these fmpacts.

(-l ironmeatal Mjectives

The $P8 cavipw Moy Sdeatif1od signiflcent eavivommeatal lampacts (hat shwwld be
aveldnd tn order Lo provide sdequalé pretection for tha envirenacat. Correciive
wrateres way requive 1obslont lo) clsnges Lo the praferred allermatioe or comsideration
al s sthee project allorsative (Ingiuding the au-activn alizrmetive or & mrw
sMermative). (PA tolends te work with (hy Yead agewcy Lo redure Lhese lapecis.

ll--hvlu-.-ully Busatisfoctlony

1he (PR review Wt Ideal 17104 adonrin awvliraumcatnl lamacts that are of telflicival
mugnitode (%l ey are wnsatisfaclory from the stondpeinl of prblic beatlh or welfare
ar puvirgmenats! qual (FA tatlemis (o vart with Lhy 1ood sgeacy to reduce these
Sapects. $f e putential amtatisfoctory tmpects are mel corvected o1 the (imal L13
stage, thls proweset will be recowsended for cefeers! to the CL4.

Meyercy of the fuwegt Itatemeot
Category L.-Auguatle

(" betieses 1t drgfy LIS adequately sets forth the eavicpmaental limict{s] of the
peelerved sliarmative snd (hose of the allermatives reatenebly svaitable te the pruject

or aclivn, Wy further analysis of dals collecting Iy wrcaisary, bwl Lhe revieuer may
twggest the addition of clocifying tongmage or Inforasiive. -

Cotegury 2--Intulficient (aformstion

the draft €13 dues mel comtaba sefficient laformetlon for (PA Lo fatly artess
enviconmeata) fupacts thal theeld be svelded in arder Lo fellp prolect the ewvicenssel,
er the TPA reviewer has Vdeatifled aew reasenabty avelloble alternatives that are wituln
the sprcires of altecaatives anslyred ln the deafl LIS, vhich could cndme Lhe
sovirmmwpatas) japecis nf he aclion. The Hdentifled addilionsl lalormtion, dats,
sealyses, or discuttion should be ingluded In the finad LIS,

Categrry 3--Inatonmaie

EPS Aqey anl belleve that the draft (I3 adequately sssesses poteatially slgeificest
saviegmmruis) Inpacls of (he acllee, or the (PA reviewer has fTdoatifled new asenibly
avallahle alternatives (hel are awitide of the ypacirem af altermatives snalyred In the
ArafU E13, which should be smatpeed T srder Lo reduce Lve putentiobly signlficont
oaviipmwmuial Tmpects. €74 belleves (hat the ldeatifled additions) Iulormation, dots,
amabpres, or discuttlons are of tuch 4 megaitede thal they should bave full public
cevbow 3t & 4raft 1lage. A dues nol bellove (hat the drafl (13 1y adeqwate for Uhe
werpres of Lhe NEPA amd/ar Sective WY review, amd timy thwwld be forsally revised and
mite arailable for public cowwat 10 & tupplomgnlal or recloed dralt E1S. Oa the barly
of the pateallel signliicant lapacts Invelved. this propesal covld be 2 candldole for
referra) Lo U 70N,

¢ Tean (PN Umal 1640 Pelicy omd Procedures fur the Review wf federal Acliens Impecting
(he [nyiromment

Tedenary, 1997
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1 Enclosure 2

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

Radiation: In general, it appears that the conclusion drawn in the programmatic environmental
impact statement (PEIS) 1o the effect that there are no major radiological consequences of any of
the alternatives is reasonable. Both the doses modeled and the probability of these doses are
small. This conclusion seems particularly warmanted in the case of routine operations.

In the case of while the husi ofﬁnkormmkum‘llpluuble,mm
do arise. The PEIS does not clearly differentiate the safety risks d with each alt ve
if an accident were to ocaur.  This is of some note becsuse, as the PEIS notes, accidents are of
major concer to the public and the decisionmaker. For example, based upon the information
presented it is uncicar why a decisionmaker would choose vitrification as a preferred technology
linnehi:moreeoldy, equires an additional p _'_,nq;,md, more waste. The

i d safety of this alt ive, in case of sccident, is not D in the analysis. We
mﬂthntheﬁnddounanmmmeeqahdxmdmnﬁmfwnmfmme

it The assume a worker a kilometer sway from the accident site. Is
this a reasonable assumption? Wh(u!hbulfoﬂhu? At east in the case of Hanford, the
effect of a facility sccident on the maxi d individual in the general population is &
lundmdfoldlunlulhem:kedyukiomw What assumptions produce this
result? Again, more discussion of how the MELCOR Accident Consequence Code System
(MACCS) model is applied would add to the confidence one has in the results. It is clear that
given the small dose the model predicts and the very low assumed probability of the more serious

(s severe carthquake has a one-in-ten million chance of ocaurming) the resulting risk is
small and not of concern. ‘meElSneednodoamnmﬁxnywlqlhuammpuommd
others iated with the accid are ble, and how these and other inputs are
used by the MACCS model.

Cmuxlmn.lmx mh-mﬁn;ofﬂwdlmonofmmdanweﬂ'mluvum
. For example, in di Pmawdn.pgm).muupﬂsmmuy
hlvelhemonlcvat lative effects, the number of fatal cancers is

mﬁdbum&cmhudauofﬁdﬁtuhsmbmmmm
summmgmybe “conservative”™. Surely, the initial estimation of effects in each of the various

| impact (EISs) must have d some location. If these locations are
different from EIS to EIS the risks could be summed. 1 one or more of the potential functions
mmhmh&%mmﬂmnlomm“mwmm
at the sitc to the d uses, even if the total acreage seems adequate.
Wl\uulhuulnmnnonpounofhg)dyuﬁhmdfmhuuawhusmmvusnemd
Pantex? The di son of begs the g g this issue, and
pvmdnmﬂdnmmxhe?ﬁlsmbcmqunmumthntddmgndmnmks
would be warranted. A further issuc is the cumulative effect of several new activities on the
accident scenario. Would accidents st one co-located facility result in damage to and exposure

2/09.09.08

3/09.09.08

1/09.09.08
cont.

4/09.09.08

5/09.01.01

| 6/09.09.08

0909 08 Comment Number 2

In the Draft PEIS, there is more detailed information on the health risk
assessment for normal operation and anticipated accidents in Section M.5,
and a technical report prepared exclusively for this project, Health Risk Data
for Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials PEIS,
November 1996, referenced in the PEIS as HNUS 1996a. The information
included in the appendix and technical report includes a brief description of
accident scenarios, health risks for involved workers, the MEI, and the

potential cancer fatalities for the general population in the region (up to 80 km
[50 mi)).

More explicit accident risk information was added to the environmental
consequences (Chapter 4), including explanations of the location of the MEI
and the relationship (relative distances) to the noninvolved workers.

09 09 08 Comment Number 3

The 1,000-m (3,281-ft) distance of a noninvolved worker from the nearest
release point of radioactive material is a representative distance which has
been used in calculations at all sites. It provides a reasonable reference
distance for calculations at both large and small sites. Estimating exposures
from a release point at closer distances may not be very accurate because of
building effects on dispersion (that is, wake-stream effects).

Also, more detail on how the MACCS code was applied is added to the Final
PEIS, Appendix M, and Environmental Impact Methodology sections of
Chapter 4. In addition, a topical report for the accident assessments was
prepared and added to the current Health Risk Data topical report.

09 09 08 Comment Number 4

The impacts of these actions have not been summed because the exact locations
of the facilities for planned actions may change. In addition, because each of
these facilities is sited in a different location, the location of the MEI for each
is also different. The MEISs have been selected to maximize the potential dose
for a given facility. Since the MEI would have to be resident at more than one
location simultancously in order to receive the maximum dose from cach
facility, summing the doses would be misleading. The offsite population and
total site workforce doses have not been summed because the population

distribution and workforce totals as analyzed vary among the actions.

SIAd |Puld SIDIBID 211551
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2 Enclosure 2

from other facilities? How does this affect the total risk from a site?

is a detailed explanati ofthe . ! imp l‘onhev-uuudnedmumfor

pknm‘qoﬁmnlbtﬂﬂmdwnmmynﬂqlbutuwdinmoﬂhkvdof
knowledge and apph with fissile of the Department of Energy (DOE)

orothupmmwuhﬂuwww There is no discussion of the level of uncertainty
associated with the proposed siteratives, and what this uncertainty would mean in terms of
potential environmental impacts. In summary, it would help the reader 10 know the feasibility of
the technologies (e.g., which technologies are experimental or pilot projects) and the timeframe
for development (c.g8., short of long-term feasibility).

Eavironmental Justice: Executive Order 12898, mmwmw

Justico in Minority Populations and Low-1 P special lobe
wwub-tmmwmofﬁtnndwidﬁh "Fedu'll ies, wh bl
nﬂwmgdnnmkmummxdmlommmmﬁna
scientific & ing “‘for Juating the buman health risk

iated with the jon of poth bearing fish and wildlife. Agencies shall consider
wsch guid in developing their polics lndmla Receat studies show that the Indian people
nmcmmnmhmmwdmdmmulpmmorhrelhnmthlﬁeuedm

to ¥ 3 from Hanford. Tudmoulmmd:umﬁm

food gathering and cultural activith may have affecied tribal memb to Hanford's
mDOEhiniﬂl.iulmdylme“ h River Site to analy ﬂutypumdmuntsof
S h River fish d since it gk thlwnepeopleenﬁahumghnmmd
d from the S: Rmrsnenndlhnthonﬂihmlybem«l Consumption
issues are important to address in this PEIS b of their uniq in minority and low-
income populstions and the detri | range of impacts they may have.

| 6/09.09.08
cont.

7/01.04.00

8/09.12.06

090101 Comment Number 5

Cumulative impacts at each analysis site were revised in the Final PEIS to
include the total land area required by the other DOE programs. This land area
is compared to total site area.

09 09 08 Comment Number 6

It is DOE’s requirement for collocated facilities that the facility design
preclude an accident at one facility from damaging another nearby facility on
the same site. Such protective designs include physical isolation measures,
such as a buffer zone, between the facilities. Using protective measures, the
probability of having such accidents severe enough to damage a nearby
facility would be extremely small (less than 1.0x10" 8/yr) Based on the DOE’s
Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments and
Environmental Impacts Statements, May 1993, such low probability
accidents rarely need to be examined in this PEIS.

0104 00 Comment Number 7

The PEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of a range of alternatives for
materials storage and disposition. A more detailed technical discussion of
these alternatives, along with related cost and schedule requirements, was
provided in a Technical Summary Report issued by DOE in July 1996. The
report provides further details on the feasibility of the technologles and the
timeframe for development.

091206 Comment Number 8

The potential environmental impacts of DOE activities on populations
engaging in subsistence consumption could vary greatly depending on the
precise location of a storage or disposition facility at a particular site, and the
technology employed for the treatment or disposal of wastes at such a facility.
In a prior NEPA review, incorporated herein by reference, DOE reviewed fish
and wildlife consumption at Hanford, INEL, NTS, ORR, and SRS. At these
sites, DOE found the potential impacts associated with the consumption of
fish and wildlife to be small or to be no different than the potential impacts on
the general population (DOE 1995v: 5.20-11). Section 4.5 of the Final PEIS
has been modified to include this information.

sasuodsay pup
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T DALE E. KILDEE S

OO 734 AN GPrORTUNTS
——.e €ONGTESS of the Wnited DLates  reomoncmmimn
T Bouse of Representatives e i s e et
it Waspington, BC 20515-2209 e
et o e e

Hay 8, 1994

The Kooorable Rasel O'Leary
flecTatery

0.5. Departmeat of Ensrgy
1000 Indepeadencs Aveaus, B.W.
Washington, D.C. 20595

Dear Secretary O'Leary:

1 am writing to you on behalf of the residents who live within the
Winth Comgressional District, I am semcerned about ose of the

options pi in the Yy of disposition

al in the ge and Diepeni of ap Osablae
Pissile Neterials Draft ¥ o Eovi 1 Impact
Stetement (P5I8).

It 1s my und ng thet this to store a

plutonium-based mixed oxids fuel im the Canadian Deuterium Orsaium
(CANDU) reactor locsted oa the shere of Lake Wuren near
Kincardiss, Ontaric, Acoording to the report, one of the propossd
toutes to transport this fuel, from the State of Washingtom to
Ontario, would be through the State of Xiohigan, and through
beavily populated sreas in my congreseional district.

By using a nationwide route of tramsporting and etoring the
plutonium in the CANDU readtor, semy pecple across the matien and
in the Jtate of Michigan coyld be at risk. Transportation of a
volatile and high level cercinogeaic creates a signiticant threat
to citizsens and should omly bs considered whea absalutely
Becessary. I urge the Department to examine other access points
to Canads that are less densely populated. The many legitimate

public health and safety issues ratsed by this proposal cannot be
igoored.

1/10.00.00

I sppreclite your prompt sttention to this matter. Please do not
hesltate t3 contact me or Michels Arnald of =y staff at (202} 215-
3611 4f you require additiooal 1 look £ to
beariag from yeu.

incorely,

vy (A .
L"/{,‘.:L‘ - ’_/,a,«

Dale B Kildee, M.C.

Taarne o MCraL s rana

10 00 00 Comment Number 1

Under NEPA, DOE is required to evaluate a range of alternatives for Pu
disposition. In that regard, the disposition of Pu in a CANDU reactor is one
of nine different disposition alternatives analyzed in the PEIS. Six specific
sites and a generic site are evaluated for fabricating MOX fuels for Pu
disposition. As a result, the transportation analyses performed in the PEIS
consider multiple routes from potential fuel fabrication sites to potential
reactor sites. Section G.6 provides a description of the DOE safe secure
transport system. The design of the vehicles and the transportation operation
procedures are classified; the selection of the routes and coordination with
State and local governments are contained within these procedures. However,
there has never been a failure of this system to provide safe secure
transportation during more than 20 years in operation.

For emergency response circumstances, all shipments will be coordinated
with appropriate State and local officials. If requested, DOE will assist
appropriate officials with response plans, and, if necessary, with resources in
accordance with guidelines established in DOE Order 5530.3. DOE has
developed a Radiological Assistance Program, also outlined in DOE Order
5530.3, to provide assistance in all types of radiological accidents. Regional
Radiological Assistance Program plans include coverage of the States and
provide for maintaining and executing emergency response plans.

L R SRt L
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Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

With respect to the Starage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Draft Progammatic Environmental Impact Sutement, T
would like o submit the following coraments.

These specifically relate to the Canadian Deuterium Uranium
Reactor Altemative under consideration by DOE. Selection of this
alternative would raise the possibility that radioactive materials would be

d across the Blue Water Bridge that links Port Huron, Michigan
and Samia, Onterio. I must s object to the pro: ve use of this
route, which would involve crossing a body of water that connects the
Upper and Lower Great Lakes System over a busy bridge with a high
volume of traffic. In my opinion, this route would expose not only a
densely populated area to an unwarranted risk, but the largest combined
source of fresh water in the world to an ecological disaster of unknown and

possibly unimaginable proportions.

1 would appreciate it if my comments could be entercd into the
official record of these proceedings.

1/10.00.00

Sincerely,

C e
David BE. Bonior
Member of Congress

10 00 00 Comment Number 1

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

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

sasuodsay pup
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Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to make a few remarks.

Many of the others who will testify
will discuss the outstanding record of the Pantex plant,
the unparalleled level of community support which the plant enjoys,
and the willingness to consider other missions
as we sort out the nuclear weapons complex after the Cold War.

SIAd 1DUl] SIDUAIDI 2111
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I'm going to focus on some broader questions
which certainly affect Pantex
but also the larger security needs of the country.

I do so not because I disagree with the other points
or because I don't think they are important.
Pantex's record, its people, its community support,
and its openness to other possibilities are its key strengths
and no one elsc can match them. (Lﬁv‘“,

o
But during my tenure in Congress, o~ & ""’F %"% l

I have attempted to make a serious study
of our nuclear weapons complex,
in part because I represent one of its crown jewels
and in part because I believe
that a modem, effective nuclear capability
is absolutely necessary to our national security.

[ won't say that [ have learned all I can or intend to,
and | won't represent to you that I know all the answers
during this time of change and turmoil.

But I am confident that | know enough to raise some serious questions
that relate to the subject today and to our children’s security.
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This is, of course, a time of great change
brought about by the end of the Cold War,
by the fact that the DOE was not as careful
in the past as it should have been,
and by this administration's decision to stop all nuclear testing.

Stockpile Stewardship and Stockpile Management

In my view, stockpile stewardship and stockpile management
are important for the nation
regardless of whether we conduct nuclear tests or not.

We should use a number of methods to make as sure as we can
that our nuclear weapons are safe and reliable.
In doing so, we are making a serious mistake
if we neglect to factor in the importance
of highly skilled workers at production plants.

I tend to agree with those who argue that we need smart people in labs
and maybe even that we need smart people at two labs
to compete against one another.

But every bit as much as we need smart people in labs,
we need experienced, knowledgeable people in production plants
who know how to take a design or a procedure
and produce a product that meets the requirements
safely and efficiently
time after time
so that we have weapons that are safe and reliable
on which we can stake our children's freedom.

That's what people at plants like Pantex do.

sasuodsay puv
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It's like if you're building a house,
you need architects to draw up the blueprints and to consult with,
but there is absolutely no substitute
for skilled carpenters, and plumbers and painters
who know how to get the work done,
who know what problems there may be
in translating the blueprints and procedures into precise components;
and who have a proven track record
of having done it --- time after time.

1 am afraid that an undercurrent in DOE today,
that sometimes even rises to the surface,
is a lack of appreciation
for the importance of those workers on the assembly line
at Pantex and elsewhere.

If we lose them, we are a weaker nation
and no number of PhD's at the labs
will replace what we've lost.

 find it incredible that DOE would ask more and more
of at least one of our production plants
and yet allocate less money for it to fulfill its mission.

If we can't keep the trained, experienced personnel at Pantex,
the country won't reach its goals for Stockpile Stewardshp and Mgmt
We will begin to lose confidence in our nuclear deterrent,
and we will have been penny wise and pound foolish.

1 am also concerned
that we are just focusing on dragging out the life
of current weapons
without taking positive steps

SIAd 19Ul S|PUAIDIN 2]1514
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toward replacing our existing weapons
which will all too soon be at the end of their intended design life.

A real question is whether we will be able to build nuclear weapons again
and how.
There are many improvements which could be made now,
others which we will want to make in the near future,
and all the while we have to be prepared
to deal with changes in Russia, China and elsewhere.

I'm not sure we're ready.

High Explosives

Let me address the one issue in the PEIS
for which no preferred alternative was included,
that is high explosives.

When you compare apples to apples,
no one seriously disputes
that the most cost effective option
is retaining the existing mission at Pantex.

The sole justification to moving high explosives
to Los Alamos and Livermore
is that we need to keep knowledge and competence
of high explosives in the Labs. L
OK - but we need to keep it at the production level too.

You can do all the research you want
and have all the knowledge you can handle,
but if you can't reliably and safely translate that knowledge
into real production,
you have nothing,

sasuodsay] pup
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There is no reason in the world
that the Labs can't continue to send people to Pantex as needed
for the manufacture of high explosives,
but to remove high explosives
completely out of the production complex
would be a big mistake.

Disposition -

The issue of what we're going to do
with the excess plutonium and uranium is of key concern here.

As you know, we've got several thousand pits stored here
with more being added every day.
I am disappointed that the PEIS gives so little guidance
on what's to be done.

We need to get on with making these key decisions.
Two weeks ago at Los Alamos,
I was able to see firsthand some of the work involved in the Aries project.

We have some very promising technologies,
but the country needs leadership.
and our area needs confidence that DOE knows what it is doing
and is doing the right thing.

As long as [ am in the Congress,
1 will be involved in making these decisions
and [ will do everything I can
to see that our area is protected,
to see that our nation is secure,
and to see that our children have the opportunity to live in freedom.

1/08.03.00

080300 Comment Number 1

The PEIS is an analysis of the environmental impacts that could occur if DOE
implemented a Proposed Action, in this case, storage and disposition of
weapons-usable fissile materials. The PEIS is used by the decisionmakers
along with other information to make the best possible decision on which of
the alternatives, if any, should be taken to accomplish the Government's goals
and needs.

SIAd [oUl S|PUIDI 2]1S1

21qos)-suodpap fo uouisodsiq pup 28v.101§




£601-¢

UNITED STATES SENATE, STATE OF TEXAS,
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PAGE 1 OF 2
a0 09 00 04 Comment Number 1
Tous .
Potential environmental consequences of each Pantex alternative were
Aenited Btates Denate analyzed in the PEIS. Results of these environmental analyses will be given
WASHIGTON, 0.0. 20610-4302 full weight, along with other factors such as cost, technical risk, schedule, and
May 3. 19% national security requirements, in the process of selecting the storage strategy
and site and disposition strategy and technology for the Fissile Materials
Disposition Program. Pantex will continue to operate in compliance with all
okinsnin Hazel O'Leary Federal, State, and local requirements.
U.S. Department of Energy
Forrestal Building
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20585
Dear Secretary O'Leary:
Thank you for the opportunity 1o comment on the LS. Department of Energy's (DOE) Programmatic
Envi 1 Impect § (PEISs) on Swckpile Stewardship and Management (SSM) and
Stworage and Disposition (S&D) of Waeapons-Usable Fissile Materials. Please also consider this our
comment on the Pantex Site-Wide Envi | Impact Sta since most of the issues addressed

in these documents are identical.

ﬁmmfmwmmumammdﬁmnfmiomanbemedina

safe and environmentally sound manner Our first priority is 10 ensurc that any expansion at Pantex
beimpl.ncndhlnymdoum'mp-irmehnhhofufayofmruidcnsorhlvemadvme 1/09.00.04
effect on the environment. These goals serve as a prerequisite to any current and future activities at

Pantex, including expension.

Wemmmooammum, ferred al ive for bly/di bly, thereby
abmdmhgudierplmhmfadtuefmiuuntheNendaTm Site (NTS). However, by
failing to recognize Pantex as the preferred candidase site for new and/or comsolidated stockpile
mtﬁlmmwimdhmmfumdminmmimegrityotheUs
nuclear stockpile and attaini imum efficiencies and cost savings.

Pantex is perhaps the most cost-cffective aitemnative for any new comstruction of SSM facilities. First.
hbofeoﬂ.milityma.mdwnumdlmdmilsbilityn?mmuwllnwblicnmmme
smensble than those at any other Complex site. It is appropriate 10 ider Pacitex s an a ive
mfwlnmﬂmmdfadlhiunmplmnivitisnlhemmlabs(sudnsthe
planned Atlas Facility and phuoniuen pit fabrication site at Los Alamos National Laboratory [LANL])
DOE makes no mention of & strategic phrionium reserve that we believe is important 1o our future
MMMmMmmSmmﬁmmm@memeew-bwdwith
disassembly. We believe Pantex should be the preferred site for such & mission in coordination with
its 8 functions. The location of additional defense-related activities at Pantex would ensure
thatmndmialupbilitismpm«vednubmimlhaunmmunmhemwemcimemt
10 the American people. In its deliberations, DOE shouid insist that budgetary comparisons between

ining. distion, and other

Pantex sad other sites are accurate, and include eapitsl, P n,
costs.

sasuodsay pup
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Consi with the gths identified above for increased stewardship and management duties. the
high explosives (HE) functions should also remain at Pantex.  Because the production
assembly/disassembly functions remain at Pantex, the HE fabrication duties should be present at the
corresponding site. After all, the SSM draft admits that Pantex must retain HE capabilities to process
the inventories already on site from dismantling. Therefore, the least expensive altemative is 10
mainuin HE functions at Pantex. We adamantly disagree with the statement in the PEIS that there are
no advantages to siting high explosives at Pantex rather than the national labs. The capitol autlay alone
necessary for transfer is cost prohibitive. In addition. should future need arise for new weapons
production, it will be critical to have the HE facilitics at the weapons production/; bly site.

As the sole DOE-authorized facility for bly and di bly of nuclear weapons. Pantex has
historically handled these functions in a safe and cfTicient manner for more than 40 years. One of the
challenges faced after dismantling a significant portion of the nuclear stockpile is the processing or
dispossl of the materials that remain. In meeting this challenge, Pantex could continue 1o store
plutonium which is already at the site and upgrade facilities for any and all storage options being
considered by DOE with minimal cost and difficulty. Pantex currently safehouses more than 8,000
surplus pits, and plans are being made to ship additional pits from Rocky Flats to Pantex. It make:
litle sense to re-create storage facilities at another site and then ily port large

of plutonium across the county from Pantex.

We also believe Pantex should be designated the preferred site for any disposition options and related
functions. It makes budgenry and policy sense to site disposition where storage already exists
Furthermore, it makes no sense from any perspective, budget or otherwise, to site strategic storage at
one site and surplus st another. Pantex should be selected for both storage functions. Pantex has the
necessary safety, security, and surveillance capabilities to date an expanded role with minimal
costs and it is the production site closest to Los Alamos, the planned pit fabrication site.

2/08.03.01

Based upon these reasans, we respectfully urge DOE to designate Pantex as the preferred alternative

site for all ing and new stockpil 8 and dship fi as well 33 lidati
of all plutonium storage and disposition and any refated functions. Thank you again for the opportunity
to on these d )

Yours respectfully,

PHIL GRAMM
United States Senator

&%Jééuw

KAY BALEY HUTCHISON

Untied States Senator

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentors’ 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.

SIAd 1pu1d S[PMAIDI I1ISSIA

2]qus-suodvap fo uonisodsi(q puv 2801




W

UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS, AUSTIN, TX,
THOMAS C. GUSTAVSON
PAGE10OF4

) BUREAU OF ECONOMIC GEOLOGY
“\ THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

Universisy Siation. Dox X+ Awstin, Toxns 78713-8924 ($12)471-1334 or 71-2721 - PAX 471-0140
10700 Burwer Road, Bidg. 130 + Austin, Texas 78758-4497

April 28, 1996

U.8. Department of Enargy
Office of Fisslle Materials
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, DC 20028

Dear Sk or Medam:

The following are review on the ge snd Disposlilon of P Usable
Fissile Materiais Oratt Prog ic E nal Impact * from staff al
the Bureau of Economic Goeology of The University of Texas at Austin.

General Comment:

Sections 3.5.4. and 3.5.3,, which e wats! and g gy and solis, do
not provid q fon for the reader ko determine If snvironmental 1/09400.04
Impacis coukd re3ufl from proposed alisrnative actions at Pantex.

Specific Commants:

Page S46, para. 3. Potential Impacts of 1he long-term storage ahernalive al Pantex
nd graatly on waste disposal practices In sddition 10 the naturel
cheracteristcs of the site. Although the Ogatisla ls & valuable and critically
imporant ground-walet , the p of the does not
iy make it bie 10 Imp of waste ge. Detalled siudies by
the Bureau of Economic Geology and other entiles have shown thet recharge ‘o the
perched and Ogalizia aquiters ls focused through playas or atificialy ponded areas
such as diches and that recharge In uptand of playa aress Is neghgidl
HMMMMMWMranmsmm
hydraullc hesd over suiliclent time 10 crive waters below ihe zone of
ap! pirath ge of water of i may siso occur beneath
atenade gxcavations such as diches and landl skes where runoff can 2/09.04.04
sccumutale (these are roughly snalogous (o pisyas) of 83 the result of leaking
underground ge tanks. Approp engineering pr o pr
from sites and pi  of age faciiies In upiand

(imerpiaya) sress at the Pantex Plani should Imti the potential for adverse
Impacts 1o waler resources al Pantex, As long as no wastes are Introduced into the
playas. burled on site, or placed in en area whers water can flow through the
wastes of pond In contact with the wastes, contaminants should not be transported
1o the subsurface and the Ogaliala should not be impacted by Pantex sctivites.

Proper eng ing and qQ g and would, |
minimize Impacts of long-teim storage on the Ogatala al the Pantex Plant.

S601-¢

09 00 04 Comment Number 1

The information provided in the PEIS provides the decisionmaker with
adequate information to select a site-specific, long-term storage alternative.
This is particularly true considering the programmatic nature of this
document and the fact that neither of these resources is considered to be akey
discriminator in the long-term storage decision.

09 04 04 Comment Number 2

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

sasuodsay puv
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09 04 04 Comment Number 3

U.S. Depanment of Energy
3.";’:?‘ i Figures 3.5.4—1 and 3.5.4-2 were corrected in the Final PEIS show playas as

Page 2 ephemeral lakes.

Figures 3.54-1 and 3.5.4-2. Pisyas are incorrectly labeled a3 dry lshes on these R
maps. mmmnmmmm:‘n:n&hmm ) 3/09.04.04
3.5.1.-1. Most plsyss, including playss 2, 3, 4, 6, ntex Lake, hold water 04.
Tor 1103 morihs per year. Piayh ¥ hakis water troughout e year b " 09 04 04 Comment Number 4
receives discharge from the Pantex waste water tresiment plant.

SIAd [Dul SIPLID 2]1sS1
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Figures 3.5.4-1 and 3.5.4-2 were corrected in the Final PEIS.

Figures 3.5.4-1 and 3.5.4-2. These maps that he boundary of the
:::”h:t::. n'L':.”'M'.'.".: m:mmc:njﬁmy n::-.;ds‘.’;?' where 4/09.04.04
ihe southem boundary is shown correctly. 09 05 04
3-164, 2. Dxia from selsmic surveys and playa basin cores acquired by
mxgm?w”ﬂfm'ﬂmﬁlmﬁm'ﬁfm%” 5/09.05.04 Considerable attention has been given to the possible origin of playas.
Permign sak beds. Gustavson et. al. summarized playa development as follows: “These
P enceph lara 3 e Sppreniel 900 1 1000 m I Gameter. and 3842 | 6/09.05.04 landforms are the result of a series of intermittently active processes,
including wind, fluvial erosion and lacustrine deposition, pedogenesis,
Qutcron shovid incude b baf dcussion of the com Mi.m;fo:':' 7/09.05.04 dis§o}qtion of soil carponate, salt dissolution ?md subsidence, and animal
x&mmmmmxx mmr:mmx:n; 83 well 83 gravels in a?thlthS, that cgllcctlvcly _produc':ed the .typlcally shallow gnd roughly
circular playa basis on the High Plains. We infer that playa basins are stable
and wux':; In e formaion of paya basins. Hgh soke m mr;bm 5/09.05.04 ?andf(.)rms that, once initiated, r'emgin as part of the lar?dscape.” Recent work
mention Is made of the potenial affecis, f any, of dissolution-incuced subsid cont. in Pain 1994 using shallow seismic data has determined that the structure

3t the piart. beneath the playas at Pantex shows displacement of Ogallala strata attributed

Comment Number 5

P. 3-184, pars. 2. The Ethology of the Ogatiala Formation s not described. The
of the .

P. 3-184, para. 2 of 3. No attempt Is made 1o describe 1he role of sall dissolution

. 3164, pare. 3. No atempt that Randall clay soils i ~ i
e eriatn and ot ooy e mioeation ';%;‘_';',“;:;’ uindes, e At :5.:’,...., to dissolution of underlying salt beds.
paihways for recharge, are characterist . Furthermore, these
solls n-,:o a udic molstur.tr.ug'rm. w.hleh n:tru l:tl water moves down through 8/09.05.04 Salt di luti : h h lted i H P H
e o ot Somen i O e T e vachargs cocurs Dwough even thess alt dissolution is a process that has resulted in major post-Permian
clay solts. structures. In Carson County, a large depression is filled with sediment of the
Page 1-105’.‘5";1~.l:’l-z;l‘-;01n'h‘:!mlh‘;F;v?ﬁz:ﬁ?m&"&;"gmﬂ“ 9/09.04.04 Ogallala Formation. Presence of the Ogailala deposits in the depression
water y - 4. o . . ) .
Water Development Board report from the sarly or mid-1980's. indicates that the basin existed prior to Ogallala time and that the local
Page 4-187, para. 3. It Is stated that “No additional Impacts 1 groundwalor quality dissolution was underway prior to or during the deposition of the Ogallala
ary sniicipated because thers are no direct discharges 10 groundwater”. This X
seems at least a Miite misleading In two areas. Ficsi, exaclly how does one define 10/09.04.04 Formation.
direct ge? The oasi of Zone 12 south documo;l a hH{M s
hwey fof techang the surl the aquifer. Second, . . . «
::v.'?n?p‘m ':'v'n"nv Contamingted v:-t-":'-.iamfpl:m'?ﬂy on the ralnjection The following text has been added to Section 3.5.5 of the Final PEIS: “Recent

work using shallow seismic data has determined that the structure beneath the
playas on Pantex and adjacent areas shows displacement of Ogallala strata.
This displacement is attributed to the dissolution of underlying salt beds.”
With this addition, the discussion of salt dissolution in the PEIS is considered
adequate considering the programmatic nature of this document and the fact
that this resource is not considered to be a key discriminator in the long-term
storage decision.
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U.S. Department of Energy
Ofice of Fisslle Materiais
Mgy 3, 1998

Page 3

discharge to the equifer.
Page 4-194, pars. 1. Data from seismic surveys and plays
the

. but vertcal m may be

p
writer aito fahs 10 ion that this

1t you have any quest ing these
0232,

Sincerely ygue

Thomas C. Gustavson
Senlor Research Sclentist

of trested wates Inlo the aquifer. This injection would also qualty as direct

ww'.'m Pantex Ut:d o
Bursau of Economic Geclogy suggest that pleyas 3 ] are
surtace expressions of locsl subsidence related to dlasokution of underlying
Permian sak becs. Estmated svemge subsidence rates are jow (about 0.01

mmfyr) P
Page 4-859. The amount of ground-water decline that will resulk from projecied
mﬂmvaUgmnl.smr.mnumnmdmbnm. The
| X will be {n addition 1o
the deawdowns resulting from the Amaritio weil fleld. Current rates of decline in
the area of the Pantex wel field are approximately 2 fvyr. it would seem
1o In 3 AscussioNn Of Ground-wiler resources 10 inciude the Impact of
he Amariio well field en 1he ground-water resowces at the Pantex Plant.

please call me at (612) 471-

10/09.04.04
cont.

5/09.05.04
cont.

11/09.04.04

The potential effects, if any, of dissolution-induced subsidence at Pantex is
addressed in Section 4.2.4.5 of the Final PEIS. The potential impacts due to
subsidence (resulting in sinkholes and/or surface rupture) at Pantex are
considered negligible since salt dissolution is a slow process relative to
human activities and most active salt dissolution in the region is concentrated
near the Eastern Caprock and at the Canadian River Escarpments.

09 05 04 Comment Number 6

The Department of Energy concurs with the commentor. As aresult, the text
in Section 3.5.5 of the PEIS has been modified as follows: “The playas are
about 500 to 1,000 m (1,640 to 3,280 ft) across with clay bottoms and depths
to 9 m (30 ft).”

090504 Comment Number 7

The following text has been added to Section 3.5.5 of the Final PEIS to
provide a very general description of the Ogallala Formation lithology:
“consists of interbedded sands, silts, clays, and gravels.” A more detailed
discussion of the lithology of the Ogallala Formation is more information
than necessary to evaluate impacts for a programmatic review. The geology
and soils section (Section 4.5) and the groundwater section (Section 4.6) of
the Draft Pantex EIS (DOE/EIS-0225 D, March 1996) has a more detailed
discussion of the lithology and groundwater flow characteristics of the
Ogallala Formation.

090504 Comment Number 8

The Randall clay soils are generally found in the bottom of the playas. The
playas are a significant part of the surface and subsurface hydrologic system
at Pantex. The fact that Randall clay soils at Pantex contain potential
pathways for groundwater recharge is considered in the estimates of annual
recharge rates to the Ogallala Aquifer. Discussion of aquifer recharge is
contained in Section 3.5.4 of the PEIS.

sasuodsay pup
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0904 04 Comment Number 9

The projection is from a 1993 draft of the document entitled High Plains
Aquifer System of Texas - 1980 - 1990 Overview and Projections. The authors
are Ashworth and Peckham of the Texas Water Development Board, which
has since been renamed the TNRCC. In the context used in the Draft PEIS, it
is appropriate to refer to the current name of the organization.

0904 04 Comment Number 10

For the purposes of this PEIS, a direct discharge to groundwater would be
injection of water to the aquifer via a well; recharge pathways are not
considered to be direct discharges. The plans to re-inject treated groundwater
to the perched aquifer would qualify as a direct discharge to groundwater. The
text in the No Action Alternative section (Section 4.2.4.4) has been modified
to reflect this planned activity.

09 04 04 Comment Number 11

As discussed in Chapter 4 of the PEIS, the groundwater decline estimates
were based on a previous study of the Amarillo well field which documented
a 1.8-m/yr decline when withdrawals averaged 18.5 billion liters (1)/yr.
Assuming a linear relationship (which is valid to obtain estimates for use at
the programmatic level), a 0.0001-m/yr decline could be expected for each
million liters withdrawn.

The PEIS analyzes the impacts from the Proposed Actions at Pantex and not
those from other local uses. Pantex operations contributing to the depletion of
the Ogallala Aquifer are analyzed in the PEIS.

Py
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WAKELY, LILA, LAVA HOT SPRINGS, ID

PAGE10OF1
Comment ID: P0O010
Date Received: April 18,1996
Name: Lila Wakely
Address: Lava Hot Springs
Transcription:

1 do not want more waste stored in Idaho. No more. We've got too much.

08 0301 Comment Number 1

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

sasuodsay puv
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S

alter E. ([Gene] Wallis v 3

28488 WAVERLEY STREET, PALO ALTO, CA 94306-2442 GRS

[415] 321-GRIT [4748] FAX & VOICE “ F

E-MAIL - UNCLEGENE®MSN.COM 8

Department of Energy March 8, 1996 g

Fissile Material Disposal ‘é

oy

Gentlefolk: g-

&

If an asteroid is detected in a collision course with the Earth, it is
almost certain that any plan to divert will require forces in the
nuclear range, and that there will be very little time to assemble
the material required.

1 suggest that consideration be given to establishing, under multi-

national monitoring, a repository of bomb-grade material

determined to be sufficient both for the propulsion and for the 1/01.04.00
demolition or diversion of an asteroid. [f we need it and yet we

have already made it unavailable as some plans now suggest, we

will kick ourselves until the day we die, especially if that death

could have been avoided.

Walter €. Wallis
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WALTER, CARL E., PLEASANTON, CA
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627 Rowell Lane
Pleasanton, CA 94566
May 2, 1996

J. David Nuiton

Director, NEPA Compliance and Outreach

Department ot Energ:/

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

P. O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-37868

Deurw ’DIJC

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your 15-cm-thick(!) PEIS compendium
on the various ways that you have considered for storing, dispositioning, or doing
nothing about various kinds of DOE-owned fissile materials. | will restrict my response
to only a few salient comments with respect to excess weapon plutonium disposition
in the hope that they are sufficiently concise that you read them, and more hopefully,
that you consider them positively and take the appropriate action.

» The most serious flaw in the PEIS is the aimost absolute disconnection from
the real issue, the “clear and present danger* represented by abundant excess
weapon plutonium in Russia. [See /ast sentence, p. S-1]. This is a fatal flaw.
As [ pointed out in my comments (October 1994, copy attached) to the DOE
Notice of Intent to engage in this PEIS, # is not consistent to consider excess
woapon plutonium to be a "clear and present danger” and at the same time
engage in the bureaucratic morass of a formal PEIS exercise. PEIS efforts
were not axpended for the Persian Guif War, The Halti Occupation, the
Somalia Intervention, the on-going Bosnia Peacekeeping, etc. None of these
major Federa! actions has constituted a “clear and present danger” to the
national security of our country. Disposition of excess weapon plutonium in
Russia, on the other hand, is a serious national security issue for Americans.
We have already affowed valuable time to slip away. We must begin bilateral
efforts at once (certainly not unilateral efforts as indicated in the PEIS, p. S-1),
even If It means spending U. S. money in Russia to accomplish this
intemnational plutonium disposition mission.

* The compiete absence of quantitative schedule considerations (except for a 50-
year temporary ge criterion) does not provide a basis for either
distinguishing between aftemnativea or assessing the endurance of the "clear
and present danger” rep: d by apon plutontum.

« The National Academy of Sciences has suggested that the cost of disposition
of excess weapon plutonium should be conesidered in the context of our
national security However, the PEIS does not provide comparative

costs of the alternatives. In fact, screening criteria are only listed for fong-term
storage! With no cost data to svaluate, how is the public (or DOE) to assess
the viability of the various altematives? On the other hand, the fast reactor
altemative (see below) was summarily ruled out in the PEIS because it would
be more costly.

1/13.00.00

2/07.00.00

3/07.02.00

T T T Y

130000 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy has an ongoing effort to assist the Russians in
dealing with the “clear and present danger,” including a joint study to assess
Pu disposition technologies, and plans for joint demonstrations of some of
these technologies to remove the uncertainties of their viability. At the same
time, DOE also has the responsibility to comply with NEPA and prepare
environmental analyses of the various reasonable alternatives for public
review and comment. Analyses on the cost, schedule, technical, and
Nonproliferation Policy impacts are presented in separate documents. Taken
together, these analyses will support DOE’s ROD on the path forward for
implementation of the President’s Nonproliferation Policy.

07 00 00 Comment Number 2

Schedule data, along with technical and cost data, were provided in Technical
Summary Reports of both storage and disposition beginning in late July 1996.
The cost data provided in these reports included estimated transportation
costs.

070200 Comment Number 3

Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, were provided in Technical
Summary Reports of both storage and disposition beginning in late July 1996.

sasuodsay pup
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A considerable amount of effort was expended by DOE (over thirty million
doltars) in the 1992-95 time period to assess the capability of reactor
altematives for disposition of excess weapon plutonium. Work was performed
by the major reactor designers under contract to DOE. This work was
subsequently evaluated by DOE in the Plutonium Disposition Study. A report
on Phase 1 of the Study was published in July 1993, and the report on Phase 2
was 1o have been published in October 1994. The PEIS includes & 58-page
listing of references, however neither of the DOE Study evaluations (in which |
participated) are included. | understand that the Phase 2 Study evaluation
exists as a draft report, but has been held back to insure its political
corractness. Ancther good reference is the summary prepared by Ron Omberg
and myself in February 1993 of the work performed by the DOE Plutonium
Disposition Task Force. In the spirit of DOE “openness®, the availability of this
information should be made known to the public.

Despite the absence of quantitative schedule considerations, the fast reactor
(among others) was discounted as a comparative akemative for disposition, on
the basis that it would be more time-consuming. The PEIS does not reference
any of several published papers by MINATOM and other Russian officials that
state that a fast reactor is Russia's only acceptable alternative for disposition of
their excess weapon plutonium while producing valuable power. Russia has
made it very clear that is the approach they will take. Why then would
disposttion of U. S. plutonium in a fast reactor notbe a timely approach?

4/08.00.00

5/01.03.00

08 00 00 Comment Number 4

All of the source documents used in preparing the PEIS are available to the
public in DOE Public Reading Rooms or upon request to DOE. DOE has used
open, publicly available information to the maximum extent possible. No
commercial organization’s proprietary information was used in preparing the
PEIS.

010300 Comment Number 5

The Integral Fast Reactor concept uses a reactor fuel cycle design still under
development; however, 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.

SIAd [DU1 S|PMIIDI 211581
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It is apparent that my comments on the NOI had no implictt or explicit offect on the
PEIS process. Is there a record of the official action taken with respect to my NOI
comments? May | expect to hear from you, or otherwise receive a reply to this

6/08.02.00

present letter? Again, thanks for the opportunity to comment. | believe that
Americans would be forever thankful that excess weapon plutonium were
dispositioned in Russia during the next ten years. This could be, if in tact we consider
their inventory to be a clear and present danger and a threat to our national security.
Otherwise, our debtor govemnment should stop borrowing additional money to waste
on more studies and the execution of bureaucratic procedures.

Sincerely,

Carl E. Walter

08 02 00 Comment Number 6

The comment on the NOI was reviewed as part of the scoping process on this
PEIS. The acceptance of the comment is noted in DOE’s Scoping Meeting
Comment Summary Report (DOE/MD-001) and the resolution of that
comment is reported in the PEIS Implementation Plan (DOE/EIS-0229-IP).
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827 Rowell Lane
Pileasanton, CA
94568

October 12, 1994

U.S. Department of Energy

¢/o Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education
P. 0. Box 117

Oak Ridge, TN 378310117

Attention: Robert Menard, EESD
Dear Mr. Menard:

Following are my comments on “The Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) titied “Storage and
Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials’. These comments were
solicited concurrently with publication of the NOI in the Federal Register, v. 59,
n. 118, p. 31985, June 21, 1964.

1 offer these comments as an informed private citizen and a ragistered nuclear
engineer in the State of Califomia. | have over 38 ysars of engineering
experience dealing with nuciear materials and systems. For the past three
years | have participated in various siudies conceming disposition of excess
weapon plutonium. | have four concems with respect 1o the approach to
disposition of excess weapon piutonium that is outlined in this NOL.

1. PEIS: An Unnecessary Delay

At the highest hv-lclmycmeumhueonﬂdorodnmnybyDOElo
invoke the NOUVPEIS/ROD procedure in the matter of disposition of excess
weapon plutonium. DOE cites the recent NAS study on management and
disposition of excess plutonium as the basis for the action they propose. Yat the
NAS admonition of a “clear and present danger® posed by excess weapon
plutonium, while explicily cited, is implicitly ignored by DOE. The danger to the
U.S., of courss, is the presence of plutonium in Russia. I In fact there is & *clear
and present danger”, then a major Federal action such as of
plutonium in the U.S. (and more importantly 1o instlll in Russia a sense of
urgency) shoukl be exempt from the time-consuming NOUVPEIS/ROD process. A
responsible govemment cannot on the one hand prociaim danger, and on the
other hand proceed with “business as usual”. it is important to begin st once to
prudently dispose of our excess plutonium so that we may, through negotiation
and treaty, exact similar actions in Russia at once, while a presumably receptive
Russian government is in place. There is no mention in the NOi about how
disposition of U.S. excess weapon plutonium would be tied 10 actions taken by
Russia with their excess weapon piutonium. Time is of the essence to get
agreement with Russis and commance disposition there as well as inthe U.S. |
note that, while the recent Persian Gulf War would appear to have been & major

sasuodsay pup
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Federa! action, NOUPEIS/ROD procedures were cicumvented even in the
absence of a clear and present danger to the U.S. but wih an assured
negative impact on the human environment. If Russia aiso adopts & "business
as usual® attitude about dispostition, shoulkd this be a worry o the U.S.7 | think
80.

gormlyhlo:g-wm storage (duration unless it is interim storage,
which is defined to apply in the “near-term® (duration aiso undefined). DOE's
expressed interest in storage of all kinds associated with disposRion is in direct
conflict with the policy promuigated In the Presidential Decision Directive (PDD-
13) of last September that states: °...eliminate where possidie the accumulation
of stockpiles of...plutonium...", even though this policy s axplicitly refersnced In
the NOI. This storage issue forms the next level of my concems. itis
abundantly clear that “interim storage* and “long-term storage” are included in
the "no-action® altemative that would normally be addressed in a PEIS relating
to the Defense Program and does not need to appear in the title of a PEIS
relative 1o a Disposl Program. Certainly, storage is not & new requirement
for the Defense Program. Storage s an existing Defense Program
responsibility, that was Incurred soma filty years 800 when we started making
weapon plutonium and continued 1o aggregate until we stopped making X
recently. Excess weapon plutonium is a new topic.

What is new, ls disposing of the U.S. weapon plutonium that is now considered
sxcess In concert with similar action by Russia. Clouding the issue of

perception of & local news reporter to the advertisement for the local public
workshop - article attached). My concem is that actual disposition of weapon
plutonium wil be delayed indefinkely, or a1 best tens of years, in the U.S. and in
Russla as a result of DOE's fixation on long-term storage as a viable solution,
or at least a necessary intermediate step to disposiion. The NOI statement
*Because disposition options will take decades to carry out....” implies that the
duration of the disposition process is not a subject for negotistion or
determination — that R is not a variable that can be adjusted. But this is false.
With apppropriate negotiations between U.S. and Russia, disposition could
begin now, and be completed within ten years. The “wili take decades * aftitude
toward disposition wil become a seli-fullfilling prophecy. Following our lsad,
disposition in Russla might aiso take the form of long-lerm storage. In view of
the conditions in Russia, this is not a desirable outcoms. So i the
NOVPEIS/ROD process continues, at least the emphasis of the process shoukd
be gnly on disposition and not also on long-term storage. With regard to
disposition, thers should be s strong tie 10 a negotiated similar program in
Russia. The NOI doss not address how this will be accomplished.

SId 10Ul S|PUADW AISSI
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3. Actlon: Not Convoiuted Mansgement and Study, Study....
| balieve that the waapon pluionium disposition program is being poorty
DOE. This was & major concem of the Office of Technology

practically
imeversbly ater the isotopic composition of weapon plutonium. Only in this way
lsmmkdwmmawsmtowmmmampm
commercial spent fusl. Also, phutonium contains & large amount of cnu%
mbnmry-mamwmooemmmm. One cannol throw
amymmmhmmwmmmhwd-hwmnunn

lectricity pion

plutonium. Certainly, Russia will not bury thelr weapon plutonium, but will
eventually burn & in nuciear reactors. We should help as we can to insure that
muwsmnmmmutd.mw.mmumm. it
bammmmnrmmmumwnmmmm

hvuuoryforiudmnorhllormdorwumumwo. We should
Initiate fabrication and testing of MOX fusl siements In existing reactors as soon

as possble. We should already have started these actions two ysars ago. No
wonder OTA lacks confidence in DOE!
Thunkywbrﬁnoppoﬂun&ymmnﬂlbokhmdbywm.
Sincerely,
'gﬂv&%
Carl E. Walter "
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THEVALLEY |
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By Puud liss waterial o the lab 8o burying & Eight nucless testing
ST WRITER MMMMW.M%
for the nuciear bomb material, tncluding the

LIVERMORE — Federal officlals toyring the cowntry . No dieposal sites heve bean idercified in Cali-
1 search of 8 final resting place for most of the nation's m‘"“
muclear bomb-making material will hold 8 public Oher

y.
The Lawrence Livermore Nationa! Laborstory has  Wanium

. sally
malerial,” lab spokesman David Schwoegler sald. ment y L
EW'WW'WNWW“'M“ Yoderal g - p § & g

Oxi-Dalley, Herald
e P ety
September 27, 1994

of lab nuclear material

repon designed 1o weigh the and cons of the  divided %o two emall group discussions, one dealing
::utm.lcu\wdo-ld. y e, public tasti-  with storage the othwt wRh disposttion.
mony must be considered before the report is prepared. Written commant will aiso be accepted and weighed
The public worishop will be held at the Livermore  gqually to public testimory, Beluardo ssid. Wrizten
Hollday 1nn, 720 Los Flores Rosd, from | lo§ pm. Kis  comments be mailed to the US. Depargment of
@hided prto two seasions with & two-hour break starting .tIoOlkll Irauinee for Science and Educs-
o 4:30 p.m. tion, P.O. Box 117, hd(l Tern. 37831-0317; at-
'Wmmmwmkmdwb tention enmi ‘Written comuments have

Ww'lmhmndmnim~ Belluardo sald the envirorgnendal report process s

session. Each seasion then will be  up o 5O years 1o complets.




LOVI-¢

WALTON, BARBARA A., OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE10OF 3
85 Claymore Lane
Oak Ridge, TN 37830
June 3, 1996
To: DOE-Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
From: Barbara A. Waiton
Subject:  Draft Progr ic Envir | [mpact S (PEIS), Storage and Disposition
of Weapoans-Usable Fissile Materials
General Comments:

1. The release of this Draft PEIS at the same time as the Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Draft PEIS is unfortunate. Holding concurrent public hearings is unacceptable.

2. Fig. S-15, on page $-37, is missing the El llurgical Tr Alternative.

3. The locations chosen for ORR on pages 2-38 and 2-81 are extremely bad; I hope the other
potential sites have not been similarly treated.

Preferred Alternatives:

1. 1was encouraged by the lack of preferred alternatives in this drafi PEIS, this encourages
public input and indicates an open mind on the part of DOE.

2. Tsupport the Upgrade at Multiple Sites Alternative for Long-Term Storage. I do, however,
have a reservation about the potential environmental impact, at Pantex, on the Ogalalla aquifer
and would be supportive of some consolidation at NTS using the P-Tunnel. This may also enable
inclusion of the RFETS material

3 1am unequivocally opposed to the collocation of Pu and HEU.

4. A preferred altemative for disposition is much more problematic; it may be desirable to
separate it from the process, as was done with the Disposition of HEU, in order to reach a timely
decision on the Long-Term Storage.

Discussion of Disposition Alternatives

1. No Action would, in effect, make long-term storage indefinite, difficult and costly. This is not
acceptable.

2. The Deep Borchole needs more study on geological consequences. Immobilized Disposition
may be a viable attemnative, but not by the DOE’s scheduled ROD for this PEIS of late 1996.

3. Immobilization, especially Electrometaliurgical T ppears promising, BUT MERELY
CREATES HIGH-LEVEL WASTE, which has not yet been addressed (it was outside the scope
of the Draft Waste M PEIS). Therefore, | ider this option not viable at this time.
4. Reactor options in the US are not poitically acceptable at this time. I belicve this may change
in the long run, as global impacts of fossil fuel usage become better understood by the US public.
It is also not ically viable; the blending of HEU will provide domestic reactors with ample
fuel in the near term. | suggest quietly pursuing the CANDU Reactor option for political viability

| 1/08.02.00
I 2/16.00.00
| 3/01.00.00

| 4/08.02.00
| 5/08.03.01

6/08.03.01
7/08.03.01

8/01.00.00

9/08.03.01

10/09.05.08
11/08.03.01

12/08.03.01

13/08.03.01

08 02 00 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the
integration of public meetings on draft EISs. The joint meetings on the
Storage and Disposition PEIS, the Stockpile Stewardship and Management
PEIS, and the Pantex EIS were held using a integrated format at the request
of several organizations and citizen advisory boards. They stated that such
meetings “would be more convenient and provide a less confusing format for
public participants. It would avoid duplication, permit a much more efficient
use of the public’s time and allow a more informed decision about the issues.”

16 00 00 Comment Number 2

Based on comments received, the Summary of the Draft PEIS was revised.
All revisions made are included in the Summary of the Final PEIS.

01 00 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.

08 02 00 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 5

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

08 0301 Comment Number 6

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for new
missions at the NTS. 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.

sasuodsay pup
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08 0301 Comment Number 7

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

010000 Comment Number 8

Separating storage from disposition would not effectively meet the purpose
of and need for the Proposed Action. Planning for storage of the surplus Pu
pending disposition is closely related to that for the disposition activities and
would be affected by the technology(ies) selected to implement the Proposed
Action. DOE is confident that a decision can be made on disposition
technologies at this time, and is continuing to expand a range of small scale
tests and demonstrations of some Pu disposition technologies to remove
uncertainties in viability.

08 0301 Comment Number 9

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 05 08 Comment Number 10

The deep borehole complex is not defined for a specific or representative site.
Therefore, a limited assessment of the environmental impacts was done for
the geological and other resources. Should either of the Deep Borehole
Alternatives be selected, a siting study would be conducted in coordination
with a site-specific discussion of environmental (including geological)
conditions and impacts. The identification and acceptance of a site location
would require extensive site characterization to ensure that the primary
objective of the deep borehole complex, hydrologic isolation from the
biosphere, would be met.

PURY A i G
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08 03 01 Comment Number 11

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

08 0301 Comment Number 12

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to 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, and public
mput.

08 0301 Comment Number 13

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
CANDU Reactor Alternative. Decisions on the disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical
and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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WASHINGTON PURLIC POWER SUDPPLY SYSTEM
PO Box 268+ JOUN George Washimgton Wy + Rickid, Worhington 9915398 + (509) J72-5000

May 7, 1996

Gregory P. Rudy, Acting Directer
office of Fissile Materials Disposition
Dapartment of Energy

P.O. Box 23788

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Re: Comments on Draft FEIS on Storage and
Disgosition of weapons Usable !le“l Xaterials

Dear Mr. Rudy:

on March 8, 1996, the Department of Energy ("Department”
or "DOEX") published in the [Jedgral Register a notice of
availability of a draft Prograsmatic Environmental lmpact Stataemant
(*draft PEIS") on the poteantial environmental impacts of various
alternatives for the storage and disposition of surplus wveapone-
usable fissile materials. 61 Fed. Reg. 9443 (March 8§, 1996). The
notice also announced a series of public meetings to discuss and
recaive cosmments on the draft PEIS and an opportunity for written
public comment on the draft PILIS.

The Washipgton Public Power Supply System ("Supply
System") is interested in this matter as it relates to the usa of
existing commercial light water reactors for the disposition of
surplus veapons plutoniun. The Supply System has submitted
responses to the Department’s request for expressions of interest
in plutonium disposition (60 Fed. Reg. 64,104 (Dec. 13, 1995)) and
an unsolicitad proposal to use the Supply System’s operating WiP-2
reactor to conduct a lead use assembly MOX fual program,” and has
had numercus other interactions with the Department in furtherance
of the Supply System’s villingness to assist the Department with
its plutonium disposition wmission. Moet recently, the Supply
System participated in the public meetings on the draft PEIS which
vere held in Richland, Washington; Las Vegas, Navada; Amarillo,
Taxas; and Washingtoen, 0.C.. In addition to comments nade by
Supply System representatives at these several publi¢ mestings, the
sugply System offers the following writtsn comments on the draft
PEIS.

Sea Letter to Mr. Howard Canter from Mr. William G. Counsil
dated August 25, 1995, wvith enclosurs.
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Comments on the Draft PEXS

The Supply System commends the Department on the thorough
and detaliled consideration of potsntial environmental impacts of
various plutonium disposition optione in the draft PEIS. Wa
believe that the draft PEIS generally gives appropriate treatment
to the anvironmental impacts of the saveral technologies belng
seriously considered by the Department for plutonium dispositioen,
and that the draft PEIS clearly desonstrates that the option of
using existing commercial light wvater reactors poses the faewest
incramental environmental impacts of any of the options considered.
To further increase the usefulness of the PEIS in support of the
expeditious implenentation of a plutonium disposition program, the
Supply System offers the following specitic comments:

. The Supply System urges tde Department to finalisze the PEIS
premptly and to movs to a Record of Decision and Requast Por
Proposals in an expeditious manner.

As the draft PEIS recognizes, a plutonium disposition program
is necassary to implement the President’s Nonproliferation and
Export Control Policy in a safe, reliable, cost-effactive,
technically feasible, snd timely manner. Draft PEIS at 1-5.
Prompt action is ry to d trate the United States’
conmitment to these objactives vhich vill, as the draft PEIS
notes, "set(} a model for proliferation resistance” and
“enable the United States to . . negotiate reciprocal
actions with other nations for the disposition of surplus
weapons-usable Pu.” Draft PEIS at 1-5. Indefinite storage of
this material, or pursuit of options which cannot be
implemented for many years, vill not satisfy these ob)ectives.
The option of using existing commercial light vater reactors,
on the other hand, is safe, reliable, and cost-effactive, is
the only technically provan disposition option, and can be
implemented in the wost timely manner.

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

. The Supply System encourages the Department to go beyond
"technology selection” amd to inolude (or refarence), to the
extent possidle, readily availadle snvironmental data and
analyses associated vith project-specific options.

To scme extent, the Department has already addressed this
issue, by including “representative" site-specific data on
siting and operating characteristics of existing reactors
(derived from actual plant data, including WNP-2 information
(Draft PEIS at 3-343)) and asimilar data for at least one
partially completed reactor. The Department makes it clear
that these sites are being considered “for analysis only* and

3/01.04.00

080301 Comment Number 1

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

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.

01 04 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. The decision will be based not only on environmental
analyses, but also on analyses of technical, cost, schedule, and policy aspects
of the reasonable alternatives as reflected in the Technical Summary Report
issued by DOE beginning in late July 1996 and the Nonproliferation Report
in the fall of 1996. Should the Existing LWR Alternative be selected, DOE

. would issue a public notice to solicit proposals for implementing this

alternative. The information the commentor describes would be very useful
should this alternative be selected.
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0102 00 Comment Number 4

that their consideration does not represent a DOE proposal or

reference. Draft PEIS at 3-17. The Supply Systea encourages
:h. Department to include any additional environmental data Comment noted.
vhich would suppert subsequent consideration of a site-
spacific or project-specific option, such as, for exawplae,
refersnces to existing NEPA analyses for operating nuclear
reactora, especially for reactors vhosa licensees have 3/01.04.00
expressed intarest to DOE in participating in the plutoniua o
disposition mission. Whila we recognize that the Department cont.
does not intend to select a specific project or eite in the
PEIS, such project-specitic or sita-specific information could
conceivably be sufficient to support euch a deciaion in the
future, without the need for another (e.g., "tiered") RIS, or
to narrow the scope (and hence speed the complation) of sny
such RIS.

SIAd Jould S|PLIIDYY 2]15S14

21qus}-suodnapy fo uonisodsi] puv 33v.10ig

. In & similar veinm, the PRIS should expressly recognise that
for asxrtaia site-specific or project-specifis options, such as
use of the WNP-2 reactor, many of ths preject-specific
environmeatal impaots are glready coasidered in the draft
PEIS.

¥ith respect to WNP-2, the draft PEIS already analyzes the
anvironmental impacts of a pit disassembly/conversion facility
and a fuel fabrication facility at the Hanford site (vhere
WNP-2 is located). In addition, the draft PERIS considers
cumulative environmental impacts of such a program at Hanford
(and finds Hanford second only to the Nevada Test Site in
terms of desirablility on this point). The draft PEIS also
incorporates data on the environmental setting at WNP-2.
Draft PEIS at )-345. The PEIS should recognize that these
elements, vhen combined and added to the existing EIS for WNP-
2 operation, constitute an essentiaslly complete consideration
of the environmental impacts of a WNP-2 MOX fuel use program.

Thae PEIS should also recognize that WNP-2 is the only

oparating cial react 1 ted at one of the 4/01.02.00
representative sites for vhich environmental impacts of a MOX T
fuel cycle have already been analyzed in the draft PEIS.
Recognition of this fact in the PEIS need not be vieved as a

DOE sxpression of prefarence but meraly "for analysis only,*

in the same manner that the draft PXIS treats data on the

partially completed Bellefonte plant. As discussed above,

hewever, the analysis could conceivably be used at soms latar

date to support, or simplify environmental analysis of, a
site-specific or project-specific decision.
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. The Departaent’s choice of a tachnolegy or teohnologies for
pluteaiuvm dispoeition, which is to be made in the final PEIS,
should be inforsed by oconsideration of the practioal
availadbility of, and the sufficiency of existing environmental
apalyses of, site-specifia or project-specific options.

In drawing on environmental information and analyses for
existing reactors such as WNP-1, the Department need not
express a preference in the PEIS but rather could simpply
acknovledge the existence of environmental analyses for
certain site-specific options in order to reach a more fully
informed dacision on the most desirable plutonium disposition
technology or technologies. The fact that the analysis in the
draft PEIS and other NEPA documents already addresases 3/01.04.00
virtually all environmental impacts of a particular technolagy . A
at the site-spacific or project-specific level (as it does for cont.

use of MOX fuel at WNP-2) should enhance the desirability of
the reactor-use technology in general. A choice of technology
should be based not only on comparison of representative
g ic envir tal impacts, but rathar should also involve
consideration of the practical issue of whether and when a
particular technology csn be implemented. For the reactor-uss
option, unlike the other technologies being considered, the
site-spacitic environsental impacts have been largely
evaluated (since they are not axpectad to differ significantly
from the environmental impacts of curxent operations), and the
technolegy has been proven and is available for implementation
as soon as the supporting facilities are completed.

In its analysis of the reactor-use option in the final PRIS,
the Department should utilize the most current available data
on the throughput capability of boiling water Treactors.
Current data shov greater throughput capability than is
assunad in the draft PEIS, and hence would support either a
more expedited plutonium disposition schedule or a program
requiring less reactor capacity.

5/06.02.09

. yhe dragt PRIS should include environmental data on the Tuels
and Material Examimation racility (“FuEF”) which is loaated on
the Xanford Reservation and should seriously oonsider use of
the TNEY a9 a MOX fuel fabrication facility in support of the
reactor-uss optiosn.

The PME? presents several key advantages over construction of 6/01.02.00

neaw MOX fuel fabrication capability: it is essentially

complete and_ would require relatively little capital
investmant to provide near-term MOX fual fabrication
capability; it is located on the Manford Reservation, which

06 02 09 Comment Number 5

The throughput capabilities reflected in the PEIS for both PWRs and BWR¢
are conservative MOX core designs. More advanced core designs exist that
can accommodate higher throughputs. The PEIS fuel cycles are idealized
designs which bound environmental impacts.

0102 00 Comment Number 6

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 bound by the environmental analysis for the MOX fuel
fabrication facility located in the 200-Area. Table 2.4-1 of the PEIS provides
a brief description for variants which includes “Modification/completion of
existing facilities for MOX fabrication.”

Utilization of FMEF for the Upgrade Alternative would not preclude its use
to also support Pu disposition activities, for either Reactor or Immobilization
Alternatives.

sasuodsay pup
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08 03 01 Comment Number 7

would minimize transportation, handling, and security coste if
other disposition facilities vere co-located at Hanford; and,
peThaps most importantly, the FMEF could be uti{lized as a
"glove box" facility, which could be used to fabricate MOX
fusl from the output of the MOX disassenbly/conversion 6/01.02 00
facility, but, unlike a typical “canyon"-typa MOX fuel e
fabrication facility, would not be capable of reprocessing cont.
spent MOX fusl. Therefore, the facility could support a MOX
fual plutonium disposition program without baing able to be
characterized as a vehicle for domastic Teprocessing.

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

SIAd [7U1 SIPUAIDY 2]1sS1
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. The Departmant’s prelininary observations regarding the
posaidble need te utilize Dotk the resaotor-use and
vitrification options suppert a decision to centralise the
pluteniua dispositiea program ea the Ranford Resexvatioen.

010200 Comment Number 8

The design of facilities for the selected Pu disposition alternatives will
include consideration of waste minimization and treatment of the associated
waste streams.

The Supply System agrees vith the statemant in the draft PRIs
that somne forms of plutonium may not be suitabls for MOX fuel
use, such that the disposition program may Dbest be 7/08.03.01
accomplished using a combination of the reactor-use and
vitrification alternatives (Draft prIs 3$-7). In view of this
conclusion, the Department should recognise the efficiencies
of co-locating the two tachnologies near the source of much of
the in-process plutonium (i.e., at Manford) vhers the two
disposition procasses (vith one using the WNP-2 reactor for
WOX fuel consumption) and their waste stresas could be treated
in an integrated tashion.

. The Supply Systes sacourages the Departmeat te establish, at
the ocutset, a detailed prog for % t of all waste
streams associated vith the plutomiuam disposition progranm.

The Department should anticipate and fully address cleanup and
vaste disposal issues associated with the plutonium
disposition prograa. The waste streams for plutoniua
conversion and fuel fabrication and/or vitrification
tacilities should be fully characterised and spacified, and a
facility for treatment of those vaste streams should be 8/01.02.00
included in the progran. The Supply System envisions a vaste
treatment facili which is co-located with the
disassanbly/conversion, conversion, and fuel fabrication
facilities on the Hanford reservation. The facility could be
constructed at the outset of the disposition program. The
facility could then be used in rart to process

Department wastes unless and unt{l its full capacity was
needed to process disposition Vistes, and then again once the
disposition aission vas completed. In this way, the plutonium
disposition program would be fully integrated into the
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Department’s defense cleanup program in a tisely and cost- 8/01.02.00
effective manner. e

cont.

. To support the process of selecting a disposition techmology
or technoloegies, the Department should proceed with activities
whiek weuld further cosfirm the relative desirability and
nesr-tern availadbility ef the reactox-use eptienm, imcluding
{1) implementation of a aixed oxide ("20X™) fuel lead use

bly preog ia a eial I and (2) use of a
ocoamercial reactor as the lead plant te sommence the NERC
1icensing precess for use of NOX fuel ia a ccamercial reactor.

9/08.03.00

Thase actions would provide additional information on the tima
required for implementation of a MoX fuel use program and
vould identify any unanticipated technical er licensing
issues, vhich would further inform a decision on the relative
desirability of the reactor-use option, without prejudicing
the technology selection decision or overcommitting to the
reactor-usa oruon prior to the time of technology selection.
T™e information gained through these actions would also
8 prompt implementation of the reactor-use option, if
ultimately salected.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on thase matters
of extreme importance to global nuclear non-proliferation. We look
forwvard to the issuance of the final PEIS and to further
opportunities to sssist the Department in prompt implementation of
a plutonium disposition program.

AN 'hrrhh
Chief Executive Officer

WASHINGTON PUBLIC
POWER BUPPLY SYSTEM

-

08 03 00 Comment Number 9

The Department of Energy is, or will soon start, conducting a series of
technical demonstrations on certain aspects of some alternatives for the
purpose of verifying technical parameters and information. This information
will be used in the decisionmaking process and implementation of an
alternative if it is selected.
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1/14.00.00

2/01.06.00

14 00 00 Comment Number 1

While there may be certain advantages to surface storage, geologic disposal
of HLW is the focus of Federal waste management programs both here (the
NWPA as amended) and abroad (Collective Opinions in 1985, 1991, and
1995 by the Radioactive Waste Management Committee of the Nuclear
Energy Agency [in cooperation with the IAEA]). Since most of the Pu
disposition alternatives result in a material form destined to be transported to
a domestic NWPA-HLW repository (exceptions include the CANDU Reactor
and Borehole Alternatives), DOE included comparability analyses in
Appendix H of the PEIS to illustrate that these alternatives have the potential
to be accepted at such a repository. Any alternatives which were determined
to significantly exceed (or fall short of) the Spent Fuel Standard were
eliminated during the screening process which produced the PEIS reasonable
alternatives.

01 06 00 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.
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1/14.00.00

14 00 00 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy applied a screening process along with public
input to identify a range of reasonable alternatives for analysis in the PEIS,
and utilized technical reports and analyses from national laboratories and
industry to develop a final list of alternatives. Details were published in a
separate report, Summary Report of the Screening Process to Determine
Reasonable Alternatives for Long-Term Storage and Disposition of Weapons-
Usable Fissile Materials (DOE, March 1995).
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2/08.03.01

08 03 01 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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Date: Wed, 1 May 1996
Subject: FORUM Form - incoming

#scrial_no =164
#MailTitle = FORUM Form - incoming
#name = Richard R. Tansky
ﬂutle = Site Training Mlnagcr
= Westi S h River Co.
hddrl - 116 Suprben'y Rd.
#8ddr2 =
ity = Aiken
#sute = SC
#zip = 29803
#phone = 803 208-0773
#fax = 803 203-0843
#email = rtansky@csra.net
#ctype = public

)

1S h River Involvement

** The following is the text of the Author's Comment.

Savannah River Site should be selected for interim and long term Pu and HEU
storage for the following reasons:

1/08.03.01

Site Infr - Continuing i in the sitc's infracstructure
make SRS a Jogical choice for Iocmg Pu and HEU.

C ity S -The di ity strongly supports the
conummuon ol’lhc usc of SRS to suppoﬂ the nation's defense programs
involving special nuclear materials.

Workforce Readi - SRS has d d i to ding the
knowledge and skills of its wmkfomelndc\mentlyhldthebwmnedmd
therefore the best prepared workforce to take on new missions regardiess of the
technology used.

Mi C i 0 Safe Op - Both the sitc's radiological and
mdmtml nl'cty record speak volm about the ability of the site to safely
and reliably carry out complex, high-tech missions with mini risk to the

mvironmcnt and surround ing population.

Envi | Impact Baseline Knowledge - The i in understandi
monitoring the ccology of the SRS puts this site in front in terms of bemg able

08 0301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for SRS.
Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will
be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies,
national policy considerations, and public input.
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10 assess envi pacts and responding to and mitigatiag them.

Expertise in Fissile Materials - The site experience in the safe production,
handling, and storage of both Pu and U, as well as other nuclides, point to SRS

.

as an obvious choice for i and expanding this work.

1t will be important for the DOE to deal with the disposition issue
concurrently with the storage issue in order to overcome the legitimate concerns

of the local and state governments that these materials will be accumulated 1/08.03.01
without a certain disposition decision. Therefore, SRS should be chosen for cont.

both the disposition and the pit storage missions with the above factors as a

basis.

#END comment

ol oA b
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ROCKY FLATS

STORAGE & DISPOSITION OF
WEAPONS -USEABLE FPISSILE MATERIALS
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

FORMAL PUBLIC COMMENTS

Westminster City Hall
4800 W. 92nd Avenue
Westminster, Colorado

Tuesday April 30, 1996
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INREX
Spaakers from Audisnce:
Kenneth Werth - Resident of Arvada, Colorado
Thomas M. Rauch - American Priends Service Committee
Jim Stone - Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission
Tom Marshall - Rocky Mountain Peace Center
Allan Trenary - Rocky Plats Citizens Advisory Board
Sam Cole - Physicians for Social Responsibility
officiates:
Carl Sykes

Mariane Anderson
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PRQCEERINGS

MR. SYKES: Well, we’'re going to go ahead and start
tonight‘'s meeting. The purpose of tonight ‘s meeting is to
obtain formal comments for the Material Disposition
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the
Disposition of Fissile Materials. Even though we don’t have
a whole lot of focus here tonight, the people from the
Material Disposition Office have asked me not to interact
with anybody but just to get formal comments 8O that that
will facilitate their answering these questions formally.

We do have a court reporter here, so your comments
will be recorded verbatim. And essentially what we’'re going
to do is take the transcript from the court reporter and send
it on to headquarters, and this will be part of the Material
Disposition Programmatic Bnvironmental Impact Statement. It
will be part of that, the response document that they will
create for that.

After everyone's given their statements, especially
with such a -nﬁll group here, we can certainly talk
informally. But for the formal part of ‘this, basically I
can--I'm just going to sit here and smile while you read your
formal comments. So I apologize, you know, not being able to
answer questions.

Go ahead, Mariane.

MS. ANDERSON: Kenneth Werth, please come to the

sasuodsay pup
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14 00 00 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy appreciates the commentor’s submission of the
(inaudible) conceptual design of the flat-top pyramid storage facility. However, one of the
screening criteria for storage, technical viability, calls for a high degree of
confidence that the facility must provide safe and secure storage of nuclear
materials for at least 50 years. The structural integrity of this design is not
proven, and the size and shape of the facility could attract unwanted attention.
Since there is an urgent need for implementation of the Proposed Action, and
existing facilities and design can accomplish the storage mission, it would not
be prudent to use additional time and cost to develop and demonstrate new
designs.

MR. WERTH: Oh, okay.

MS. ANDERSON: Oh, and also, at the beginning of

S13d 10Ul S|DLAIDW 2]I5S1
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each comment, you need to give your name and state that this
is your formal comment for the Storage and Disposition PEIS,
okay?

MR. WERTH: Okay. My name is Kenneth Werth and I'm
a 60-year resident of Arvada, citizen of Arvada. And I'd
like to comment on wmy vision for the Rocky Flats
Environmental Technology Site. I believe that every site
that has generated nuclear waste is going to have to take
care of theixr own waste, high-level and low-level nuclear
waste. And 1‘'ve never heard of a concept like I have drawn
up in my two and a half years of attending most of Rocky
Flats Citizens Advisory Board meetings, and a lot of other
ones.

And I‘'ve drawn up this flat-top pyramid criteria.
It will be an above ground monitored and retrievable storage
facility. It would be--the first one would be above ground
flat-top pyramid type facility made up of 40-ton blocks of
granite, cut 10 feet in length, 7 feet in width, and 6 feet 1/14.00.00
in height. And the engineering feasibilities would be:

A) A 470 by 315 square foot facility situated on

approximately base area of 3.40 acres, would incorporate

7,410 blocks, is a total number of 40-ton blocks of granite.
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And it would encapsulate 291,416 cubic yards of low-level,
low-level mix, level, and transuranic waste in bulk form,
leaving the facility center as a place to store 64 high-level
nuclear waste capsules of plutonium and highly enriched
uranium.

B) would be a 500 by 460 square foot facility
situated on approximately a base area of 4.35 acres, would
incorporate 9,960 total number of 40-ton blocks of granite,
and encapsulate 521,432 cubic yards of low-level, low-level
mix, level and transuranic waste in bulk form, and the same
number of 64 high-level nuclear waste capsules.

And C) a 900 by 868 square foot facility situated 1/14.00.00
on an approximate base area of 18 acres, would incorporate cont.
315,684 total number of 40-ton blocks of granite, and
encapsulate 1,968,237 cubic yards of low-lavel, low-level
mix, level, and transuranic waste in bulk form, and also
incorporate a higher number than the 64 high-level nuclear
waste capsules.

And I'm just coming to the calculation of this
project. It would be in a six-year sequence of getting the
program started, excavating the roads and the ramps. And a
structure like thig, if you had a lower number of nuclear
waste that you would have to store, you could cut out a

couple levels of the structure, flat-top structure. And I'm

basing this structure on seventeen levels, and the two lower 9
3
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levels would be built above ground and they would be solid
blocks of interwinding floors on the first and second levels.

And then as you could start on the third level, going up the
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sixteen levels, 120 feet high, you could get this, especially
900 by 868 square foot facility, you could put over 1,961,000
cubic yards in it. And this would be an above ground
facilicy.

And now I'm talking about the cost. If you would

1/14.00.00

lay it out in a six-year sequence, this here one, 900 by 868, cont

that would incorporate 35,684 total number of 40-ton blocks,
would encapsulate 968,237 cubic yards. And based on a six-
year building time frame, that there structure could be builc
for about--probably about $300 million at §9,000 a block.
And 1 think that there’s a quarry up in Wyoming right now

that has 800 quarry all kinds of granite that they could

quarry these here blocks between $9,000 and $10,000 a block.
And as stated, is the cost realistic? Really, if
you look at--see, you’'re also going to have to address the
low-level nuclear wastes. People ain't going to let that sit
out there and be driven downstream from the Rocky Flats site
with these 100-mile-an-hour winds to Westminster or Arvada,
Edgewater, Lakewood, Golden, Douglas County. See, the
citizens just ain‘t going to sit downstream from that and let

you bury that waste.

I haven’t completed all my analysis of this scheme,
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but I think it would be worth looking at.

MS. ANDERSON: Thank you, Mr. Werth.

Next is Tom Rauch.

MR. RAUCH: My name is Thomas M. Rauch, R-A-U-C-H.
I‘m on the staff of the American Priends Service Committee in
Denver. These are my comments for the Draft Storage and
Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement. Amen.

I'm very grateful to the Department of Energy for
scheduling this second public comment hearing in order to
provide more time for citizens to review the Draft Storage
and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Pissile Materials PEIS
prior to offering their comments. I'm very disappointed
there are not more people here tonight and vexy grateful that
you’ve come out on another evening to give another evening of
your time for this.

I have four main points I would like to make, and
1°11 present a written copy of my statements to the reporter.

Pirst, a major priority is that plutonium and
highly enriched uranium be stored and disposed of in ways
that pose least threat to human health and the environment.
The health and safety of the persons charged with handling
these materials should be given special attention. I want to

emphasize this point, not because I think Department of

Energy employees and contractors will do their work in a way
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that is dangerous to themselves, but because I fear that the
federal government, especially the Congress, will cut funds
for storing and disposing of these materials just as the
Congress is presently making substantial cuts in funds for
waste management and environmental restoration at DOE nuclear
weapons facilities. The current attitude in Wwashington is to
increase funds for DOE weapons programg while cutting funds
for dealing with the legacies of 50 years of the nuclear arms
race. This attictude is immoral, short-sighted, and very
dangerous for people and the environment. The Department of
Energy must have as its primary goals effective and safe
waste management, effective and safe environmental
restoration, and effective and safe storage and disposition :
of weapons-usable fissile materials. The DOE should cease
all efforts at research, development, testing, engineering,
and production of new nuclear weapons--activities that are
proposed in the DOB’'s Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Program.

Secondly, a major--second major priority is to
assure that the weapong-usable fissile materials are stored 2/01.06.00
and disposed of in ways that make them most resistant to the
possibility of nuclear weapons proliferation. TI'm not an
expert on these technical issues, but I think I can suggest

that materials from retired weapons should be treated in such

a way, perhaps contaminated or diluted or both, that makes

01 06 00 Comment Number 2
That is the goal of this effort.
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their reuse for weapons difficult and/or dangerous.

My third point, storage and disposition options
should be chosen 8o as to minimize the waste generated by
these activities. The vast quantities of waste produced by
nuclear weapons production and still awaiting safe storage
and disposition remind us of the folly of producing
additional wastes if this can be avoided. So I urge the DOB
to put more resources into testing the viability of
glassification as a means of disposing of plutonium., My
sense is that the DOBR has up to this point put most of its
resources into the option of using these fissile materials as
fuel in reactors for commercial purposes. Such use, I am
concerned, would create even more wagte materials and would
also involve proliferation risks.

Number 4: The present administration has declared
certain amounts of plutonium and highly enriched uranium to
be "surplus® and a waste. I urge that all of the materials
in the present stockpile be declared "surplus® so that the
United States may move expeditiously, along with other
nuclear powers, to fulfill the commitment made in 1970 in the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Article VI of that treaty,
which was continued in force indefinitely at the 1995 renewal
conference, states: "Bach of the Parties to the Treaty

undertakes toO pursue negotiations in good faith on effective

meagures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an

3/08.03.01

4/05.00.07

5/01.00.00

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

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.

05 00 07 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.

010000 Comment Number 5

Comment noted.
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early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on
general and complete disarmament under acrict and effective
international control."®

Twenty-six years have passed since the United
States and other nuclear powers made that commitment to
nuclear disammenr.. If the United States were to declare
all of its present fissile materials "surplus,® such a
declaration would signal the U.S.’s intention to move toward
nuclear disarmament and would also encourage the U.S. to step
up the pace of multilateral disarmament efforts.

My final point is to Department of Bnergy
headquarters and the secretary. The Department of Energy as
a participant on the Nuclear Weapons Council, which makes
decisions about the size and shape of the U.S. nuclear
weapons arsenal, can and should play a lead role in calling
for even lower atockpile numbers than the stockpile of 1,000
nuclear weapons, which is presented as an option in the Draft
PEIS for Stockpile Stewardship and Management. I commend the
DOR for listing this option, which is much lower than the
START I1 protocol of 3,500 weapons. But I urge that even
lower options, including a zero option in line with a
declaration that all weapons-usable fisamile materials are
*surplus,” be considered in all present and future planning.

The Department of Energy, by its role on the

policy-making Nuclear Weapons Council, does not simply "£ill
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orders" given by the Department of Defense and approved by
Congress and the president. The Department of Energy
participates in making nuclear weapons policy and so cannot
avoid respongibility for decimions about numbers of weapons
in the present and future arsenals. I urge the Department of
Energy to press for lower stockpile numbers, including a zero
option, in Nuclear Weapons Council deliberations.

Again, I chank the Department for this additional
hearing, and thank you, especially, for your presence here
tonight .

MS. ANDRRSON: Thank you, Mr. Rauch.

Mr. Stone, Jim Stone.

MR. STONB: Good evening, ladies and gentlemen, my
name is Jim Stone, I am the technical advisor of the Rocky
Plats Cleanup Commission.

I have finished reading the PEIS on the stewardship
of fissile material and also the storage and disposition of
tissile material. And I wasn’'t going to come to this
meeting, but at the last minute it occurred to me that I had
a couple of things to get straight in my mind.

DOE has been authorized to surplus tons of
plutonium and high-level uranium. Now, the high-level
uranium has a value on the power market, 80 there's no

mention of destroying it or putting it in any kind of a

permanent disposal mode. But there is a number of tons,

sasuodsay pup
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08 03 00 Comment Number 6

In accordance with existing agreements, DOE is moving toward the removal
of all weapons-usable fissile materials from RFETS. This is the reason that ali
alternatives for long-term storage in the PEIS include the environmental
impacts of the removal of the materials from RFETS.

maybe 10 percent of our inventory of plutonium, that is going
to be surplused. It seems to me it is logical to take that

much tonnage out of Rocky Plats, and maybe some other small

6/08.03.00
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site that doesn’t have the capability of storing this
material properly, and dispose of it.

Now, when you get through with this public
presentation or participation on this PBIS, you're going to
review it for a couple months and then decide where you're
going to ship it, because in the PEIS documents it lists
Rocky Flats as *no action". So we’'re obliged to store it
properly, because we're in a very dangerous mode with the
proximity of a large metropolitan area. So we’ve got to do
something with it.

Planning to modernize Building 371 and maybe a
number of other schemes I‘'m not familiar with. But that is
wasted money when you think that it’'s going to be temporary,
hopefully months, not years, but it may be years. But we do
know that at least that amount of plutonium that is stored at
Rocky Plats is going to be surplused and going to be
permanently disposed of somewhere.

1 ask DOE to consider allowing--giving Rocky Flats
cthe latitude to dispose of it there, cut the cost, get it
done with, and so that we can get on with the cleanup.

Maintaining this material is really a bottleneck to the

cleanup operation. We have a lot of serious work to do at




6ell—¢t

WESTMINSTER CITY HALL COMMENTS, WESTMINSTER, CO,
KENNETH WERTH, ET AL.
PAGE 13 OF 32

Rocky Flats, and this only impedes progress and wastes a lot
of money.

Now, let’'s see. I will write this up and send it
in at a later date, before the 7th, but that’'s my general
concern.

I really wanted to ask you, what is your time
schedule, but since you're not authorized to make a reply, 1
won’t get that answered. 1 doubt if it's established yet.
And then after the six months or two months of review time,
you may come up with a different answer. So we've got CO
wait on that.

But we don’t have to wait to say we know you're
going to dispose of at least 20 tons of plutonium. Rocky
Flats has 14 tons, get rid of it any way you can. We'll
honor your suggestions and get on with it so that you don‘t
have to delay your cleanup program.

Thank you. Any questions?

MR. SYXRS: 1I'll let M.D. formally reply to your
comments, but if you do stick around, we can talk about the
time tables after the meeting’s over.

MR. STONE: Alright, thank you.

MR. SYXES: Um-hmm. Thank you.

MR. STONE: Incidently, Stone Environmental

Engineering Services, which I‘m the vice president of

engineering, would be glad to give you a design on how that

07 00 00 Comment Number 7

Generally, the goal is to complete disposition within 25 years after the ROD.
The storage decision will be for long-term storage, up to 50 years. Schedule
data, along with technical and cost data, were provided in Technical Summary
Reports of both storage and disposition beginning in late July 1996.

sasuodsay puo

SIUWNDO(T IUWWCT)



ovil-¢

WESTMINSTER CITY HALL COMMENTS, WESTMINSTER, CO,
KENNETH WERTH, ET AL.
PAGE 14 OF 32

can be disposed of. We have focused too narrowly on the
concepts that come out of headquarters. They don‘t have a
hell of a lot of imagination there, in my estimation. I
don‘t doubt that they‘ve got the technology, but they don‘t
have much imagination, and I suggest that we expand on that a
bit. Thank you.

MS. ANDERSON: Thank you, Mr. Stone.

Is there anyone elgse who would like to offer formal
comment at this time?

(Pause.)

MS. ANDERSON: Would you please state your name and
that this is your formal comment for Storage and Disposition
of Fissile Materials PEIS?

MR. MARSHALL: How long do 1 have?

MS. ANDERSON: A week to ten days.

MR. MARSHALL: I can do as long as 1 want here,
till they shut down tonight?

MS. ANDERSON: We’'ve got water.

MR. MARSHALL: What’s that?

MS. ANDERSON: We've got water.

MR. MARSHALL: Oh, good. Okay.

MS. ANDERSON: Start with your name, please.

MR. MARSHALL: I thought I was going to have a

little while to prepare.

My name‘’s Tom Marshall, I work with the Rocky
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Mountain Peace Center in Boulder, Colorado. These comments
are on the Department of Energy’s Draft Programmatic
BEnvironmental Impact Statement for Storage and Disposition of
Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials. These comments are not
intended to be exhaustive. We will be submitting further
written comments. I did, however, want to touch on a few
points this evening.

The first of these, and the primary point that I
would like to make, is that what we have here is not really a
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Storage and
pisposition of Surplus Fissile Materials. We do not have any
viable disposition options outlined in this PEIS. There are
problems with every--with all of the disposition options
listed, the MOCS option, the immobilization option, and the
deep borehole option.

We have a serious challenge in front of us. I'm
going to go back to these options and talk a little bit about
some of the deficiencies. But we have a serious challenge in
front of us right now. We have a window of opportunity in
which the U.S., working with Russia and the othexr former
Soviet Union states, can move to remove a good portion of the
figsile materials, and therefore eliminate, to a certain
degree, concerns about proliferation of these materials,

making the world overall a safer place. If we had a viable

disposition option at this time, it would be wise to take it,
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but we don‘t, as I said.

The MOCS option is the worst of those listed and it
should be rejected outright. Some of the problems with the
MOCS option are: that it‘s costly, it's going to cost more
than other options listed; it would take longer than the
immobilization option to implement; it will generate a lot of
high-level waste that we don’'t currently have an answer for;
it’s dependent upon a repository that we don’t have and we
have no idea when we’'re going to have it; it creates numerous
opportunities through the processes that it will have to go
through for theft of plutonium; and perhaps the most--the
worst part of this option is that it could--it stands to set
up a plutonium economy, it creates the illusion that there is
some value in this material and could encourage other
countries to use it as--to see it and use it as a resource.
It would send the wrong message to the rest of the world.
What we need to be doing at this point is telling the rest of
the world that this material is dangerous material, it needs
to be taken out of circulation, and that it is a waste. This
option doesn‘t do that.

The immobilization option also has problems as a
disposition option.

The one thing 1 didn‘t mention about the MOCS

option, all of these options can be reversed. There’s not

one of them that can’t be reversed. Under the MOCS option,
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you can reprocess the spent fuel and extract those. So any
country can do that. It would obviously be harder for a sub-
national group.

Same goes with the jmmobilization option. Either
vitrified or ceramified material could be--the plutonium in
that could be sxtracted. So as a disposition option, at this
point it‘s not a proven option. It, too, at this point is
dependent upon & repository that we don‘t have.

The deep borehole option needs far more research,
and conceivably, that optiem, too, could be reversed.

§o what we’re left with, then, is a long-term
storage KIS, and that’'s not bad. 1 think that what we need
to do is recognize that we don‘t have viable options for
disposition right now, and we need to identify ways to store

our surplus fissile waterials in a that red the
risk of proliferation as much a® poesible.

One fault of the PEYS in snalyzing long-term
storage is that it looks at only ene sort of container,
what's commonly called the 50-year can. wWe should not be
1imited in that way of thinking. And if we are admitting
that-we don’t currently have viable disposition options, that
raises @ whole host of alternatives. And what we have in
front of us right now, currently considered a disposition
option, is immobilizarion. Immobilization should be looked

into further as a long-term storage option which woulid reduce
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the risk of proliferation.

And the few technologies that should be considered
are vitrification and ceramification. We have a fair amount
of research done on that. We can move quickly to implement
that. The electrometallurgical processing should be rejected
because it would involve bringing plutonium to a metal state,
which if we'ye thinking about proliferation concerns is not
wise. It is also a complicated process which is not
congruent with the notion of safety for workers and
protection of workers’ health.

It would be wise at this point for the U.S.
Government to set up at least one pilot plant, one pilot
scale facility, to test vitrification of plutonium and one to
test ceramification of plutonium. It might be wise to set up
more than one of each. But that is what should be done, at a
minimum.

So to review, there should not be an option
selected under disposition. The MOCS option should be
rejected immediately. We should be looking at long-term
storage options. We should consider immobilization options
as long-term storage options. There is further research
needed on these options to determine just how we do that,
whether we mix highly radiocactive substances, such as cesium,

in with them, whether we add other poisons, such as alpha

emjitters, whether we put a highly irradiated jacket around

| 8/08.03.00
| 9/08.03.01

10/08.03.01

08 0300 Comment Number 8

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
continued storage of surplus Pu (No Action Alternative). Decisions on
disposition will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

08 03 01 Comment Number 9

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s 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 10

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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the glass or ceramic matrix rather than mixing that in. And
in order to make these determinations, we need to establish
pilot plants to further develop the technology. We should
move quickly on this option while further exploring final
disposition options.

Thanks. As 1 said, we will be sgubmitting further
written comments.

MS. ANDERSON: Thank you, Mr. Marshall.

Is there anyone else that would care to make formal
comment at this time?

(Pause.)

MR. WERTH: Oh, I would like to comment on Tom
Marshall’'s--if I‘'m able.

MS. ANDERSON: Okay, Mr. Ken Werth.

(Inaudible conversation outside the range of the
microphone.)

MR. WERTH: I got this comment form for the Storage
and Disposition of Draft PEIS, and I would voice Tom
Marshall’s concern. And I find two of the three
alternatives, deep borehole and reactors, unacceptable in the
storage and disposition of plutonium and S -and M metals and
outside materials. Comment: deep boreholes, if we are ever
going to solve this nuclear waste problem, this Government of

the United States should relax its single-minded focus on

irreversible geological burial and turn to some form of

11/01.00.00

12/08.03.01

01 00 00 Comment Number 11

Comment noted.

080301 Comment Number 12

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
disposition alternatives. Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analys s, technical and
cconomic studies, national policy considerations, and publi: input.
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secure storage and disposition that allows both continuous
monitoring--and I've looked at this monitoring. Why couldn’t
the United States have spy satellites that’'s been placed in
the stationary orbit 22,000 miles above the earth, and they
can pinpoint this kind of structure that we'd be looking at,
and we could have continually monitored surveillance of this
here facility? And it should be retrievable, if it had to
be. (Inaudible) borehole burial does not resolve waste
management problems for our children, grandchildren, and
future generations, but ironically, that entombment does
precisely the reverse.

Reactors: The conclusion of plutonium and highly
enriched uranium as a reactor fuel used as a United States
option would be a serious hindrance to achieving an internal
global halt to reprocessing or to non-proliferation goals,
long time frame and high technical uncertainties. The United
States has already given up civil use of plutonium for non-
proliferation, as well as for economic reasons.

1f we are ever going to translate our position to a
global leadership role over Russia and China on this crucial
issue, it would be wise for the United States to look at all
the security concerns. That leaves no currently feagible
solutions to rid these materials for good that present

problems of potentially increasing proliferation threats,

creating new environmental problems, and/or aggravating old
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14 00 00 Comment Number 13

Comment noted.

ones at huge costs, in the billions of dollars.

I would then suggest that the United States
formally declare excess plutonium a security economically and
environmentally liability and foreswear its reuse in weapons.
I would support two concepts, and that would be one in the
building of a flat-top pyramid type facility above ground 13/14.00.00
that would encapsulate all the plutonium and highly enriched
uranium materials by 40-ton blocks of granite. And it would
be a concept for the complete storage, disposition,
containment, and transportation of plutonium and highly
enriched uranium vitrified in glass or ceramic immobilization
in six to eight hollowed out cores of 40-ton blocks of
granite. This concept would sclve all the storage,
disposition, and containment problems and then be transported
by rail or truck to remote areas of the southwestern desert
region or the Salt Flats of Utah, stacked five or six high,
would provide a low-cost, low-maintenance, and long-term
storage disposition and containment method for all this high-
level nuclear waste.

You could--there is thousands of tons of spent
nuclear fuel rods that the United States Government is going
to also have to look into, and this would be an ideal method
to address that, too. But I'm concerned about all the high-

level waste out Chere.

We should also start considering what we're going
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its use will save billions of dollars without diverting
construction materials such as concrete from its additional

use in continuing the development of our infrastructure.
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Work could begin almost immediately in one or more places and
could be completed in a shorter period of time than with
conventional methods and materials.

An above-ground pyramid will provide safe storage
of spent nuclear fuel, plutonium, and highly enriched
uranium, and will be geen to be the first state-of-the-art
facility, on-site storage tacility, in the world. And I
mentioned a 900-foot by 868-foot above-ground pyramid
proposed on only 18 acres of land. Then it’s more than 120
acres that's needed for an underground waste dump. You call
it cells, but I call it a waste dump. And that’'s the way it
should be locked at.

It estimates of waste quantity are nct accurate,
the pyramids can be kept at a lower level or additional
levels can be added if more waste is accumulated out there.
Pyramids can be sized for each site based on the estimated
quantity of waste to be stored.

The last one. The work site in New dexico will be
stalled tor years by Public outcry, litigation concerning
transportation, and other issues that will doom this project,

if it hasn’'t done so already.

That's all I’'ve got to say.
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MS. ANDERSON: Thank you, Mr. Werth.

Any further public comment?

(Pause.)

MS. ANDERSON: Mr. Marshall.

MR. MARSHALL: Tom Marshall, Rocky Mountain Peace
Center. Just one small point--well, one quick point, it‘'s
not a small point, that I forgot to mention before. When Mr.
Canter was out at a previous hearing, the issue of cost
estimates for the MOCS option was brought up, and we were
told at that time that those are still being developed and
that they will be factored into the final PRIS. And I'a
gimply like to lodge a complaint about that at this point.
Any factors which are going to go into the decision-making on
this PEIS should be out for full public review so that the
public can make informed comment on that. That’'s it, I just
wanted to make sure that that point got into the record.
Thanks .

MS. ANDEBRSON: Thank you.

MR. SYKES: Well, unless someone else shows up for
formal comments, I‘d like to talk to a few of you all, and we
can now just have informal conversations, I guess, unless
someone else shows up.

(Off the record.)

MR. SYKES: I want to make one point, and thar is

the Office of Material Disposition did ask that the comments
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be non-interactive, 8o we ask you to go ahead and make your
formal cosments, and then aftervards we can certainly discuss
things, answer gquestions, and have interaction. But as for
the formal cowment, just you state it and--

MR. TRENARY: I’'ve only got a--

MS. ANDERSON: He’s in a hurry.

MR. SYKES: --very short period of time here that I
can attend this meeting tonight. I regret having missed the
other comments that wers made earlier by other people, since
I couldn’t be here earlier due to baby-sitting problems I had
tonight.

My name is Allan Trenary and I live over by Rocky
PFlats, I live off of 100th and Siwms. I'm very concerned
about the cavalier attitude that the government has taken in
many instances when it comes to nuclear weapons and fissile
materials in general. Sometimes I feel in my heart that
they--that the government’s got the attitude, "Well, hey. we
were going to have a nuclear war with this stutf and we‘'d
never be responsible for it anyway, so carry on and do what
you have to do.® And I realize that there are a lot of
people who are wholeheartedly and honestly working on this to
come up with a good solution to our problems.

I work with some Russian people, and one ot them is

a civil engineer from Kiev, and he helped with the evacuation

of the people from around Chernobyl. And talking to this wan
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is a very sobering and frightening experience, because their
numbers of refugees were in the tens of thousands. In the
event that something terrible is to happen at Rocky Flats, it
would be millions of people that would have to be moved. And
the costs are just so astounding to clean up the messes
currently there in a way that there’'s nothing--if nothing
happens, the costs will be astronomical. And I see bickering
over these issues, when this is--this is our future. This is
our children’s future.

And I would really in my heart want to see this
addressed in a fashion which is even handed. When you have
the EPA arresting a man back east for spilling apple juice in
the sewer and not reporting it in his paperwork and we have
all this transuranic waste that’s slated to go into either
WIPF Oor Yucca Mountain or wherever, and these things I've
been hearing about for years that haven’t happened yet and,
you know, people don’t want it to go across their state lines
and people don’t want it on their highways, 8o they’re not
going to want it in their state. I want to see some Serious
efforts made in containing these materials.

The hydrogen gas building up in the tanks in
Building 371 is a very frightening concept to me should
something happen. Sure, it might not directly contaminate

the people here, but it will have a further--a larger

mortgage on Building 371. And these tanks, as 1 understand,
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01 00 00 Comment Number 14
Comment noted.

are in a contaminated room which are--you have to have

breathing apparatus to get to it, and just recently have 09 04 07 Comment Number 15

begun to be tapped and analyzed. Well, how long have these Groundwater, including radionuclide-contaminated groundwater, would not

tanks been sitting idle? Why wasn't this addressed sooner? come into contact with natural gas used for home utilities. Therefore, any
When I talked to Isaac, this man I work with who contaminated groundwater at the mine would not affect the local natural gas

helped clean up after Chernobyl, the vastness of this issue supply

just--it's tremendous. And we really need to ask the
government to focus a little bit more attention on getting
this taken care of. I see them meddling with regulations and
stuff concerning the EPA, and they don’‘t seem to hold
themselves accountable to these laws. I want to see the
government starting to be accountable to themselves to the 14/01 00.00

level which they consider the private citizens to be required

to be accountable for environmental damage and things like

this that are just cavalierly thrown out.

The Leiden-wWignight Mine (phonetic), whoever put 16
billion cubic feet of natural gas, our entire natural gas
supply for the Denver metropolitan area, is stored in a coal
mine which is in very close proximity to Rocky Flats. This
is strategic insanity. If there was actually a war and
somebody hit that thing in the middle of winter, we’d all
freeze to death, not to mention the possibility of what else
could happen with the proximity to Rocky Flats. I‘ve been

told that there are radionucleides and radioactive 15/09.04.07

contamination in the water that seals the bottom of this
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mine. I8 this affecting our natural gas that we all use to 15/09.04.07

heat our homes and to heat our water? cont.
Sometimes I feel as though the government has

gotten to the point of criminal negligence when it comes to

the hazards that are out there at Rocky Flats for the

citizens. I know I‘m using some strong language in these

statements, but how else are we to feel at times. I'm very

thankful for the opportunity to be able to speak with you on
these issues and thankful for the opportunity to be involved
with the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board. And I just
sincerely hope that it‘s for real and it‘’s not just a show,
that we’'re actually causing some impact by what we do by
coming out here and talking to you people.

When Leroy tells me that the monitoring has gone
down, or at least the reporting on the monitoring of the
emissions from Rocky Flats are not being regularly received
or something. When I went up to Rocky Plats recently, the
low-level waste containment buildings, which are like these
heavy plastic greenhouses, were all in shards and the wind
wag blowing them and they were flapping, I have to wonder if
this might not have something to do with the reason why the
monitoring might be slacking off a little bit as the fact
that we might be getting a little bit more stuff going around

right now because of the damage to these facilities.

You know, I don‘t want to ramble, I realize there
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are other people that need to speak, and once again, I would
like to thank you all for allowing me to participate and put
forward my views. But once again, I really want to emphasize
that it’'s time to start seeing these government agencies
having to toe the line that we, the private citizens, are
expected to toe when it comes to these environmental
protection laws.

And you can’t tell me that in the name of national
security we shouldn’t know these things, or in the name of
national security that we should accept toxic levels of
contamination as just something that we have to live with in
order to be safe, as I don't accept that, and I‘d hope that
you don‘t accept that. And hopefully everything will go find
and we’ll eventually get these materials out of here. But in
the meantime, please, let's get them stored in a way to where
they’'re not--we don’'t have plutonium vulnerabilities at Rocky
Flats.

Let’s--you know, it’s very frightening to me to
think that it’s been since 1989 or so since this has all been
shut down and we’'re now getting around to it seven years
later, doing something cohesive about it. You'd think that
it would have started right now, you know, but it’'s taken
this long. Hopefully, by the year 2015 or so, it will be all

gone. I have that--I hold that as being a real possibility,

and 1 appreciate that there is a day.
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Thank you very much, 1 appreciate your time.

MS. ANDERSON: Thank you, Mr. Trenary.

Mr. Cole.

MR. COLE: My name is Sam Cole, I‘m the director of
the Colorado Chapter of Physicians for Social Responsibility,
here tonight to comment on the Draft PRIS on the Storage and
Disposition of Special Nuclear Material.

I appreciate the DOE’s willingness to listen to the
commnity about what's going to be done with plutonium at
Rocky Flats. I just wish the community was here. And I just
think it’'s too bad that they aren’'t--that more people aren’t
here and we aren’t hearing from more pecple. 1 think that
it’s an issus that concerns pecple, but I don’t know why
they're not here. And 1‘d like to see the DOE do a better
effort to getting turnout.

pirst thing that I would like to say in regards to
the disposition of the plutonium that we have out at Rocky
Flats, there are three guiding principles that 1 think the
DOE should abide by: number one, that the plutonium should
be disposed of or dispositioned in a way that least harms the
environment, least--there is the least public exposure to
prevent any sort of health effects or environmental
contamination; number two, that whatever disposition option

the DOE chooses that it--that the plutonium is regarded with

no use, in other words, the option makes plutonium--or treats

16/01.00.00

010000

Comment noted.

Comment Number 16
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plutonium as a waste, and not as anything that’'s an asset or
has any use; and the third guiding principle is that whatever
option DOE chooses, that option should prevent as much as
poseible the reuse of plutonium in nuclear weapons and no, in
DOR's words, “"proliferation,® as proliferation-resistant as
possible.

And we support the National Academy of Sciences’
recommendation that surplus plutonium abide by the spent fuel
standard, abide by the stored weapons standard, but we also
support that it adopt the nuclear waste standard, meaning
that whatever option is chosen produces the least wagte out
of all the options.

And that leads me to the option that the Department
of Bnergy is considering, which is using plutonium--to turn
it into a fuel to be used in reactors. That would produce a
very diluted but a still radiocactive waste of much greater
magnitude than we should have to bear. Therefore, that’s one
reason why the fuel option should be rejected.

Another reason is it gets plutonium some
legitimacy, it gives it a use, it makes it an asset. That's
a real mistake if you want to prevent the proliferation of
nuclear weapons around the world, because you start
legitimizing the use of plutonium and other countries are

saying that they’'re using their plutonium for civil purposes,

it’s going to be very hard to know if they may be using it

16/01.00.00
cont.

| 17/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 17

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 studics, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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for military purposes. So we don’t think it’s worth the
risks that the fuel option would entail.
And that leads me into, well, what should you do

with the plutonium? And we support immobilizing the

plutonjum, it treats it as a waste, it prevents--it prevents cont.
the reuse of plutonium as much as the reuse of plutonium can

be prevented by embedding it in glass, and therefore

addresses the proliferation aspect in a way that the fuel

option does not.

And as far as Rocky Plats goes, we think that
issues around Rocky Flats should be addressed in the PEIS,
since plutonium will be at Rocky Flats for years to come. 1
call it the long term, and I think that the DOB should waste
no time in considering the disposition options for plutonium
while it’'s at Rocky Plats, such as start vitrifying it, starc
doing something that will make it more proliferation
resistant and more stable.

Thank you.

MS. ANDERSON: Thank you.

Are there any other formal comments at this time?

(No audible response.)

MS. ANDERSON: Thank you for coming.

(Whereupon, the public comments portion of the

meeting was concluded.)

plutonium, possibly vitrifying it. This stabilizes the 12/08.03.01
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REPORTER'S CERTIPICATE

I, LYNNE DERBY, do hereby certify that 1 was
present at and recorded the proceedings in the foregoing
matter; that I thereafter reduced my recorded tapes to
typewritten form, comprising the foregoing transcript;
further, that the foregoing transcript is a full and accurate
record of the proceedings in this matter on the date set
forth.

Dated in Denver, Colorado, this 5th day of May,
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2/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 1

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 0301 Comment Number 2

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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711 Pevero Abbey Circle
Martinez, GA 30907
May 3, 1996

Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C.20026-3786

1 appreciste recciving a copy of DOE/EIS-0229-D, "Storage and Disposition of Weapons-
Usable Fissiie Materials - Draft Progr ic Environmental Impect Statement”, dated

February 1996. 1 wish to make a few comments on the subjoct, which ! believe are most

pestinent to DOE decisions ou plutons age and disposition:

1. In regard to material which is being preserved for possible future weapons use,
it would be advissble not to store it all in one place. The national security interests should
take precedence over other considerations and the uncertainties of the long term future
would suggest thet we do our utmost to prockude relatively essy targeting by some
particular adversary of this most valuable national resource.

2. Plutonium is & most valuabl dity. That which is not noeded for
weapons should, under appropriste safeguards, bo made availsble to fucl power reactory, s
concept which is already well aloag in development st many places outside our borders.
(In other words, those options which implicitly or explicitly regard it as a waste should not
be pursued.)

3. While there are no doubt pros and cons to using plutonium in each different type
of resctor, DOE would be well advised not to decide which type will get its plutonium.
Rather, it should fashion a broad-scoped program to permit the private sector (again,
under appropriate safeguards), in the U.S. and possibly beyond, to utilize the world's
excess plutonium as an aternative fuel to U-233 in commercial reactors of all possible
types.

4. Last, but by no means fist, DOE should embrace and implement the
recommendations of the American Nuclear Society’s Special Panel Report of August
1995. History will judge it harshly if it does not do so.

UTS ol

Robert H. Wilcox

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

3/06.00.09

4/01.00.00

08 0301 Comment Number 1

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

08 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.

06 00 09 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.

010000 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy appreciates the effort of the American Nuclear
Society’s Plutonium Panel and has taken many of the ideas and suggestions
presented into consideration.
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NAME: (Optional) . KEPNEY ©. Wik
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TELEPHONE: (#01) {48~ /454

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 1

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

08 0301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Decisions on disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical
and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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Unlted States Department of Energy
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08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

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.

01 00 00 Comment Number 3

Analyses of the technology, cost, schedule, and Nonproliferation Policy
impacts of the reasonable alternatives discussed in this PEIS are presented in
separate documents to support the DOE’s ROD. The cost, schedule, and
technical analyses were made available for public review beginning in July
1996. The nonproliferation analysis was made available to the public
beginning in October 1996.
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2/09.00.04

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

Comment noted.

09 00 04 Comment Number 2

Current and future operations at Pantex are not expected to affect the water
quality of the Ogallala Aquifer. However, since this aquifer is being depleted
(that is, the current withdrawal is exceeding the current recharge), Pantex
operations contribute to the depletion of the Ogallala Aquifer and are
analyzed in the PEIS. Also, current and future operations at Pantex are not
expected to impact the soil used for agriculture and farming in the Pantex
region.
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08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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.

09 1208 Comment Number 2

None of the Proposed Alternatives would involve burying nuclear waste on
native land or poor communities. All of the storage alternatives are proposed
for siting on existing DOE sites and do not involve burial of waste materials.
None of the DOE sites have been analyzed as a repository for disposal in this
document. If any of the sites were to be used as a repository, further NEPA
documentation would be performed, as required.

010000 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.

14 00 00 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.
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To: USDOE Office of Fisaile Materials
From: Women Strike for Peace
Dete: May 7, 19%

RE:  Storage and Disposition of Wespons-Usable Flaalie Materials Draft
Pr E I Lmpact

ey

Women Strike for Pesce was founded on Nov. 1, 1961 a3 8 uow day strike W prolest e arms rsce, Many
ofl:loo.oo(hvun-mmmd'&ﬁﬂndmﬁj&bwhmmnwh
threat i children's health from itam 90 - & radinective fallout fram nuclesr weapony’ lexting. Today, we
contione our fight against muclear, and other, threats 10 our children, ives and firtare g 3

‘While it is good pews that p jum is being d from weapons and the process of disarmament has
begun, keeping plutonium out of weapons and the savi is a formidsble task. The U.S. should work to
MwMWhNﬂ-NWTmlybymwdm.MMh
Plotoni ckpile from dismantied weap will grow, s0 we must analyze how i effectively desl with
WLM,H:Mthi--MMM@MMMWM
pﬁdpﬁu.WmSﬁkcfuMhmhﬂyMMDOEhmMumﬁmlkcm
use of phitonium ia resciors, that exacerbate nuclesr protiferation problems.

The Preblcms With MOX

Phaosium in MOX can still be diverted into ouclesr weapom, The Imemational Atomic Energy
Association (IAEA), considers MOX % be of "direct use” in nuclesr weapons. This means thet plutonium in
MOX can be transformed tnuch 300 essily %0 plutonium in s nuclear warhead. Also, in the storage, Wansport and
use in reactors, MOX must be secured and handled as weapons material.

i i i i ) ifecati icy, President Clinfon has stated that
*“The Unind Statcs docs not cacourage the ¢ivil usc of plutonium accordingly docs not jtsclf cngage in
plutonium reprocessing for either nucloar power of nuclear explosive purposes.” (Sept. 1993) Developing MOX
would drastically alter this policy, and encoursge other countries w further develop plutonium use in reactors.
Akeady there is a developing amernational MOX industry, operating hand in hand with reprocessing. Before the
U.S.jxnpl'ﬂolhhy,mwﬂbwﬂtmmmmﬁgu-omedlmhmﬂd,nm
in countrics like Novth Korcs, oc Iraq.

The US haana facility so devclop 8 MOX fucl shat could b run in & commarsial reacior, A MOX
Mianﬁmbdﬁlymldhwnbchuﬂtwumfuuhym”d.mwmof-xhnmiﬁvyhmo«bm
dequately senalyzed and d 10 the public. All of the Wransportation impacts have not been thoroughly
sdered in the PEIS. Posentially phutoaium from around the country, and perhaps other countries, would be

hwﬂbahhriraﬁuﬁdﬁy.lfmﬁ*mwh@mm-:m&wmmbuw
mwmhdwmmeoIWwamMummmhMym
U.S. MOX fubrication facility, te PELS assumes that if an existing light water reactor in the U.S. were 1o use
MOX fuel, s “timely supply” of MOX fusl would beve ® be sought while an U.S. fabrication facility is
developed. MMNEMdU.S.MDWMMOXMmHhMM
then sent back 10 the LIS, reactors (PLIS Sumnsry pp. 13, 32).

1/01.06.00

01 06 00 Comment Number 1

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.
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MOX in commersial reasions i & soncern, Because MOX i # direct use weapons grade fuel, its use in
cammercial reactors would tum many utility nuclear energy plants into de facto weapons ficilities. Increased
aocusity Io prevent diversion of phitanium wnuld he required.

i . Commercial Spcm Fuel
generalud from MOX reaclors is supposed W xu W & waste repusitury. The D of a rep y has
been traught with difticulty. These is no guarantec thst a suitsble repository will exist for even more high level
wazte gencrated from MOX reactors. Simply stating that it will go 10 a repository, which doex nat yet exiat, is
not good enough. Currently overburdened sites in USDOE's nuclear weepons complex tre likely 1o end up with
this waste if a repository is not available.

One aliemative in the PEIS is W use Canudian CANDU resclors. A:.wn!mg W the PEXS Canads would

Y

then be responsible tor the waste generated from the reactors. This in
plutonium (as docs any atiemative calling for plutomium or MOX shlm-enl to and from Furope ) It may also set
a dangerous precedent for the U.S. to give up conirol of weepons material 1o other countries, and it brings up a
question of faimess : Why should Canadian citizens take plutonium and waste that they did not develop?

Y oni s o rd
We :hnuld decllve plulmmm a \um md ensure that n is not uned n wupnm, orin reum, Ry daing
lhu in the U. S. we can aiso take a leadership role in preventing an intemational industry and commerce in

P jum that would be i ingly difficult to conlml
Immobilicati hoo ‘,' Mld be vig ly purswed becsuse wse lechnologies provide the
greatest ability 1o isolate plutonium from the envi and prevent proliteration of weapous material
lmmnhhunm hnologies should he ped and shared with other countries. Meanwhile, storage of
i should maintsin plutoni ’oulopvv\mlhonnlotnenwmtmddlmmmw—pom This

means that transportation and its risks, especially mtemationa] transportation, should be avoided.

This PFIS lacks eredibility because DOF. has not frthered infc d public partici

n the process

i (. In December, 1993, DOE included in
a Reyuest For Expressiony of Interest for Tritium Py jun in pursuil of | resclors
that would like to use MOX. This action, taken between the Plumum Disposition PEIS Scoping Hearings and
the draft PEIS, was done without notice 10 the public or mcnvptnnm intoy lhe I‘FN Not until March 29, 199%
were Expressions of Interest (EOI's) released. This soli } furtherance of MOX
despite the fact that DOE has ot chosen a preferred alwrnative. No EOI process has been followed for any of the
other Jispusition allemnatives.

Cost mdm lnd nonpmhfeunon msdm are gomg on oumdo of |hu PEIS proocu Since lhen nudm will
effoct the outcome of the PEIS, they must be made publicly availsble so that citizens can make informed
comments on tw PEIS. Given thal the rwed fur asxtion on plulunium dispusition is bewd upun proliferstion
concens (PELS Summary, $-1 to S-4, and PEIS pp.1-4 1o 1-6), there is an appalling lack of' cansideration of’
proliferstion impacts throughout this PEIS. Full cost analyses of all PFIS altematives should be done and
available for public comment.

-omment pe d bold b in additio jocatios Addmomlnmeu
needmfmﬁ\e;mhhcmfuny id MPFIQ pecially with additional cast and nonproliferation information

2/08.03.01

3/09.11.08

4/01.04.00

5/08.00.00

6/08.00.00

| 7/08.01.00

08 0301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the
disposition of Pu using existing LWRs (commercial). Decisions on the
disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.

09 11 08 Comment Number 3

The PEIS acknowledges the fact that constructing and operating a MOX fuel
fabrication facility would increase the wastes generated at any site selected
for analysis. 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.

0104 00 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.

08 00 00 Comment Number §

The Preferred Alternative for Pu disposition, as stated in the Final PEIS,
includes Reactor Alternatives. 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.

08 00 00 Comment Number 6

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 the fall of

1996. Each of these analyses, along with the environmental analysis and
public input, will be integrated into DOE’s decisionmaking process.
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Hearings ought 10 be heid in addi | locati For ple actions at Hanford should require hearings
throughout the Northwest (Seande. Portand, Spokans stc.) Now that some of the potential reactor sites for MOX
wre known, hesrings in those areas shoukd be considercd.

8/08.02.00

Thess comments were prepared by:  Kathryn A. Crandall, J.D.
for
Women Strike for Peace
110 Maryland Ave. NE, #102
Washingion D.C. 20002

(202) 543-2660

Please inform Women Strike for Peace of any extension in the comment peniod.

08 01 00
L]

Comment Number 7

At the request of several organizations and individuals, the public comment

pertod was extended to a total of 92 days.

080200 Comment Number 8

To obtain public comments on the Draft PEIS, DOE held meetings near each
of the potentially affected sites and a national meeting in Washington, DC.
DOE also participated in meetings, open to the public, sponsored by different
organizations at which the sponsor collected public comments which were
forwarded to DOE. DOE created and advertised a number of methods for
submitting comments for members of the public who could not attend a
public meeting. These methods included fax, oral comments using a toll-free
telephone number, mail, and the Internet.

sasuodsay puv

SJUWNIO(] JUWIO))

|




89TI-¢

WooD, M. R,, SEATTLE, WA
PAGE 1 OF 2

Swngemdepdﬂon { Weapons-Usable Flssile Materials Draft Programmatic
?mpn: Statement (PEIS) Public Comment Form

Wahington, D.C. 20026-3786
this toll-free nmber to leave comments by phone: 1-800-820-5156. Comments must be

Mhﬂmmmdmmdmlomuoymfwdmmgof

or, you can

I.
mumhhbqﬂmdmmmm Hmemkdo'nyawcmmm:fouowmg
three types of options for disposal and the storage option.
1. Materials Immobilization/Vitrification - Immobilize flssile materials by mixing them with glass, glass
bonded zeolites, or ceramics.

JIM‘K:MA‘WMW o A innnnan W
. Y- d ';-L

1/08.03.01

Decpbordnkdkpull Mmhwmddb:dugoudmhomholunlhﬁ!imﬂudeep in
x sl could into the deep borehole, orm-rzmls

ble be d
mnwwmnmxummmmk
f_‘_Lfl_, _..AAAJ?

3. Mom &nphuphmmm/huhl mxbdmnimmldbemndemMoxmelforuse
in e ! wupomgnd:

4. Storage Options - USDOE would contirue

o o i ol ool ot Sorag i o o o of?ﬁmm":-’-"i ‘ 3/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

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

MMM ] 4/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 4

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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Victor V. YEVSIKOV, Ph.D., Nikita I. Wells, N.E.

5904 River Road
Bethesda, MD 20816

Phone: 202-244-5041
FAX. 30!-320-9622

Mr. 1. David Nukoa

Director

Office of NEPA Compliance and Outreach
Office of Fissile Matarials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Indcpendeace Ave., SW
Washingion, D.C. 20588

Re:  Plutonium Conversico Project May 3, 1996
Dear Mr. Nulton,
As you well know, ever larger quantities of plutoniera are being d in Russia from the dismantling of

suclear weapons. Problems of plutonium storage arouse great concern all over the world. Sdemm:mc:prmin(
extreme concem sbout the unrelisbie and deplorable state of storage and Mity of fissionabl

3 well as the pooc security of ouckear facilicies in Russia. It is very likely that tervorists, local thieves, or bostile
nationalists may succeed in well organized thefts of plutoniurm of sufficient quantity to manufacturs a muclear
bomb.

The mabh political nmm in Rush may altow extremist political figures to reccive access to fissionable

The poor omnewmmldfwumupolukhmtoull the nuclear materishs

1o third-world rh d To prevent theft and sales of weapons-grade

pmmlum(WGP)khmuyloumlﬂk ulhewllmpouble time, into a form unsuitable for the
of nuciesr wespons, and rep ng of which back into WGP would be extremely difficult.

In llxhl of the above, it is very timely 10 consider the Russian process of coaverting WGP into mixed

(MMN). The of this process is fully supporeed by Vicior Mikhailov, the Minister of
the Russian Federation on Atomic Energy (MinAtom). The ease, safety, cleanliness of the conversion process.
the benefit of long term storage, logm‘mhuumbcluuu sdvantages of MMN over MOX are sirong

in favor of itrides. Esp y, we want 10 stress, that it is very hard to recoaven from MMN
back (o plutoaium metal.
The last few months have turned up a pumber of questions and tions on possible WGP

disposition congiderations boch ia the U.S. umuuwlluhwlhxoglohn&nvolvmm As far as we
can see, no clear cut solutions oa this problem have yet been obtained

The MMN option should be d as aa ak 1o the process of WGP conversion
to onides. MMN is not 10 be used ¢ 3 fucl in water cooled reactors, since, ot tempersrares grearer then 300° C,
MMN begins 1o react with the water to produce hydroxides, which are soluble in water. In the case a fuel rod

1/01.00.00

2/13.00.00

3/14.00.00

3/14.00.00
cont.

01 0000 Comment Number 1

Comment noted. An intent of DOE’s Proposed Action is to serve as an
example for Russia and other nations on how to conduct Pu disposition in a
safe, secure, and timely manner. The United States currently is engaged in a
joint study with the Russians to assess the technical feasibilities of the
reasonable alternatives for Pu disposition, and is planning for a joint
demonstration of some of the disposition technologies to remove
uncertainties in viability.

1300 00 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy agrees. This is the purpose of DOE’s Proposed
Action.

14 00 00 Comment Number 3

During the screening process to select reasonable alternatives for evaluation
in the PEIS, several Advanced Reactor Options, including mononitride
reactors, were considered. However, because the technology of the
mononitride reactors needs further development which would involve time
and cost, this option was considered less reasonable than other reactor options
using existing or more mature technologies.
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ropters fuel hydroxides wifl appear in the cooling wawr. One has to remember thar the MMN option is
specifically suited to convert Russisn WGP 10 3 safs form for interim siorage of for ready made fuel (in the form
of pellets) to be utllized in future gencration reactors. MMN storage Is superior 0 MOX both ia time (MOX
Raets ¢0 detcriorate before 10 years) and in ks phy t distion storage properti

mu.s.lhuumwkh;wmummmgyunnunndn.limhedmlb-hndmmuew
coaversion of MMN to MOX at a required time for utilization as fuel. It is importast to consider the overall

affuedability of this project. 3/14.00.00
We proposs that a feasibility study on the above stated process should be carvied out including an in dept cont.
conparison of the pros and coas of MMN verses MOX, on the istry of the p stocage.

safety, k etc. Our suggestion is, therefors, to convert the phuoaium 0 MMN

fmiiumwdn&wmmﬂmmmuox(uwwmuwum
cooled reactors). The first phase involves oaly a paper study and an overview of the process. The second phase
carties out tsts on the existing pilot plant (10 kg Pu per day capacity) which is to be relocated al the “Mayak*
facilities,

Wa are looking forward to future discussions on this project, iachuding the feasibility stady mentioned above, and
any appropriate financial support that may be required.

lllisly ™ Ak D5l
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Victor V. Yevsikov, Ph.D, Nikita Wells, N.E.
$904 River Rond Phous: 32-244-5041
Barhtads, MD 20816 FAX: 3013301

PROCESSING AND STORAGE OF WEAPONS-GRADE PLUTONIUM.

At present thera are large o of phatouiuem from the d "jdw-rm.hnhispmulym
nlmmmnllomkw-td-mhvemw-bylhmm.Mnmﬂm,mmnmmy
4.7h'lo[nuuaWpMWHMthdwmhan(HOm'
hm).mdpwnmmmmmmmm.hihﬂnumku
m-wﬂumoﬁ:&mwmmmdlwmm“nﬂnbh-ddqhnbhm
d“nmﬂmd-ﬂ.ﬁlﬂuﬁhmu-ell-lhmmhyolmck.fdllhhmm.

world

hmmumdﬂ@lhmnmbilhulhnpoulbhllnlmalw--mmhhn
mm«mmumuummmwamuuuwawm.

w.mum.mmmumummwcrwamumhm.m
m(-mlryuppmbyMM‘-M“MM)MMWGPMAM(«
lhwnl_)-wwﬂamhm:nlulmua(uum.ﬂklmRMMplhnhfuch(fwm
mlmumummm)umfuathnmm.uummmmuun
mhmhuhﬂ”yﬂi_ﬁmﬂ-ﬁmﬁmnmdmefw)0;-1.Au
m.uox:-mrymlommwm.mmwuummmmw
ample tioe to come wp with new, appropriate, well thought out policles in the fuure processing, storage, and use
of WGP,

Dispesition AMternatives.

Smﬂlbﬂhbnmfw'larmmhnmmmhhu.!.ndl\mh.'l'ln-ixhdc
disposal in formations (decp Imanobilization including vitrification, ceramic nmobilization,
mhﬂ”mdwmbmamm.dh«hwmmw.

The vitrification and disposat of WGP in fwnnh-opduo.hwm.ummbkhhnh,
thmeGPlMlhhmdcmy.

This brings ot & numbes of imp b which need Im lari . First, the presence of the Iarge

operational.
whnhhnm.unm»-uwmmamqm.Swudly.uulumm
have no comenercial water cooled reactors which can wtilize of WGP in the form of MOX. MOX is s suitable fucl
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hmmﬂdmumhmu.s,.b\-n—ahwﬂhnmmlnLWhm
Mummlmwwummummmmmmwmumu
MM.hc—amMOXdumMmmMOhuMOXmm:twihlheliqlidml
eool.lhhmdwMd“w).cmuaindmmwdcipnNmm.whu
ﬂﬂknfnh“ﬂ"mwmmwum d probl High temp g2 cooled
mnwhac-uumuox-nn-m.nmhmummmmwMAm
Joint project).

Toum-.bt:mwa'whmhnnﬁmhwmﬂmhmmmwtimmmhip
mmuw&mumwmmnuwmnqmom.
W@mhmdh-uﬂefu-wmuoxm‘lenulquhdmthuhwmioyun-wm’
ﬂmlﬂhmﬂhnmlw-MmhhnddMuhthwmwwmm
focrma of fisel ot the appropeisee tims.

Technelogy of Pracess

mmmuwlwdhkmlyh&cmvdwhmwIM'l(mpmlhldevelopnmm
mﬂuhmmlhﬂ:l&vunn‘dwwwmhﬂ) Since 1970's the process has boen
W.W.Mm-ﬂmmdmm.mmhsm\ymﬂym
w(mwulm)dmm-vhlwwmwnﬂymummm
pmMadwuwﬂafwmmwuﬂ(.hlmtwmmmnamhﬁmcmmonnm.

The of MMN isa ﬂuhlmvhhhhummhbk:mmiulimmmmty.
ll&&nm’dhm&mﬂpﬂmﬂmhnﬂmﬂdmmw uranium-238. The critical
mass increasw is tzed with the ion of phatonium from 15 to 30%. Immediately the plutonium is

Tsatforewd im0 & stace with 8 bigh critical mass which allows the safe opecation of the process. MOX propacacion
dous not allow the fast Increase in criticl mass ia the tnitial sage. WGP docs nox need purification (o

remove alloying ials or long-life elements ing Am).
mmw«mwmmm«ummmuﬂmmu‘mwmm;umm
o 3 temperatare of 250°C. The reaction starts ly and L ion of the metal

wme.Ablxkpmhmhdwhhpmkhmo.lojnw;Thhuutc‘anb:wrimnn(ollom:

250°C
1Pyl + 3B, e 2P UGH,

m:hlnlmup:mﬂnﬁon.mumnwﬂuyammﬂnhmt«mmmuyamuw
argon gas mixvere. thk"MNiWhahdeMlmmdhmm.Thniuohhe

mmdwﬂwmwuﬂmuwv&udwwmm.m-inionpmemmbewrinen
s

2P UH; + n Ny » 2 (PuassUsN, + 3 8,

mmmuMuMAmwammmu-npmuwunmulpmmum
m.wu;mm.mnm-mmm«mmmuwxm
WMW,T&Mowmdmmnyfww.mm!mwmuofmmmhdmm
uymwniulmnlnmwwuumm,mmmmmwmcylmwimmm
dem:N;hmmdhm.les—ﬂim«ephwdumkcmdmdlnMMNmninMOX.

mmmummwammmmmmmmm.mmw.unmp.aioam

1wwuwmlllqmmmow.Hmwwwumnmmbchuulledinm ﬁ
contalners to releass helium. =)
3
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Existing Facilitiey

Tha Russiaa presently have 3 operating test facilities and one high capacity pilot plant fot the conversion of plutonium
w0 MMN. The test facilities can process from 0.2 kg to several kilograms capacity. The pilot plant bas a capacity of
10 kgs Pu per day (3.2 tons plutonium per year). Jdeally coly | year is required to convert all the Russian WGP into
storage form utilizing just 30 of these pilot plants. Total cost is about 10 million dollars. But, more realistically, and
economically feasible, 10 plants can do the job in three years. About a half-year is required for the manufacrure of
the first plant. The series production of the 30 planty requires about 2 years.

The pilot plant conslsts of 15 i d glove bozes ining ovens, fursaces, presses, spiral conveyers, Hiter
systems, erc. and i i ion (mass sp s vacyum and radiation monitoring,
tc.). The total cost of the pilot plant is estimated conservatively &t § 300 K. The area thar is occupled by the entwe
system is about 2,700 3q. feet (300 sq. m). The facilities of this class can be produced out of standard parts with the
sundard equipment by an ordinary machine fabrication plant. Russians have design documentation and production

q Al of the p b can be casily transported and can be delivered directly to the weapon
dismantling site.
The pilot plant Is movable, tequires only 2 trucks, and may be transported and installed x the weapons-grade
plutonium storage site. The containers with MMN can be stored on the same storage site.

Ecological Aspects of the Process

The ing p pared to hyd Thucgical and other techni is triendly. There are
no liquid or gaseous wastes. Since the veiocity of the working gascs is low. radicactive wastes in the form of fively
dispersed dust are easily captured by standard fikkers and then reprocessed and returned into the cycle. The Russians
can produce MMN powder with particle size up to S00 mkm, which excludes dust formation that accompanies the
oxides production process. It is very iroportant that the gas cycle is closed. All the gases used (H,, N, and Ar) are
subjected to complere purification and returned into the process.

~MN Storage Advantages.
WGP storage in MMN form mects all the Russian requirements for storage with specific advantages as listed below:

. ‘The reverse process of Pu extraction trom the MMN form is much mors complicated than from MOX. MMN
goes through several additional stages as compared 1o MOX. Bach stage coutains liquid radioactive wastes.
Al long-life radioactive isotopes from the MMN crystalline structuse are ransfecred to the reaction volume
when MMN is dissolved. A direct MMN reduction process imto metal Pu is unknown, but oxides can be
reduced directly by Ca metal.

. Direct production of weapons (or 3 bomb) is impossible due to the high critical mass of more then 120
kifograms, which greatly exceeds the limits of bomb parameters.

. MMN pravides suitadle long-term stocage (greater than 50 years).

. MMN may directly be used as a fuel for fast-neutron commercial reactors after stocage with uo further
reprocessing. Fission products are aot relcased during the fuel production process (milling, pressing and
sinteting) and remain in the MMN crysalline lamice.

L] MMN fuel as pellets can be stored inside the fuel elements. The Russians have B years eaperience in this

process.
. MMN storage is safs and well understood by the Russians who possess 30 years experieace.
. MMN has stable chemical and phyiical properties, thus making stotage safer compared to that of MOX
. MMN has 2 high thermal conductivity. MMN contains about 27% tmore plutonium than that io MOX. Contact
with water at tenperature up to 200°C produces a demse protactive oxide fitm.
. MMN is characterized by good radiation suability:
- MMN releases of several teas of times less cesium and iodine a1 compare to MOX.
- MMN captures fission products by a factor of 4-5 times grester than MOX
- a-radiastion doss not damage the MMN lattice, and Am, Np, Cm remain in the crystallioe lartics.
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Utlitzation of MMN a3 Nuclear Fuel after Storage.

MOX fuel may be sucosssfully used in water-cooled reactors. The use of MOX in liquid metal cooled reactors is
prohibitsd becsuse it reacs with the metal coolants. Akernatively, MMN should not be used with LWR, but is
excellent fuel for liquid metal reactors. MMN possesses 1 series of properties that are superior to that of MOX zs
shown below. This makes its use 3¢ fus! highly desiradle.

. MMN is very compacs with a high phitonium coetent. It containg more plutonium than MOX and can provide
25% mors Pu burn-out.

. The use of Pu-Zr in MMN fuel in fast reactors provides up to 50% burping of Pu in the fuel.

. ‘The storage area for MMN containers or fuel assemblies are about 25% smaller than that for MOX - this is
economically favorable.

. MMN has high thermal vity, which i with temp It is 10 to 18 times greater thaa that
of MOX. This makes the process cfficient and safe.

. MMN is chesmically stable and doss not react with metal coolants and stainiess steel st high emperatures.
MOX releases fission products, especially Cs, which interacts with stainless steel of the fuel clements.

. MMN has minimal gas release during fuel operation - several times less thea that of MOX

. New design of reactors with MMN fue] prohibit the reproductioa of Pu.

[ After storage MMN can be used directly for metal<ooled reactors. as well as for reactor-burners, gas-cooled
reactors, eic.. without any further reprocesting.

. Actinides and fission products formed during stocage are apped in the MMN crysulline Jactics and can be
burncd togethet with MMN fuel in fast reactors.

Conclustons.

Based on the facts and analyses as presented above, the Runun conversion process of WGP into MMN demonstrates
ias eritical position In the WGP non-prolifs arena. The international puclear power comsmubity
should seriously consider MMN's merits and advastages a5 an form to be d for interim and long
term storsge and future use as s suclear fuel (especially for the consideration of WGP In Russia).

The above stated conclusion makes sense when one considers the following fects:

. No political decision ing methods of p i has yet been made either in U.S or
Russia.

At present Russis has no facilities for wllizing WGP.

The above process provides 3 possibility to solve the problem of safe and low-cost storage of WGP In
compact form. Only MMN mests the requirements of Ion;-tcrn storage and mbwqum WGP utilization.
MMN production is highly efficicne, safs, clean and ty s

MMN storage i3 incxpensive, safe, long-term and ecologically chean.

Afet stocape MMN can be used directly as fuel or converted into any other types of fuel including MOX.
During storage long-lived isotopes (including Am. Np, Cm) are formed in the MMN, but remaln inside the
crystalling Ladtice 10 be burned up together with the Pu s reactors.

Although further imvestments are needed for conpletion of the Russian  plutonium coaversion facilities, the
MMN optioa will provide the most economical solution.

sasuodsay puv
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PROPOSED TASKS
Conrversion of weapons-grade plutonjum to mixed mononitrides (MMN)

Stage 1. Feasibility Study

. Task 1: Dats Collection
A ble denalled techaical data on the phutont into mixed ftrides (MMN), details
of the process, MMN interim and loag term storage, inchuding full 4 lon of the of existing and
proposed facilities. This information will be obtained from existing data sources and through the on-site
intcrviews with system developers.

o Task 2: Technical Review

‘l‘h-nly!-mdnchululmbwdhphuodmnh&mmhmvl»ﬂlwofhmnionprm:
focusing on the denils of the formation MMN, maeris) handling, interim and long term storage.
Additional consideration will include facilities safety and envi | considerations. A determinati
of 2 cost estimate will be included.

. Task 3: Generation of Report
Preparation of » final report thae will contain analysls, resubs, and dations for each

of the tasks performed under this project. Independent experts (National Laboratories, Universities, etc.)
will be consulted as required.

Stage 2.  Practical Implementation

L] Task 1: Consolidation, Verification, Examination of Avallable Eq p and
Instrumentation

. Task 2: Traaspert of Rquip and Instry te the "MAYAK"
Facility,

L] Task 3: Installation of Equipment and Instrumentatien st "MAYAK".
Implernentation of any Additional Requirements.

*  Taka: On site Equipment Testing Using Deploted Urantum.

. Task $: Tost Rua Using Phutonium.
. Task 6: Optimization and Fine Tune of process.
. Task 7: Fult Operation of Systemn st Maximum Capacity (10 kg Pu/day).

Dr. Viewr Yeovsikov, Nilita Wells - Phoce 202) 244-3041, FAX (01) 320-9622
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1/08.03.01

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.
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YOUNGHANS, LORRAINE, BEATTY, NV

PAGE1 OF 1
Date Received: 03127196
Comment ID: POO01
Name: Lomaine Younghans
Address: P.0. Box 833
Bentty, Nevads
Transcription:

My name is Lommaine Younghans, P.O. Box 833, Beafty, Nevada, and [ don't think that you
should be making a dump out of the Nevada Test Site. 1 think you oughta just shut it down and 1/08.03.01
mdcwmmm.eafnuclumwmymillumeof. Thank you. Goodbye.

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s Opposition to new
missions at NTS. 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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Dste Reccived: 04/03/96

Comment [D: PO003

Name: Myra Zeller
Address: No address given
Transcription:

This is Myra Zeller. l'mullingbeunellhinkit'njusuidiculomfotmmhepnockpilin;
nuclesr weapons. lm'lmwmnudlﬂnwmdbkupmmhmm
that is 30 ioh 10 keep buitding up and building up wesp that arc just intolerable. And i

think that we’re leading the world in the wrong direction. We're setting a poot cxample. We're
spending $6 billion, which should be spent in other ways. 1 think that it's 2 bad idea. 1 think that
we need 1o destroy those weapons. We don’t need to stockpile them, and 1 definitely don’t think
we nced to build sy more tritium resctors. Thank you.

1/15.00.00

1500 00 Comment Number 1

Comment noted.
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ZEPEDA, BARBARA, SEATTLE, WA
PAGE 1 0F 1

150000
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De
-vmlﬂhhnm of these materials, Pla-mdo'-mmmmfolh-ig
mwdw&-hmdhwm

1. Minterisls Inamsoblttxation/Vitrification - Mbmmwmnmmm.ﬂu
bonded zeolises, or ceramics,
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Apidiig s CAN  ESTARUGY A TRAMPT . 0S5 Caspananons

— e . = 1/15.00.00
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Weiens  Are Toene AN _SXAMPN OF 4
Fopecaup  MUSLEAN, KANT Otey &m,:f ﬁ t
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Draft Programmatic
(PEIS) Poblic Comment Form Comment noted.
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SIFd 19Ul S|DLIRY ]ISy

2]qps)-suodpap Jo uonisodsiq puv 28v10i5




