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Date Received: 
Commcnt ID: 
Name* 
Address:

06/12/96 
P0052 
Connie Kline 
38531 Dodds Landing Drive 
Willoughby Hills, Ohio 44094

Transcription: 

Yes, my name is Connie Kline. Phone and fix are (216) 946-9012. Another dedicated fax line is 
(216) 663-4177. 1 have very little information on this proposed DOE plan to use fissile materials 
apparently in commercial reactors. I would like if possible, if there is something fairly short, that 
could be flxed to either of those numbers that I gave or, my address is 31531 Dodds Landing 
Drive, Willoughby Hills, Ohio 44094. As it stands now, what I have read about the Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement regarding this fissile material being used in commercial reactors, 1/08.03.01 
I am opposed to it based on what I have read so far. But I certainly would be very interested in 

receiving either by fax or by mail some additional information as I have been able to get my hands a'08.02.00 
on very little information about this. Thank you.

P-052

080301 Comment Number 1

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

080200 Comment Number 2

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

PAGE 1 OF 1

Comment Number 1

STACY KNIGHT 

I strongly support the continuation of the high explosive function 

at the Pantex facility. I oppose any effort to move these functions to the 
national labs. Pantex is the most cost effective DOE facility and has an 

excellent track record in doing the high explosive functions.  

* I believe that Pantex should be chosen as the location for fissiie 
materials storage and disposition functions. Pantex already 

stores surplus plutonium and has a safety and security record 

that is unmatched in the DOE complex. When given fair 

budget consideration, strong local support and national security 
interest, Pantex is the ideal choice for this function of fissile 
materials storage and disposition.

1/08.03,01

QUESTIONS: 

* Please explain why the Lawrence Livermore National 
Laboratory and the Los Alamos National Laboratory stockpile 
management budgets show projected increases from 1996 to 
2004, since the U.S. has terminated development of nuclear 
weapons.  

* Are these projected increases in the stockpile management at 
the two labs based on transferring of missions to them which 
have previously been done at the production plants? 

TX-047

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

080301
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KOEBERL, DWIGHT D., SEATTLE, WA 
SPAGE 1 OF 1

Storage and Dispositlon of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) Public Comment Form 

Name,(optiuonal): ) , k D. 4 / 
Adders (optional): Al "-I;"I- F 

Picnic write down your commente and drop this form in the marked boxes before you leave 
tonight. Thees forms will be submitted to the Department of Energy as pan of the formal comment on 
this PEIS. If you are unable to complete this form tonight, written comments can be mailed to

8 amnt of Energy 
of Fissile Materials Disposition 

P.O. Box 23786 
Waslngi•oa, D.C. 20026-3786 

or. you can call this toll-free number to leave comments by phone: I-8MO-820-515d. Comments must be 
mirmitted by May7 . 19%.  The D of Energy hsa identirfid three ty of technologies as options for dsposing of 

weapon-usable fissile materials. The Departmet has also considered a "tno action uiternative* which 
would result in longl-erm storage of these materials. Pleae write down your comments on the following 
three types of options for disposal and the storage option.  

t. Materials lrmobllUzaitn/Vitrlflcation - Immobilize rissie materials by mixing them with glass, glass 
botnded hes orep~rnics. • , 

Y11. V- I La I r - A.- orta

2. Deep borehole disposal - Materials would be disposed in boreholes at least 2.5 miles deep. in 
geologically stable formsatin.. Materials could be disposed directly into the deep borehole, or materials 
could be 7nobilizd firt, and thpn deposited into 11w deephoe le 

A.L o., ~ ,O5~-,i1tIh-CA
- f I

3. Readio Options - Surphus plutonium/highly enriched uranium would be made into MOX fuel for osr 
in osulTr reactors, destroying by fission a ,nalor portion othe Wt3on trade r~tili.

1/08.03.01 

1 1/08.03.01 
cont.  

1 2/08.03.01

3/01.02.00

M-223

080301 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.

080301 Comment Number 2

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

01 0200 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy's proposed storage action includes nonsurplus 
weapons-usable fissile materials to support national defense and surplus Pu 
pending disposition. The surplus Pu would ultimately be converted into a 
form that would make it difficult to extract and reuse to make weapons.

4. Storage Options - USDOE would cominuc existing stortage pPtiues for weapons-umble fissile 
maieri" n at• e• t sa a nd/ .or .. lolid l tth ora ge . . o or... .. . . .f it d cg ntd sites.  ""/,,,,,J C -W _ W-4-,, ,-11 L ,,1,-
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KORTH, MICHAEL, WEST RICHLAND, WA 

PAGE 1 OF 2

Storaige and DIPO1ti of WeaposI-Usabie nha. Maeia D-raft ProWammac 

EnYiroamentau Impat Statement (PETS) Public Comment Form 

pl • wfan jOwn • our como and drop this fOem in tht ma-es bom before YO 1•00 o 

wmb ~ foems will be Wasitaxiki to 0he D.Putoee of EMU &a pan of the fonnai commnent 0n 

thisE .S If you s wurble to cple t form _ tolga, t_ _. . c mailedto 

grn -of E= _ D. . .mto.  

P.O, Boo 23736 
waidlgto. D.C 20026-3

7 6  
C om m- be 

or. yo du =cl hs lfte- numbe, to leave econswam. by Phsone. 1'5O80D' 5 Conis ogb 

To. Dwpsemit of Energy has klentif led fthi typos Of toe nletiot" o" in o dsolo 
fnIte moateris. The D.par..Ot hs alo comnsidr a 'no action alten•viw" which 

would mlin. -onen of dam Oe ma.ilO Piease writ down yo• com-otw On the following 

them types of optima fo disposal NW the stOoe option.  

1. Matats bimobflltiaa/VlfiCad- .In•n"obdilite faslk taterials by mLxoia them with gloos. &s3 

bonded zvolkes, or minwoe 

2 . De d - would be disposed Itnb ,eOh o at oi 2.5 miles doep. in 
ol, beic i n dsl f Mts could be disposed dinectly Lo the deep boretole, or maerials 

;oýWgially stbie forabAX ""--n~ ... .olod 

.eld be immobilized firt, wsa tben deposited m- the darp borohle.  

3. React.r Opioftlo - Sipiso& phsos. hl. o:- bhed s lm would be made into MOX t"I fo ' 

in muclear tracton. destroyinu ty ,ih -nI & Wim- poeio Of the weapons mdei 'th.  

4. Steea,,e Ol101a - USDOE wol confisw Gts.. . u. ge Pr0a--a fore wcipoe -ulbie istle 

matedals so clurrnt locatios sandr consolidate that storaen&I soe or gart of Mhe deeignated stoes,

M-230

080301 Comment Number I

The Department of Energy recognizes the commentor's concern with the 
Borehole Alternatives. Decisions on the disposition alternatives will be based 

upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national 

policy considerations, and public input.  

08 03 01 Comment Number 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.

ho 
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1/08.03.01 

2/08.03.01



KORTH, MICHAEL, WEST RICHLAND, WA 
o PAGE 2 OF 2

Comment Number 3

-, Sme me t �sp�ai ,, m d•tm a d esus a- th-e Steyele and Dbpestioo 
we=Wapon-h l Mtalrk Draft P. •6. 3oaaaa Impat Satmin? t 

SA- 0.-.2$m 

Ae4 09& I~~z 4.'

3/08.03.01 

4/07.00.00

M-230

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.

070000 Comment Number 4

Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, was provided in a 
Technical Summary Report for storage in late July 1996.

080301
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LABORDE, MRS. LEO, AMARILLO, TX 

PAGE 1 OF 1

08 03 01 Comment Number 1 

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

missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable 

fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and 

economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

r
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LAMPERT, MORRIS 
0 PAGE OF1 

080301 Comment Number 1 

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

080301 Comment Number 2 
1/08.03.01 Comment noted.  

09 01 04 Comment Number 3 

Pantex was originally built for the U.S. Army during the early days of World r 2/08.03.01 War II with the mission of producing conventional munitions. After the war, 
3/09.01.04 the facilities were deactivated and lay vacant until 1949 when Texas 

Technological College (now Texas Tech University) purchased the site for 
$ 1.00. In 195 1, the AEC (predecessor of DOE) asked the Army to reclaim the 
main plant and surrounding land under the recapture clause of the sale 
agreement, and the land area was subsequently transferred to the AEC.  
Pantex operational activities are presently situated within 6,030 ha (14,900 
acres) of land, of which approximately 3,683 ha (9,100 acres) are owned by 
the Federal Government and the remaining 2,347 ha (5,800 acres) are leased 
from Texas Tech University primarily to provide a safety and security buffer 
zone. All owned and leased buildings on the site are administered, managed, 
and controlled by DOE. DOE owns an additional remote tract of 436 ha 
(1,077 acres) of undeveloped land at Pantex Lake located approximately 
4 km (2.5 mi) northeast of the main plant site. This property is held by DOE 
to retain the water rights. Total Pantex land area equals 6,466 ha (15,977 
acres). The potential location of all storage and disposition alternatives at 
Pantex would be situated on land area owned by the Federal Government.  

PC-182
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LANCASTER, COLLEEN, BRENTWOOD, TN 

PAGE 1 OF 1

Jura 6, 1996 

U.S. Dmfbrft of ftrg 
OMice of rFiaila Matarials 
Forrestl auilding 
1000 MM&*Vq= Ave., S.W.  
Whirqtm, D.C. 20S5 

Deer Depanrbot of eMy, 

Tmank-you for allowin me to ooamit an the S anra 

~Uarrua~t~xnt~ve or gi-'rezm Storage is: 

OMoILOate all Fu raterLal at (Va Site Using Upramded and/or 
Now Facility; HJU Ranainu at M.  

W 1preferred alternativ for Plutonium Dispoaitim is: 

Dlwoilzation by zlectzuutallurmical Treabmnt.  

Thank-you uo again.  

801 Davi• M 
fliiod, TN 37027

1/08.03.01 

2/08.03.01

F-048

080301 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.

080301 Comment Number 2

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

weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, 

technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, existing 

agreements, and public input.

I
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LANGER, SIDNEY, SAN DIEGO, CA 

PAGE 1 OF 2 

01 03 00 Comment Number 1 

The PEIS analyzes the environmental impacts for storage of weapons-usable 

Pu and HEU from the U.S. weapons stockpile, disposition of Pu declared 

surplus to national defense needs. U.S. civilian materials and the materials of 

other nations, whether civilian or military, are not within the scope of the 

PEIS. The PEIS is not a U.S. or international policy-making document.  

May05. 1996 However, by completing environmental analyses and related cost, schedule, 

technical, and nonproliferation analyses that will be used to reach a ROD, the 

= Ofu ar al, sition United States will be in a position to implement Pu disposition efforts 
P.O. B= 237s multilaterally or bilaterally through negotiations, or unilaterally as an 

example to Russia and other nations.  

Dear Sin: 

I believe therv is a serious omission in the Draft Progruninatie 
Envionmnta ImactStaftnment on the Stenig and Dlpaeltlon of Weapons-Usahla 

FWato (Strag and Disposition PEIS). I have reviewed tie three volum 

and Summary dacuments of the PEIS and find no discussion of an important 

cosideration in evaluating t Dario" options: 1/01.03.00 

it makes no senest for the United Seatee to adept a preferred option in isolation from, 
the world community. While such a aeleCtion may well be the safest. most 
environmentally benign, and moet cost-effectiv method for the United States to 

dispose af Its own 6-e- weapona plutaniuM. the poitential adverse global impacts of' 
plutonium availability may be enhanced by the U.S. selection of On option which 
differe from the selections of mort other nations.  

As an ezample of how U.S. policy can adversly impact global issues.  
consider the question of nuclMea fuel reprocessii, t could esily be argued that 
world -wid auailbility of ciuil (and perhaps all) plutýonm would be under far better 

int•rnational controls than it is today if the U.S. Ihd o•, wt oh a tw tey 

years ago in developing mechanisms for Controllin and using plutonium for 

benefIctal purposes. Instead we developed our policy In myopic isolation with high 
moa urpot,ý convinced that if we led the way others would fallow. Now we turn 

ar o discover that we are alonel Other nations that rep e low.nriched 

uranium fuels are beginning to utilsg the bred plutonium ar solving. In-part, 

the wast dispopal problem. We ho donae withert We are neither a leader nor a 

follower; we are just in the wayl 

The PJ9tS should elecuass how ties U.S. in cosijunti5 wIieh Other 
nuclear uaetai, c.a develo, and impl ements ani,• e• r .l.ol.cy fr , ttlsatian •a. 1/01.03.00 
"gantrl of . plutonium, bealk miiary aeseletil Th,,isiuscion should be an cont.

F-013
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LAWLESS, W. F.  
PAGE 1OF 7 

Plutonium Disposition FIS. General Comments .- ,.  

by W.F. Lawless 

The disposition of plutonium is a complex decision for all Americans because of the 

unoertaintiea derived from plutonium's very long 24,000 year half-life. Other factors add to 

this complexity: 

1. The uncertain threat of global warming from the burning of hydrocarbon fuels (e.g., coal, 

natural gas, gasoline, fuel oil, etc.). Q: 

t3
2. The uncertainty ofenvironmental effects from wind. solar, and hydroelectric power.  

3. 7"m uncertainty of the proliferation of weapons mialna.l from commercial reactors that 

generate electricity with plutonium fuels in Russia, Japan. and Europe.  

To moderate the threats from proliferation, the U.S. has decided to dispose of its 

approximately 50 MTof oxcess weapons grade plutonium in one of three forms: in deep bore 

holes, contaminating it with fission products, and burning it up in reactors. T1e fust option is 

an unattractive safeguard against proliferation, the second option recovers no energy, and the 

last option recovers a minor amount of energy as it passes once-through commercial reactors 

The last two options comply with the spent fuel standard, i.e., they are as resistant to 

proliferation as the 1000 MT of spent fual now scheduled for disposal at Yucca Mountain. But 

there are uncertainties with the spent fuel standard.  

4. The uncertainty of safeguarding the plutonium after the fission products have decayed. the 

uncertainty of heat damage to Yucca Mountain during the first few hundred years. and the 

SR-008



LAWLESS, W. F.  
PAGE 2 OF 7

tuncertainty from the radiotoxicity of plutonium and from the possibility of criticatity events 

during the next 1,000.000 years at Yucca Mountain.  

In contrast to the spent fuel standard, however, the SRS vitrified high level waste will he 

dangerous only during the time required for the decay of its fission products.  

Mindful of the above facts, the options in the EIS overlook an envitunmentally better option.  

Before U-235 is used to produce electricity in the U.S., it is diluted with U-238, but U-238 

exposed to U-235 creates plutonium. Thus. plutonium is a key ingredient of spent fuel. Even 

in the plutonium-disposition option three noted above, plutonium will be diluted with U-238 to 

create more plutonium as it burns up (NAS, p. 143n). Because of the uncertainties, DOE 

should include a fourth option 

5. The fourth option is to demonstrate the recovery and extraction of plutonium from excess 

weapons material and from spent mox fuel made from the excess weapons plutonium, to dilute 

it with non-fertile material instead of U-238 (e.g., Th-232 would generate fissile U-233; an 

aluminum or silicone mixture would not generate a fissile end-product). and to burn the 

plutonium in commercial reactom. The end result would he an environmentally rafer standard 1/14.00.00 

for disposal at Yucca Mountain that could become known as the vitrified high-level waste 

standard. It would not only remove the threat of plutonium from the biosphere. but it would 

also reduce enviroonmental threats (e.g., global warming, the mining of uranium, or the heat 

stresses at Yucca Mountain), recover the maximum amount of energy available from 

p•ioii anu non ...... "•• ht- nu

SR-008

140000 Comment Number 1

Comment noted. Reprocessing is not an option, as stated in the President's 
Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy.  

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 PEIS evaluates 

disposition of surplus weapons Pu through MOX fuel but does not propose or 

further evaluate reprocessing of the spent fuel. The PEIS does not prejudice 

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

0� 
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LAWLESS, W. F.  
PAGE 3 OF 7 

specific Corrments 

1. Even if free, plutonium fuel relative to uranium fuel in a LWR is expensive (NAS. 1994, 

p. 24-5) and will require a subsidy (p. 164). Pu fuels are mom economic for new advanced 

reactor concepts (for LMR's. see pp. 122. 186; for ALMR's, seep. 125). Fuel costs will 

be offset by the tecovery of energy. utility repository subsidies, and the reduction of 

safeguard concerns (in WSRC, 1996).  

2. A. Makhijani: Trw United States is the only leading eountry that has wisely rejected the 

use of civilian pluhonluin because of its proliferaion dangers and its high cons. It is therefore 

the only country thau is in a position to exercise the leadership to persuade other countries to 

orgIo civilian plutonium production. at lead fow t ine being. and to put all sepau•ted 

plutonium into non-weupons-usable form." (Repott 1995, p. 15) 

M. Lawence: 'lutoniun cut be made into power ractor fel and burned up in a 

mactor. Ample expeieleo exists in the fabrication and use of mixed oxide fuels consaining 

plutoiuum. While the economics of using mixed fuels =c not considered favorable, au least by 

the U.S. ated especially in the near tet, several countries use or plan to recycle plueonium as a 

natter of strategic national policy." (Report, 1995, p. 31) 

N. Egorov. Russia Federation on Atomic Energy: "1 would say that we, in both 

countries, have d too higha pike sometime ago to generate and create that material and that 

is why we must choose the most efficient way of disposition of this material. That is why the 

general position of the Russian Federation in tcn. of plstoniumn disposition is thus we should 

use, in the longer-term. that musesal as a component of the mixed oxide fuel for commercial 

power plants." (Report. 1995) 

SR-008



LAWLESS, W. F.  

PAGE 4 OF 7 

Currently, seventeen European and two Japanese commercial reactors bum plutonium 

MOX fuels (NAS, 1994, p. 186). By the year 2000. mom are planned for Europe. Japan, 

and Russia.  

3. U-235/U-233 plus U-238 produces plutonium (NAS, 1994, p. 205). Non-fertile fuels 

do not contain U-238 (NAS. p. 156).  

4. Plutonium stocks, from the burning of U-235/U-238 in commercial reactor fuels, are 

increasing at about 60-70 MT per year (NAS, 1994, p. 28).  

5. Low quality weapons grade (WG) plutonium and reactor grade (RG) plutonium are both 

explosive (NAS. 1994. p. 32-33).  

6. Plutonium is difficult to handle because it is radioactive and toxic (NAS, 1994, p 68).  

7. Americium content is higher in RG rather than WG plutonium (NAS. 1994, p. 121-2).  

B. Spent fuel rods destined for the repository am contaminated with fission products and 

plutonium lTis spent fuel standard is al•e from proliferation for the ftrir few hundred years, 

however, as the fission products decay, proliferation risks increase proporionatcly (NAS, 

1994, p. 151; p. 191: the spent fuel standard is described on p. 143).  

9. *Options for near-total elimination of plutonium may have a role to play in the longer term 

effort to reduce the risks posed by global plutonium stocks." (NAS. 1994. p. 143) 

SR-008 
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LAWLESS, W. F.  
PAGE 5 OF 7 

10. "Institutional issues in managing plutonium disposition may be more complex and difficult 

to resolve than the technical ones. The process must be carefully managed to provide adequate " 

safeguards, security, transparency, and protection for environment, safety. and health; to 

obtain public and institutional approval, including licenses; and to allow adequate participation 

in the decision making by all affected parties, including the U.S. and Russian publics and the C 

intemational community." (NAS. 1994, p. 144) 

I ...as long as civilian plutonium exists and continues to accumulate, options that went 

further than the spent fuel standard and sought to eliminate the excess weapons plutonium 

entirely would provide little additional security, unless the same were done with the muchr 

larger amount of civilian plutonium." (NAS, 1994, p. 148; p. 155) 

12. U.S. policy under President Clinton: "On September 27. 1993, the Clinton 

administration announced a nonproliferation initiative that makes clear that, while the United 

States will not interfere with reprocessing in Japa anmid Europe, 'tle United States does not 

encourage the civil use of plutonium and. accordingly, does not itself engage in plutonium 

reprocessing for either nuclear povier or nuclear explosive purepses."" (NAS. 1994, p. 149) 

13. Greater than 100 year may be necesary to destroy existing plutonium stocks (NAS.  

1996, p. 209-219). The Academy does not recommend plutonium fuels (NAS, p. 221). but 

does recommend additional research on their use (NAS, p. 222). including high plutonium 

loadings to reduce the production of plutonium (NAS, p. 211 ). The NRCs Separations 

Technology and Transmutation Systems (STATS) is studying the burning of all actinides 

(NAS. p. 210).

SR-008



LAWLESS, W. F.  
PAGE 6 OF 7 

14. The estimate by SRS to reprocess 40,000 MTHM of commercial spent fuel at SRS and 

dispose of the remains in a repository is about $8.6 billion versus $ 113 billion for dry 

disposal in the repository; the total cogs for spent fuel, excess weapon materials, and spent 

Naval fuels is $15.5 billion to reprocess and dispose versus 328.8 billion to only dispose 

(WSRC. 1996). By comparison, T. Pigford estitates a cost of about $100 billion to 

reprocess 630 MTHM (telephone call, April I, 1996; he figured $800-$2,000 per kg of 

heavy metal to reprocess. $1,200 per kg to fabricate, and •400 pee kg to recover energy; see 

also the Academy "STATS" report). Including reprocessing and fabrication fuel costs.  

Eichholz (1985) estimated that u-235/plutonium fuels were competitive with coal and oil-fird 

utilities in 1981 (p. 627).  

15 The age of the facilities at SRS, and the radioactive releases from them. have been raiscd 

as issues if spent fuels are to be reprocessed at SRS. The separations canyons at SRS are more 

than 40 years old, however, their equipment has been upgraded and is functional.  

These issues regarding the canyons can be related to other man-made structures. The 

Eiffel Tower, the Douglas DC-3 aircraft, and the Empire State Building am all older than the 

SRS canyons. Technology is not necessarily dated by its age; the Titanic, which sunk on its 

maiden voyage, s a good example. When the Empire State Building opened in 1931. the life

span of the average American was around 47 In 1988, according to the U.S. Bureau of the 

Census, the average life-span of Americans had increased to about 75. During this period, at 

the rate of about 2 million visitors annually, 75 million visitors had toured the Empire State 

Building. If each visitor toured the Empire State Building within about one hour. because 

some tall concrete buildings we radioactive at about 5 prus per hour (Eichholz, 1985, p.  

108). the collective annual radioactive dose from the Empire State Building would be much 

gremer than the dose to the population exposed to rep•ocessing releases from SRS.  

SR-008 
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS, COLUMBIA, SC, 

MARY T. KELLY 

PAGE 1 OF 2 

Jura6, 1996 

FROM: MarY T. Kr4ly. Natural RNoMMN SpeLaWh 

LqCtM of Women Voler of Sou* Cwolins 

4011 Sm=dwoOd Deve 

Cobnb*) S.C. 29206 
(103) 7t2-9410

TO: Dopiment of E-e'V 

Offie of Ywilo Mateiash Dispouition 

do SAIC-PEIS 

P.O. Box 237%6 

Wadingpo, D.C. 20026-3796 

RE: Soorop and Dpodidi of Wep -Ublk F-k Matim Droll PrOFm8MMtbC 

Fovrottsttil 1mpd Statem - datd Febrmuy 1996 
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I 080200 Comment Number 1

Comment noted.

080301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy recognizes the commentor's concern with the 

Borehole Alternatives. Decisions on the disposition alternatives will be based 

upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national 

policy considerations, and public input.

091108 Comment Number 3

The potential human health impacts from the proposed Pu storage and 
disposition alternatives are evaluated and presented in this PEIS for facility 

normal operation and anticipated accidents. The analysis considered all major 

potential exposure pathways including the inhalation of Pu oxide emitted 

from the facilities.  

The manufacture or MOX fuel assemblies would create TRU and a minimal 

amount of mixed TRU wastes as described in Section 4.3.5.1.10. This waste 

would be treated and packaged in either a facility constructed with the MOX 

fuel fabrication plant or in an expanded central facility. The waste would be 

staged in storage facilities until it would be shipped to a Waste Isolation Pilot 

Plant (WIPP) for disposal, depending on whether DOE decides to operate the 

WIPP. 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.
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060008 Comment Number 4

Whereas it is true that the radioactivity does decay with time, the process is 
relatively slow, progressing with an approximately 30-yr half-life. If 
terrorists, or others could get access to the Pu in spent fuel, recovery of that 
Pu from spent fuel is a non-trivial challenge, even after the radiation field has 
decayed somewhat. Pu in spent fuel is not directly weapons-usable. To make 
it weapons-usable requires extracting the Pu from the spent fuel which is 
expensive and technologically complex. Once the surplus Pu is rendered to 
the Spent Fuel Standard it is no more attractive or useful than the Pu in 
already existing quantities of spent fuel.

010600 Comment Number 5

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

110006 Comment Number 6

Comment noted. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable 
fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical and 
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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t'.um., Patricia ToUsiqnant. President 
Lau.-• of dome.n Voters of Hilton Head Island. 6C 
4 Deerfield Road 
Hilton Head Island, south Carolina 29926 
(803) 681-771; 

1U. Dnpartment of Sner'y 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
C/o SAIC - PE'I 
P'.0, Box 23786 
.ashinaton, D.C. 20026-3786 

R 4, aeapons-Grade Plutonium Oisposal 
Plutoniu. 0i position Cducationai Forum 
April 25, 1996 
,orth Auousta Co.munity Center. iC 

Attached is a statenmnt and reuspaper arlucle prepared by or. -avid 
Jordan for the teaque of .lomen Voters of Hilton Head Island. ýC 
on the Disposal of ,eapons-Irade Plutonium. Dr. Jordan attrended 
this Forum as our representative and prepared the followin, comnents 
after studyini the Fissile Materials Disposition Uvqrview materials.  
The Lteaue of .4o"en Voters submit this paper as our statement on 
this vital and sensitive issue. Dr. Jordan is a Chemistry Professor 
durine the susne r months at Potsdam Colleqe of the jtate of New 
York and resides the balance of the year in Hilton Head Island, 
.outh Carolina. His addresses and phone numbers are, 

David Jordan, 1h.0. ess 53 North PortRoyal Drive 
Professor .UNY - Potsdam Collene Hilton Head Island 
Jspart.of Chemistry :C 29926 
372 Outer Main Street (803) 681-5664 
Potsdam, NY 13676 
(315) 265-5664 
(Until mid-October) 

CC, Island Packet Coniressmens Spence 
Hilton Head News Clyburn 
?he State (newspaper) spratt 
Ene.rgy Research eOundation Inlis 
Natural Resources Defense Council "raham 
3en. ollinýes Sanford 
S;en. Thurmond jenators, ,am Nunn 
;ov. Beasley - SC John ;lenn 

Pov. Miller - ;A Union of Concerned scientists 
SR!-CAB member& LrV-Ui 
3en. Holly COrk-SC LdV-GA 
Sen. McKinley 4aahineton-iC L'-ic 
aep. Billy K~yaerlinrw-SC 
Z ep. icott thichardson-SC 

pep. James Hod•es-3C 

M-244



LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS, HILTON HEAD ISLAND, SC, 

PATRICIA TOUSIGNANT 

PAGE 2 OF 5 

WEAPONS-GRADE PLUTONIUM DISPOSAL 
Store it or Convert it to an Unattractive Hazardous 
Material through Using it as Fuel? 

Government agencies and organizations such as the National 

Academy of Science have considered over thirty options for 

managing excess weapons-grade plutonium, arising from the 

dismantling of nuclear warheads. The Plutonium Disposition 

Educational Forum held in North Augusta on April 25 discussed two 

of these options.  

Very pure metallic plutonium (Pu). containing a high percentage of 

the 239-isotope, for use in a bomb is a finely machined sphere 

roughly the size of a billiard hall. Some panelists emphasized the 

point that Pu-239 was not much of a health hazard, because it emits 

only alpha particles, which cannot penetrate far into tissue.  

Furthermore, the emission rate of these particles is slow, since 

particle emission by half of the plutonium atoms takes 

approximately 25,000 years. External contact with plutonium limits 

the radiation effects to the body surface.  

However, health hazards become greater if the Pu metal is converted 

to its oxide, for the oxide can form dust particles, which may enter 

lung cavities. Plutonium oxide in the lungs increases ones risk for the 

development of lung cancer, because the emitted alpha particles will 

continually affect the closely surrounding tissue. The risk of a cancer 

is a function of the dose of plutonium inhaled.  

Never mentioned at the forum is the fact that nitrate salts, which are 

produced during reprocessing of plutonium metal or the oxide, are 

&AxLt-&absLbk, so if by accident or storage tank corrosion these salts 

enter the public water supply, concentration of plutonium at other 

parts within the body is possible. At the end of 1994, the Savannah 

River Site was storing 126,300 cubic meters of highly radioactive 

solutions derived from reprocessing Only in 1996 has treatment of 

these solutions begun. In 1960 the Savannah River site had a leak of 

100 gallons of high-level radioactive waste into the ground water.  

The storage tanks at Hanford, Washington, a facility similar to the 

Savannah River Site have been leaking continuously since 1956. and 

have released over 750,000 gallons of liquid waste into the ground; it 

has been detected in lest wells.

M-244
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Reportedly there is a warehouse in Russia where twelve-thousand 

thermos bottles of Pu materials are storedl; th contents of just three 

would be sufficient to make A bomb. The security supervision of this 

Pu is eroding. Sufficient Pu-239 to construct a bomb could be 

smuggled out hidden in a worker's clothing. Fortm speakers 

conveyed a sense of urgency that international agreements for the 

strict control of plutonium materials should be arranged soon.  

The Department of Energy has narrowed the disposal options to 

three: 1) usage as a fuel in nuclear reactors. 2) placement into deep 

dry boreholes or mines (geologic disposal), and 3) immobilization in 

glass or ceramic with secure storage. The latter two could be 

combined. Forum speakers generally voiced opinions consistent with 

what one would expect from the companies or agencies that they 

represented': oxide reprocessors and nuclear power plant service 

employees favored the first option. There was wide agreement that 

there will be a large monetary cost for disposal of plutonium, no 

matter what the method.  

The fuel option uses plutonium oxide mixed with uranium oxide 

(called a MOX fuel) in a nuclear reactor. Nuclear power plants now 

fission uranium oxide, and if properly modified, could fisolon MOX to 

generate electricity. Using plutonium oxide alone would be rather 

hazardous because it is more difficult to keep the fission process 

under control than it is with MOX or uranium oxide alone.  

The majority of panelists supported the MOX fuel option and argued 

that in the foreseeable future there will be an insatiable need for 

energy. which nuclear fuel can partly supply, thus preserving 

petroleum for other purposes. The Russians, in fact, regard their 

plutonium stocks as a "National Treasure'. and will not readily 

dispose of it. Storing weapons-grade plutonium in this country in a 

way which would make it easily retrievable would not seem to the 

Russians and others to be good-faith disposal. and the overriding 

concern is to quickly come to agreements to stop the proliferation.  

Very importantly, spent reactor fuel is so much more radioactive and 

hazardous than unspent fuel that only nations with highly 

sophisticated technology will be able to process it for further 

disposition, thereby eliminating the threat of its acquisition by rogue 

parties.  

M-244
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On the other hand, immobilization advocates argue that MOX fuel is 
cheaply available (as is solar energy) but expensive to utilize. A MOX 
industry will perpetuate the supply of Pu because it can be 
reprocessed, and it is the continued vulnerability to theft and wider 
dispersal of this supply that is the issue of greatest concern. There 
are few reactors in the US (more in Europe) that are presently 
suitable to burn MOX. Modification of existing reactors will require 
substantial capital investment.  

Although immobilization of wastes is not yet a highly developed 
technology, glass is durable and environmentally acceptable and 
glass technology is well established. Geologic disposition is stalled 
partly due to political opposition and the tedious pace of federal 
governmental action. It seems that these methods could be available 
much earlier if an appropriate sense of urgency existed.  
If immobilization ensures that highly-radioactive wastes are 
included in the glass encasements, nations, individuals or terrorist 
organizations lacking sophisticated technology would not be able to 
reprocess the materials without subjecting themselves to severe 
health effects. Immobilization preserves the material for future use, 
while minimizing the creation of new wastes. Even with the fuel 
option, not all of the potential fuel is of suitable quality for burning; a 
disposal program for this will be required anyway. Inventories of 
material, openly published and verifiable, would alleviate suspicions, 
permit careful monitoring and promote international agreements.  

According to one speaker, "urgency is the name of the game" to 
prevent the dangers of a return to weapons production or the 
consequences of weapons-grade plutonium reaching the hands of 
terrorists.  

It seems to this observer that although there are valid arguments for 
each of these possible methods of disposal, sustaining the plutonium 
cycle with the present technology by reprocessing and burning MOX 
fuel looks like a pork-barrel program for electric utilities, 
compounds the risks of nuclear proliferation, and certainly leads to 
even greater waste disposal and clean-up costs. To be able to urge 
other nations to place decreased reliance upon plutonium and to 
allay their suspicions regarding the United State's intended use of 
our plutonium, we must store it so that it is not readily recoverable, 
openly publish our inventory of stored nuclear wastes, and freely 
allow others to verify the disposition of these materials.

1/08.03.01 

2/08.03.01 

1/08.03.01 
cont.  
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080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for the 
immobilization disposition technologies. Immobilization disposition would 
place the material in a form which is not readily recoverable, and would 
permit verification of the disposition of the materials.

080301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the 
Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Decisions on disposition of weapons
usable fissile materials will be made based upon environmental analyses, 
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public 
input.
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Society is not presently managing these materials and wastes well.  

If in the not-too-distant future the nuclear energy in these stored 

materials becomes essential for society, the waste-treatment 

technology and security procedures may have improved and be 

comparable with those of a still-evolving reactor technology. In 

twenty-five thousand years, the plutonium will still have half of the 

energy value that it has now.  

A thorough discussion of this issue may be found in the 1994 report 

of the National Academy of Sciences: Management and Disposition of 

Excess Weapons.  

David Jordan 

M-244 
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June 7, 1996 

Mr. Greg Rudy 
Acting Director 
Office of Finsile Materials Dispolition 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Ave. SW 
Washsingtons, DC 20585 

Dear Mr. Rudy: 

We we writing to provide our c coments on the 
We 1o,-Usable Fissile Materials Draft Proerammat[ Envir.m..nt-- Ininct State.en.  (-DPEIS"). Despite the substantial effort that went into prepu'tion of the draft analysis, there e a number of important issues that were given inadeqte aesaion or no attention at all. These defects, as discussed below, must be corrected if the finol PEIS is to meet the rquirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and the Department of Fnerncy's (DOE) implementing regulations (10 C.FA. 1021).  

NonprollferatJon and Cost Analyses Must Be Included in the DPEIS and Iktegrated 
Into the NEPA Decision-Makiag Proeos

DOE is still Preparing a cost smalysis anda non-proliferafion analysis of disposition options. At the Apeil 18 public heaing on the DPEIS, you stated that those umlyses eventually would be made available to the public when completed, bus not pior to the end of the oemment period, then scheduled for May 7. (At the urging of tevel pusle-.interest groups. including aioe of those signing this letter, the comment period was exttlded to June 7, but not to 45 days after the cogt and nonproliferation analyses are made publicly available, as requested.) 

DOE laim that these anlysem we not required for inchision in the PEIS. which focuses on environmental isues. This is an inappropriately narrow view of the jmpe of programmatic eni•snm tal imspact staements. As spelled out in the letter to Secretary O'Leary of April 5 requesting the delay, previous EIS's have included detailed sopMoliferatio. analyses, even making non-prolifrtisou a primary decision ritrion. Cost analyses have been included as decisio, factors in a number of ElSa. as wedl. The plutonium disposition DPEIS explicidy cites "non-pnolifermon," *secuity," and "costeffectiveness" as among the seening critera used in the disposition PEIS promu to rule out certain disposition altenative. Cetainly the coat and non-prolifustion analyses used to support these decisions must be icorporated into the PEIS itself.  

It is ott position, thereform that the public comment period should remnain open until 45 days after all relevant support doctmaenrt, including the cost ad non-olifer ion analyses, am made publicly available. Therefore, these analyses, together with public

1/08.00.00 

2/08.02.00 

M-289

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.

At the request of several organizations and individuals, the public comment 
period for the PEIS was extended to a total of 92 days. The technical, cost, and schedule analyses were made available to the public for review beginning in July 1996. The nonproliferation analysis was made available to the public for review beginning in October 1996. These analyses, along with consideration of public comments on these analyses and the Final PEIS are fully integrated in DOE's decisionmaking process.

c• ..r~ 

":5u;

Comment Number I

Comment Number 2
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comments on them must be fully integrated in the Department's decision.makg proces 2/08.02.00 
under PA cont.  

Issues That Mast Be Included In the Nonproliferatlon Analysis

The National Academy of Sciences' (NAS) 1994 study' of weapons-plutonium 

disposition proposed three proliferation risk factors for use in comparing 

pluton -disposition option: risk of thek, risk of reversal, and impact on arms reduction.  

These are important criteria that should guide DOE's analysis. but the DPEIS does not 

specifically address then These nis must be fully evaluated in the non-proliferatioet 

analysis and be made part of the DPEIS.  

Analysis of the risk of theft and diversion must include a thorough examination of 

difficulties encountered with plutonium accountancy at mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel fabrication 

paits. In particular, the 70-kilogram plutonium discrepancy at the Plutonium Fuel 

production Facility (pFPF) in Japan is now the subject of an extensive clan-ou inspection 

by the Intenational Atomic Energy Agency OAEA). The disecran tesdts from 

excessive hold-up of plutonium in the pr line of this purportedly a state-of-the-art 

MOX fuel fabrication facility, and raise serious questions as to whethe MOX d oio 
options can be adequately safeguarded. Nor does the lack of knowledge by the IAEA of 
the reMlts of in-pocess m s ccounting at MOX fabrication plants within Euratom 

provide any basis for asumning that these plants are subject to effective safeguards either.  

Analysis of the risk of nE must address the comparative difficulty of retzieving 

plutonium fronm firnl waste forms. Appendix H of the DPEIS, "High-Level Waste Forms 

Comparative Analysis," fails to examine these issues. A detailed comparative analysis of 

plutonium retrievability from spent MOX fuel and immobilized glass and ceramic waste 

forms must be included along with the factors already addressed, such An regulatory issues.  

criticality, thermal load, radiation, and releass.  

Analysis of risis to arm, control and nonoroliferation must include a thorough 

assessment of the intetnational repercussions of a U.S. decision on disposition technology.  

The DPEIS implicitly acknowledges the importance of what the NAS study called the "fuel 

cycle policy signal* when it posits that one of the goals of the disposition process is "to 

strengthe national and international am control efforts by providing a storage and 

disposition model for the international community.- But the DPEIS does not explicitly 

consider the fuel cycle policy signal that the MOX option would send relative to alternative 

immobilization options.  

I Committee on Internationai Security and Arms Control, National Academy of 

Sciences. Management and Disposition of Excess Wcanons Plutonium 1994.

3/01.06.00 

4/01.06.00 

5/01.06.00 

6/01.06.00
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01 0600 Comment Number 3 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is, in part, to establish the technical and 

program infrastructure that will enable the United States to take unilateral 

action or negotiate reciprocal actions with other nations for the disposition of 

surplus weapons-usable Pu. This PEIS addresses the environmental impacts 

of the reasonable alternatives for DOE's Proposed Action. Analyses of the 

cost, schedule, technical, and nonproliferation policy impacts are described in 

separate documents and will be considered in DOE's decision. The 

documents related to technical, cost, and schedule analyses were made 

available for public review beginning in July 1996. The nonproliferation 

analysis was made available to the public beginning in October 1996. DOE 

also conducted a series of public meetings, prior to the issuance of the Final 

PEIS, to discuss the analysis of the nonproliferation analyses, Draft 

Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable Fissile 

Materials Storage and Plutonium Disposition Alternatives, as it relates to the 

Proposed Action and alternatives.  

The analysis of the nonproliferation impacts examines, among other things, 

the risk of theft, risk of reversal, and arms reduction impacts for the various 

Reactor Alternatives using MOX fuel and Immobilization Alternatives.

010600 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the 
Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Decisions on disposition will be made 

based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national 

policy considerations (including the nonproliferation analyses), and public 

input. The nonproliferation analyses, Draft Nonproliferation and Arms 

Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Storage and 

Plutonium Disposition Alternatives, examines the potential diversion risk 

using MOX fuel fabrication, safeguards, "hold-up" material, and 

accountability to the IAEA and international community, among other things.  

These nonproliferation analyses have been made available for public 

comment and will be considered in the decisionmaking process.

010600 Comment Number 5

One of the goals of materials disposition is to make the Pu as inaccessible and 

unattractive for weapons use as the residual Pu contained in commercial
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In its September 27, 1993 non-proliferation policy statement, the Clinton 
administration declared that "the United States does not encourage the civil use of 
plutonium and, accordingly, does not itself engage in plutonjium reprocessing for either 
nuclear power or nulea explosive purposes.* The possibility that the MOX option would 
have an adverse affect on U.S. non-proliferation policy by stimulating the use of MOX in 
civil nuclear power programs and thereby encouraging plutonium reprocessing and 
recycling must be addressed in the DPEIS's analysis.  

Cast Analysis Maig isclhde Subsidies to Nuclear Utilities and Be Integrated into the 
NEPA Decialon-Maklaa Process 

Like the non-proliferation analysis, the cost analysis of plutonium disposition options 
now being prepared by Oak Ridge National Laboratory must be integrated into the NEPA 
decision-making process. That analysis must include all costs of the various disposition 
options. including subsidies being demanded by nuclew electrical utilities that have 
expressed interest in using weapons-plutonium MOX fuel. Given recent regulatory changes 
and the severe diseconomics of nuclear electricity generated at some facilities, these utilities 
face strong competition from non-nuclear electrical generatorm An industry technical 
analysis fully anticipates that some utilities will insist upon not simply compensation for 
direct costs related to warhead plutonium disposition in their reactors, but subsidization of 
the electricity these reactors produce to guarantee that it is economically competitive with 
electricity from alternative non-nuclear sources, a subsidy that could cost U.S. taxpayers 
billions of dollars over the life of the plutonium-disposition program'. These costs must 
be carefully calculated in advance, so that they can be taken into account in the decision on 
disposition alternatives.

7/01.06.00

1/08.00.00 
cont.

Pyroprocessing Immobilization Alternative Must Be Fairly Assessed 

The DPEIS (Section 2.4.3.3) posits "electrometallurgical treatment" as one of the 
immobilization options. This technology, also known as "pyropmreesing." was developed 
by Argonne National Laboratory as pars of the Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) Program, which 
DOE has since cancelled, largely on non-proliferation grounds.  

Because it involves reprocessing technology, pyroprocessing poses a proliferation 
risk and undercuts U-S. non-proliferation policy aimed at discouraging mproce . Nor is 8/01.04.00 
it a sensible technical alternative; both a recent National Academy of Sciences study and an 

One study calculates that such a subsidy may run as high as six cents per kilowatt
hour, depending upon the utility and plants, equivalent to billions of dollars. GE Nuclear 
Energy, Study of Plutonium Disnosition Using Existing GE Advanced Boiling Water 
Rcto NEDO-32361. Prepared for the U.S. Departsent of Energy, June 1, 1994, p. 1.2
4.
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nuclear spent fuel (that is, the Spent Fuel Standard). The Pu contained in spent 
MOX fuel or in an immobilized glass or ceramic form is deemed to meet the 
Spent Fuel Standard. The proliferation resistance of the final MOX spent fuel 
and immobilized forms is compared for the various alternatives and 
variations in DOE's nonproliferation study, Draft Nonproliferation and Arms 
Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable Fissile Material Storage and 
Plutonium Disposition Alternatives, which was made available for public 
review in October 1996. DOE also conducted a series of public meetings, 
prior to the issuance of the Final PEIS, to discuss the analysis of the 
Nonproliferation Policy as it relates to the Proposed Action and alternatives.  
The proliferation analysis, along with the PEIS, public comments, cost, 
schedule, and technical analyses will be part of the decisionmaking process 
to support the ROD.

010600 Comment Number 6

Converting surplus Pu into MOX fuel is not the end state. The end state is to 
use the MOX fuel in a reactor so that it meets the Spent Fuel Standard for 
proliferation resistance after irradiation. While the Pu is in the MOX fuel 
form, it would be subject to high standards of safeguard and security.  

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 not being proposed by DOE and is beyond the scope 
of 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 propose or evaluate reprocessing of the spent 
fuel, does not suggest or propose reprocessing for the management or 
disposition of the spent fuel.  

The President's Nonproliferation Policy does not prohibit the use of MOX 
fuel, but rather restricts the separation of Pu for civilian use. Fabricating 
MOX fuel from surplus weapons-usable Pu and using that fuel in a once
through fuel cycle would meet the Purpose and Need of the PEIS for Pu 
disposition and would not violate the President's policy.

I
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internal DOE report reject it as a viable weapons-tlutonium disposition aternative. DOE 

has ignored these considerations in its analysis. They must be included in the Final PEIS 8/01.04.00 

analysis, which, accordingly. must reject electrometaliurgical treatment as an option for cont.  
plutonium dispositior.  

Safety and Health Impacts of Disposition Options Must BO Consistently and 

Accurately Assessed 

A major objective of the DPEIS should be to present a thorough evaluation of the 

occupational and public health risks of different weapons-plutonium disposition options.  

Disposition options then should be ranked according to the risks they pose, and this ranking 

should play an important role in the eventual choice of disposition option.

The DPEIS. however, fails to accomplish this objective. Its methodology for 

evaluating and compating the safety risks of different disposition options is logically 

inconsistent and confusing. These incosistencies serve to exaggerate the risks of the 

unisobilization options relative to the reactor-based options. They must be corrected in the 

final version to provide a fair presentation of the evaluation and ranking of the safety risks 

of immobilization and reactor-based disposition options.  

Such a presentation would show that the health and safety impacts of the 

immobilization options will be substantially lower than those associated with the reactor 

options. However. the DPEIS is structured to minimize the significance of this fact.  

What follows is a partial listing of the deficiencies we have identified: 

- The DPEIS overestimates the safety and health impacts of the immobilization 

options by explicitly including only the absolute impacts of options requiring new facilities, 

and not the incremental impacts associated with existing facility procew variants, such as 

can-in-canister at the Defense Waste Processing Facility (DWPF). On the other hand, the 

DPEIS does explicitly evaluate the incremental impacts of the existing Light Water Reactor 

(LWR) MOX option with respect to normal (as distinguished from accidental) eiussions.  

This leads to an inconsistent comparison of the two options.  

, The accident analysis of the LWR option is based entirely on an irelevant care, an 

evolutionary LWR fueled with low-enriched uranium, which does not account for the 

numerous unresolved safety issues associated with the use of full-core, weapons-grade

9/09.09.08 

10/09.09.08 

11/09.09.08

i -Comments on the Electrometallurgical Process" attachment to letter to Bill Danker, 

MD-I. from Leonard Gray, Task Leader, Fissile Materials Immobilization Task [sic], Fissile 

Materials Disposition Project. August 30, 1995; Gregory R. Choppin, ct al- Ai.l, 
of the Electrnetalltivical Anoroach for Treatmet of Excess Weaton Plutonium National 

Research Council, 1996.

M-289

010600 Comment Number 7

The President's Nonproliferation Policy says the United States will not 
recycle Pu. Burning weapons-usable Pu in reactors does not utilize the 

recycling process because the Pu in the spent fuel from this process will not 

be extracted for reuse in new fuel. This is consistent with U.S. policy since no 

Pu is being recycled. After a once-through fuel cycle, the Pu would be 

converted to a nonproliferation form as spent reactor fuel.

010400 Comment Number 8

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

Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative. Information and assessments on 

Electrometallurgical Treatment will be taken into account in the decision 

process. Separate technical, schedule, and cost analyses on the disposition 

options, including the Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative, were 

issued by DOE beginning in late July 1996; the nonproliferation analysis of 

the disposition options, including electrometallurgical treatment, was issued 

for public comment in October 1996. The Electrometallurgical Treatment 

Alternative is analyzed in the PEIS because it is a "reasonable" alternative, 

and as such, must be analyzed under NEPA. Section 2.4.4.3 of the PEIS has 

been revised to note the NAS concerns regarding the use of electro

metallurgical treatment for Pu disposition. Further, Electrometallurgical 

Treatment Alternative is not included in the Preferred Alternative.

090908 Comment Number 9

Potential human health impacts from Proposed Actions are analyzed and 
documented in this PEIS as required by NEPA. To inform the public and 

decisionmakers, all latent cancer risks associated with the alternatives are 

presented in the PEIS regardless of their risk magnitude. The ranking or 

decisionmaking analysis of the alternatives will be based on various factors 

including human health impacts. DOE's intent in the PEIS is to provide an 

unbiased environmental analysis of all alternatives. However, the Reactor 

Alternatives generally do have more available information than other 

disposition alternatives because of industry experience.

C., 

0 
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0J

MOX fuel in eitng LWRs or CANDUs. As a result, the important issue of how accident ts may increase if MOX is substituted for LEU in existing reactors is not addressed.  This is a crucial point because the incremirneia accident risks resulting from this substitution 11/09.09.08 may actually exceed the absolute risks of an evolutionary LWR accident as cited in the cont.  DPEIS.  

. A DPEIS reference doeuanenr lists LWR accidents with higher frequency amd I greater consequences than the most severe LWR accident sequence evaluated in the DPEIS; 1 12/09.09.08

* The geographical range of the safety analysis is 11jusitfably lintited. the choice of an 80-km threshold for consideration of public health impacts leads to ahiad conclusions.  such as the notion that an accident in a Canadian CANDU reactor would have no 13/09.09.08 
environmental impact in the US; 

' The absence of discussion of economic and other external factors severely impairs 1 
the credibility of the safety analysns, ep as it applies to the MOX opt in - 14/09,09.08 
Tramnportlon Safety and Security amiso Mast Be Addressed 

The DPEIS does not discuss the security arrangemems for sea shipments of plutomnum or MOX reactor fuel. which would be necsay if warhead.phsonimn MOX fuel were fabricated in Europe. These muargements may be included in the classiled appendix on franspoetation.' If to. some asPects of these arrangements should be made a part of the public recod and subject to independent evaluation Further. then, no disnrasion of mmsporaion security arrangeuents with the government of canad if CfMU reactors 15/10.00.00 
were used. These maners reqUsre clarification. The DPEIS needs to srate publcly what level of security wil be required for shipments of plutonium and MOX. flis • an be done "without Providing explicit details regarding armament. routng and scheduling that might prove useful to a potential adversary.  

Appendix 0 compares ransportation impacts for the different disposition alternatives. The analysis understates the environtemnal hammsr of trasporng tadioactive 1 "110.02.00 material by embracing the Type B tramport standards ad asiagrring a low pW.Wability to an 
accident that could resutt in a breach of the Type B cask. The appendix igno recent

' Fisle Material Disposition Project. Lawencen Livermore National Labormory, Evolutionar/Advanced Light Water ReactOr Data Rennrt UCRL-ID-123411, Febmua•y 9, 
1996, Table 8-5, p. 8-14.  

' This classified appendix is mentioned on page 4-783 of the DPEIS, but a citation is not given and no further information is provided.
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The human health impacts for both the existing condition (No Action) and the 
Proposed Actions are evaluated and presented for all Proposed Alternatives in 
the PEIS, including the Existing LWR Alternative (The health impacts from 
potential accidents for the three Reactor Alternatives using MOX fuel are also analyzed.) The incremental impacts are those impacts from Proposed Actions 
over existing conditions at the same site. For example, the incremental 
impacts of using the partially completed LWR would be represented by the total impacts because the LWR was not operated before. Whereas, the incremental impacts of using the existing LWRs would be represented by the differences between using the proposed MOX fuel and the current uranium 
dioxide (U0 2 ) fuel. Section 4.3.5.2.9 of the Final PEIS has been modified to show the incremental and total impacts.  

Appendix 0 was added to the Final PEIS to provide a description of the immobilization variants utilizing the can-in-canister approach at SRS. The DWPF (an existing facility) is included in this description. The preferred 
alternative in the Final PEIS includes the immobilization alternative in new or modified existing facilities. Further tiered NEPA analysis will be provided, as appropriate, for the alternatives selected in the ROD. Table 2.4-1 of the PEIS also included possible variants, many of which utilize existing facilities.

The human health impacts for both the existing condition (No Action) and the 
Proposed Action are evaluated and presented for all alternatives in the PEIS, including the Existing LWR Alternative. (The health impacts from potential 
accidents for all three Reactor Alternatives using MOX fuels are presented in the Final PEIS.) Incremental impacts are those impacts from the Proposed 
Actions over the existing conditions at the same site. For normal operations, 
both incremental impacts and total impacts are presented in the PEIS for each 
disposition alternative. While incremental impacts may appear lower for 
existing alternatives, the total impacts do not cause misleading impressions.  
Also, an inclusion of potential avoided environmental impacts from a 
Proposed Action is appropriate to the NEPA process. The avoided 
environmental impacts are presented when the potential environmental
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expert reports that challenge te adequacy of the Type B standatWs,' as well - on0oi0g 
initiatives within the IAEA and the Interationl Maritime rW -on (IMO) In re
evalute thee standards in the conext of histocal data about accident conditioto Imtead, 
the DPEIS relies on ealier ports 0 2-t the adequacy of Type B -conasi The 

DPEIS annaysis is csory and ouwlated, and m-t be revised to ltke into acount the most 
recent studies and the ongoing IAEA and IMO re-evaluations of these casis 

We believe that all of the above imu mint be thoroughly addressed for the PEIS to 

conform with NEPA rluiremes and provide - adequate basis for the Secreary's 
decision on long*-tm disposition of wuepom-usable fisile materials.  

If you would like fiather detail on the above points, please contact Steven Dolley of 
the Nuclear Control Insmie at 202-22-5444.

Paul Leventhal 
Nuclear Contol Iastitute 

Dwyl Kimball 
Physicians for Social 

Responsibility

16/10.02.00 
cont.

Sincerely, 

Natual Resmuae 
Defene Coumnl 

Jennifer Weeks 
Union of Concerned 

Scienti6

6 Illinois Irsituste of Technology Research Institute (IITR), "Definition of Bounding 

Physical Tests Repsentative of Transport Accidents-Air and Marine,* MrrRl K06019, 

November 19"3; ECO EngineerinL, Inc., Annapolis, MD., A Review of the Proposed 
Marine Trnsportanon of Reprocessed Plutonium from Europe to Japan•, March 1992; 
Edwin S. Lyman, Princeton University School of EngineednIVApplied Sciences 'Safety 

Isues in the Sea Transport of Virified High-Level Radioactive Wastes to Japan." 
December 1994

impacts from the Proposed Action are less than the impacts from the existing 
condition.

090908 Comment Number 12

The accident impacts for existing and partially completed LWRs were taken 
from existing documents for a set of representative facilities. Accident 

impacts presented in the PEIS were the average impacts of the representative 

facilities. However, the Final PEIS includes quantitative health risk analyses 

for the evolutionary, existing, and partially completed LWRs using MOX fuel 

for both normal operations and potential accidents.

090908 Comment Number 13

Like any other EIS, a realistic impact area has to be defined to conduct 
radiological impact assessment. Federal guidance defines two major impact 

regions. NUREG-0654 defines 16 km (10 mi) as the plume exposure region 

and 80 km (50 mi) as the ingestion exposure region for the nuclear facility 

accident emergency planning zone. While populations at greater distances 

may receive some exposure from an accidental release of radioactive material 

into the environment, this exposure would be considerably less than the 

exposure to the population within the 80 km (50 mi) region. Also, extending 

the assessment to further distances would introduce greater analytical 
uncertainties to the calculated impacts.  

It is acknowledged that if the source term was very large then the boundaries 

chosen could be extended. Nevertheless, NUREG guidance is an appropriate 

and reasonable choice for NEPA analysis.

090908 Comment Number 14

Technical, cost, and schedule analyses were made available to the public 
beginning in July 1996. The nonproliferation analysis was made available to 

the public in beginning in October 1996. Input from each of these analyses 

will be integrated in the DOE's decisionmaking process.
M-289
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Fred Millar 
Nuclear Waste 

Citien Coaliton 

0 ome reforPee 

Kathrn Crondail 
Women Strike for Pe=c

The PEIS analysis assumes that transport of Pu by ship would be done by 
dedicated British Nuclear Fuel, Limited, or COGEMA ships from military 
seaports in the United States to seaports in Great Britain or France. The 
transport would meet applicable IAEA requirements and the International 
Maritime Organization (IMO) code. While in temporary storage at the 
seaports and during transport on the ship, appropriate escort security 
measures would be implemented. Section G. 1.2.5 provides a description of 
the transportation effects on the global commons and includes the results of 
an environmental assessment of the sea shipment of Pu, Environmental 
Assessment of the Import of Russian Plutonium-238, referenced in the PEIS 
as DOE 1993x. Technical and licensing issues related to the MOX fuel 
fabrication have been considered by DOE in the technical evaluations of the 
storage and disposition alternatives, which were issued in late July 1996. It is 
anticipated that MOX fuel fabricated in Europe would not be used in a reactor 
in Canada.

100200 Comment Number 16

Type B packagings are currently certified safe for transporting radioactive 
materials. The comments were given consideration for the PEIS, but the 
analysis used is for currently certified packagings. If the safety certification 
for the packaging is withdrawn, then new analyses would be required.

Tom Clements 
Greenpeace Intenatonal

(3

100000

Biln Maitven 
Public Citizen

Comment Number 15

Michael Mamiate 
Nuclear Infortmaion Resource 

Service 

cc: Dave Nulton

M-289
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LEWIS, MARVIN, PHILADELPHIA, PA 
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Date Received 
Comment ID 
Nar.: 
Address

06112V96 
P0051 
Marvin Lewis 
3133 Fairfield Street 
Philadelphia. Pennsylvania 19136

Transcription: 

My name is Marvin (M-a-r-v-i-n) Lewis (L-e-w-i-s), 3133 Fairfield Street, Philadelphia, PA 

19136 Area Code (215)676-1291 1 appreciate that the comment line is still open I hope that 

there has been an extension for comments on the supremely dangerous and very problematical 

progratmmic PEIS But to go on with my conmments, yes, there is plutonium produced in 

commera nuclear reactors However, to start with MOX. mixed oxide fuel, is a matter of 

danger, great danger. This was gone over back in the - when it was first proposed commercially, 

many years ago in GESMO. General Environmental Statement on Mixed Oxide Fuel The very 

comments I made in GESMO and all the comments in GESMO should be incorporated as a 

minimum. into this PEIS Many, many issum were raised that have been lost from memory both 

institutional and personal. Ad I've also lost a lot ofthe paperwork which is almost impossible to 

find - except in the NRC Reading Room This is a dangerous, impossible suggestion that we go 

to mixed oxide fuel Many reactors are in areas of high population Any. any plutonium release 

would be disastrous I really ask that whomever thought this one up. rethink it and stop it 

Respectfully subimritted. Marvin Lewis.

1/08.03.01

P-051

080301 Comment Number I

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.

Cit 
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080301 Comment Number 1

Judy N. Lindstrom 
P o. =3 S 
pl. ot H1l1, TM 34578 
Key 1. 1904

U.8. DW, Office of Nooonfflqortlon 
PO 3. 3417 

Ale-ondria, VA 23102

I do not agree with 0 aor Proqannartlc Znvlrocntal 1291ect Btatenent 
(nal) la noo e.r wspon. nd W .t rtlr.l. tor ._Il._ _p•on c..pl..o..  
The option. yo'n, conaidered for disposal or dilspootloo of excess *rfinod 
.matriIs or. mmstfe and does not sol. the waste problem: 

-- bol..r roecors tLht ... ploton.in also prod-o. plotoniu and oen l1-9., 
qocJtiles of dlogrou by-poodcts..  

-- The cost Of developinq and maintalning reactors to prohibiti..  

-- ?.aditi-.l outhed. of disposal (e.g.. deep b•. halo disposal) aro 
-rliable, qlvn. the oitable and long-to. nature of these was"..  

I u0ge you to adopt a plan tha1t would ulnit the amount of procsJlng a nd 
trankpotoation of materials. and oeooainly not plans that would lncr..n. the 

-mt of Coos.. conild.r vltrlfl..tlon o. gl9 l... atlon of platowlmn, 
whicl _ld -b 'loit. It and also help prooont prolif-nstlon..

1/08.03.01 

2/08.03.01

Tou. truly, 
Ju~dy X. Lindstrom

F-058

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

080301 Comment Number 2

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.
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LITT, VALERINE, OAK RIDGE, TN 
PAGE 1 OF 1

Date Received: 04/03/96 

Comment ID: P0002 

Name: Valerine Litt 

Address: Oak Ridge, Tennessee 

Transcription 

My name is Valerine Litt. I want that stuff at Oak Ridge out oftherc. I read an article that the 

cancer rate within a 100 mile radius was higher than any other place in the nation. I havc lost six

members of my family to cancer in the last 20 years. 1 now have one brother that has been tree 

of throat cancer for five years after two major surgeries and 32 radiation treatments. l myself had 

cancer of the uterus 20 years ago. Why not put it somewhere else? I went to Oak Ridge when I 

was fifteen years old when you had to go through a gate where there was guards where this 

radiation stuff and the war material and all of that there. We have had it long enough in this arca 

Get it out. Now.

1/08.03.01

P-002

080301 Comment Number 1

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

fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and 

economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

r
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Comment Number 1

6202 Yale 
Amarillo, Texas 79109-6727 
April 27, 1996 

Department of Energy 
1000 independence Avenue, S. W.  
Washington, D. C. 20585 

Re: Pantex - NO Plutonium 

Dear Ms. O'Leary: 

"We are against the long-term storage and disposition of plutonium 
and highly enriched uranium at the Pantex Plant located at 
Amarillo, Texas.  

We feel the storage of radioactive material at Pantex endangers 
the Oglalala Aquifer which is the "blood" that nourishes our 
nations's farm land.  

I was exposed to radioactive material in Operation Crossroads 
(Bikini, 1946) and have since learned that NO amount of radiation 
is safe.  

Please do not make Pantex a nuclear long-term storage facility.  

Sincerely,

1/08.03.01

S cIC. LOCKe

M-201

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to new 
missions at Pantex. Waste/hazardous material treatment/handling operations 
are regulated to minimize the potential for releases of hazardous substances 
to the soil or surface water that could then migrate to the groundwater.  
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.

11~~~ ~ ~ 1. 44b,,.1 ý, iiý *
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Los ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY, LOS ALAMOS, NM, 

KEN BOWER 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

Forwarded message: 

"> From httpd Thu Nov 16 14:16:51 1995 

"> Date: Thu, 16 Nov 1995 14:16:50-0500 

"> From: HTTD Deemon <httpd> 

"> Meage-ld: <1 9 9 511161916.AA00g53@feKx~fie.com> 
"> Reply-To: doesndI 

" Subject: COMMENT Form - incoming 

"> Appamntly-To: doemdldernofedix.fie-com 

>>. To be properly posted to the correct forum area the 

> reply to this message MUST be mailed to >> doemdl@,fedix.fie.com 1<1 

> This message was gencrated by the submission of a From Comment 

> on the Fissile Materials Flectronic BBS Reply to this message 

> with the text of this message included in the reply. All "Replied" 

> 40 are publicly available on the Electronic BBS 

> -This is information generated at the time of submission and is 

> -- used to track individual comments. It should not be changed! 

> #To - doemdI-deo(@fedix.fie.cor 
> #aerial no 131 

> #Mailttle - COMMENT Form - iacomting 

> The following information is DATA from the comment form. The 

> " ctype is the Author's Request for a Public or Private comment 

> If you do not want this message to be publicly posted to the BBS 

> * do nothing or reply to the author directly.  

"> #name = Ken Bower 
"• Aitle - StaffMcmber 

"• •company - Los Alamos National Laboratory 

" #addrl -=Al17 
"7 #addr2 
"7 #city - Los Alamos 

"• #state - New Mexico 

"> #zip - 87545 
"" #phone - 505-665-2578 

"• #fax - 505-665-4411 

"> kAail - kebower@lanl.gov 

"> #subject - internet xxes to PFJS 

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

" #BEGIN conmment 

"> Maingl tle PEIS available on-line is extraordinarnly valuable. Thank you, 

"> #END comment

11/08.02.00

E-001

U /8.20

080200 
Comment noted.

Comment Number 1

r



LOSEY, DAVID C., AIKEN, SC 
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Comment Number 1

David C. Lacy 
1628 Citation Drive 

Alken, South Carolina 29803-8224

My 7, 1996

Mr. J. David Nulton, Director 
DOE - Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o $AIC - PEIS 
P. 0. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 

Dear Mr. Nulton: 

I'd like to offer these comments on the EIS for St-oage and Dispoition (,f 
Weaplxs Usable Fi.ssile Materials.

The ultimate disposition path, an NWPA geologic repository, for the spent 
fuel would be the same as any spent fuel from nuclear reactors in the United 
States. Design of the MOX fuel containing weapons-usable Pu is done such 
that the spent fuel would meet the performance criteria for disposal in an 
NWPA geologic repository.

The spent fuel standard provides a fundamental basis for much of the proposed 
action in the EIS. This basis may be flawed without a disposition path for the spent 
fuel. We shouldn't assume that at some future time we'll merely bury the spent fuel.  
There is a growing awareness that burying wastes in the earth is a poor option.  

Relying on the spent fuel standard needs to be preceded by DOE taking 
responsibility for closing the spent fuel cycle. It is important to have the disposition 
path opened bfoe convening the excess weapons plutonium to spend fuel. The 
benefits gained by making the plutonium unattractive through activation could bc 
grossly outweighed later by difficultly in handling the material 

Please consider having the entire plutonium disposition plan in place before 
activating or mixing the plutonium with radioactive contamination.

1/01.02.00

Thlank yon for the opportunity to comment on this program.  

Sincerely.  

D;v.. c e-r-
David I omey

M-190
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LOWREY, MICHAEL J., AMARILLO, TX 
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rm* " ;~:j

NAME: (Opuofla) ', ,/ 
ADDRESS: /.C%'• v .t '. Z, -•_/D, 

TELEPHONE: 0" 

-•,2 . 4 3°°• '•.. . -/ 

- "ii-i~,

1/08.00.00

080000 Comment Number I

A Preferred Alternative was not identified in the Draft PEIS for two reasons.  
First, DOE wanted to obtain public input on the alternatives before 

identifying a Preferred Alternative. Second, DOE wanted to develop 

additional information on technical, cost, schedule, and policy consideration 

independent of the NEPA analyses. The results of the technical, cost, and 

schedule analyses were issued by DOE in July 1996 and the results of the 

nonproliferation study were issued in October 1996. This information will be 

used in determining the ROD.

0
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MAGNUS, KEITH, WASHINGTON, DC 
o PAGE 1 OF 1

NAME: (Optia.,,) iL•,-t/)) h,.• L7�7�. A

1/15.00.00

DC-003

15 00 00 Comment Number I 

The Secretary's February 6, 1996, Openness Initiative announced the 
locations and quantities of surplus weapons-usable fissile materials. This 
announcement was to provide the general public with information which 
DOE could use in reviewing the proposed departmental actions and provide 
informed input to the decisionmaking process. This announcement was made 
with full consideration of national security.

an- A-S 2z 
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MANNING, SAM P., SPARTANBURG, SC 

PAGE 1 OF 1 

Coment ID: P0036 

Date Received: May 1. 1996 

Namc: Sam P. Manning 

Address: P.O. Box 355 
Spottenberg. SC 29304 

Phone: 803-582-5220 

Transcription: 

I had expected to be at the North Augusta Community Center meeting on April 30, however, I 

am in the hospital at present, and unable to come due to a heart problem. I therefore, respectfully 

request that a copy of the storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials draft PEIS 

be sent to me Laddress]. Also please send mn a copy of the stockpile stewardship and 

management draft PEIS. I also respectfully request an opportunity to file a statement in the next 1/08.01.00 
ten days, as I'm in the hospital and have been unable to prepare the report like I had requested to.  

I am concerned in reference to the amount of nuclear storage that may be placed on the shoulders 

of the State of South Carolina, as I think it's too much and presents a danger not only to South 2/08.03.01 
Carolina, but to North Carolina and Alabama based on the amount. I thank you, and I hope to 

get a message in later, but I'd be most grateful if you'd mail me that material, and also give me 

permission to file a statement within the next ten days. I thank you so much.  

I had planned and expected to be in Augusta tomorrow afternoon to make a presentation. I regret 

at present I ars in the hospital. I request permission to file a ten page to file a statement in the 

next ten days expressing my concerns in regards to the burden of nuclear radioactive waste that 

South Carolina has to carry. I fear that we are building up a situation that may be dangerous for 

the State and for the Nation due to the concentration of nuclear waste and nuclear weapons in this 

area. I regret that I cannot be present for the hearing on Tuesday, as I stated, I respectfully 

request permission to file a statement in regards to all three matters and I think. I'm hoping it will 

be the issues that will be raised will be raised by or considered by the leading scientists in the 

Nation. I thank you.  

I had expected to be in Augusta on Tuesday the 29th correction on Tuesday the 30th, but I am in 

the hospital. I would appreciate it though if you would carry these comments, and I hope to be 

able to submit a more formal statement. I reference to the storage of nuclear weapons, It is my 

understanding that they should be stored in an area where there are very few people and that is 

very dry. The Savannah River Site has 500,000 peoplc living within 100 miles ofthe facility It 

also adjoins the Savannah River for 22 miles. The Savannah River Site at present has over 505 

of the county's high level radioactive waste, It should be removed toadder area. It should not 

be increased. I thank you.  

P-036

080100 Comment Number 1

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

080301

r

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

fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and 

economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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Comment Number I

CALL-IN COMMMS ON DOE'S PRIS

MR. MANNING: Sam P. Manning. Attorney at Law, Spartanburg. South 

Carolina. My address is Post Office Box 355. Spartanburg. SC. I am calling to 

express concern in reference to the possible location of additional nuclear 

weapons and waste in South Carolina. I would have attended the hearings at 

North Augusta on April 30th, but was In the hospital due to a heart problem of 

blockage of the main artery.  

I will state my concern and ask that it be included in the record in 

regards to such matters, and I would ask -- I base my comments on this 

knowledge, which I believe is uncontradictable. that South Carolina at the 

present, based on official Government Department of Energy records, South 

Carolina has within its borders more high-level radioactive waste than any 

other State. South Carolina also, since World War U1. has had this tragic 

problem develop. According to the National Centers for Disease Control in 

Atlanta. South Carolina has a higher percentage of birth defects, and of the 

worst birth defects, than any other State. This is when a baby is born with its 

brain outside the skull or when the baby has spinablflda. It is my hope that 

they can get thorough and complete scientific studies to try to ascertain what 

creates this problem.  

Approximately two years ago. an official statement from the Savannah 

River Site made this statement, that "radiation can cause cancer, and 

radlaUon can cause birth defects," but for purposes of an environmental 

statement. 'incidences of cancer will only be counted where the person had 

died, and birth defects In this or future generations will not be counted or 

considered." 

South Carolina is a brave and wonderful State. We must have a greater 

emphasis on science and research, and we have to be careful in our State that 

our citizenry and future children are not destroyed.  

I would ask that the studies dealing with the storage and disposition of 

weapons, fissionable materials, that the Savannah River Site not be considered 

as a depositary for such. I would also respectfully request to inspect thc

1/08.03.01

P-045

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

080301
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Stockpile Stewardship and Management, that Savannah River Site not be 

considered. South Carolina already carries a great share of the environmental 

burden for the Nation. Scientific studies have stated that In respect to 

radioactive waste problems. that they should be stored in an srea that has a 

minimum of population and does not have a great deal of water. The 

Savannah River Site adjoins the Savannah River for 22 miles. It has a 

substantial population within 50 miles of the boundary. and for the protection 

of the southeastern United States and Savannah River. the emphasis and the 

push must be on making this area osle for the Nation. With 360,000 liters of 

plutonium solution, the percent of possible of nuclear chain reaction. It would 

be foolhardy to increase the burden. The Nation is already looking, apparently 

with favoir, on sating 17.000 aluminum-dad fuel radf at Savannah Rive from 

41 fork n countries. It is in the interest of not only South -

[Recorded MAY 17 at 5:42 p.m.).  

P-045 
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CALL-IN CONMMENTS ON DOES PFIS

MR. MANNING: This is Sam P. Manning. Attorney at Law.  
I am calling now to add this to the earlier comment that I made. I have 

been in the hospital due to a heart blockage question, but I would like for my 
statements to be included in the environmental impact statement or the study.  
I was unable to attend the North Augusta Community Center program, which 
was April 30th, and I would like these comments to be Included.  

In reference to continuing the operation of the Pantex plant and 
associated storage and development of nuclear weapons. I would ask that the 
Savannah River Site not be considered for such. South Carolina at present.  
based on Department of Energy records, has more than 50 percent of the 
country's high-level radioactive waste. We also have the highest incidence of 
[inaudible] birth defects. Savannah River two years ago made the statement 
that radiation can cause cancer, and that radiation can cause birth defects.  
that they would only count cancer when somebody has died, and they would 
not count the birth defects in this or future generations.  

What the emphasis must be on at Savannah River is adequate and full 
research for the protection of the general public. They have there at present 
360.000 liters of plutonium solution that, according to a DOE study, presents 
a possible criticality event. For the protection of the southeastern area of the 
country -- not only the Carolinas. but Georgia and the Nation -- Increased 
emphasis must be given on safety. Also. we must protect the young people of 
tomorrow.  

I thank you. It is a privilege to be able to make this statement. Thank 
you.

1/08.03.01

[Recorded May 17 at 5:52 p.m.)

P-046

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to new 
missions at SRS. Decisions on the storage and disposition of weapons-usable 
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and 
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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DOE-Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAIC-PEIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20026-2786 

To Whom It May Concern: 

We the undersigned protest the storage of nuclear waste, 1/08.03.01 

plutonium and uranium In the state of Nevada.

dep 
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M-022

080301 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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Comment Number 2
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M-022

As discussed in Sections 2.4.3 and 4.3.3.1.4 of the Draft PEIS, extensive 
precautions would be taken to ensure that criticality of the Pu emplaced into 
the deep borehole would not occur. There would be a site-specific study, 
formulation of appropriate regulations, detailed engineering studies, and 
computer modeling before the deep borehole facility would become 
operational. Section 4.3.3.1.4 of the Draft PEIS describes the environmental 
impacts for a deep borehole on a programmatic level so that a comparison can 
be done between the disposition technologies.

140000 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy applied results of a screening process along with 
public input to identify a range of reasonable alternatives for analysis in the 
Draft PEIS, and utilized technical reports and analyses from national 
laboratories and the 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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F-068

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the 
use of the CANDU Reactor Alternative for the disposition of Pu. Decisions 

on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon 

environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy 

considerations, and public input. This will include an appropriate level of 

analysis by Canada before any decision on burning Pu in a CANDU reactor 

is implemented.
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MAYSON, W. PENLAND, JR., AUGUSTA, GA 
o PAGE 1 OF 2

DOE Public Meeting on 
Draft Environmental Impact Statements 

April 30,1996

There are three draft environmental Impact statements on which the DOE 
is soliciting public comments. These three documents cover plutonium 
storage and management: 

* The Pantex EIS considers SRS as an alternative for storage of up 
to 20,000 plutonium pits, most of which are currently stored at Pantex.  

* The Stockpile Stewardship and Management EIS evaluates SRS as 
an alternative for plutonium recovery and remanufacturing of plutonium 
pits to maintain the nuclear stockpile.  

* The Disposition of Weapons Usable Fissile Materials EIS considers 
alternatives for consolidating plutonium storage and technologies for 
disposing of surplus plutonium.  

SRS is under consideration for a major role in each of these programs.  
Following are some points that relate to these issues: 

(1) A key part of any decision concerning these programs is the attitude of 
the neighboring communities.  

SRS's neighbors in Georgia and South Carolina have supported SRS 
operations since the location was named 46 years ago as a weapons 
material production plant. Over these years, operators of SRS have 
been prudent, responsible, and world-class in technical ability.  
This community naturally welcomes additional missions of this type 
and jobs and money coming in, especially after so much has left the 
last few years. We also know and trust the people at SRS.  
Because of the support SRS enjoys, we urge DOE to choose SRS as 
the site for the future needs discussed in these EIS's.  

(2) In many cases SRS has the facilities and capability already in place 
for certain of the EIS alternatives, and additions needed could be installed 
very cost-effectively by DOE.  

Storage of nuclear materials, for example, is commonplace activity 
at SRS, and SRS officials report that they are already planning a 
modular storage facility, which could be easily modified for 
additional capacity. The storage unit is budgeted at 1150 million, 
and additional storage capacity would roughly double that number.  

(3) If it is determined that the national Interest requires a large scale 
effort to reconstitute the plutonium pits now in the stockpile, a large 
percentage of which are decades old and potentially unreliable, SRS has 
the expertise and many of the facilities to perform that job

1/08.03.01

SR-010

08 03 01 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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F cost-effectively.  
The capital investment of that option is about $350 million, much of 

which would return to he community in the form of purchases and 
construction wages.  

(4) Excess plutonium must be managed properly. Storage is an option, but 

there is also the possibility of obtaining energy benefit from plutonium by 

making mixed oxide fuels for use in nuclear reactors. SRS is a logical 

place for fuel manufacture because of the existing plutonium handling 

facilities and expertise onsite. This would represent construction and 

related expenditures of about $350,000.  

At the same time, SRS is essentially the center of applied 

vitrification technology in this country, and would be the ideal 

location for vitrifying plutonium as an anti-proliferation action. 1/08.03.01 

Capital costs would be about $500 million, cont.  

(5) It must be remembered that SRS has the only active large-scale 

plutonium processing facility in the nation.  

(6) SRS not only has the capability to perform each of these missions 

safely and effectively, but in fact, is the only site that which can perform 

all of the missions.  
SRS has the technology, Infrastructure support, and facilities to 

immediately implement the NEPA decisions. Only SRS retains 

large-scale functioning plutonium capability. Only SRS has 

experience at startup and operation of nuclear facilities with 

today's standards of operation. Only SRS can provide the Department 

the capability to merge all of its plutonium functions at a single 

site with billions of dollars of savings which will result from this 

approach.  

W. Penland Mayson, Jr.  

3028 Bransford Rd.  
Augusta, Ga. 30909 

SR-010
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Comment Number 1

Lewis L. McFarland 
A8M5 Southwest Sixtythlrd Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 97221 
(503) 245-2170 

U.S Departme ofrnergy 
Office of Fuile Matajas Diposition 
P.O. Box 23726 
Washin•,ton D.C. 20026.-3756 

RE MOX Ructors at Hautford 

Ladles mid Ouendeai.  

I just read a review of WPSS plan to put together a consotium of 5 utilities to run 10 rectors at 
taxpaym expense that would use MOX. As a citizen ofthe Northwat, a taxpayer and a holder 
ofa degree in W m l 1m oppoed to anym ich plut The world does not need more 
munde waste to get rid of Thest reactors are expesive and have proven to be quite unsafe.  

Sincerly, 

Lewis L. McFarland 

copy Elizabeth Furse 
US Congres

1/08.03.01

M-247

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the 
Reactor Alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all 
reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning must be considered.  
Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based 
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national 
policy considerations, and public input.
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Comment ID: P0019 

Date Received: April IS, 1996 

Name: Scott Miller 

Address lBoise [ID 

Transcription: 

I'm commenting on the Department of Encrgy's material. I'm glad they have an 00 number to 

commeent on. I feel the state of Idaho is I million people strong. It's a weak state because of the 

population. Anything the Departmnent of Defense or Department of Energy wants to do in the 

state is fine as long as there's regulations and groups that are informative of what's going on in 

the state. Please ask people what they think, especially the State of Idaho. It's a beautiful state 

and I hate to see it ruined.

1/08.02.00

P-019

080200 
Comment noted.

Comment Number 1
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Loring F.. Mills 010000 Comment Number I 
132 Eareckson Lane Stevensville, MD 21666 • 4 : Tel: (410) 643-1244 The effluents and releases from facilities described in the reasonable " 

alternatives section in the PEIS do not include emissions that would ý.  
Z.  April 25. 196 substantially contribute to a global climate change. (Z) 

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

Subject: Comments on Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials, 
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS), February 1996 

Gentlemen, 

The Federal decision on storage andfor disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will 
have an environmental impact on Global Climate Change. Global climate change is the primary 
national and international environmental concern of the 21st Century. Surprisingly, the Draft 
PEIS does not effectively evaluate and compare the important items that contribute to 
global climate change. The PETS should be modified and supplemented to include a comparison 
of the storage and disposition alternatives as they impact global climate change.  

Two primary measurable and deterministic items that are very useful measures for the 
contribution of any action with regard to global climate change are- I- net energy consumption 
and 2- net carbon dioxide releases. Calculations can be made, with deterministic values, for 
both of these items. 1/01.00.00 

Attachment A: and Attachment B: of the PEIS Summary provide what is referred to as a 
Comparison of Environmental Impacts for each of the No-Action, Long-Term Storage and 
Disposition Alternatives The twelve distinct environmental impact measures do not identify 
specifically the deterministic items that reveal the impact on global climate change, While the 
Department may believe it has included such environmental impacts within the listed measures, it 
is not apparent, nor does it distinctly identified the overall environmental impact related to this 
major environmental concern of the upcoming century. Clearly, a distinct and specific 
recognition of environmental impact on global climate change is essential to provide a 
complete environmental evaluation and comparison of each comprehensive alternative for 
such an Important Federal action.  

A deterministic assessment of the important items of net energy consumption and net 
carbon dioxide releases, that relate directly to global climate change, is not provided with these 
comments. However, a brief outline and relative indication of impact is provided on page 4 as an

M-055
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attachment for reference purposes. All alternatives and process steps, other than disposition 

through taclea power plant systems, are net energy consumers and will result in additional 

carbon dioxide releases, adversely impacting global climate change. It can be argued that the use 

of weapons-usable materials in all four of the reactor fuel alternatives will result in a substantial 

net energy production. rather than conbumption. and a corresponding reduction in carbon dioxide 

releases. Perhaps in the cases of Existing LWRs and CANDU reactors the weapons-usable 

material would simply replace uraruum fuel and while there is a net energy production, there 

would not be a decrease in carbon dioxide releases. On the other hand, since the Department's 

energy forecast models gradually phase out nuclear energy production when existing nuclear 

energy units have completed there economic fife. if the Partially Completed LWI/s and 

Evolutionary LWRs alternatives were used to consume the weapons-usable material, clearly there 

would be a substantial net energy production and a significant reduction in carbon dioxide 

releases. The Department should proceed with a detailed determination ofthese items and include 

separate environmental impact measures related to global climate change

The Environmental Impact Tables in Attachments A and B of the Summary provide 

isolated impacts for individual functions and do not provide s combined set of functions that are 

required for specific alternatives, along with the net environmental impact of each complete 

alternative. As an example, to perform disposition through Vitrification, it requires Pit 

Dissssembly/Conversion. Plutonium Conversion, Vitrification. Final Disposal and the 

environmental impacts of the energy production facilities supplying energy for these functions 

The EIS does not combine these functions into a set of environmental impacts for a system that 

would be required for disposition by vitrification. Such a combined total environmental impact 

should be identified for each complete alternative in addition to the individual functions.  

Similarly. disposition through the use of Evolutionary LWR should include the combined 

environmental impacts of Pit Disassembly/Conversion, Plutonium Conversion, MOX fuel 

fabrication, Evolutionary LWR and Spent Fuel Disposition. The net combined impacts are 

essential to properly assess and compare the alternatives. Each complete alternative should be 

identified with its combined net environmental impacts for the life cycle of the task.  

A more complete discussion is needed within the PETS to effectively describe the 

weapons-usable fissile materials High-Enriched Uranium and Plutonium are unique material in 

several ways. The PETS should provide a full listing of the physical, chemical, radiological 

and potential energy attributes of each material along with a discussion on the potential 

impacts of each attribute. Specifically, the heavy metal characteristics and related potential toxic 

aspects should be discussed. A complete discussion of the radiological characteristics and 

potential radiological impacts along with the known means of shielding and personal protection 

should be included. In addition. the equivalent potential energy content of these matertals 

should be identified and discussed. Since the primary means ofusing the potential energy 

values within these materials is through the production of electricity, the measure could be 

established as equivalent mega.watt hours, or equivalent barrels of petroleum, or tons of coal that 

would be required to produce the same amount of electricity that can be produced with the 

potential energy of these materials- These attributes and characteristics should be included in a 

basic discussion of the weapons-usable fissile materials within the PETS 

2

S2/09.00.08

2/09.00.08 cont.  

3/09.09.08

M-055

090008 Comment Number 2

Attachments A and B of the Draft PEIS have been deleted for the Final PEIS 
Summary, but still appear as tables in Section 2.5 of the Final PEIS. In 

response to the comments received, the Summary has also been revised to 

include impact analysis results for combined alternative functions.

090908 Comment Number 3

The general discussion of the radiation mechanism and radiation human 
health effects are included in Section M.2. The major human health effect 

from radiation would be an induction of cancer fatalities, which is a common 

effect for any radionuclide. Therefore, inclusion of detailed discussions of 

each specific radioactive material is not necessary. For hazardous chemicals, 

since each chemical may cause different ill-health effects, complete 

information on the toxicity profiles of the hazardous chemicals involved in the 

Fissile Materials Disposition Program is described in the Section M.3.
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Comment Number 4

An issue of concern with regard to the alternatives of using partially completed and 
evolutionary LWR syste•sa to consume the plutonium, is whether there is a need for additional 
electricity production capacity. Clearly, new production capacity will be required for the national 
"system within the time period of disposition. Every year since 1975. the demand for electricity 
within the U.S. has increased, abet at a slower rate than prior to 1973. Also, the average age of 
existing electricity production facilities is increasing nearly one yea for each year of time. Many 
of the existing facilities are becoming worn out and need to be replacnd soon. Without question, 
new electricity production facilities are needed and will be built within the next ten yera. Thus, 
the completion of partially completed LWP•s and/or the construction of evolutionasy LWRs are 
reasonable alternatives for the nemusary additional electricity production capability, They would 
displace sew facilities usinlg fossil fues sad result In a significant reduction In COi 
releases-affecting global climate.  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft PEIS for this important 
Federal action.  

Since'rei,

4/08.03.01

M-055

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

080301



Attaclnumt to Comments by Loring E. Mils on the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable 

Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic Environmental impact Statement - Dated February 1996 

Brief Outline and Comparison Or nvironmental Impact Measures 

For Plutonium Disposition Alternatives 
Affecting Global Olimate Change 

Net Energy Consumption and Net Carbon Dioxide Releases 

S Net C nisativ Dioide Rmeione

Pit Dissembly/ 
Conversion 

Pu Conversion Fac.  

Direct Disposition 

Ceramic lImmobilization/ 
Borehole 

Borehole Complex 

Vitrification 

Cereamic tm•iuozlton 

Eaeuometallurgical Treat 

MOX Fuel Fabrication 

Existing LWR 

Partial Completed LWR 

Evolstionary LWR 

CANDU Reactor

MWh and Fonsil Fuels Consumed 

NMWh and Fossil Fuel Consumed 

MWh and Fossil Fuel Consumed 

MWh aind Fossil Fuel Consumed 

MWh and Fossil Fuel Consumed 

MNWh and Fossil Fuel Consumed 

M'Wh and Fossl Fuel Consumed 

MWh and Fodl Fuel Consumed 

MWth and Fossil Fuel Consumed 

MWh Produced & Fossil Fuel Consumed 

MIWh Produced & Fossil Fuel Consumed 

MWh Produced & Fossil Fuel Consumed 

M/Wh Produced & Fossil; Fuel Consumed

Not CO, Release 

Net CO, Release 

Net CO, Release 

Net CO, Release 

Net CO, Release 

Net CO, Release 

Net CO, Release 

Net CO2 Release 

Net CO. Release 

No Change 
(replaces U ruel) 

Significant Reduction 
in Net CO , Release 

Significant Reduction 
in Net CO Release 

No Change 
(replaces U fuel)

* Values should include the conntnction of facilities and the total life cycle Amount 

involved with the consumption ofall surplus weaPons-usable materials

M-055
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090004 Comment Number 1

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

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

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

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

080301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to new 
missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable 
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and 
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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010400 Comment Number 3

Combined storage of pits and non-pit Pu at the Manzano WSA was originally 
eliminated as a reasonable alternative in the Draft PEIS. After considering 

separate storage of pits from non-pit Pu, the option to store these pits at the 

Manzano WSA no longer appears unreasonable. The Manzano WSA was 

evaluated in the Pantex EIS and Section 2.1.3 of the Final PEIS. The Final 

PEIS was revised to clarify the consideration of the Manzano WSA for 

combined storage, and a description of the WSA was included in Appendix P.
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MINER, RUTH ALLAN AND MENDELSON, EMANUEL S., 

PHILADELPHIA, PA 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

48 W. Highland Avenue 
Phiuladelphia, PA 19118-3310 

June 7, 1996 

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

Fax 1-800-820-SiS6

We vigorously oppose any and all steps to continue the 
production of nuclear fuel and object strenuously to the mixed oxide 
method of blending plutonium and uranium-the MOX process-for 
use in commercial reactors. This process not only involves building 
reprocessing facilities and altering existing reactors at public 
expense but will increase volumes and radioactivity of the waste 
produced.  

The U.S. Government, primarily responsible for the spread of 
nuclear materials worldwide, is now reaping the whirlwind. It is 
time to set another example: Stop producing radioactive waste in 
every way possible before another fatal holocaust occurs that can 

destroy us all. We hold the U.S. Government responsible for 

contemptuous treatment of human life. It is time to turn in a new 
direction.  

Stop processing radioactive materials for military and energy 

use and stop producing nuclear waste.  

~€ 

Ruth Allan Miner 

Emanuel S. Mendelson

1/08.03.01 

2/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the 
Reactor Alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all 

reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning must be considered.  

Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based 

upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national 

policy considerations, and public input.

080301 Comment Number 2

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

Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Decisions on disposition of weapons

usable fissile materials will be made based upon environmental analyses, 

technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public 
input.
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Date: Wed, I May 1996 

Subject: FORUM Form- incoming 

serial no = 165 
MailTitle = FORUM Form - incoming 

name = Tariq Rauf 
title = Director IONP/CNS 
company - Monterey Inst. of Int'l. Studies 
addrl - 425 Van Buren Street 
addr2 - Center for Nonproliferation Studies 
city - Monterey 
state = CA 

zip - 93940 
phone - 408/647-3504 
fax = 408/647-3519 
cmail = trauf@miis.edu 
ctype - public 

subject = WPu Disposition 

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

MEGATONS TO MEGAWATTS: 
ELECTRICITY FROM THE COLD WAR'S LEGACY 

by 

Tariq Rauf 

The world's seven most advanced industrial countries -- the Group of Seven 
(G-7) -- will be meeting at the Moscow Summit on Nuclear Safety and Security, on 
19-20 April, together with Russia to discuss the safety of Soviet-designed 
nuclear power reactors a nd the safe disposal of nuclear materials from 
dismantled nuclear warheads.  

The Problem 

With the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the former Soviet Union, far reaching nuclear disarmament agreements arc resulting in the dismantling of 
thousands of nuclear warheads. By the turn of the century some 30,000 atomic bombs will have been dis mantled, yielding hundreds of metric tonnes of 
weapon-grade fissile (or nuclear) materials -- highly enriched uranium (HEU) and 

E-007
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plutonium. Ironically, the fissile materials from dismantled warheads will still 

continue to threaten humanity through the dang crs of nuclear terrorism, theft, 

accidents, or re-use in new warheads. This is particularly true in Russia, where 

centralized control and physical security of nuclear materials remain woefully 

low and former Communists and nationalists are rising in popul arity.  

While both HEU and plutonium can be utilized to make nuclear warheads, there 

are two important differences between them. The first is that lIEU can be diluted 

with other isotopes of uranium to yield low-enriched uranium (LEU), which cannot 

sustain the fast -neutron chain reaction required for a nuclear explosion. LEU 

is the fuel for most of world's nuclear power reactors, but heavy water reactors 

such as the Canadian (deuterium-uranium) or CANDU reactors use natural uranium.  

Re-enriching LEU to weapon-grade or HEU requires complex enrichment 
technology, which is both costly and not easily accessible. Plutonium, in 

contrast, cannot be diluted with other isotopes of plutonium to render it 

unusable for weapons. It must either be burnt in nuclear reactors, or p laced 

in long-term storage -- an unproved technology -- with all the attendant risks 

of theft or accident (particularly in Russia).  

Recognizing the risks of poorly guarded weapon-grade nuclear materials in 

Russia, the United States is buying 500 tonnes of weapons-grade uranium from 
dismantled Russian warheads and is using the uranium after dilution as fuel in 

its commercial power reac toms. The danger from Russian weapon-grade plutonium 

still remains to be addressed.  

Disposition Options for Weapons Plutonium 

Expert studies commissioned in the United States recommend four principal 

options for short- to medium-tcrm management of excess weapons plutonium: none 

of these options eliminate the danger, all they can achieve is to reduce the 

risks. Moreover, these op tions do not reduce the inventory of excess weapons 
plutonium.  

Plutonium disposition options need to: 
minimize the time that plutonium is stored in forms readily usable for 

nuclear weapons; 
preserve safeguards and security during the disposal process, while 

maintaining the same high level of security and accounting applied to nuclear 
weapons in storage, i.e. the "stored weapons standard"; C) 

render plutonium into a form which is as difficult to recover for making 
nuclear weapons as is contained-plutonium in spent fuel from nuclear 

reactors, i.e. the "spent fuel standard"; and t 

meet the highest standards for public and worker safety, as well as 
environmental protection.  

E-007
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Several options can be considered for achieving these objectives. Exotic 
options such as sending the plutonium into the Sun (for incineration) or into 
dccp space aboard rockets, or using surplus nuclear warheads to destroy 
asteroids in space (on projccted collision paths with Earth), or underground 
nuclear explosions to also incinerate other hazardous materials (including 
chemical weapons), or sub-seabed disposal, or dilution in the open ocean, or 
disposal in the Earth's magma, can all be ruled out as eit her they do not meet 
the basic requirements of human and environmental safety or are inimical to 
existing anna control processes. Workable options include: 

fabrication and use as mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel. without reprocessing, in 
existing or modified nuclear power reactors; 

vitrification, that is combining the plutonium with high-level radioactive 
wastes as these are melted into large glass logs for long-term underground 
storage; and geologic disposition or burial in deep borcholes -- the last 
two options require fu rthcr study.  

These options are currently under consideration in the United States and 
Russia. The principal concern is to prevent accidents and the misuse of 
plutonium in an unstable Russia, and to find ways acceptable to Russia for 
safely and securely disposing of th is material. Until recently. Russia 
regarded the plutonium as having an economic value and thus was not amenable to 
plutonium disposition. However, after visiting Canada last October, Russia's 
minister for atomic energy, Viktor Mikhailov, is now consideri ng ways of 
dealing with excess weapons plutonium including Canadian assistance.

1/08.03.01

E-007

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for the 
disposition alternatives. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile 
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic 
studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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Reactor Burn up of Plutonium

Plutonium after it has been mixed with depleted uranium can be used in 

commercial power reactors, in the form of mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel. Many of the 

world's existing light-water reactors (LWRIs) could usc MOX fuel, but because of 

their particular design t hey can be refuelled only after costly and sometimes 

lengthy shutdowns. Given the poor safety culture and weak nuclear security in 

Russia, it would not be desirable to encourage plutonium storage or use in 

Russia given the high risks of accidents and theft. Japan and Western Europe 

also would not be suitable on a number of grounds, including lack of political 

acceptability (as far as both the US and Russia are concerned) and for 

non-proliferation reasons because of their plutonium reprocessing programs. T 

his leaves Canada as the only potential candidate acceptable to both Russia and 

the US to assist in plutonium disposition.  

Canadian CANDU Reactors 

Canada's (deuterium-uranium) CANDU reactors offer the best technical 

possibility for the mission of eliminating weapons plutonium, because the 

reactor design inherently allows for the handling of full-MOX cores and would 

involve no change from the usual p hysics of the reactor. CANDU reactors are 

refuelled on-line, that is, they do not have to be shut-down for refuelling as 

do LWRs. Further, CANDUs use a *once-through" fuel cycle which, in principle, 

would make them an efficient burner of MOX derived from weapons plutonium; and 

the fissile content would be burned down to a lower level than in a LWR, with 

the extraction of more energy per kilogram of plutonium. CANDU fuel is produced 

in smaller and simpler units than those typical of LWRs, thus potentially 

reducing the cost of fuel fabrication, which is a substantial fraction of the 

total cost of MOX use. CANDU reactors have the best safety record in the world 

- there are 21 CANDUs operational in Canada. Recently, a CANDU reactor, 

operated by Ontario 
Hydro, s 

et a world record for continuous operation and electricity production. Atomic 

Energy of Canada Limited (AECL), the designer and builder of CANDU reactors is 

experienced in dealing with MOX fuels and is in a position to supply technical 

expertise in support of plutonium burn up in CANDUs. The CANDU option meets 

all of the criteria for safe and effective plutonium disposition.  

Two of the current standard design CANDU reactors could transform 50 metric 

tonnes of Russian weapons plutonium into spent fuel in 25 years. Another two 

CANtDU reactors would be needed to bum up a matching 50 tonnes of excess US 

weapons plutonium. The Bruce Nuclear Power Plant in Ontario, located on Lakc 

Huron north-east of Detroit, has eight operational power reactors, of which two 

or four could be used to burn excess weapons plutonium, as soon as MOX from

E-007

080301 Comment Number 2

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.

2/08.03.01
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excess weapons plutonium bccomes available. MOX fuel burned in Canadian CANDUs 
would be fabricated as fuel either at a suitable facility in the US, or in 
Russia, before being transported to Canada. A new fuel bundle design, under 
consideration, could reduce the number of MOX fuel bundles by nearly 50 
percent, thus making for a significant economic and transportation advantage.

E-007

W

�, -, 

0 

0 
0-



MONTEREY INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, 

MONTEREY, CA, TARIQ RAUF 

PAGE 6 OF 7 

Transportation 

Existing modes of road and rail transportation could be used to bring MOX fuel 

bundles into Canada from the US. In effect, the "safe, secure transports" (SST) 

routinely used to ship containers of special nuclear materials within Canada and 

the US could be used for MOX. Shipments of MOX fuel bundles in special 

containers from Russia could be done safely and efficiently by either commercial 

or military transport aircraft.  

Environment, Health, and Safety 

Instead of mining and refining some 6,000 tonocs of uranium per year, the use 

of MOX would consume 2 tonnes of weapons plutonium together with some 250 tonnes 

of depleted uranium waste. The amount of spent fuel produced would decrease by 

about 10% over t he use of natural uranium. While plutonium products cause 

anxiety about health and safety considerations, it is often forgotten that very 

much greater quantities of permanently toxic elements such as arsenic, cadmium, 

and lead are stored and disposed of with much less concern. While plutonium 

compounds are both fissile and toxic and must be stored and handled with care, 

epidemiological studies have not demonstrated adverse health effects in humans.  

Canada's Role 

Though Canada was a member of the war-time Manhattan Project to develop an 

atomic bomb, it was also the first country to voluntarily give up its expertise 

and capability to develop nuclear weapons and since then it has consistently and 

actively contribute d to preventing the spread of nuclear weapons and reducing 

the nuclear danger.  

"The potential use of Canadian CANDU reactors to help in the safe and efficient 

disposition of one the Cold War's most enduring legacies -- long-lived 

weapon-usable fissionable materials - offers a unique opportunity to make a 

significant contribution to making the world a safer place by converting 

megatons to megawatts.  

[Tariq Rauf (a specialist in Canadian and international security) is currently 

Director of the International Organirations and Nonproliferation Project at the 

Monterey Institute of International Studies in California.] 

E-007



MONTEREY INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, 
MONTEREY, CA, TARIQ RAUF 
PAGE 7 OF 7 

Monterey: 31 March 1996 Tel: (408) 
647-3504 
E-mail: < tnauflmiis.edu Fax: (408) 647-3519 

http://www.miis.edu 
END comment 
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DISPOSAL OF U s PLUTONIan
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the cold war eay be needed ein ehen the nfiit .it the preeidentiai 
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The treaty hae not keen mdified to allen these nsrer:lonZ.

1/01.06.00 

2/01.06.00

M-215

01 06 00 Comment Number 1 

The United States is not likely to proceed significantly with Pu disposition 

unless Russia takes reciprocal action simultaneously. Both the United States 

and Russia have inventories of Pu, surplus to defense needs. The United 

States is retaining necessary quantities of Pu under the Stockpile Stewardship 

and Management Program to guarantee that future defense needs of the 

Nation are assured.

010600 Comment Number 2

Comment noted. IAEA considerations are not a part of the environmental 

analysis. However, IAEA is considered in the technical and nonproliferation 

analysis and will be integrated in DOE's decisionmaking process.
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I an Jim Murphy and I have beer, an Amarillo resident 
since 1977. I am active in a variety of community organizations 

and am on a number of boards Including a local public school board.  

I am here tonight to respectfully express an emphatic "No!" 

to any expansion or added roles at Pantex that include plutonium 

processing or nuclear waste storagm. Although such expansion or 

nein missions" may have some positive economic benefits for the 

area, there would be economic risks as well.  

At any rate, it is apparently necessary to occasionally 

reiterate that there are some things that money can't buy and 

some things in life that are more important than economic bottom 

lines.  

I count amongst theme things a safe and clean environment for 

our traditional agricultural and cattle-raising industries and 

ways of life, a clean aquifer and a safe and healthy environ

sent for our children and grand children. Plutonium processing 

and/or nuclear waste storage are hostile and unfriendly to those 

environments and ways of life and not worth whatever the price 

may be.  

The tantalizing apple of prosperity beckons; but when it 

is the fruit of the plutonium tree, we best look elsewhere.  

urn ;:urphy "i 
6711 Columbia•n.  
Amarillo. TX 79109 

LA -
2
XLIi

1/08.03.01

TX-056

080301 Comment Number 1

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

fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and 

economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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Comment Number 1
24305 Clematis Drive, 
Gaithersburg, MD 20882, 
May 3, 1996.  

DOE - Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, 
c/o SAIC PEIS, 
P.O. Box 23786, 
Washington, DC 20026-3786.  

Ral DOE/EIS-0229-D, Storage and Disoosition of Waaons-Usable 
Fissile Materials Draft Proorammatic Environmental Imnact 
Statemen, dated February, 1996.  

Dear Sir/Madam: 

Thank-you for the opportunity to comment upon the subject 
environmental impact statement. The PEIS covers an important area 
that DOE needs to address with a reasonable alternative (or 
alternatives) in a timely manner with cost effective means. My 
comments follow: 

1. The alternatives are of different categories and need to be 
clarified and explained better. For example, the long-term 
storage alternatives are site variations, while the 
disposition alternatives include disposal, wasteform, and 
reuse variations. The draft EIS should try and follow the 
classic categories of storage, reuse/recycle, and disposal.  
These should be displayed graphically and show endpoints 
(e.g., plutonium disposal site, Federal repository) . There 
may also be other subcategories based on plutonium/HEU form 
and facilities (e.g., igloo, bunker, vault). The analyses 
also should accommodate the fact that reactor alternatives are 
reuse options producing a valuable resource; usually EIS's 
include the value of the resource (avoid latent fatalities, 
say by avoidance of emissions and consumption of, other 
resources) or use a difference type analysis. Ideally, this 
should be summarized in a table in the Summary.  

2. The proposed action is stated to consist of long-term storage 
and disposition (i.e., the two main categories of 
alternatives). This is contradictory and confusing. While 
DOE often defers the specific preferred/proposed action to the 
final EIS, the proposed action is usually more definitive than 
the two principal categories of alternatives. DOE needs to 
pick one or the other, and the text should be modified to 
reflect that choice.  

3. The draft does not adequately discuss the type of plutonium.  
This includes physical (e.g., pit, classified shape, 
unclassified shape, billet, powder) and chemical (e.g., metal,

1/01.00.00 

2/01.00.00 

3/01.04.00

M-150

Comment noted. The Final PEIS text format is the same as that suggested, and 
information requested is already in the text (Chapter 2). As described in 
Appendix H of the Final PEIS, DOE is still evaluating the suitability of a 
repository site. An expanded discussion of avoided environmental impacts 
has been included in Section 4.9 of the Final PEIS.

010000 Comment Number 2

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.

010400 Comment Number 3

Most of the Pu addressed in the PEIS is in either a metal or oxide form. Some 
of the Pu metal is in a classified pit form. The form, shape, and location of the 
Pu materials does not have a major bearing on the technologies chosen for 
disposition or the siting of those technologies. Although some of the Pu has 
chemical or isotopic constituents that would make it unsuitable for use in 
MOX fuel, it is a relatively small amount of the total Pu inventory. The 
immobilization technologies could be used for disposition of all forms of Pu.

010000
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3/01.04.00 
cont.

oxide, ceramic, glass, impurities) forms. This is important 

because it can affect the viability of certain alternatives 

vis-a-vis others, and should be discussed better.  

4. The BIS appears partial against the reactor and MOX option by 

including old data and omitting actual operating results.  

Presented reactor and fuel characteristics in the EIS appear 

to be from the 1970's and are completely out of date. The ETS 

presents cases that would imply lower throughputs and longer 

completion times with a reactor MOX option as compared to the 

other options. This is an artifact of the writers' 

assumptions and contradicts actual experience (i.e., the 

writers assumed 2-4 reactors, but Europe currently has some 20 

reactors licensed and burning MOX, and the United States 

currently has some 100 plus reactors running, with several 

utilities willing to investigate HOX cycles with the 

government). The text includes several misleading and/or 

incorrect statements; 
For NOX use, you don't convert the reactor, you change 

the fuel. The text should also mention 30% versus 100% 

MOX use (the latter is essentially the uncompleted LWR 

alternative).  
The evolutionary/advanced LWR designs plan to use LEU 

fuel like current reactors. Use of MOX constitutes the 

same option as for current reactors, although a new 

reactor of any type can be tailored for MOX use.  

The use of terms like "pay a premium for such MOX fuel" 

should be explained and referenced - European experience 

indicates comparable or slightly lower costs with MOX 

usage.  
The text should also explain the scheme assumed - 30% vs.  

100% load etc. (the text implies 100% is used for all of 

the reactor options).  

Furthermore, the reactor-MOX alternative is the only option 

with an analogue operating on an industrial scale, under full 

IAEA safeguards and external regulatory practices. The 

correct facts on the reactor-MOX option need to be included in 

the HIS so that the public and the policy-makers are informed 

with current, accurate information and practices.  

S. The experience of the Europeans and other countries with 

plutonium disposition is essentially neglected by the HIS.  

The HIS incorrectly states that Europe (Euratom facilities) 

has no "excess" MOX capacity. Europe has selected the 

reactor-MOX option for civilian plutonium, and is recommending 

the same route for excess weapons-usable fissile materials.  

To date, some 400 tonnes of MOX fuel, containing some 20 

tonnes of plutonium, have been manufactured and irradiated in 

reactors. Over twenty commercial nuclear reactors in Europe 

are currently licensed and using HOX fuel. Europe currently 

has an operating MOX fabrication capacity of over 100 te/yr as 

MOX (about 6-7 te/yr as plutonium). The Europeans have built 

two new facilities (Melox and SMP) which are increasing the 

MOX capacity to close to over 300 te/yr. Both facilities have

M-150

060108 Comment Number 4

Comment noted. The Final PEIS was revised to reflect comments received.

060108 
Comment noted.

Comment Number 5

4/06.01.08 

5/06.01.08
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Comment Number 6
space for an additional line of some S0-60 ta/yr each and have 
offered this space (for a fee of course) for disposition of 
excess weapons-usable fissile materials via MOX fabrication 
and burning in power reactors. Capacity does not appear to be 
a limiting factor, and the report should reflect this. All of 
these facts need to be included in the BIS, perhaps as a 
separate section. The EIS should also discuss the use of the 
European experience in the U.S., such as by construction of a 
Melox or an SMP in our country, or use of European-MOX 
experience in licensing reactors.  

6. Furthermore, the reactor-MOX option produces a benefit 
(electricity and less resource usage), isotopically modifies 
the plutonium so it is essentially useless for weapons, and 
renders it self-protecting (the ANS has issued a white paper 
making these points and supporting the reactor-MOX approach).  
It also destroys a significant percentage (50% plus) of the 
original plutonium. None of the other alternatives has these 
benefits. This discussion is not included in the text, but 
should be included in the final EIS.  

7 Some form of .stabilization" is needed for long-term atorage; 
this is only briefly mentioned in the text. It is unlikely 
that fifty-year storage of pits will be acceptable" to the 
public, to the IAEA, and to arms control treaties.  
"Stabilization- will probably constitute the greatest 
fraction of the storage impacts. Stabilization for storage 
may also be a subset of stabilization for disposition. This 
needs to be discussed in the text.  

8. The draft suffers from the 'build new things- syndrome, 
particularly for the consolidation alternative. Existing 
facilities do not seem to receive equal consideration. I 
would speculate that there is probably adequate room in FMEF 
for all of the material (I note that FMEF is heavily shielded 
and should not require any additional shielding). There are 
also other facilities within DOE that are not even mentioned.  
These include DAF, E-MAD, and R-MAD at NTS, and the TAN and 
ICPP areas at INEL. The Barnwell plant adjacent to the SRS 
also has large vaults and cells suitable for plutonium/HEU 
storage and/or processing. These should be mentioned (they 
are viable facilities for operations that would be required 
under this EIS) . The EIS should also distinguish between 
facilities that are suitable but need equipment and new 
facilities - 75-80V of the time and costs are associated with 
the building, not the equipment.  

9. Information on LANL and LLNL facilities is not included, but 
is stated to be added to the final EIS. Usually, sites not 
mentioned in the draft do not show up in the final EIS.  

10. It seems reasonable to exclude U-233 from this EIS. However, 
the stated reasons appear to refer to nonpurified and 
irradiated U-233, not to pure U-233, and could also be applied

5/06.01.08 
cont.  

6/06.01.08 

7/02.00.08 

8/01.02.00 

9/01.04.00 

10/01.04.00 
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Comment noted.

020008 Comment Number 7

A basic assumption for this environmental analysis is that the materials are 
already in a stabilized form before they are received for storage. Actions taken 
for materials stabilization are covered by analyses under the Environmental 
Management Program.

010200 Comment Number 8

The Department of Energy looked at many of the facilities you mentioned in 
assessing the Upgrade at Multiple Sites Alternative. These facilities must 
meet the selection criteria which include cost-effectiveness, timeliness, and 
technical viability, and the facilities would not be used for other missions. For 
example, the FMEF is included as a reasonable alternative at Hanford.

010400 Comment Number 9

One and one-half tons of Pu material located at LANL was designated as 
surplus. None of the Pu material located at LLNL has been designated as 
surplus. Although LANL is not a candidate site for either long-term storage 
or disposition of surplus Pu, it is analyzed in the Final PEIS under the No 
Action Alternative since this material would remain at LANL. The Draft PEIS 
mentions that the LANL No Action Alternative for storage would be 
addressed in the Final PEIS.

010400 Comment Number 10

The Department of Energy continues to maintain the same position presented 
in the Draft PEIS. Since uranium-233 (U-233) disposition is not ready for a 
decision, DOE is not currently proposing to take action on the disposition of 
surplus U-233, which will continue to be stored at current locations.

060108
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Comment Number 11

to plutonium. (The handling properties of purified, 
unirradiated U-233 are similar to HEU.) The rationale should 
be explained better.  

11. In the EIS, the HLW repository should be referred to as the 
Federal repository (for spent fuel and HLW - its main function 
is actually for commercial SNF) . Also, there should be a 
statement and reference for the CANDU MOX SNF staying in 
Canada after discharge.  

12. It is unclear why the immobilization alternative has a 5 te/yr 
(plutonium) capacity, while the MOX plant/reactor alternative 
is around 2-3 te/yr (the Melox and SHP each have a capacity of 
120 te/yr MKX - about 6 te/yr plutonium per plant) . Capacity 
and schedule would appear to favor reactor M0X use. These 
points should be discussed, and, at a minimum, the capacity of 
OXK should at least equal that of the other alternatives for 

consistency.  

13. The EIS should elaborate upon statements such as "... no waste 

forms are currently licensed for disposal in an HLW 
repository.' This is half true because the repository is not 
licensed. However, vitrified wasteforms are generally 
recognized by the regulators as being acceptable - the EPA has 
even determined that vitrification constitutes BDAT for HLW.  
These points should be brought out.  

14. The site and facility sizes seem huge for the operations 
involved - these need to be explained and the bases presented 
The basis for the one mile buffer zone needs explanation. The 
MOX sites in Europe do not require 2,200 acres, and the 
disparity needs explanation.  

15 The EIS appears to be naive on spent nuclear fuel management.  
For example: 

Dry storage technologies already exist - they don't 
require development.  
Cooling time in the pool varies with fuel history and dry 
cask design; S years (not 10 years) is typical, and this 
should be pointed out in the text.  
The additional SNF assemblies due to MOX is puzzling, and 
should be explained. The European experience indicates 
that the irradiation times and quantities for MOX 
assemblies should be the same as for LEU assemblies.  
Typical fuel cycles are 15-24 months, not 12815 months.  

16. There should be a check for consistency and the use of the 
same bases throughout the document (e.g., time, disposition 
rate etc.)

10/01.04.00 
cont.  

11/12.00.00 

12/01.02.00 

13/09.11.08 

14/09.01.08 

15/06.00.08 

16/16.00-00 

M-150

It is true that commercial spent nuclear fuel constitutes the majority of the 
waste for disposal in a geologic repository. Since this analysis assumes a 

hypothetical operating repository, DOE elected to refer to it as a HLW 

repository. Disposal options for CANDU spent nuclear fuel are discussed in 
Section 2.4.5.5 of the PEIS.

010200 Comment Number 12

The assumptions for throughput of the various facilities are based on the 
lifecycle of the entire alternative, not just how fast the facility can process the 

materials. Analyses of the cost, schedule, and technical aspects of the various 

alternatives are presented in a separate document available for public review 

beginning in late July 1996.

091108 Comment Number 13

A sentence has been added to Section H. 1 of the Final PEIS to acknowledge 

the fact that the EPA did announce in a Federal Register notice in June 1990 

that vitrification constitutes the best demonstrated technology available for 

HLW.

090108 Comment Number 14

Land area requirements during operation for disposition alternatives appear 

to be much greater than for storage alternatives. This is attributed to the site

specific nature of the storage alternatives which incorporate the infrastructure 

and environmental features of the DOE analysis site versus the greenfield 

condition of most disposition alternatives. Additionally, the need for buffer 

zones would increase the total land area requirement. Since all storage 

alternatives would be situated on a DOE site, buffer zones are already 

established. The greenfield requirement for a 1.6-km (I-mi) buffer zone area 

would be reduced at some DOE storage sites where existing site conditions 

preclude compliance. Additional buffer zone areas, as part of the operations 

total land area requirement, would not be added to the storage alternatives.
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17. The impacts need to be verified and their consistency checked.  
For example, the reactor-MOX options are shown as having a 
high power consumption, which is incorrect because there is a 
large, positve power production (if you will, "negative 
consumption-) . Some other impacts of reactor-MOX alternatives 
also appear anomalous (e.g., land use, LCFs). Again, a 
difference-type analysis focusing just on the MOX effect would 
be beneficial and correct.  

I notice that a 60 day comment period has been allotted for this 
EIS. This seems unrealistically short for an EIS of this 
importance and inconsistent with other recent aIls, which typically 
allow 90 or 120 days for coements. If possible, it would be, 
beneficial if an additional 30 days could be allowed for public 

coent. I 

The EIS has the beginnings of a good document and the comments 
should help the writers complete it. I greatly appreciate the 
opportunity to comment on this EIS, and please feel free to contact 
me if you have any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Alexander Murray.

17/06.01.08 

18/08.01.00

Buffer zones relate to such issues as providing sufficient access around 
building exteriors to accommodate emergency vehicles, as well as open space 
for security patrols. Distances from facilities to the site boundaries and 
between facilities are based on technical, safety, and security considerations.  
The buffer zone is not necessarily used exclusively as open space. Some 
support facilities (for example, sanitary landfills or stormwater management 
ponds) may be located in the buffer zone. The need for buffer zones would be 
determined during site-specific reviews that would follow this PEIS. Siting 
criteria would generally follow DOE Order 430. 1, Life Cycle-Asset 
Management.  

As a greenfield site, the MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility Alternative would 
require approximately 890 ha (2,200 acres) during operation to accommodate 
the facility and at least a 1.6-km (1-mi) buffer zone. However, the operating 
facility (that is, MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility, support facilities, roads, and 
parking lots) would only disturb approximately 81 ha (200 acres).

060008 Comment Number 15

Corrections/changes have been made to Chapter 2, Sections 4.3.5.2.10 and 
4.3.5.3.10 of the PEIS.

160000 Comment Number 16

A consistency check was performed on the Final PEIS as a part of the Quality 
Assurance Procedure.

060108 Comment Number 17

Comment noted.

080100 Comment Number 18

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

M-150
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COMMENT FORM 
Thaýwnmmenis apply k, the St,"age and Dispositiun Ir"ull PF.S 

NAME: Aoy My*"r 
ADDRF-qS: HC 62 lA)x 41, rNdsfis, ID 93423 

TEl EPHONF.: (20A) 374-5359 

As tha cnt•ria Saiml ainwsh• h ksjudgeJ pit•.nial allimattis her btalnasn the Prrldanit'i 

mmpnsliljratital poslicy, it appears Ilo me that nl liaat aspects ashouh he addrei.td 

in the Slcica and Oisramilitm Drall P.IS 1 peilifcally ais they relate kt each allemarnliv 

agc S-5 of dse .urimaary states: ýIlh¢ criteria include noaprolifraltiLn: secuit'y

envirtcitimc saf¢ty, and hcalth timeliness and ecldaological iAability'. cost-effectiveness: 
intianaiaonal cooperation; and peaceful bceficial reuse whenever possible.' Analysi$ of 
the altaenatives addresses only a few of thes ,ailia.  

For instance. the Long-telm Storage Alternatives all appear to ,ioat dite ststed criteria 
Leaving surplus fissile material in its present form "an in long-term storage sets a poor 

example for both nonproliferation efforti and intanationad cooperation. Would dic htitcd 

States hx conitnt if the former Sosict ULhon agreed to metely place its nurplus fissile 

material into long-term storage? Is this really atr" different dmh stckpiling? while it is 

prsimcsable dalt consolidatien and/or collocation would help address the securtty criterion.  

weuh analysis is missing from die PLIS. A discussion of he cost•.ffectiveaess of 

upgrading or contaucting long-temts storage facilities without acatudly eliminating surplus 

fissile satncral is also ntissing. No %vac is die preforctac for peaceful keneficial reust 

mentioned.  

Linde the Disposition Alteratives. much ofdie above paragraph also applies to the Dcep 

Lloreholc Direct Disposition Alterastative. Assumedly. secstrity coniderations may Ie 

improved. Nit this approach is in reality merely another version of long-Taei storage. Uls 

using a geneaic site for analysis, the PLIS ignores the problems inherent in attempting to 

locate and open such a facility anywhcre in tie United States. .'u areas vbich meet dhe 

deep borehole standards even available? Such practical and political considerations need.  

at least. a mention. lbe Deep .orchole Immobilized Disposition Alternative is an 

improvement. bit it also neglect to consider die p•aceful beneficial rouse criterion in 

addition to the problem of amtmpting to site such a waste facility.  

Based on tde eniviroussiantsl safety and hIalth infortieaion cont•i•ed in die PLIS. dic 

Electrm=talliugi¢al "'reatient AlTniatisv is clearly preferable in the immobilization 

category. Impacts on waste managemnct at the INLL appear to be small: asid. aecordu•i• 

to Governor Liarr s satiatenet. surplus fissile material would bc acceptable suider the 

cotdifitios of the Idaho Agreement if it were shipped io die 1NLL for ticatmient. Ile 

ability of disi process to produce LIU fron 1112.1'1 has th potential for meeting both the 

ninproliferation standard as well as die beneficial rouse standard. In addition, dhe process 

could have the capability of inttobilizmg the forms of PLI not suitablc fot MO.\ 

falsicatinoi.

1/01.06.00 

2/01.04.00 

3/07.01.00 
4/01.05.00 

5/04.03.00 

6/04.02.00 

7/08.03.01

The purpose of the Proposed Action is, in part, to establish the technical and 
program infrastructure that will enable the United States to take unilateral 

action or negotiate reciprocal actions with other nations for the disposition of 

surplus weapons-usable Pu. This PEIS addresses the environmental impacts 

of the reasonable alternatives for DOE's Proposed Action. Analyses of the 

cost, schedule, technical, and Nonproliferation Policy impacts are described 

in separate documents to support DOE's ROD. The documents related to 

technical, cost, and schedule analyses were made available for public review 

beginning in July 1996. The nonproliferation analysis was made available to 

the public beginning in October 1996. DOE also conducted a series of public 

meetings, prior to the issuance of the Final PEIS, to discuss the analysis of the 

Nonproliferation Policy as it relates to the Proposed Action and alternatives.

010400 Comment Number 2

The intent of DOE's Proposed Action is to provide storage for the nonsurplus 
weapons-usable fissile materials and for surplus Pu materials pending 

disposition, since the disposition action would take time. The impacts of the 

Proposed Action and reasonable alternatives on implementation of the 

President's Nonproliferation Policy are analyzed in a separate document in 

support of the ROD.

070100 Comment Number 3

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

010500 Comment Number 4

Additional benefits were included in the criteria for the screening process 
which led to the alternatives which were analyzed in the PEIS.

040300 Comment Number 5

As noted in Chapter 2 of the PEIS, identification of a suitable site for a deep 
borehole is beyond the scope of this PEIS. Regarding suitable geology,

010600

F-005

,,' •'• ",• ':.. '•:
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Section 3.9.5 notes potential host rock media for a deep borehole site in the 
contiguous United States.

Ccwnrn[ - Suvrayc and Da is-iin Drall PEITS 
JAy Myers

Pape 2

Band sa the criteria ideslilifd in the PTF.S, the hest alriprch lisr dispriliam ol'stsrplus 
wvarais-asahls lisilt material is lIst sverl it liar uw in a reaulis,. No other allteralive 
moals Ihe standard at'"peacealul h icial reuse whenever p1aosihle" - and 1th PF.TS 
acknowledgcs it b possible. Also. e,,nvcrtin surplus weapons-usable maorsial into 
reactor fWel would meet the Spent Fuel Standard and reduce prolifcration risks. "lids will 
be dsh most likely approach in other couatruics and fl PETS would bccflit Io a 
discussion ofintcrsasionsl coopcristion ,iso.h-is stsndards for asd methods of disposition 
of fissile material.  

Pcfl' psthe largecst flaw apparesnt in ilb PLIS is ft reluctance of fte 0pamriunt of 
Encrgy To decide wvethser weapon-usable fistil, matorial is or is not waste. While the 
PEIUS satcs that lis matcrial is not waste. heec-fourts ofs PUS vats I• ts disposition as 
if it we. Immobilizcd disposition merely confiniss it is waste. only reuse will 
dcmonstrate that it is not.  

11e argument uted as the workdhop dht utilities are "not going to pity to get this sitff,..  
we may bave to pay them to sake ir iWnes the point. Reuse holds the on•y poenmial for 
x-neficial usc. laxpay"s arm going to pay qupally or morc for the other proposed 

alternatives through mortgage. immobilizatiýs, and disposal costs wilh no prospect of 
return. Ibis socems like an ideal oppommiy for the Departmnt of Lnergy to give mnc 
credcece to Usc "Ln.a'gy in its tic and mission.

8/06.00.08 

9/01.03.00 

10/01.02.00 

11/07.02.00

040200 Comment Number 6

While the Borehole Alternative offers no potentially beneficial use of this 
material, this lack of access makes it difficult to divert to weapons use.

080301 Comment Number 7

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

060008 Comment Number 8

Comment noted.

010300 Comment Number 9

The PEIS focuses on the environmental impacts of each alternative. DOE's 
decision process will be based on the results of the Final PEIS, together with 
information from technical and economic studies, national policy objectives, 
and public input. This process will provide the United States with the basis and 
flexibility to implement Pu disposition efforts multilaterally, bilaterally 
through negotiations, or unilaterally as an example to Russia and other nations.

010200 Comment Number 10

The AEA materials (including special nuclear materials such as weapons
usable fissile materials) are excluded from the definition of solid waste under 
RCRA and its implementing regulations, as stated in the Solid Waste Disposal 
Act, Section 1004. Furthermore, Section 1006 states that RCRA does not 
apply to any materials that are subject to the AEA.F-005
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All reasonable alternatives for surplus Pu disposition analyzed in the PEIS 
would generate wastes. The environmental impacts of the various wastes are 
discussed in Section 4.3 and Appendix E.  

07 02 00 Comment Number 11 

Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, were provided in a 
Technical Summary Report for disposition beginning in late July 1996. This 
report included consideration for reactor fuel cost offsets that could be 

realized by using MOX fuel in existing reactors as a discussion of possible 
revenues that could be realized from the sale of electricity or steam from a 
new or partially completed reactor using MOX fuel and net life cycle costs.
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1/06.01.09 

2/06.02.09 

3/06.05.09

DC-004

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

060209 Comment Number 2

The avoided impacts are considered in Section 4.9 of the PEIS.
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Comment Number 3

If the CANDU Reactor Alternative is selected, a complete assessment of 
reactor environmental impacts in Canada would be performed, pursuant to 
Canadian Federal and Provincial law.

060109 Comment Number 1
nz 
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cont.  

4/08.03.01

DC-004

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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080301 Comment Number I

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

090404 Comment Number 2

It is possible that treated wastewater from the City of Amarillo could be used 
to supply the evolutionary LWR (Section 4.3.5.4.4). Cost issues are not within 
the scope of this PEIS. In this case, there would be no additional impacts over 
the No Action Alternative to groundwater resources. Environmental impacts 
from siting an Evolutionary LWR at Pantex would be evaluated in future site
specific reviews, as required, if this technology is chosen as a disposition 
alternative.
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08 03 01 Comment Number 3 

2/09.04.0404 The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the 

L , cant Reactor Alternative at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of 

"3/08.03.01 weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, 

- 3j- ) r,,, 6 , i /technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public 

,. _input.  

- 090204 Comment Number 4 

/ 4yLI.oe1\ Construction and operation of all storage alternatives at Pantex would not 

S1,'m-g, ,-affect site infrastructure. Construction of all disposition alternatives would 

S .not affect infrastructure at Pantex, except for the evolutionary LWR. The 

.. g -- . evolutionary LWR at Pantex would require additional peak electrical load 

during construction. New and upgraded transmission lines would be put in 

' . ~ j 4LL.b4' L). )kt .h~fIplace for increased and redistributed electrical load as part of the construction 
ii /.Pg"k~ J• itt. ~phase. Adequate electrical energy would be available from the regional power 

. Li{ M'4/09.02.04 grid. The sub-regional electric power pool from which Pantex draws its power 

is the West Central Power Pool. Should the Evolutionary LWR Alternative be 

selected, the need for and location of any new or upgraded electrical lines 

would be determined in site-specific, tiered NEPA documentation, as 

TX-063
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NEVADA NUCLEAR WASTE TASK FORCE, INCORPORATED 

Aliai- Plan 

4550 W Oakey Blvd.  
Suite lit

702 148. 1127 

FAX 702-248- 1128 
8M0-227.9809 April 2, 1996

David Nulton 
DOE 
Olfice of F:ssile Material Disposition 

P.0 Box 23786 

Washinglon, D.C 20026-3786 

COMMENTS ON [HE DRAFT PEIS FOR STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF 

FISSILE MATERIALS 

As with several of the Environmental impact Staternents now underway, critical 

comment on alternatives is of questionable value because the Deprament of Energy's 

stated intention is to select a "hybrid alternative." To do a complete evaluation of any 

peoposed action, the commentcr must have complete and clearly defined details, and know 

that the action, as stated, isa viable option At a public meeting, held to discuss this 

document, workshop participants were told that none of the proposed actions was a 

"preferred alternative" and that the final Record of Decision could include elements chosen 

forom several alternatives Such a plan puts public participaints at a serio.us disadvantage 

and weakens the effectiveness of thcir involvement. The result is declining or further 

forsified distrust toward the federal agency and its decisions - especially in maters where 

public health and safety are, or should he the highest priority 

The alternatives in the DPEIS are in two categories - long-term storage and 

plutonium disposition.  

UnriSM51=S 
Long-term storage is defined as fifty years. At the public meeting in Las Vegas the 

"no action" and upgrade alternatives were discussed in a facilitated workshop The DOE 

presenter said, in response to questions, that the "no action" proposal would leave 

plutonium where it is and no include improvements and repairs necessary to bring facilities 

into a sfe condition. Knowing that the existing facilities have deficiencies and problems 

that threaten the health and safety of workers and nearby communities, this alternative is 

unace=ptble and could be considered a "straw man"

1/08.03.01

2/01.04.00

M-010
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080301 Comment Number 1

Between the issuance of the Draft and the Final PEIS, DOE has obtained 
information from a variety of sources, including the public. Public input was 

used to determine the Preferred Alternative and will be considered in DOE's 

decisionmaking process. DOE also conducted cost, schedule, and 

nonproliferation studies and reviewed various studies with the public before 

determining the Preferred Alternative.

010400 Comment Number 2

Under the No Action Alternative, environmental and safety upgrades and 
maintenance at existing storage facilities would be done, as required, to 

ensure safe operation for the balance of the facility's useful life. The No 

Action Alternative is required pursuant to Council on Environmental Quality 

(CEQ) Regulations implementing NEPA.

Lv 
-ty 
0 

Lv 

Lv



NEVADA NUCLEAR WASTE TASK FORCE, INC., LAS VEGAS, NV, 
JUDY TREICHEL 
PAGE 2 OF 3

The second alternative - upgrade existing facilities - would clearly be the preference 
of this commenter, except that the DOE presenter said that it would include partial 
consolidation. "Partial consolidation" is a vague term and lends itself to the "hybrid 
decision" that would not be a subject to thorough evaluation by the public.  

Neither of the two consolidation alternatives should be selected. There is no 
proven, safe method for long-term nuclear material storage. Every site is now, and will be, 
experimental with unforeseen situations and trial and error style responses. Consolidation, 
therefore does not ensure safety or environmental protection. It also has a transportation 
component that increases risks to a far greater number of people.  

Plutoniumi. Disapostio.  
Three technology alternatives are discussed for Plutonium Disposition. Two of 

them are not disposal technologies. Immobilization and reactor use are simply a change in 
the waste form. Currently, it is assumed that the resulting forms suggested will go to a 
repository for disposal. Because the existence or availability of a repository is not certain 
(and perhaps not likely), these two alternatives are incorrectly defined 

"rhe third choice - deep borehole- is another possible "straw man." It is a concept 
with no proven merit and there is no site with any chance of public spproval.  

Clearly, the only option worth considering is long-term storage alone - it is the 
reality of the situation Meanwhile alternatives for disposal should continue to be 
researched Given the status of the knowledge about alternatives, a disposal decision is 
premature.  

The preparation of an EIS is not simply a troublesome box to he checked off in the 
federal process Likewise, the key element of it - public participation is not an unimportant 
detail. Of all the entities. (or in DOE jargon - "'sakeholders") involved, the public is the 
only lasting onc. While federal agencies come and go and congressional decisions change 
continually, the public remains. The citizens pay the costs, live with the risks and 
ultimately will be either adequaiely protected or the victims of irreversible consequences 

Submitted by, 

t,6'dy Tr71he2 
Fxecutive Director

3/08.02.00 

4/02.03.08 

5/10.00.00 

6/11.01.08 

7/04.00.00 

8/02.00.08 

9/08.03.00 

10/08.02.00

M-010

080200 Comment Number 3

The PEIS provides specific information on the partial consolidation portion 
by analyzing the impacts of moving all of the surplus material from RFETS 
and LANL to one or more of the six sites being analyzed. Therefore, if all of 
the materials were sent to more than one site, environmental impacts at any 
of the sites receiving material would be less.

020308 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.

100000 Comment Number 5

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

11 0108 Comment Number 6

Comment noted. However, the goal is to convert the material into a form that 
meets the Spent Fuel Standard, which is not dependent on the availability of 
a repository.

040000 Comment Number 7

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

00 .41
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02 00 08 Comment Number 8 

Comment noted.  

08 03 00 Comment Number 9 

The Department of Energy is following a schedule that allows the careful 

consideration of all relevant information, such as this PEIS, technical and 

economic studies, and commentors' input. Then good, sustainable decisions 

can be made.  

080200 Comment Number 10 

Comment noted. DOE is committed to full implementation of NEPA that 

includes public participation at all levels. All comments submitted receive 

full consideration.
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R.I. Newman 
388 Wahoo Dve 

Fnpp island. SC 29920 
(803) 838-4789 

Nay 07, 1996 

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

Dear Personal 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your *Storage 
and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement" (hereafter "PEIS-).  
The subject addressed in the PEIS must rank as among the 
most important, long- and short-tern-affecting actions considered 
by the Department of Energy (DOE) in decades. It could have 
very significant impacts on near-term (two decades) budgets 
for R&D on unproven processes (with unpredictable delays 
and cost over-runs, based on earlier DOE projects), possible 
catastrophic energy crises in future years, perpetuation 
of significant CO contamination of our atmosphere (in violation 
of international gommitments), weakening of our national 
security, near- and long-term avoidable gross increase in 
energy coats (impacting most on some minorities and other 
low-income, populations).  

It should also complete the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) uncompleted review of the effect of using mixed 
oxide fuel (MOX) in reactors, along with reprocessing, on 
which(illogal?) actions were taken by Presidents Carter 
and Clinton in what appeared to be violation of the congressional 
mandate requiring such review Ln advance Of any action having 
a potential major impact on the environment (the proliferation 
aspects of the Generic Environmental Statement on Mixed 
Oxide Fuel were abandoned by the NRC after Mr. Carter's 
unilateral executive order.  

I have two major abjections to the PEIS as issued for public 
comment.  

The first problem is the lack of information on matters 
decreed by Congress to be included. in any environmentas 
study as mandated by NEPA.  

The second problem has to do with the subject of minimizing 
the possibility of proliferation of weapons-usable\in the 

As to the first concern, the statement of policy in NEPA

M-162
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requires several actions pertinent to my oncernr: Title I, 

rec.ir sa) ".e..fulfil he sociai *conomic, and other requirements 

of present and future generation! of Americ.ns." Title 

I, Sec.101, (b), (1), "fulfill the responsibilities of each 

neatio as trustee of the environment for 

generations;": Title I, SEC.il, (b). (6), "enhance the 

quality of renewable resourdes and approach the raAlium 

ttainin clingof depletable reources.', Title I.  

SEC. 102,tC(0•,tiv), "IThe relationship between local short

term uses of many environment and the maintenance of long

term productivity; Title I, Sec. 102, (C), (v), "a-n irreversilbe 

and .irretrievable commitment of _resources which would be 

involved in the proposed action should itbe implemented.•; 

Title I, Sec. 102, (F) "Recognize the worldwide fl4 long 
range charter of environmental problems and, where consistent 

with the foreign policy of the United States, lend appropriate 

support to initiatives, resolutions, and progras designed 

to maximize international cooperation in anticipatin and 

orev n decline in the quality of mankind's worla environment." 

(Emphasis added) 

My concerns, which prompt these comments are several. They 

include: 1. we seem to be more and more dependent on foreign 

sources for our fosail-fueled energy systems--gasoline ("borrovingý 

oil from our "strategic reserve"); 2. there is a finite 

limit to thenow vast fossil fuel reserves; 3, we have 

only one proven, available, economic ally compeletive alternative 1/08.03.01 

to fOp)il fuel--nuclear; 4. while once the leader in nuclear 

technology, we are year by year losing those engineers with 

competence in designing safe nuclear fuel cycle facilities; 

5. our nation's leaders seem to be oblivious to the relationship 

between readily available and dependable soureces of energy 

and our national security; 6. loss of a supply of low-coat, 

readily available energy will not only impact our security, 

but will have a disastrous effect on our disadvant;ged, 

low-income people with their luavoidable need for heat for 

their homes and gas for their cars.  

A decision now to take an action which would intend to make a 

useful,and available energy source as irretrievable as possible 

and perpetuate the myth that we should not recycle partly 

used nuclear fuel would be tantamount to sounding the death

knell and driving the last nail in the coffin for the imminent 

demise of nuclear power, only to be brought back to life 

(inevitably) at grea
t 

cost and only with the help of those 

foreign countries to whom we were once the leader.  

The PEIS should look aheada as directed by NEPA at least 

fifty years at the impact on "future generations".  

The PEIS should also look outside their blindered view of 

the "complete, uncompleted reactors" and "build advanced 1/080301 

reactor" concepts. In the future, 
our country will need; con.0.0 

more large-scale supplies of electric power. The only two 

M-162

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.

080000
The PEIS analyzes the impacts on the environment for the period required to 
accomplish the Proposed Action under each of the alternatives (up to 50 years 

after the ROD for storage, and within 25 years after the ROD for disposition).  

Such an analysis cannot go much beyond that timeframe without becoming 

"remote or speculative." 

The PEIS takes into account future generations in that its purpose is to reduce 

surplus Pu stockpiles, potential proliferation, and other potential 

environmental impacts. The PEIS considers long-term consequences of 

irreversible/irretrievable commitment of resources (Section 4.11).

-0

-01

Comment Number 1

Comment Number 2

0803 01
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of same for, at least, the next two or more decades are 
fossil or nuclear power. The more central station nuclear 
power we have, the less fossil we need to consume for uses 
(like heating homes, operating vehicles, oar military, etc.) 
which nuclear can not directly provide. (If we go to electric 
vehicles, we need that much sore central station power-
NIMBY.) Also, for every kilowatt of electricity produced 
by nuclear, there will be that mUch less carbon dioxide 
from fossil fuel releaeed by the United States to the atmosphere 
(remember Vice-President Dora's commitment in Brazil to 
work toward eeduction Of such pollution because of the likely "green-house effect"?) There will also be fewer oil spills 
with their devastating pollution and lease polution of various 
kinds from coal burning. (Doe is working on methods for 
burning of coal which will be "cleaner-. Like the glass 
of eater--half full or half empty? Is thin work to make 
it "cleaner- or less dirty ?) 

NEPA mandates the economic effects of an
4 action be addressed.  

When I raised this subject at a meeting on the PEAS, the 
DOE spokesman replied that costs alone should not drive 
any environmental decision to force a negative rather than 
a favorable impact. I agree. However, a cost-benefit analysin 
ia imperative. If between two alternatiesa, there are minor 
differences in environmental Ispact, but one requires billions 
of dollars more and del, ys in implementation 10 t0 15 years 
beyond the otber (when time is of the essence) a cont-benefit 
analysis could and should be a critical ingredient in the 
decision making. I am certain that DOE is not oblivious 
to the need to spend money only when it is really necessary, 
much as solving this matter to enhance our nonproliferation 
posture at the very earliest time. Of course, the relative 
economics of fossil fuel vs nuclear should be included in 
the equation. Nuclear (with reprocessing) .e now competitive 
in foreign countries. The inevitable increases in fossil 
fuel costs of the future should heavily wiegh on the scales.  

The PEIS obviously gives great wIlht to the National Academy 
of Science (HAS) report on plutonium. In the HAS report on 
Reactor-Related Options, it is stated, on page 384, "Since 
the NRC is an independent agency, the administration could 
only request, not direct, the NRC to halt the C SHO hearings.  
The administration did make clear that there would be no 
federal funding requestird for any aspect of the reprocessing 
regime. Because the potential reprocessing industry depended 
on federal funding, including developsent of breeder reactors, 
the administration's positions eade the GESHO hearing irrelevant.
I, us a former vice-president of Allied-General Nuclear 
eTv this statesent is patently wrong in two respects

S first, while wewere given access (with proper clearances) 
Ie(Ifv' to AEC (some--not all) technology, we, as a policy, received 

no financial reimbursement until after Mr. Carter's order

3/07,02.00

M-162

070200 Comment Number 3

Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, were provided in Technical 
Summary Reports of both storage and disposition in late July 1996. These 
documents were available for public review beginning in late July 1996.

I
OW
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then only for projects DOE considered important to them.  
Second, reprocessing does not rely on the breeder but both 

the light aster reactor (financially) and the breeder (for 

its fuel) need reprocessing.  

An adequate cost-benefit analysis, including the cost of 

R&D and the benefit of power generation must look at the 

time required for R&D, even that (as with DWPF) performed 

during pre-*perational "testing . While timing itself is 

not a directly pertinent factor in a cost-benefit study, 

it should be highlighted as there is unanimity that the 

urgency of implementation non-proliferation actions is great.  

On page S-3 of the PEIS is the statement, The purp se of 

the proposed action is to implement the Preaident'pionproliferation 

and Export Control Policy in a safe, reliable, cos -effective, 

technically feasible and timely manner." (Emphasis added) 

I believe there is another flaw in the FEES. With nuclear 

operations, t, o different studies are required in government 

as yell as industry. One is the PEIS, which is now being 

discussed. The other is a Safety Analysis Report (SAR).  

They serve tao entirely different purposes. The SAP, as 

its name implies, is intended to analyze,in minkte detail, 

the expected safety of the proposed operation. For this 
reason, the NRC requires that air and water-borne releases 

from both normal and accident conditions be looked at-conservatively".  

This requires-that margins be added to any consequence number

to assure that, in real life, said consequence will have 

a loser actual adverse impact on the public and workers 

than estimated (a margin of safety). I do not have a copy 

of the guidances issued by the President's Council on Environmental 

Ouality, but, as I recall, the Council said that an environmentai 

impact statement, as a tOOl for comparing alternativesý should 

express environmental consequences in realistic, or best 

estimate numbers rather than conservative numbers. On page 

4-19 of the PEIS, for example. it is stated, "Studies of 
huaan populations exposed to 1ow doses Are inadequate to 

demonstrate the actual level of risk. There is scientific 

uncertainty about cancer risk at the los-dose region below 

the range of epidemological observation and the possibility 

of no risk or even health benefits cannot be excluded. Because 

the health risk estimators are multiplied by conservatively 

calculated radiological doses to predict fatal cancer risks, 

the fatal cancer values presented in this PEIS are expected 

to bo overstated." 

Finally, on the NEPA considerations, NEPA addresses "any 

irreversible and irretrievable commitments 0o resources".  

The PEIS defines actions which are designed to make a valuable 

energy resource as difficult as possible to recover in the 

future. Yet, on page F-33 in the statement, -Existing rulings 

designate spent nuclear fuel as a recoverable resource .... "

4/09.09.08 

5/09.00.08

M-162

090908 Comment Number 4

Since many of the potential actions under the various alternatives are still in 
the preliminary development stage, the actual information for these 

alternatives is not yet available. When no actual information is available, 

estimations must be made to predict environmental impacts. Because of 

uncertainties in these estimations, conservative assumptions are made to 

show the maximum potential environmental impacts. Where actual 

information is available, it is used in the PEIS.

090008 Comment Number 5

Appendix F, "Air Quality and Noise," does not address spent nuclear fuel as 
a recoverable resource, and the Draft PEIS does not include page F-33, the 

page number is apparently misstated. However, Section 4.11 of the PEIS 

addresses "Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources" and 

acknowledges that disposing of Pu represents an irretrievable commitment of 

a potential energy source.



NEWMAN, R. I., FRIPP ISLAND, SC 
PAGE 5 OF 70D

My second concern, non-proliferation, is important as it 
is driving this PEIS with, I believe, false, short sighted 
premises.  

The only certain, long-termeway to make weapons-usable plutonium 
unavailable for weapons manufacture is to burn it upi 

The PEIS alternatives have, at least, two major shortcomings: 
They leave most of the plutonium available to future generations 
for power ony at a high cost of money and probably radiation 
exposure to those who must, out of desperation for energy, 
retrieve it. Also, they ignore the availability of high 
levels of security measures needed, world-vide, in the interim 
period during which the PEIS actions are debatedresearched, 
pilot-planted, constructed, and implemented.  

Another false premise is that the declarations by Presidents 
Carter and Clinton are cast in concrete (or vitrified).  
Any decision, be it by Congress, the Supreme Court, or the 
President can be. and often is;revisitod. The orders of the two presidents are now ripe for review! 

The excuse (or reason--call it what you may) for abandoning 
reprocessIng (recycling) was to set an example to other 
countries. That was the purported basis of stopping a private 
effort to develop an economic oas centrifuge for uranium 
enrichment in the mid '60's. tte stoppage didn't work. Centrifuges 
are now in use around the world (including the U.S. and 
Russia.  

Further, if reprocessing is such a potentially proliferation
possible activity, why does the U.S.stand by when it is 
now being done in France, England, Russia,etc.? The U.S.  
was one of the principal architects of the international 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). the principal purpose of which 
was to minimize the threat of proliferation. If reprocessing 
is such a threat, why doesn't the U.S. insist that the IAEA stop it world-wide? 

Maybe we should look a short way into the future.  

Looking at what DOE is proposing in the PEIS, there are 
three phases. First is the decision, t&D, debate, construction,check
out,debate,and start-up. Second is the operation,possibly 
making the plutonium irretrievable. The third is then, "OOps, 
we're running out of fossil fuel--what do we do now?w 

The first phase, depending on which way we go, could take 
5-10 years. (Look at the high level waste disposal program.) 

The second phase could take 10-20 years.

6/01.06.00 

7/01.06.00 

M-162

010600 Comment Number 6

Comment noted. The President's Nonproliferation Policy states that the 
United States does not encourage the civil use of Pu and, accordingly, does 
not itself engage in Pu reprocessing for either nuclear power or nuclear 
explosive purposes. The United States, however, will maintain its existing 
commitments regarding the use of Pu in civil nuclear programs in Western 
Europe and Japan.  

The policy also states that the United States will make every effort to secure 
the indefinite extension of the Nonproliferation Treaty. The United States will 
seek to ensure that the IAEA has the resources needed to implement its vital 
safeguard responsibilities, and will work to strengthen the IAEA's ability to 
detect clandestine nuclear activities.

010600 Comment Number 7

Comment noted.

-- ii
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During this 15-40 years, we still have weapons-Usable plutonium 

on our hands (and other countries are still recovering it.).  

During this time, we must have a high level of physical 
securityl 

A publication I just received gave me encouragement on security.  
It was the program of an upcoming meeting of the Institute 

of Nuclear Materials Management (INMM). At their upcoming 
four-day meeting there will be some 285 papers presented 
on safeguards on materials from uranium hexafluoride through 
MOX fuel fabrication plants to high and low level waste.  
Of theae, at least 180 relate to the safeguarding of plutonium.  
Authors are from around the world. Gratifyingly, about 100 

pepers were authored by employees of DOS or DOE contractors, 
often in collaboration with representatives of foreign countries.  

The subject of physical security is most certainly getting 
a high priority. If we can protect our weapons-grade~plutonium 
and the French and English theirs, why can we not protect 
our weapons-Osable plutonium recycled from power reactors? 

Let's look at reprocessing.  

There is no evidence I have seen or heard that our head
in -the-sand has had any influence on anybody. Reprocessing 

conserves fossil fuel and uses other natural resources for 
the benefit of future generations. Nuclear, with reprocessing, 
significantly reduces atmospheric carbon diaxide polution, 
oil spills, etc. The realistic environmental impact of nuclear 6/01.06.00 
power and reprocessing is minimal. If security can help cont.  
protect us in the next quarter of a century or morewhy 
the proliferation concern on reprocessing? Abandonment of 
reprocessing for the coming decades will rob us of the great 
expertise on reprocessing plant design and operation we 
developed over the past 50 years.  

he PEIS should be rewritten for many reasons(many of which 
I have not addressed) to comply with the mandates of NEPA 
and the CEO and to give the true picture on reprocessing 
and other PEIS-related matters to the American public.  

The above is not to fault the DOE. It is simply doing what 
the boss ordered,(Marching to the drummer's beat.) However, 

as scientists and public servants,it has ,at least, an equal 
obligation to state the facts, fully and openly.  

Emphatically yours, 

R. I. Newman 

M-162

• =•" -•--., • ...... I

__70



NEWMAN, R. I., FRIPP ISLAND, SC 

PAGE 7 OF 7

jk'i �

OPINION

M-162

t'J



NEZ PERCE TRIBE, LAPWAI, ID, 
SAMUEL N. PENNEY 
PAGE 1 OF 1

TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
, F-0. XS , - JWM. ID"*NO - OW 9,=M 

M" .y 19%~

H." IL 0%y 

U.Lft D.C MWI 

WWL 

~ .ý p&. ft ft KWý T, - A-hiq. *.N. K..1. 7- T

-fW~w .t 1. ... Wp4.M ~ ?.  

F.~.- 7.J~.TeW o.W-fWmd b- I .d~ 

pp.-*offto -dW-6dU &.W.  

-~~~~~- N. rm"d.h~~. AS 

a_-W

1/08.01.00 

2/08.02.00

F-018

080100 Comment Number 1

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

080200 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for 
coordination and increased understanding on the decisions to be made on the 

storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials. However, the 

National Dialogue Project is beyond the scope of this PEIS.

0 
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Date: Tue, 23 Apr 1996 

Subject: FORUM Form - incoming 

serialno - 161 
MailTitle = FORUM Form . incoming 

name = 

title = 
company 
addrl 
addr2 = 

city 
state 
rip 
phone 
fax = 

email 
ctype - public 
subject 

"0 The following is the text of the Author's Comment.  

With regard to this PEIS, the SSMPEIS and the Pantex EIS: 

I. Why, in identifying impacts, does DOE not identify significance of 
impacts, particularly 'adverse" impacts? 

2. During scoping for these documents agriculture and groundwater were 
identified as important issues to stakeholders. The documents do not identify 
any significant impacts to either. Because they were identified as issues, DOE 
should explicitly state there are no problems if that is its conclusion.  
Please take a position on the important issues! 
END comment 

* The folloing is the space reserved for an Offical Reply. If you 
* do not wish to reply to this comment then do not change it.  

If you wish to leave a comment then enter it here in the REPLY 
ar 

Begin Reply 
(- insert reply here *) 
End Reply

1/09.00.08

E-004

090008 Comment Number 1

Based on comments received, reference to "adverse" impacts has been 
deleted from the Draft PEIS and Summary in order to describe impacts less 
subjectively. This is the same reason "significance" of impacts is not used.  
Environmental impact descriptions in the Final PEIS and Summary have been 
expanded and revised, and are generally described in quantifiable and semi
quantifiable terms.  

In the PEIS, ground water is discussed under water resources in terms of 
impacts on both quantity and quality. Agriculture is evaluated in terms of land 
resources and human health risks from the ingestion of crops and animal 
products. For the construction and normal operation of the various proposed 
storage and disposition actions, including the Preferred Alternative, no major 
problems to ground water and agriculture were identified in the impact 
analyses conducted for the Final PEIS. Discussion on potential environmental 
impacts is presented in Chapter 4 of the Final PEIS. Those revisions made in 
the Final PEIS are also reflected in the Summary.
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Comment Number 2

DRAFr S&DPEIS 

COMMENT (and background information): 

In the Summary (p. S-46). it is stated that "When the other DOE programs previously identified 
in this section are considered, the rank order or DOE sites in terms of their descending potential 
for cumulative impacts changes to SRS, MWEL, Pantex, NTS. Hanford and ORR." A similar 
statement appears on p. S-47.  

QUESTION: 

What does this statement mean? It is obscure and demands an explanation that is concise, clear, 
to the point, and supported by evidence.

2/09.00.04 

M-090

The Department of Energy did not intend to give the perception that the sites 
were ranked. The language in the Summary has been revised to better reflect 
the impact analysis in Section 4.7. The Final PEIS provides the necessary 
information to describe the impacts for the resources analyzed. It is up to the 
decisionmaker to determine which impacts are discriminators among sites.

090004
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DRAFT S&DPEIS 

COMMENT (and background information): 

In the Summary it is stated (p. S-20) that "potential adverse impacts to waste management would 

Sat Pantcx, ORR (all three options), and SRS, bceause the construction of sanitary. utility.  

and procss wastcwater treat•flueft systems to treat nonhazardous liquid wastes may be required." 

QUESTION QU3/09.11.08 

How can the construction of facilities and systems to treat waste have the potential to adversely 

"impact the irnagement of waste? Is this a significant environmental impact as intended by 

§1502.1 of the NEPA regulations?

M-090

091108 Comment Number 3

The conceptual design for the consolidated and collocated storage facilities 
and the disposition facilities have, as part of their design, waste management 

facilities that would treat and package all waste generated into forms that 

would enable long-term storage and/or disposal in accordance with RCRA 

and other applicable Federal and State statutes and DOE Orders. The impacts 

of having to construct the waste management facilities are captured in other 

resource areas such as land use and air quality. The text referring to "potential 

adverse impacts" to waste management has been deleted.
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DRAIFT S&DPEIS 

COMMENT (and background Inforrmation):

The oft-repeed Phrase appears in the Summary: 

"Potential adverse intersitc transportation impacts related to all DOE sites could 
occur because ofthe increased risk of traffic accident fatalities." 

QUESTION: 

Is there no risk to human health associated with intersite transportation of radioactive material? 
Has a dose risk assessment been made?

4/10.00.00 

M-090

100000

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

-:lw A'

Comment Number 4



No NAME SUBMITTED 

PAGE 5 OF 7

DRAFT S&DPEIS 

COMMENT (sad background information): 

The Summary discusses three plutonium disposition categories (deep borehole, immobilization 

and reactor) consisting of iine alternatives, and ultimate high-level waste disposition.  

QUESTIONS: 

L If the immobilization alternatives and reactor alternatives (except CANDU) result in the same 

ultimate disposition, viz., a high-level waste (HLW) repository, what is the cost/benefit of the 5/07.02.00 
reactor alternatives? 

b. Doesn't a HLW repository mean the DOE's High-Level Nuclear Waste Repository at Yucca 

Mt., Nevada? 6/12.01.00 

c. What would constitute ultimate disposition in the case of the CANDU reactor alternative? 

Would the Canadians be allowed to send the resultant high-level nuclear waste back to the U S? 7/06.05.08 

M-090

070200 Comment Number 5

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

120100 Comment Number 6

The PEIS does not assume the use of Yucca Mountain as a HLW repository 
for disposal of MOX spent nuclear fuel and/or immobilized materials.  

However, since Congress directed Yucca Mountain to be the only site 

considered for evaluation (site characterization) for the disposition of spent 

nuclear fuel and HLW, data developed to date at this site has been used to 

evaluate the potential for disposing of Pu wastes.

060508 Comment Number 7

No. The spent fuel would be retained within the Canadian spent fuel program.

S.... •' -a¸ ,



No NAME SUBMITTED 
PAGE 6 OF 7

0,, 
0

DRAFT S&DPElS 

COMMENT: 

In the Summary, under "Phaseout" (page S-2 1), it is stated that:

"For all DOE sites, with the exception of Pantex, phaseout would have a potential for adverse impacts to cultural resources if any of the structures eligible for National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listing would not be maintained," and "None of the affected structures in Zone 12 at Pantex awe considered eligible 
for NRHP listing." 

This is not an accurate statementl Several of the structures in Zone 12 are potentially eligible for NRHP listing under the Cold War context. Pantex Plant is working with the State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regarding the subject of "Cold War" structure NRHP listings.  

It is anticipated that several of the Zone 12 structures will be listed. The draft S&DPEIS text should be corrected.

8/09.07.04

M-090

The Summary was corrected to be consistent with Section 3.5.7 which says that Zone 12 does include a number of structures potentially eligible for the NRHP.

0 
t�i -� 

:2 z 

0 

0 
:2 
c-i 

0 
0'

M-090

09 0704 Comment Number 8



No NAME SUBMrrIED 

PAGE 7 OF 7

Comment Number 9

DRAFT S&DPEIS 

COMMENT (and background information): 

In Volume In (pp. M-1 31 through M-155), the chemicals used are as follows: 
Hanford reports 3 chemicals, none with slope factors 

NTS reports NO chemicals 
FNEL reports 28 chemicals, 12 with slope factors 
Pantex reports 25 chemicals, 6 with slope factors 

ORR reports 10 chemicals, none with slope factors 
SRS reports 15 chemicals, 5 with slope factors 
Rocky Flats reports 10 chemicals, 3 with slope factors.  

These reported chemical usages present an erroneous comparison, as all sites under consideration 

will use similar chemicals. For example, benzene is a combustion product of both dicsel fuel and 

gasoline, and would be common to all sites.  

QUEST7ON: 

Was the manncr by which the information was requested not specific enough to insure accurate 

reporting or are the records at some sites incomplete? Please correct.

9/09.10.08 

M-090

The data calls sent to each site contained the same information and requests.  
Under the No Action Alternative, the emissions data is from existing site 
facilities. Since each site has different existing facilities and operations, the 
chemicals emitted from these facilities are expected to be different. The 
cancer risk slope factors depend solely on the nature of the chemicals. For 
proposed new actions, the emissions data would be very similar among the 
sites. For detailed information on the emission data on each site, please refer 
to the respective data reports cited in the PEIS.

091008
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No NAME SUBMrIT-ED 

PAGE 1 OF 1

Storage and Dispositlon of Weapons-Usable Fisile Materials Draft Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) Public Comment Form 

Name (optional).  
Address (optional): 

Please write down your conmem and drop this form in the marked boxes before you leave 
tonigbt, These forms will be stbmined to the Departmen of Energy as pan of the formal commest on 
this PEES. If you are umbk to complete this form tonight, written comments ca be mailed to 

oD; oft of Energy 
oFissaile Materials Disposition 

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

or, you can call this soll-free noumber to leave comments by phone 1-00-8320-5156 Comments must be 
submattd by May 7, 1"G.  

The Department of Energy has identified three ypes of technologies u optiom for disposing of 
weapom-usabl¢ fissile materials. The Diepart'mer has also considered a 'no action alirnatve" whbch 
would reisult in long-term storage of these materials. Pleas write down your commens on the following 
thres types of optiom for disposal and the storge option.  

1. Materials Immsbllizatlon/Vitrlilcation . Immobilize fissile materials by mixing themn with glass. glass 
bonded zeolives, or cesmico.

1/08.03.01

2. Deep borehole disposal - Materials would be disposed m bomeboles at least 2.5 miles deep, in 
geologically stable formations. Materials could be disposed dirctly into the dmrp borehole. or materials 
could be immobilized first, and then deposited into the deep borehole.  

3. Reatr Options Surplus plutonium/highly enriched uranium aould be made into MOX fuel for use 
in nuclear reactors, destroying by Isslon a major porion of the weapons grade materials.

2/08.03.01 

3/08.03.01

M-227

080301 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.

080301 Comment Number 2

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

080301 Comment Number 3

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

I-/ 
0h

4. Storage Options - USDOE would commute existing storage pratoc s for wespons-usable fistile 
materials at current loca.ions and/or coinolidati that storage ai ose or more of the designated situ.



No NAME SuBMrrrED 
PAGE 1 OF 1

Comment Number 1

Smorage and Disposition of Weapoiai-Usalsble Meusi Materialis Draft Programmatic 
Eaviresawnernall Impact Statement (PEIS) public Comm~ent Form 

Please wrier doenim yeast cotonsesut and drop tbis form in the marked bean before ym ane 
1005515a These forms will be nibmitised 1o0dfe Depmranm: of Emery as panl of the fomlat ontt otn 
this PEIS. If yeastr i~ nable to courtitesic tis foom tonight, webie commients can ber tsesled to 

Nrmnoeof E 

P.O Boat 23786 
Wathbragiso. D.C. 2002&-378 

or. you can ca dino tollm ten. osbeir to leave coestaiens by phone: 1-80420-5156. Conrentons isan be 
vsbetý by May 7. 196.  

Thie Depasnueea of Eniergy bus identified dame types of wsbufogies; as options too disositng of 
weaepoatss-ble tissule asauteosais. The Dqtarmato bus also csiuderod a 'no action allenmartto wthich 

Wod r-ilt it loug-tners storage of dheies minrtali Pease write down yoir csotnoetu on am followtog 
thtree type of optionsfor tdistposalsoi ststorg liapOti0on

I. Mierbls asasbla~tlu/V~rlllatbt - easobtbr matdo etrioals by tntoog dthe, with glass.,tlast 

2. Deep boreinhole disposal - Materials wouild be disposedint bortbebot at [out 2, mitles doeey, tn 
gcologoolly stable formastions Munieats eCitld be disposed directly bntot hr deep hottchle. to mtaterials 

otld be ooettobtioods first, sod the. dopositidintoo dth deepborehl~e.

/V U 

3. Rcacto Optbos Smept05 ptutonttonlhtghly enriched orotatou would ho ote ott o MOX h1ftor l x to 
to toacbour reactors, destroying by ftsstos a =)or~ Portiton of the weapons grade taosriatob 

4. Storage Opltions - USDOE wottid mxnttase existing storage pescrites for teaortyons uable foastsi 
matensabs .t cittreet locatdoes sodlor consolidate that storotge at one on note of doe dettianated stts.

I1/08.03.01 

2/08.03.01 

3/08.03.01 

4/08.03.01 

M-229

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.

080301 Comment Number 2

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

080301 Comment Number 3

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

080301 Comment Number 4

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

080301

0 
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No NAME SUBMITTED 
PAGE 1 OF 2

Comment Number 1

Storage and Dspcitio f c Weapono-Usable Flasi'le Materials Draft Programmatic 
En=ironmental Impact Statement (PEIS) Public Comment Form 

Addres (opltonsl): 

Plecse wrtte down your comentOs cd deop this fsiont ia the seerkod bo•es beforee you leve 
tohsh . TIlse eosent will be esbeeitid to the Depasetnet ofn Energy at pasn of the fetrsa comnoent on 
this PIS If you are unable to coesplete this form loifeb. written contients can be ntised to: 

Departmentt of Energy 
Office of Fussile Mater•als Dsposition 
P.0 Bo: 23736 
Wsshbsgtce, D.C. 20026-3786 

oe, yc estn ccll s soil-free. nmbor to leone COMent1s by plboe: I-.iO-tO-5156 Co mew .musets be 
soottdby May 7, It99.  

The~ ~ ~~~~hl ieasse fEeg ~ dentified dosm typos of tectunologies as costiona foe disposing of 
wopoeo-sble filile o .e Tie Depstu'ent habl also consideeed a no actio ilteete wbicb 
would toast in long-tems storage of tbeme materials Plesse write downi your con1•orest en tic following 
dafee types of options for disposal and the storge option 

1. Miateraisl Imanobllaties/Vitrlieftima - Ienobsilin flttik moaterials by mixing the. with sgas. glass 
bonded xclie, or ceramict .  

2. Deep bretsol• disposal - Maleerisl would be disposed in boseholm at least 2.5 aile deep, in 
geologically Kahle fornsatsoa Mterials could be disposed d rrcly ito the deep borehole, or mcatensIs 
nould be soneobsiltzed firn, and then depoosted into sfe deep borebole.

Ss n..or . . . , .T A E

3. Reactor Options Surplus plutonruen/hbghly enitched uranosum would be eside eint MOX fuel for use 
in nucleur s-actore. doreteying by fission . _oje poce ur be wci. .p.. graSlde snwniiss 

4. Storage Opetin s USDOE would contimoe cxisting stoesge pesmtics for wtapons usable fsItsle 
nutcrulls at curreet Locations antlor connclidste thbu •-orse -s one or nooe of he deesgreSsto stotn 

.In

1/09.05.08 
2/08.03.01 

3/08.03.01

14/08.03.01

M-231

No actual sites for the Deep Borehole Alternative currently exist or have been 
proposed. Therefore, a generic site was evaluated in the PEIS. DOE's 
decision on surplus Pu disposition for the borehole technology encompasses 
only the selection of a strategy and does not involve the selection of a 
borehole disposition site. Should either of the Deep Borehole Alternatives be 
selected, a siting study would be conducted in coordination with a site
specific discussion of environmental conditions and impacts in additional 
documents.

080301 Comment Number 2

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.

080301 Comment Number 3

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

080301 Comment Number 4

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

CS 
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No NAME SUBMITI'TED 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

0801 00 Comment Number 5 

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

period was extended to a total of 92 days.  

.A&?~A5 ~o .J~JA- ~ A1~~ ~5/08.01.00 

I( A ~.. C tfl: .7. '.  

--T4" 5t -QE 

M-231 
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W No NAME SUBMITTED 

00 PAGE 1 OF 1 

08 03 01 Comment Number 1 

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for long
ComentiD: P001 term storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials. Decisions 
Date Received: April 19, 1996 
Na••e: nwgive on storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based 
Addr"e: upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national 

Trneimption: policy considerations, and public input.  

I vwnuld like to vote yes fo the project Thank you. ] 1/08.03.01 

P-011

-.-- _-__ - & - *Okq",, 44i



No NAME SUBMITFFED 

PAGE 1 OF 1

Comnent ID: P0025 
Date Received: April 18. 1996 
Name none given 

Address: 

Trancription.  

I prcfar not to give my name, but I would like to comment on the plutonium disposl I prefer 

that they burr the plutonium in a appropriate reactor, and use it up that way and make it 1/08.03.01 
profitable where we've put so much money into it alrady. It would also provide jobs in 

operating these reactor. Thank you.  

P-025

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for Pu 
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon 

environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy 

considerations, and public input.
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No NAME SUBMITTED 

PAGE 1 OF 1
0

Date Received.  
Comment ID 
Name.  
Address

06/14/96 
P0053 
None given 
No address given.

Transcription 

I have a comment and a question The question is first It's on the Storage and Disposition�- has 
to do with the borehole alternative, and the other ahernative that uses the repository In size, how 
does the repository compare with the size of a single borehole' That's my question And the 
comment: according to the Openness Initiative, there appears to be about fifty (50) tons of surplus 
plutonium. The borehole alternative talked about four (4) or so holes. If you divide fifty (SO) by 
four (4), I'll even give you five (5) holes, that's like 10 tons of pure plutonium in a single hole 
not a single repository. but a single hole -just a few feet in diameter. Why would this not pose a 
problem, like for criticality and for other environmental impacts' 

Thank you for considering my comment and my question.

1/04.00.00 

2/04.01.00

P-053

040000 Comment Number 1

Section 3.9.1 of the Draft PEIS cites a range of 2,000 to 20,000 ha (4,942 to 
49,420 acres) of land to accommodate the borehole site and buffer zone.  
While the high-level repository has yet to be sited, the environmental 
assessment of the current candidate site indicates that a total of 10,000 ha 
(24,710 acres) would be controlled for repository uses.

040100 Comment Number 2

As noted in the PEIS Data Input Reports for the Borehole Alternatives, 
analyses to date have not identified any disqualifiers and have supported the 
continuation of them as reasonable disposition alternatives. More detailed 
analyses would accompany further phases of implementation that would 
include additional criticality analysis, if selected.

'�1 i-�.  
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No NAME SUBMITrED 
PAGE 1 OF 1

Date Received: 
Comment ID: 
Name.  
Address

06/14/96 
P0054 
None given 
No address given

Transcription: 

My question is: How is the Department saving money in the engineered design of plutonium 

storage facilities? Its seems like the upgrade facilities are being designed uniquely and I base this 

on the different numbers with no common ratios in the appendices. So if it's true that we're 
having unique designs for the different upgrade facilities, we're spending four times the 
architectural engineering design funds than is necessary. What is the Department doing to 
minimize expenses by maximizing the use of common plutonium storage facility designs

7 Thank 
you for considering the role of the taxpayer, who is your ultimate stakeholder

1/07.01.00 

P-054

070100 Comment Number I

For the Upgrade Storage Alternative considered in the PEIS, DOE has 
attempted to minimize the costs of engineered design, construction, and 

operation by utilizing the same standards, criteria, and technical approach 
wherever possible for the facilities being considered. However, due to 

differences in existing storage facility configurations and equipment at the 
various DOE sites involved, the upgrades are necessarily different to be 

compatible with existing design and configuration.

?s
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No NAME SUBMITTED 
PAGE 1 OF 1

Date Received 
Comment ID 
Name 
Address

06/14/96 
P0055 
None given 
No address given

Transcription 

I have a question conceraing the high level waste repository for the Storage and Disposition 
Environmental Impact Statement. I have read the Notice of Intent for the Yucca Mountain 
Environmental Impact Statement, and the Department of Energy's intent, according to that 
document, is not to put plutonium in the repository, other then what's in commercial spent fiel I 
have read the Storage and Disposition Environmental Impact Statement, and it says that the 1/12.00.00 
Department's intent, if immobilization is chosen, is to put plutonium in the repository So which 
document has the true Department ofEnergy intent, and which document is trying to hide 
something from the public

9 
The two documents of course, are the Storage and Disposition 

Environmental Impact Statement and the Department of Energy Notice of Intent for the Yucca 
Mountain EIS. Thank you Please be open and honest. Bye

P-055

120000 Comment Number I

The Notice of Intent (NOI) for the Repository EIS considered only 
commercial spent nuclear fuel, DHLW, and DOE-owned spent fuels. If the 
timing of the Repository EIS (and subsequent license application) does not 
permit inclusion of Pu forms resulting from a ROD on Pu Disposition, then 
supplemental NEPA compliance documentation will be required. The Office 
of Fissile Materials Disposition is working closely with the Office of Civilian 
Radioactive Waste Management to ensure coordination between these two 
efforts.

It



No NAME SUBMITTED 
PAGE 1 OF 1

Comment Number 1

Date Received.  
Comment ID 
Nameý 
Address

06/14/96 
P0056 
None given 
No address given

Transcription.  

I am concerned about the annual radioactive releases during normal operations of common 
facilities for plutonium disposition. I am referring to Table M,2.3 1-2 in the Storage and 

Disposition Environmental Impact Statement. Each of those three so-called common facilities 

have releases exceeding a hundred microcuries a year. And I understand that TA-55 in Los 
Alamos, which in about 15 years its actual emissions are only I microcurie per year. So we are 
talking that these facilities would emit over a hundred times more as a new facility The 
Plutonium Finishing Plant at Hanford, which is a 40-plus year facility, has emissions in about this 

order of magnitude. So I guess my question is. If these common facilities are projected to emit 
PFP-like emissions now, what will their relations be towards the end of their useful life? Thank 

you very much,

1/09.09.08

P-056

The radionuclide emissions from proposed Pu disposition facilities are 
estimated by evaluating the maximum potential human health effects from 
the Proposed Actions. The radionuclide emission estimates contained some 
degree of uncertainties. These uncertainties lead to the use of conservative 
radionuclide emission estimates. The radionuclide emissions during actual 
operation will be below the levels conservatively estimated in this PEIS. See 
the data reports as cited in the PEIS for the methods and assumptions used for 
the radionuclide release estimations.

090908
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080301 Comment Number 1

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

080301 Comment Number 2

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

No NAME SUBMITTED 
PAGE 1 OF 1

NAME: (Optional) 
ADDRESS: 
TELEPHONE: S R_ý S T,aj PE I' 
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No NAME SUBMirmED 

PAGE 1 OF 6

FISSILE MATERIALS pEtS COMMIDT 

0 There does not seem to be any discussion about costing of alternatives Does cost of d 

each alternative play a role m choosing preferred alternative? When choosing a preferred 1/08.00.00 

alternative, it would be fiscally irresponsible without cost evaluation 

* As Pantex dimnantlement decreases, the number of buildings used for this purpose will 

decrease. Plans for each alternative on page S-12 specify modifying and/or building new 2/020004 

facilities Did these plans take into effect, that existing structures would become available 

for use, thus avoiding large new construction costs and minimizing impact on the

0 On page S-18, under the No Action Alternative, (Page S-19 Upgrade Alternative.  

Consolidation Alternative (both options). page S-20 Expand-Use Alternative, Collocation 

Alternative, S-28 Disposition Alternative Pit Disassenebly/Conversion Facility, S-30 

Ceramic Immobilization Facility, S-31 Vitrification Alternative, S-33 MOX Fuel 

Fabrieation Facility. S-35 Evolutionary LWFu Alternative) the summary states -Adverse 

impacts to water resources 41 PantieX %sould result from the continued local drawdown of 

the Ogallala Aquifer, but Pantex's contribution to this drawdosus is expected to continue 

to decrease due to a decrease in other DOE activities at Pantex.  

There does not appear to be an evaluation of decrease versus increase in 

the above statement and consideration ofusing reclaimed wastewater.  

On page 3-159 of Volume l, it states that "an agreement between Pantex 

and the city of Amarillo is currently being negotiated to develop reclaimed 

waslewater The cu. of reclaimed wastewater could curtail the annual 

decline rate of the Ogallala Aquifer." There does not appear to be any 

evaluation or consideration given to reclaiming wastewater and reusing that 

water with respect to -adverse impact: Evaluation ofrecycling treatment 

water (Amarillo & Pantex agreement) 

Page S-64 Sumoary .(timtparison states that Pantex would use the least 

amount of water among candtidate sites and 57% of water used would be 

discharged back to bie cplays and consequemly the aquifer No..advelxf 
impatis mentioned.  

In other parts of the summary, water ussee is mentioned as a perntae 

and thus skews the perception of impact. Since Pastes uses less water 

from the surrounding area than any of the other candidare se.s, may 

increase in water usage would come out as a higher percentage given an 

equal increase at alt sites Fvttn this is not true since other sites would use 

more water than Pantex for these options.  

In the detailed description of Volume II. pages 4-190 through 4-192. water 

usage for the alterntiic• has a negligible impact on the aquifer as stated by 

"water requireemilt are siall relative to the total water in aquifer 

storage". "total proiecteil amount to be pumped in Carson County by an 

insignificant Amount (0 000 1 -percent)"' and "'there should be minimal

3/09.04.04

TX-050

080000 Comment Number 1

The technical, cost, and schedule analyses of the various alternatives are 
presented in a separate document to support DOE's ROD. This document was 

made available to the public for review beginning in late July 1996.

020004 Comment Number 2

As the mission for Pantex changes, DOE will continue to evaluate the 
possible re-use of existing facilities versus the need for new facilities.  

Existing facilities will be utilized, where possible, to avoid the cost and 

related impacts of building new facilities.

090404 Comment Number 3

The actual quantities required for each alternative and the associated percent 
increases are provided in Chapter 4 of the PEIS and also in the table entitled 

"Potential Changes to Water Resources at Pantex Plant No Action (2005) and 

Storage Alternatives." Although Pantex is contributing to the depletion of the 

Ogallala Aquifer, as stated in Chapter 4, additional groundwater drawdowns 

attributed to the various long-term storage alternatives are expected to be 

slight, with minimal impacts to regional groundwater levels. The Summary 

was revised to emphasize that Pantex's water use from the Ogallala Aquifer 

is expected to decrease significantly by the year 2005, and that additional 

withdrawals attributed to the long-term storage alternatives should have only 

a minor impact on groundwater resources.  

The possible use of reclaimed wastewater is not examined in detail in the 

PEIS because some data (such as cost-benefit analysis) have not been 

determined for implementing the pipeline specifically for any of the 

alternatives proposed in this PEIS. In general, several of the disposition 

alternatives are the only ones which require enough water to consider a 

project of the scale of constructing an approximately 32.2 km (20 mi) long 

pipeline to supply water to Pantex. Future tiered NEPA documents would be 

conducted, as required, to analyze the feasibility of providing Amarillo's 

treated wastewater to Pantex.

envirnmen
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impacts to regioual groundssatcr levels from this additional withdrawal.  The total water withdrassal would be less than what is currently being 3/09.04.04 withdrawn from the Ogallala Aquifer by Pantesd. s a 
"n g- R sIIB X tL ",el co n t.

0 On page S-1 8, under the Upgrade Alternative. (S-19 Consolidation Alternative. S-20 Collocation Alternative, S-28 Disposition Alternative Pu Conversion Facility, S-3 I Vitrification Alternative ) the summary states 'The Upgrade Alternative would have potential adverse impacts it) air quality at I lnnford (both options), INI-II. Pantex, and SRS, since air pollutants concentrations would increase during constrtrction and operations. Yet at the very next sentence, the smmmary states "Cultural and paleontological resources could be affected wherever ther is ground disturbance due to constructio* . except at. and at Panite. because no new ground disturbance would be involved.  
what part of operations would adversely impact air quality at Pantex.  On Page S1-72- which is approximately the same for all other alternatives.  
the summary states "Dorinu coistruction, site is expected to comply with ambient air standards and guidelines During operation . Site is expected to comply with anmbient air standards and guidelines"" There is no adverse impact stated duomne A,,,endix A suWmmrvs conmarsopa The above is stated for all sites' Wty are only specifc sites mentioned above singled out for "adverse impact" if Pantex ax a candidate e. is exoected to ompl-r 
with all ambient air standards and smidelines then where is the "adver.  

.In volum II the soids adNrrse impact" are never mentioned in regards to air quality Volume II. paecs 4-184 and 4-185. does mention "Increased PMIO and TSP concentratins, may occur during the peak construction 
period, paiticularly during drn and wind conditions," Has an evaluation taken place to compare this small area ofconstrction with the thousands of acres that are plowed annually in this area during dry and windy periods "The increuse in PM 10 and TSP directly attributable to Pantex would be 
negligible -- tot an "adverse impact".  

a On page S- 19, under the Consolidation Alternative, the summary states "The potential for adverse impacts to land resources exists at Pantex, under the construction of a new facility north of Zone t I aud modilication imlexisting facilities in Zone 12 South option, due to nonconformance with existing laud-use plans, policies, or controls.  
The Appendix A ,i, tthuc sinima does not even mention this "adverse 
impact". The sitde--by'sdc s;uvparin With the 0oher sies ianronximtately 
equal Why was Pattc ngiled out for "adverse impact'? In Volume II. page 4-176, it states that "However, the master plan (Pantex Site Levelopmemi Plan) designates Zone I I for applied technology (PX DOE 1

9 9
5g:g, Il1). Therefore. there would be potential adverse effects to land use "' It is tiot anticipated that the Applied Technology Division will expand to use the laud itn question .his i not an adverse impact and is a

The impacts to the air quality at Pantex due to operational activities are identified in the various sections of the PEIS dealing with air quality. As an example, Section 4.2.4.3 identifies the emission sources associated with operations to include boilers for space heating, diesel generators and testing of emergency diesel generators, exhaust and road dust from delivery and employee vehicles, and toxic/hazardous pollutant emissions from facility processes.  

The Summary of the Draft PEIS, which presents information from Chapter 4 on environmental consequences, was revised to remove all subjective or qualitative comparisons among sites such as "adverse impacts."
4/09.03.04 

5/09.01.04 

TX-050
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Comment Number 4

Land-use planning is a dynamic process in which plans must be refined to reflect new information or needs. Although a potential action would be 
inconsistent with the current site development plan, Pantex could revise the 
plan in accordance with the proposal. The Proposed Action would be in compliance if the change is approved. The Final PEIS was revised to reflect this condition.  

Zone 11, a potential location for the Consolidation Alternative at Pantex, was deleted in the Final PEIS.

Comment Number 5
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very strict interpretation of a document wriuten to describe existing land 

use Changes can be made easily to the Paonex Site Development Plan to 

describe future laud use that was not thought about at initial writing 

In Volume U1, page 4-176/177. it itates for all alternatives that "ahernative 

would be consistent with the city of Amarillo's land-use plans, policies. and 

controls lit Volume 1. page 3-147. 'Within the State of Texas, land-use 

planning occurs only at the municipal level. ihe City of Amarillo 

compreheiisive plait has designated land for future growth" -ITese two 
refereces indicate that anly conlstrict'ionu at Panics does ant t-ratie aI 

poeta fravre mtc o land neseurcees. due to nonconfomianee 

with exiting land-use rflatt[jmilaSLSciior ontrls." 

In Volume I1. pine 1-856 it vtates "Nonetheless. future site development 

would be anticipated to lie mt conformiance with the future laud uses as 

designated Ity the Patnie\ Site Development Plan As such, the various 
additive, aggregatis e I;rd-ose actions thai would accumulate incrementally, 

although consuming land. %sould not change land use. or violate land-use 

plans, policlis. or control, fot tie user Proposed development would also 

be compatible isitli the iiiliisial use visual character of the developed 

areas of Pantcr liii, i, in direct opposition to the above "adverse 

impact"' staement 

VERIFY what policies actually exist for Pantes and is there any 

nonconfonuance issues CON FIM impression of what is stated in PEIS 

and the Pawter Sit' flielopniit Plan.

* On page S-19, under the Conisolidation Alternative (S-20 Collocation Alternative, S-22 

Disposition Alternative Pit Disassemhl•v'ot'version Facility. S-31 Vitrilication 

Alternative. S-33 MOX Fuel Falhrictit i Facility. S-35 Evolutionary LWRs Aiernatic), 

the sutmary states "At all of the DOE sites under consideration, cultural and 

paleontological resources have the potential to be affected wherever there is ground 

disturbance due to constrction activities 

"The side by -Ile c i•tan~o in Appendix A states "Prehistoric and historic 

resources occur witltiti thie acreage that would be disturbed during 

construCliOn - IWbo cliii, tilse sites, adequately suiseyed, use of other 

buildings, etc) 

For Pantex. Appendix A also states "It is unlikely that paleontological 

resources occur within the acirage disturbed during construction." Thus 

not all DOF sties arc tie same to this area.  

* On page S- 19, under the Consolidation Altertative (page S-20 Collocation Alternative, S

28 Disposition Alternative Pit Disassembbfy/Cotversion Facility. S-30 Ceramic 

Immobilization Facility, S-31 Vitificatiomi Alternative, S-35 Evolutionary LWRS 

Alternative), the summary stales "Maste imanagement at Pantex (both options) and SRS 

has the potential for adverse impacts sshere implementation of this alternative say reqire 

construction of sanitatry utilit. uitd process sv astewater treatlmte.n systems to treat 

nonhazardous liquid wastes

5/09.01.04 
cont.

6/09.07.04 

7/09.11.04

TX-050
(A 
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090704 Comment Number 6

Paleontological resources are different from cultural (prehistoric, historic, 
and Native American) resources. At Pantex, paleontological resources are 

unlikely to be affected within areas of disturbance, while cultural resources 

(for example, historic resources) may be affected. The affected environment 

for these resources is discussed in more detail in Section 3.5.7 of the PEIS.

091104 Comment Number 7

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

clarify the comparison of impacts and to delete reference to "adverse" 

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

I
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The sumtiaty is inconsistent from paragraph to paragraph on pages S- 19 
and S-20. The second paragraph as stated above mentions adverse impact 
at Pantex, but does not mention adverse impact for Pantex in last 
paragraph on S- 19 oi S-20 second paragraph, or last paragraph for 
Collocation Alternative page S-20 
The treatment of lquid nonhazardous wastes is the arcs of concern that 
may require construction of sanitary, utility, and process wastewater 
systems. Construction of additional facilities is not necessary due to th, 
decr•aseoflther activities lei.v dismantlemieatt at Pantei and the ein"ine 
facilities can accoimmodate this increase of li'uid nouhu-rdosas wastes 
This is not an adverse imnact 

" On page S- 19, under the Consolidation Alternative(Page S-20 Collocation Alternattve, S
28 Disposition Alterative Pit l)isassemllyiConveruon Facility. S-30 Ceramic 
Immobilization Facility. S-31 Vitrification Alternative, S-35 Evolutionary LWRs 
Alternative), the summary staes "loternlial adverse intersite transportation impacts related 
to all DOE sites could occur because 4.1 the increased risk oftraffic accident fatafities.  

It could be concluded that tine addition of one vehicle trip to Pantex causes 
an increased iisk ofliaffic accident fatalities. However in Volume LL, in all 
of the alternatives, page 4-203 through 4-206, all alternatives state for 
traffic conditions "there sould be no significant traffic impact to the local 
road network" Ifthere is sin sianificemt traffic impact then why does the 

" On page S- 19, under the Consolidation Alternative (Page S-20/21 Collocation 
Akernative), the inmmarv siatesi 1 hi CI.onslidatino Alternatie swould have adverse 
,ipacts to the following .. biological jc.ources at.. Pantex 

But for construction ofn MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility on page S-33. the 
satinsnary states "At all DOUL sit except for Pancsx. there would be the 
potential tbr adverse biological resource impacts because habitat 
disturbance and potential imipacts to special itatus species during 
construction actisnies. Uor construsction there is either adverse minmct o.  
no adverse insci -thi•.atple ihowm parce ,aconsrstieces in 
CxAlhlak .ndLcmtcnusions drawn from basically the same data input 

" On page S-20, under the Consolidatiot Ahernative(S-35 Evolutionary LWRs Ahrcartrve), 
the summary states , biological resources would experience adverse impacts under the 
Consolidation Alternative at all DOE sites This is due to habitat loss .... In addition, the 
potential exiss for adverse impacts to either Federal- or State-listed threatened and 
endangered or special status sipcie• it lantex (both options).... There is also the 
potential for adverse impacts to wetlands at Pantex (both options)." 

Page 3-166 in Voluine I. 'No critical habitat for threatened and 
endangered species as delined in the ESA (50 CFR 17.11: 50 CFR 17.12) 
exists on Pantex.'" 
Page 3-167 in Vohalse 1. -There is little undisturbed habitat at Pantex that

7/09.11.04 
cont.  

8/09.11.04 

9/10.02.00 

10/09.06.04 

11/09,06.04

091104 Comment Number 8

After discussion with Pantex representatives and review of the Pantex EIS 
(DOE/EIS-0225D), the impacts of liquid nonhazardous wastes have been 
reevaluated. The Final PEIS reflects that the existing wastewater treatment 
systems at Pantex are adequate to handle the increase for the Consolidation 
and Collocation Storage Alternatives.

100200 Comment Number 9

The statement in the Summary on the potential adverse intersite 
transportation impacts concerns the human health impacts of moving 
radioactive material (Pu and uranium) to support the storage and disposition 
alternatives. This analysis concerns DOE material, is governed by Federal, 
State, local, and DOE regulations, and determines the number of fatalities due 
to movement of the material. The analysis is contained in Section 4.4 of the 
PEIS. The statements in the various socioeconomic sections concern local 
traffic conditions in regard to construction and operations workers that may 
be needed for the alternatives. This analysis concerns workers, is governed by 
traffic laws, and determines the effect of the local transportation network.

090604 Comment Number 10

The proposed sites for the Consolidation Alternatives and the MOX Fuel 
Fabrication Facility were in different locations at Pantex and contained 
different habitat types (one being a previously disturbed area). Thus, the 
potential to disturb biological resources would also differ among these 
alternatives. The proposed site locations have changed and are reflected in the 
Final PEIS.

090604 Comment Number 11

The Summary was revised to correctly reflect the analysis provided in 
Chapter 4. The official designation of critical habitat by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) does not determine the presence of, nor the 
possibility of, impacts to a threatened or endangered species. Regardless of 
the permanent or temporary nature of a species occurrence at Pantex, the 
potential impacts to those species attracted to the site are described. The word

TX-050 I
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would accommodate a.y or the threatened, endangered, and other special 
status species, other than the Texas horned lizard. Most of these species 
are attracted to the playas. which provide water and foraging habitat " 
The above two sutereces taken together do not merit -an adverse pnact" 
atPanic.  
The summaty side-by-side comparison states "'Constnsction-relited ground 
disturbance may increase the potential for sediment runoffto wetlands.  
During construction and operation, discharge of treated wastewater could 
cause increase open water areas in site playas which could lead to change 
in plant community compositiotin. Discharges should increase aquatic 
habitat for amphibiaus." This is not adverse impact Most of rhone pis)i 
are dry for raio of the Year An increase of waier would definitel henh 
wetlands and provide imnptiernent for the "water and forawinl habitat" 

" On page S-20, under the Collocation Alternative (Page S-29. Ceramic lmmobilization 
Facl'ity, S-35 Evolutionary LWR. Alternative), the smmiary states "Although the level of 
service on one or more local roads would decline during construction at INEL. Pantex.  
and OPR (all three options), the asociated erployment benefits would outweigh any 
stort-term adverse local transportation inmpacts. " 

In Volume 1. page 3.175, it is stated that Traffic conditions on all of these 
roads (FM 603. 293ý 2373) are typically free flowing with low volumes of 
vehicles capable of traseliot at speed limits without interference due to 
congestion lulisdais useU a oitn have hod no effect on traffic 
conditionss.attheplartj ansd \sold not be enoected to have "'adverse local 
transportation Unpac.s in the fiture. The traffic volume would not be that 

great even with constructioo crews& 

" lnconsistency: Even though Paitex is included in sites used for analysis of Immobilization 
and Deep Borehole and Reactor categlorics (see second paragraph on page S-13), Page 22 
(Page 32 MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility) states "Construction and operation of'the pit 
disa•e•mbly facilty would have no or negligible impacts to land resources, site 
infrastructure, air quality, noise, aid geology and soils at any ofthe DOE sites used for 
anaysis purposes." 

This statement is not consistent with other alternatives and associated 

evaluations and conclhýionii Additionally, the above paragraph is not 
consistent with tollosing pat agraphs in the same sections 

" On page S-28, under the Pu Cou versioi I-uility paragraph, the sumimtary states "Whereas 
the associated employmcrn souhld lii c.og'sially positive soticiootic inrpact.s at all of 

the DOE sites, the level of a% ice on ,c oii wire local roads durni. the operations period 
would decline at INEI.. Paiitc.. ansd ()kK,. lWading to an adverse socioeconomic impact for 
the Pu conversion facility 

In Volume I. page 3.17ý it is stated that Traffc conditiois ott all ofthese 

roads (FM 694. 293 237_, ioc typically free flowing with low volumes of 

vehicles caftahle oh tiii eling ai speed limits witvhout iiteirl:r-nce due to

11/09.06.04 
cont.  

12/10,00.00 

13/09.00.04 

12/10.00.00 
cont.

"adverse" has been deleted as a descriptor of impacts. There are no 
anticipated impacts for wetlands at Pantex 

The side-by-side summary comparison noted is presented consistently 
throughout the document. Both increases and decreases in stormwater and 
wastewater discharges may affect the open water areas in the playas and could 
lead to changes in both the plant and biotic populations living within and 
utilizing the playa. Also, increases in stormwater, wastewater, and operational 
discharges may increase the potential for sediment and affect the open water 
area and water quality within the playa. The impacts due to water discharge 
to playas are described as an increase in aquatic habitat and an alteration of 
wetland habitat; whether the changes to wetlands are positive or negative 
would be determined in site-specific environmental documentation.

100000 Comment Number 12

The local transportation model used indicates that there would be a decline in 
the level of service during construction of the collocation facility, ceramic 
immobilization facility, and evolutionary LWR at Pantex. The model 
indicates there would not be a decline in the level of service during operation 
of these facilities. The statements in the Summary concern the level of service 
decline during construction not operation. A description of the Average 
Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) is included in Section 4.1.8 of the PEIS. This 
model uses six levels of service described in Table 4.1.8-1. A drop of one 
level of service is considered an impact in the PEIS. Although building 
projects in the past have had no effect on traffic conditions, the AADT model 
was applied to all sites so that a comparison can be made between them.

090004 Comment Number 13

Based on comments received, the Summary was revised. There was no 
intention to portray Pantex, the Pantex region, or the Texas Panhandle region 
in a negative fashion. Each DOE site was analyzed and studied in the same 
manner and presented in the PEIS per these analyses and studies. All revisions 
made to the PEIS text are included in the Summary of the Final PEIS.
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congestion. Building projects at past have had no effect on traffic 
conditions at the plant and would not be exRected to have "adverse Ina& 
transportation impacts" ia the future. The traffic solume would Dot be that 
great even with construction crews. 12/10.00.00 

- ln Volume II. page 4.203 through 4.206, all alternatives state for traffic cont.  
conditions "There ssould be no significant traffic impact to the local road 
network". This a large incoostttGey and does not deserve to be described 
as an "adverse impact" in the sialmnar.  

On page S-29, under Ceramic [ouinobilizAtiott paragraph (S-3 I Vitrification Alternative. S
32 MOX Fuel Fabrication Facilit). S-33 IEvolutionary LWRs Alternative), the summary 
states "The potential for adverse impacts would exist for land resources at Patntex. because 
use ofthe proposed site would not bh in conformance with the Pr,,e" Site Development 
PRon.  

In Volume U. page 4-176. it states that "Howsever, the master plan (Panrres 5/090104 
Site Developmenit Plan) desistiates Zone II for applied technology (PX 
DOE 1995g:g, 11). Therefote, there would be potentiial adverse effects to cont.  
land use." It is riot anficipared that the Applied Teclhology Division Wvll 
expand to use the laud in question. Tbis as not an ad'erse MR= and is a 
very strict interpretation ofa document written to describe exiinag land 
use. Changes can bh made easily to the Poaner Site Deielopmerrt P/ar to 
describe fiure laud use That wsa not thought about at initial writing

TX-050
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010000 Comment Number I

Comment noted.

010000 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

150000 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. Regulating the food supply companies is the responsibility 
of the Food and Drug Administration.

090804 Comment Number 4

Phasing out existing storage facilities is the only activity associated with the 
PEIS alternatives that would eliminate jobs at Pantex. DOE estimates that 

only about five direct jobs would be lost due to the phaseout of the storage 

mission. Although any employment loss would be undesirable, the loss of five 

jobs would have no impact on the local or regional economy.

I wmmmý

2/01.00.00 

3/15.00.00 

4/09.08.04
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Comment Number 5
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5/08.03.01

TX-051

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support of 
Pantex. Decisions related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon 
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy 
considerations, and public input.
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TX-054

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for Pu 
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon 

environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy 

considerations, and public input.

080301 Comment Number 2

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

disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon 

environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy 

considerations, and public input.
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