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0803 01 Comment Number 1 35

Date Received: 06/12/96 20

Comment ID: P00S2 , . =8

Name: © Connie Kline The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the :’ 3

Address: g,i&m‘}'lmmb‘:;;‘ Reactor Alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all 52

(1 . N . bl

reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning must be considered. 8] S

Transeription: Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based E.g S

Yes, my name is Connie Kline. Phone and fax are (216) 946-9012. Another dedicated fax linc is upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national &

(216) 663-4177. | have very little information on this proposed DOE plan to use fissile materials . . . .. (§

apparently in commercial reactors. 1 would fike if possible, if there is hing fairly short, that policy considerations, and public input. Q

could be faxed to either of those numbers that 1 gave of, my address is 38531 Dodds Landing S

Drive, Willoughby Hills, Ohio 44094. As it stands now, what | have read about the Programmatic Q

Envir | Impact S regarding this fissile materiat being used in commercial reactors, | 1/08.03.01 &

I am opposed to it based on what 1 have read so far. But I certainly would be very interested in 08 02 00 Comment Number 2 lQ

recewmg ather by fu or by mail tome additional information as I have been able to get my hands 2/08.02.00 ) ) ) o
on very little information about this. Thank you. 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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STACY KNIGHT

| strongly support the continuation of the high explosive function
at the Pantex facility. ! oppose any effort to move these functions to the
national fabs. Pantex is the most cost effective DOE facility and has an
excellent track record in doing the high explosive functions.

1 believe that Pantex should be chosen as the location for fissile
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.

QUESTIONS:

Please explain why the Lawrence Livermore National
Labaratory and the Los Alamos National Laboratory stockpile
management budgets show projected increases from 1996 to
2004, since the US. 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?

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of
Pantex. Decisions related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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St and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic
orage i poet ! Imp l;: (PEIS) Public Comment Form

Name (optional):
Address (optional):

Please write down your comments and drop this form in the marked boxes before you leave
tonight. These forms will be submined to the Depanment of Energy as part of the formal comment on
this PEIS. If you are umble (o complete this form tonight, written comments can be mailed to:

arcment of Energy
of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
or. you can call this toll-free rumber (o leave comments by phone: 1-800-820-5156. Commernts must be
submitted by May 7, 1996. o . . o

The of Energy has identificd three types of technologies as options for glup}xm; of
weapons-usable fissile materials. The Dep has aliso d 2 “no action e which
would result in long-serm storage of thesc malcrials. Please write down your comments on the following
three types of options for disposal and the storage option.

1. Materials Immobilization/Vitrification - Immobilize fissilc materials by mixing them with glass, glass
bonded zeolites, or ics.

allew s drsperel  oF p‘\;*‘un.‘m S\ Av i wiaablt

. , 1/08.03.01
foem Dogosel oo g ferm ot switsble Lo
2 \‘. T v
i - i 1d be disposed in borcholes at least 2.5 miles deep, in
:wmmlee ?onmml’»lomM“e::E:;o:o:d bel:lispo‘:éndir::uyl fr:u: the deep borehole, or materials
i ilized figst, and ited into 1 e
A N SRl Rt S AN SR B S o | 1/08.03.01
rl cont.

3. Reactor Options - Surplus plutonium/highly enriched uranium would be made into MOX fuel for usc

i i i the n$ terials.
in nuclm reactors, dgstmyln;:y fission a major pomon:‘ Eﬁ grade z [ _' | 2080301

. Storage Options - USDOE would continuc cxisting storage practices (or weapons-ugable fissile
;mbcri at current locations and/or congolidjte that storage at one or more of %d jgnated sites.
1 o - Y] (Ln.lno Y l-lp'gvmn ?‘f

3/01.02.00
i i hamby

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

0803 01 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.

0102 00 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.
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Storage and Disposition of Wea -Usable Flssile Materials Draft Programmatic
‘Ennviroumenul Impact mmm (PEIS) Public Comment Form

Name (optional): /ﬁ“‘:
Address (optional): % f Zssc

Please write down your mwmmmmmmmmmn ou leave

[
wonight. mm-mumwmwofmumormf al comment on
this PEIS. Uywmumbhmmmmufmmd!,wﬂmmmumhmum:
ice of Fissile Maierials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786
D.C. 20026-3786

W .
or.ywanuumnwu-ﬁcumhmmvemmubyphme: 1-800-820-5156. Commenis must be
wbmied byDepmﬁM" - ":f"amxyhu‘mm‘fum:ypuor wechnologies a3 options for disposing of

m“—ﬁnih jals.  The Dep has idered 4 "o action alternative” whbich
mﬁdm&hinlou-mmwohhu:mmhh Pluuwritcd.ownyo\uwmmmonmefollowm
m:ypuafopdmufadj:pwlmhwopdon
1.Mwmwwmm-mum fissile materials by mixing them with glass. glass
bonded zeolites, of ceramics.

o &

Deep hole disposal - Is would be d in boles at least 2.5 miles decp, in
o ¥ ials could be disposed directly into the deep borehole, or materials

l 1/08.03.01

J.Mowhm-&npm,‘ sum/highly iched i mmummmoxmlrmm
inmzlarml.wn‘bymnlmp'ponmoflh:mpomgndz 3

Lovwit W, 7 W4

e

R PPN Oaa Leaess
y

2/08.03.01

AT 7 Sl Ao i _
LT PP A hn 27 K

Storage Options - SDOE would continue ukﬂn.mppnﬂi:ufm weapons-usable fissile
v st current b and/or did: anummmuo(mmtdsm.

3

—

Comment Number 1

080301

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

08 0301 Comment Number 2

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

sasuodsay pup
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KORTH, MICHAEL, WEST RICHLAND, WA
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080301 Comment Number 3

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

07 00 00 Comment Number 4

Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, was provided in a
Technical Summary Report for storage in late July 1996.
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LABORDE, MRS. LEO, AMARILLO, TX
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08 0301 Comment Number 1

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

| 2/08.03.01

3/09.01.04

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

08 0301 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

090104 Comment Number 3

Pantex was originally built for the U.S. Army during the early days of World
War II with the mission of producing conventional munitions. After the war,
the facilities were deactivated and lay vacant until 1949 when Texas
Technological College (now Texas Tech University) purchased the site for
$1.00.1n 1951, 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.
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LANCASTER, COLLEEN, BRENTWOOD, TN
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June 6, 1996

U.5. Department of Energy
office of Fissile Materials
Forrestal Building

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.
washington, D.C. 20885

Dear Department of Energy,

'xhnnk-you!ornm:nemmtmtmmg
D jon of Weapcns-Usable Fipsile Matarials Draft

Dmact Statement

My arred altermative for Long-Term Storage is:
Cnsolicave alli Pu material at Une Site Using Upgraded and/or
New Facility; HEU Remains at ORR.

preferred alternative for Plutonium Disposition is:

Dmcbilization by Electrometallurgical Treatment. \ 2/08.03.01
Thank-you once again.

1/08.03.01

si

801 Davis [R
Brentwoad, TN 37027

08 0301 Comment Number 1

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

08 0301 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.

sasuodsay pup
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LANGER, SIDNEY, SAN DIEGO, CA
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May 08, 1996

Departmant of Energy

of Fissils Matarials Disposition
P.O. Bax 23786
Washington, DC 20026-3786

Decr Sirs:

I believe thers is a serious omission in the Draft Programmatic
Environmentol I Sta::;au on ﬁuﬁ% m;d hz:podmm :f‘xeupou-l{ubu
Fissile Moterials (Storage Dispositi A r three
and Summary documents uLthc PEIS and find no discussion of an important

ideration in eveluating the various optiona:

mmqwmmumpwafmmm
weaponegrade plutonison.

Itnuhamnnulortbclln“d.?muhadaptcpnﬂnda in isolation from
the world community. While such a selection may well be the safest, most
environmentally benign, and most cost-sffective maethod for the Unmdbsmtn to
dispose of its own excess weopons plutonium, the potenticl adverse global ;mpucu'a{
plutonium availability may be enhanced by the U.S. selection of an option which
differs from the selections of most other nations.

As an example o{ how U.S. policy can odversaly impaet global issues,
ider the questi fuel reprocessing. It could ecsily be argued that
world-wide availability of civil (and perhaps all) plutonium would be under for better
international controls than it is today if the U.S. with other nations hwenty
years ago in developing mechonisms for controlling and using plutonium for
beneficial purposes. Instesd we developed our policy in myI?ic isolation with high
moral purpose, convinced that if we the way others would follow. Now we turn
mnn: to discover that we ore alone! Other nations that reprocess low-enriched
uranium fuels are beginning to utilize the bred plutonium are solving, in-part,
the waste disposal problem. We Aave done neither! We are neither a leader nor o
follower; we are just in the way!

The PEIS should discuss how the U.8, in conjunction with d‘h;
mofall pl:tonlmn. both military ond civil. This discussion should be an

1/01.03.00

1/01.03.00
cont.

010300 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.
However, by completing environmental analyses and related cost, schedule,
technical, and nonproliferation analyses that will be used to reach a ROD, the
United States will be in a position to implement Pu disposition efforts
multilaterally or bilaterally through negotiations, or unilaterally as an
example to Russia and other nations.

SIAd 191 SIPL2IDI 211581
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LANGER, SIDNEY, SAN DIEGO, CA
PAGE 2 OF 2

|47am

terd is twhether o U.S. policy, developed again in tsol 1di the
EEE. ... of plutonium for nefarious purposes. It appears fo me that
“?% s a prerequisis 0 consideration of the sechnical proposals

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft PEIS,

8i ly yo
iy -N‘F. gl

Sidney
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LAWLESS, W. F.

PAGE 10F 7
Plutonium Disposition EIS. General Comments
by W.F. Lawless
The disposition of plutonium is a complex decision for all Americans because of the

uncertainties derived from plutonium'’s very tong 24,000 year half-life. Other factors add to
this complexity:

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

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

2. The uncertainty of environmental effects from wind, solar, and hydroelectric power.

3. The uncertainty of the proliferation of weap ial from ial that

icity with plutonium fucls in Russia, Japan, and Europe.

To modernte the threats from proliferation, the U.S. has decided to disposc of its
approximately 50 MT of excess weapons grade plutonium in one of three forms: in decp bore

holes, contaminating it with fission products, and buming it up in reactors. The first option is

1: f,

an uve

feguard against p 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.c., they are us resistant to

proliferation as the 1000 MT of spent fucl now scheduled for disposal at Yucca M in. But

there are uncertainties with the spent fucl standard,

4. The uncertainty of safeguarding the plutonium afier the fission products have decayed; the
inty of heat d to Yucca M in during the first few hundred years: and the

SIAd 10Ul SIPUIIDIY 3]1SS1
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LAWLESS, W. F.
PAGE2 OF 7

uncentainty from the radiotoxicity of plutonium and from the possibility of criticality 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 be

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 environmentally better option.
Before U-235 is used to produce clectricity in the U.S., itis diluted with U-238, but U-238

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

in the plutonium-disposition option three noted above, plutonium will be diluted with U-238 1o
create more plutonium as it bums 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 bum the

in ial The end result would be an envi Ily safer standard

P

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

standand. Tt would not only remove the threat of plutonium from the biosph but it would

also reduce environmental threats (3., global warming, the mining of uranium, of the heat
stresses at Yucca Mountain), rocover the maximum amount of energy available from

and not g te new pl

1/14.00.00

14 00 00 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 proposc or
further evaluate reprocessing of the spent fuel. The PEIS does not prejudice
future decisions regarding the management or disposition of the spent fuel.

sasuodsay puv
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Specific Comments

1. Even if free, plutonium fuel relative to uranium fuel in a LWR is cxpensive (NAS, 1994,
p- 24-5) and will require 2 subsidy (p. 164). Pu fuels are more economic for new advanced
reactor concepts (for LMR's, see pp. 182, 186; for ALMR's, see p. 185). Fuel costs will

be offset by the recovery of energy, utility repository subsidies, and the reduction of
safeguard concerns (in WSRC, 1996).

2. A. Makhijani: "The United States is the only leading country that has wisely rejected the
use of civilian plutonium because of its proliferation dangers and its high costs. It is therefore
the only country that is in a position to isc the leadership to p de other countries to
foego civilian plutonium production, at least for the time being, and to put all separated

tutonium into non-weap ble form.” (Report, 1995, p. 15)
M. Lawrence: "Plutonium can be made into power resctor fuel and burned up in &

4

roactor.  Ample experience exists in the fabrication and use of mixed oxide fuels containing
plutoinum. While the economics of using mixed fuels are not considered favorable, at least by
the U.S. and especially in the near term, several countries uae o plan 1o recycle platonium as &
matter of stratcgic national policy.” (Report, 1995, p. 31)

N. Egorov, Russia Federation on Atomic Encrgy: "1 would say that we, in both
countries, hvepddwohigh:pdcewmeﬁnz:g;tommdmnmmﬁdmdm
is why we must choose the most efficient way of disposition of this material. That is why the

Ead

general position of the Rusxian F ion in terms of plutonium disposition is that we should

usc, in the longer-term, that material as a component of the mixed oxide fuel for commercial

power plants,” (Report, 1995)

SIAd 10Ul S|PV 211SS1
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Currently, sc Europcan and two Jap ial bum p
MOX fuels (NAS, 1994, p. 186). By the year 2000, more are planned for Europe, Japan,
and Russia.

3. U-235/U-233 plus U-238 produces plutonium (NAS, 1994, p.205). Non-fertile fucls
do not contain U-238 (NAS, p. 156).

4. Plutonium siocks, from the burning of U-2358/U-238 in commercial reactor fuels, are
increasing at about 60-70 MT per year (NAS, 1994, p. 28).

S. 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).

8. Spent fuel rods destined for the repository are inated with fission products and
pivtonium. This spent fucl standard is safe from proliferation for the first few hundred years,
however, as the fission products decay, proliferation risks increase proportionstcly (NAS,
1994, p. 151; p. 191: the spent fuel standard is described on p. 143).

9. “Optious for ncar-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)

SIUAWNI0(] JUIWWO))
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1 : d;
BIE P ¥

10. "Institutional issues in

may be more complex and difficult

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

safeguards, security, P y. and p ion for envir safely, and health; to
obtain public and institutional approval, including licenses; and to allow adequale participation
in the decision making by all affected parties, including the U.S. and Russian publics and the
international community.” (NAS, 1994, p. 144)

11. "..as long as civilian plutonium exists and i 10 late, options that went

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

entircly would provide little additional security, unless the same were done with the much

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

12. U.S. policy under President Clinton: "On September 27, 1993, the Clinton
dmini i da liferation initistive that makes clear that, while the United

P

States will not interfere with reprocessing in Japan and Europe, "the United States does not
encourage the civil use of plutonium and, accordingly, does not itself engage in plutonium

reprocessing for either nuciear povzer or nuclear explosive purpuses.™™ (NAS, 1994, p. 149)

13. Greater than 100 years may be y to destroy existing plutonium stocks (NAS,
1996, p. 209-219). The Acad does not dpl ium fuels (NAS, p. 221), but
doex d additional h on their use (NAS, p. 222), including high plutonium

loadings to reduce the production of plutonium (NAS, p. 211). The NRCs Separations
Technology and Ti ion Systems (STATS) is studying the burning of all actinides

(NAS. p. 210).

SIAd 1Pul S|PV 21551
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PAGE 6 OF 7
14. The esti by SRS to rep! 40,000 MTHM of commercial spent fuel at SRS and
dispose of the ins in a repository is about $8.6 billion versus $11.3 billion for dry

disposal in the repository; the total costs for speat fuel, excess weapon materials, and spent
Naval fuels is $15.5 billion to reprocess and dispose versus $28.8 billion to only dispose
(WSRC, 1996). By comparison, T. Pigford estimates a cost of about $100 billion to
reprocess 630 MTHM (telephone call, April 1, 1996; he figured $800-52,000 per kg of
heavy metal 10 reprocess. $1,200 per kg to fabricate, and $400 per kg to recover encrgy; se¢
also the Academy “STATS" report). Including reprocessing and fabrication fuel costs,

Eichholz (1985) estimatcd that v-235/p! ium fuels were petitive with coal and oil-fired

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 & SRS. The scparations canyons at SRS are morc
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 are all older than the

SRS canyons. Technology is not ily datcd by its age: the Titanic, which sunk on its
maiden voyage, is a good cxample. When the Empirc State Building opened in 1931, the life-
span of the average American was around 47. In 1988, according to the U.S. Burcau 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, 7% million visitors had toured the Empire Statc
Building. If each visitor toured the Empire State Building within about one hour, because
some tall buildings are radioactive at about 5 irads per hour (Eichholz, 1985, p.

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

yemrﬂnnthedouto!hz, pulati posed to rep ing from SRS.
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June 6, 1996

FROM: Mary T. Kelly, Natoral Resources Specialist
League of Women Voters of South Carolina
4013 Sandwood Drive

Cotumbia, $.C. 29206
(803) 782-3410

TO: Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Msterials Disposition
c/o SAIC-PEIS
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

u:mmmdwwumrﬂsmmmw

mhmﬁnmﬁmwmndfwﬂneﬂnmmmmw

wmmmmﬁz-aﬂzﬁmbombm, fial - the dang: in

plutonium. To mention just 0n¢ point, mm"hmqﬁa&ymdordcﬁmd.

mmmumamxmuuwmmﬁmmu

astiention o possible carthquakes.

Impact dated February 1996
Thelm‘ueofWomeofScmhc-oliu_" iates the opp ity o ent on this
EIS. mmdmmuimwmmms&mmamﬁamh
the outcome of the decisions you arc trying to iatc. Wo also appreciste the ion of the

Mﬂnpubﬁccnmebwhwlwd. m_mmmwmafn
such as the Photonium Forum held in N. mmnﬁmtnmm&wmm«hﬁd

hpuﬂmendm-um\dlﬁmof MNMMM’SMMM
wmmmusnsmumryumirna based on new geologic studies and

LWVSC johwﬁhelwomede'mMMﬂDr.Dwidlmh
i eide and the probloms inhrent in

RMMmdeMWmMFnﬁw-m.Twmﬁdﬂwchm
opauﬁonafmﬂfwﬁfyhnyambcuﬁwed.

1/08.02.00

2/08.03.01

3/09.11.08

08 02 00

Comment Number 1

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

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

09 11 08 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.

sasuodsay pup
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‘We would Eke to stress the following points:

*The MOX foc] option - This wae made jo sound simple at the N. Angosta forum when in
factitis not The down side of this nowds 10 be clearly Laid out for the public 10 wnderstand, &
should not be drivea by wtility or jobs pressure.. To quote Dr. Jordan's statemnent ” _..barning
MOX foel Jooks ke a pork-barrel program for clectric utilitics.” As pointcd out in the NAS
report, with the passags of time, spent foed rods cool radicactively and can be more safoly handled
by a future generation of rogue nations o ists bent oo ing plutond

*The Department of Encegy should siop the hard scll in promoting programs on the basis
of jobs creation, a polcat weapon in grtting the people mnd potitical strocture of South Carolina to
acoopt things that may not bo in theie of the nation's best insorcet. Your docisions should be based
on hard scientific evaluations, in the oversl interests of national security and the goal of
son-profiforstion.. B is particularly dissarbing to read in THE STATE of June 6 that Secretary
Grumbley himeetf %id 2 groop of South Caroline and Georgia liwmakers that if all the projectod
fmissions came t0 South Carvlina, employment could grow o 19,000 by the year 20002, As you
are well aware the Yoces Mountain site has run into major citizen opposition. It is highly likely
that other states will have similar rescrvations about accepting proposcd new missions. Sad to say,
magjor, major decisions re our nuclear futnre are viewed by too many politicians and SRS workers
and contraciors as just one more form of economic development.

4/06.00.08

5/01.06.00

We wish you well 28 you wrestle with these pectssary decisions which we agree, need to be made
and implcmcntcd expeditiovly. Howover, wo hope that in 8o doing cloan vp and casvironmental
remodiation do nol take a back seat.

6/11.00.06

06 00 08 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.

01 06 00 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 Acdon and alternatives.

11 00 06 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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this vital and sensitive issue.
during the summer months at Potsdam College of the state of New
York and resides the balance of the year in Hilton Head Island,

3outh Carolina. Hia addrexses and phone numbers are!

' ' ' LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS
HILTON HEAD ISLAND, S.C.

FROM: Patricia Tousiqnant, President

Learus of Jomen Votars of Hilton Head Island, 5C

4 Deerfield Road

{803) 681-7718

Hilton Head Island, south Carolina 29926 gﬂ

Dapartment of Eneray

Uffice of Fissile Materials Dimposition

c/a SAIC - PE1s
P.0, Box 23786
waghinagton, D.C. 20026-13786

Jeapong-Grade Filutonium visposal

Plutonium Uisposition Zducatiocnal Forum

April 25, 1996
horth Augusta Community Center,

David Jordan, Ph.D.

Professor SUNY - Potgdam Caolleae
Jepart .of Chemistry

372 Outer Main street

Potsdam, NY 13676

(315) 265-5664

{Until mid-Uctober)

3C

Attached {s a statement and newspapar article prepared by vr. vavid
Jordan for the Leacque of Yomen Voters of Hilton Head Island, siC
on the Disposal of .Jeapons~3irade Plutonium. Or. Jordan attended
this Fforum as our representative and prapared the {ollowihi comments
after studyini the Fisaile Materials Disposition Uverview materials.
The Leaque of Jomen Voters aubmit this paper as our statement on
Dr, Jordan is a Chemistry Professor

dess 53 North PortRoyal Lrive
Hilton Head lsland
3C 29926
(803) 681-5664

CCs Island rYacket Conyressmen: spence
Hilton Hrad News Clyburn
The State (newspaper) 3pratt
Znergy Research foundation Imrtlia
Natural Resources Defense Council ‘raham
3en. dollinas sanford
Sen. Thurmond jepators: sam Nunn
‘ov. Beasley - 5C John :lenn
Cov. Miller ~ 3A Union of Concerned scientists

SRS -CAB members LAv-Us
3en. Holly Cork-3C LdV -G\
sen. McKinley #4ashinnton-sC L7 =38

Rep, Billy Keyserlina-3C
Rep., Scott Richardson-SC
ep. James Hodaes-3C

ru;‘ztacnx_./&..c’h.l.
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS, HILTON HEAD ISLAND, SC,
PATRICIA TOUSIGNANT
PAGE2 OF §

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

Goverament agencies and ovganizati such as the National
Academy of Sci have idered over thirty options for
managing weapons-grade pl i arising from the

dismantling of nuclear warheads. The Plutonium Disposition
Educational Forum held in North Augusta on April 25 discussed two
of thesc options.

Very pure metallic pl jum (Pu), ining a .high p age of
the 239-isotope, for use in a bomb is a finely machined sphere
roughly the size of a billiard ball. Some panelists emphasized the
point that Pu-239 was not much of & health hazard, because it emits
oanly alpha particles, which cannot penetrate far into tissue.
Furthermore, the emission rate of these particles is slow, since
particle emission by half of the plutoniuvm 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 dosc 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
water-soluble. so if by accident or storage tank corrosion these salts
eater the public water supply, ation 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 bighly 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 test wells.

SI1dd 1vuld S|PV 311551
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Reportedly there is a warehouse in Russia where twelve-thousand
thermos bottles of Pu materials are storell; the contents of just three
would be sufficient to make a bomb. The security supervision of this
Pu is eroding. Sufficient Pu-239 to construct & bomb could be
smuggled out hidden in a worker's clothing. Forum speakers
conveyed a sensc of urgency that international agrecments 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 genenally voiced opinions coasistent with
what ope 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 monctary cost for disposal of plutonium, no
matter what the method.

The foel option uses plutonium oxide mixed with uranium oxide
(calied a MOX fuel) in a puclear reactos.  Nuclear power plants now
fission uranium oxide, and if properly modified, could fisgion MOX to
genenate 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 slone.

The majority of panelists supported the MOX fuel option and argued
that in the foreseeable future there will be an insatizble neced 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 plotonium in this country in 2
way which would make it casily retrievable would pot sccm to the
Russians and others to be good-faith disposal, and the overriding
concern is to quickly come to agreements to stop the proliferaton.
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 climinating the threat of its acquisition by rogue
parties.

€Tt
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08 03 01 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.

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 concemn. 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.

SIAd [DU1 S|PLIDY 2)15514
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08 0301 Comment Number 2

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 scems that these methods could be available
much earlier if an appropriate sensc 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 1/08.03.01
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 buming; 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.

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.

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 scems to this observer that although there are valid arguments for
each of these possible methods of disposal, ining the plutonium
cycle with the present technology by reprocessing and buming MOX 2/08.03.01
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 decrcased reliance upon plutonium and to
allay their suspicions regarding the United State’s intended use of 1/08.03.01
our plutonium, we must store it 50 that it is not readily recoverable, cont.
openly publish our inventory of stored nuclear wastes, and freely
allow others to verify the disposition of these materials.
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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 2 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
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June 7, 1996

Mr. Greg Rudy

Acting Director

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

1000 Independence Ave. SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Rudy:

Wemwﬁﬁnkwmdewmummemmm

Weapons bl Hle Materialy Draft Programmati lental oct Dtateme
('DPEIS"). Despite the substantial effort that went into preparation of the draft analysis,
dmemammbuofimpormis\mdmmgim' deq ion of no i
atall Thaedefecn.udixmdbebw.mmbeemmudiﬁbeﬁmlPHSkwmme
requi of the Nati ‘EnvimmnenulPolicyActmdd\eDep-memofEnergy's
(DOE) implementing reguiations (10 C.FR. 1021).

Nooproliferation and Cost A lyses Must Be Included in the DPEIS and Iategrated
Into the NEPA Decision-Making Process

DOE is still preparing a cost amalysis and a non-proliferation analysis of disposition
options. MmeAptilltpublicheningontheDPﬂs.younmddemly:a
wemmllywmddbemdewuihblctothepubﬁcwhcneompleted.hﬂnmmornlbemd
ofd)eeommmtpedod,ﬂmnchoduledformyl (At the wrging of several public-interest
glwpn.includin‘moflhose:imiuthi:)em,lbe jod was ded to
J\lne7,hnnotlo‘5dnysaﬁerthemandnonprolifﬂadon:nnly:ammdepublicly
available, as requested.)

DOEcllﬁuﬂmlbexlmlysummmqlﬂredfminchuionhdlems.which
focuses on environmental issues. Thisismimpuoprimlynlmwviewoﬁheuxpeof
programmatic environmental impact statements. AsspelledoutinrheleﬁamSm
O’Leary of April 5 requesting the delay, previous EIS’s have included detailed

nproliferation enalyses, even “_m—pmlifcnﬁouaprimnrydeeisionuihlm.(:on
m!yseshnv:bemindndedudeciﬂonfmonin-mberofﬂs:.umﬂ. The
plutonium disposition DPEIS explicitly cites "non-proliferation,” “security,” and "cost-
eﬂecﬁvmm'nmgd:esueaﬁngaiwhundintbedhwﬁﬁonPEISmwnue
out certain disposition alternatives, Cuuinlylheeouandnon-pmlifemionmdysuused
to support these decisions must be incorporated into the PEIS itself,

llhowpodﬁmdmefon.ﬂmthepubliccommempuiedwmﬁnopenmﬁl
45 days afier all rel d including the cost and non-proliferation

analyses, are made publicly available. Therefore, these analyses, together with public

e WA AT

1/08.00.00

2/08.02.00

08 00 00

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.

Comment Number 1

08 02 00 Comment Number 2

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.
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comments on them, must be fully integrated in the Department's decision-making process
under NEPA.

Issues That Must Be Included in the Nooproliferation Analysis

The National Academy of Sciences' (NAS) 1994 study’ of weapons-plutonium
disposition proposed three proliferation risk factors for use in comparing
plutonium-disposition options: risk of theft, risk of reversal, and impact on anms reduction.
MmirnmaitaiamwdguideDOE':anllysis.buttheDPElSdoamt
specifically address them. Thesc risks must be fully evaluated in the non-proliferation
analysis and be made part of the DPEIS.

Analysis of the risk of theft sod diversion must include a thorough ination of
difficulties d with plutoni y st mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel fabricati
plants. In particular, the 70-kilogram plutonium discrep y at the Plutonium Fuel
Pmdmﬁanhciﬁty(ﬁ?ﬂinhpmiswwhnbje«ofmenuﬁwdmmspecﬁcn
byﬂmlmnmﬁmulAlomicEwgyAmaAEA).Thcdisuewtymﬂnﬁom
excessive hold-up of plutonium in the process line of this purportedly a state-of-the-art
MOX fuel fabrication facility, and raises scrious questions as to whetber MOX disposition
ptions can be adequately safeguarded Nor does the lack of knowiedge by the IAEA of
the results of in-p materials ing &t MOX fabrication plants within Euratom
provide any basis for assuming that these plants are subject to effective safcguards either.

Mﬂyﬂsofﬂ:ﬂg{mmlm;d&mhwmp«uiw difficulty of retrieving
plutonium from final waste forms. Appendix H of the DPEIS, "High-Level Waste Forms
Comparative Analysis,” fails to examine these issues. A detailed comperative analysis of

plutonium retrievability from spent MOX fuel and i bilized glass and ic waste
forms must be included along with the factors siready add d, such as regulatory issues,
criticality, t 1 load, radiation, and rcl

Analysis of 1 jon must include a thorough

of the i jonal rep: of a U.S. decision on disposition technology.
The DPE!S implicitly acknowiedges the importance of what the NAS study called the "fuel
cycle policyﬁgml"whenilpositsthﬁomofﬁngoulsofdwdiq»siﬁonpromis‘m
ngth jonal and § jonal arms 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 altemative
immobilization options.

' Committee on International Security and Arms Control, National Academy of
Sciences, Management_and Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium, 1994.

2/08.02.00
cont.

3/01.06.00

4/01.06.00

5/01.06.00

6/01.06.00

01 06 00

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.

01 06 00 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.

01 06 00 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

sasuodsay pup
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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
pl jum and, dingly, does not itself engage in plutonium reprocessing for cither
nuclear power or nuclear explosive purposes.” The possibility that the MOX option would
bave an adverse affect on U.S. non-proliferation policy by stimulating the use of MOX in
civil nuclear power programs and theredy gi h i i
recycling must be addressed in the DPEIS’s analysis.

U Y P ]

Cest Analysis Must Include Subsidies to Nuclear Utilities and Be Integrated into the
NEPA Decision-Making Process

Like the non-proliferation analysis, the cost analysis of plutonium disposition options

pow being prepared by Oak Ridge Nationa! Lab ry must be i d into the NEPA
decisi king p . That analysis must include all costs of the various disposition
pi including subsidics being d ded by nucl lectrical utilities that have

p 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 petition from no: lear electrical generators. 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 g that it is ically competitive with
electricity from all ive lear es, 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.

Pyroprocessing Immobilization Alternative Must Be Fairly Assessed

The DPEIS (Section 2.4.3.3) posits "ell [lurgical & " as one of the
bilization opti This technology, also known as "pyroprocessing,” was developed
by Argonne National Laboratory as part of the Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) Program, which
DOE has since cancclled, largely on non-proliferation grounds.

Becanse it involves repr ing technology, pyrop ing poses a proliferation
risk and und us. proliferation policy aimed at discouraging reprocessing. Nor is
it a sensible technical alternative; both a recent National Academy of Sci study and an

2 One study 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
E . . T . ‘o iling W
Reactors, NEDO-32361, Prepared for the U.S. Department of Energy, June 1, 1994, p. 1.2-
4,

7/01.06.00

1/08.00.00
cont.

8/01.04.00

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.

01 06 00 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.
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internal DOE report® reject it as a viable weapons-plutoni disp alternative. DOE
has ignored these considerations in its analysis. They must be included in the Final PEIS
analysis, which, sccordingly, must reject el Nurgical t as an option for
plutonium disposition.

Safety and Health Imp
Accurately Assessed

of Disposition Opti

P

Must Be Consistently and

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 opdonsﬂ\enshouldbcnnkedaccording 10 the risks they pose, and this ranking
should piay an important role in the eventual choice of disposition option.

The DPEIS, however, fails to accomplish this objective. Its methodology for
evaluating and comparing the safety risks of different dispositi ptions is logically
i istent and confusi These i i ies serve to exaggerate the risks of the
immobilization options relative to the reactor-based options. They must be corrected in the
final version to provide a fair p ion of the evaluation and of the safety risks
of immobilization and reactor-based disposition options.

Such a presentation would show that the health and safety impacts of the
bilization op will be ially 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 bave identified:

« The DPEIS overestimates the safety and health impacts of the immobilization
options by explicitly including only the absolute i of optious requiring new facilities,
and not the i 1 imp jated with existing facility process variants, such as
can-in-canister at the Defense Waste Processing Facility (DWPF). On the other hand, the
DPEIS does explicitly evaluate the i ] imp of the Light Water Reactor
(LWR) MOX option with respect to normal (as distinguished from accidental) emissions.

This leads to an inconsistent comparison of the two options.

« The accident analysis of the LWR option is based entirely on an irrelevant case, 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, weapoas-grade

3 »Comments on the Electrometallurgical Process,” attachment 1o letter to Bill Danker,
MD-1, from Leonard Gray, Task Leader, Fissile Materials Immobilization Task [sic], Fissile
Materials Disposition Project, August 30, 1995; Gregory R. Choppin, ct al., An Evaluation

ctrometaliurgical A rea E 53 Wea Plutoniwm, National
Council, 1996.

tment O (%4 capon

Q ¥
Research

8/01.04.00
cont.

9/09.09.08

10/09.09.08

11/09.09.08

01 06 00

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.

0104 00 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 trcatment, 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.

09 09 08 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.

sasuodsay pup
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MOX fuel in existing LWRs or CANDUs. As a result, the important issue of how accident
impects may increase if MOX is substituted for LEU in existing reactors is not addressed. 11/09.09.08
This is a crucial point b the i ! accident risks resulting from this substitution e
may actually exceed the absolute risks of an evolutionary LWR sccident as cited in the cont.

DPEIS.

* A DPEIS reference document® lists LWR accidents with higher frequency and 12/09.09.08

greater consequences than the most severe LWR acci evaluated in the DPEIS;

* The geographical range of the safety analysis is unjustifiably limited: the choice of
an 80-km threshold for consideration of public health impacts leads to absurd conclusions,
such as the notion that an accident in a Canadian CANDU reactor would have no
environmental impeact in the US;

13/09.09.08

= The ab of di ion of i lndo!haemr:-lﬁctorsxvuelyimpdn
Lhecmdibilityofuna!etymlyxis.specinu;ruiupplieslotbeMOXapu‘on.

Transportation Safety and Security liswes Must Be Addressed

14/09.09.08

The DPEIS does not discuss the security arrangements for sea shipments of
phutonium or MOX reactor fuel, which would be y if warhead-plutonium MOX fuel
were fabricated in Europe, Thmmgemcnumybeincludedinmechsiﬁodqpmdix
on transportation. * lfw,someumofﬂmememenﬂshonldbenudenpmoflhe
public record and subject to independent evatuation. Further, there is no discussion of
trnsportation security arrangements with the government of Canada if CANDU reactors
were used.  These matters require clarification. TTleDPElSnudsiompnblklywhn
level of security will be required for hi of plutonium and MOX. This can be done
without providing explicit details reg ding routing and scheduling thet might
prove useful to a potential adversary.

15/10.00.00

Appendix G compares transportation impacts for the different disposition
alternatives. The analysis understates the environmental hazards of transporting radicactive
material by embracing the Type B port standards and assi ing & low probability to an
accident that could result in a breach of the Type B cask. The appendix ignores recent

16/10.02.00

* Fissile Material Disposition Project, Lawrence Livermore National L. X
i i UCRL-ID-123411, February 9,
1996, Tabie 8-5, p. $-14.

* This classified sppendix is mentioned on page 4-783 of the DPEIS, but a citation is
not given and no further information is provided.

09 09 08 Comment Number 10

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 (UQ,) fuel. Section 4.3.5.2.9 of the Final PEIS has been modified to
show the incremental and total impacts.

Appendix O 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.

09 09 08 Comment Number 11

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

S1dd [vul] S|DLIIDY 3]1sS1.
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expert reports that challenge the adequacy of the Type B standards,' as well as ongoing
initiatives within the IAEA and the International Maritime Organization (IMO) to re-
evaluate these standards in the context of historical data sbout accident conditions. Instead,
the DPEIS relies on earlier reports 1 assert the adequacy of Type B containers. The
DPElS'lmtysisisqmymdmndmd.mdmberwisedmminmmmmgm
recent studies and the ongoing IAEA and IMO re-evaluations of these casis.

We believe that all of the sbove issues must be thoroughly addressed for the PEIS to
conform with NEPA requirements and provide an adequate basis for the Sccretary’s
decision on long-term disposition of wespons-usable fissile materials.

lfymwmﬂdlihﬁmhcdmﬂonmcubowpoinu.plmcmwsmmnqof
the Nuclesr Control Institute at 202-822-8444.

Paul Leventhal Christopher Paine
Nuclear Control Institute Natural Resources
Defense Council
Daryl Kimball Jennifer Weeks
Physicians for Social Union of Concemed
Respousibility Scientists

* Ilinois Institute of Technology Research Institute (ITTRI), "Definition of Bounding
Physical Tests Representative of Transport Accidents—Air and Marine,” ITRI KO6019,
November 1983; ECO Engineering, Ioc., Anmapolis, MD., A Review of the Proposed
Muarine Transportation of Rep d Phutonium from Eurcpe to Japan,” March 1992;

P

Edwin S. Lyman, Princeton University School of Engineering/Applied Sciences, "Safety
Issues in the Sea Transport of Vitrified High-Level Radioactive Wastes to Japan,”
December 1994

16/10.02.00
cont.

T Y D AT WO A AL ot

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

09 09 08 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.

09 09 08 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.

09 09 08 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.

sasuodsay puv
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7 i~ Yk Walln

Tom Clements Fred Millar
International Nuclent Wm

[.Re Ty

Bill Magavern Kathryn Crandall
Public Citizen Women Strike for Peace

Mkl Masis gy

Michael Mariotte
Nuclear Information R:soume
Service

cc: Dave Nufton

10 00 00 Comment Number 15

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.

10 02 00 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.
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LEWIS, MARVIN, PHILADELPHIA, PA

PAGE1OF 1
Date Received: 06/12/96
Comment ID: POOS1
Name: Marvin Lewis
Address 3133 Fairfield Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19136
Transcription:

My name is Marvin (M-a-r-v-i-n) Lewis (L-¢-w-i-s), 3133 Fairficld Stroet, Philadelphia, PA
19136 Area Code (215)676-1291. 1 appreciste that the comment line is still open. I hope that

there has been an extension for comments on the supremely dang and very pr al
prognmmticPElS.Buuogonnwilhmy yes, there is pluton duced i

p in
commercial nuclear resctors. 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 1 made in GESMO and all the comments in GESMO should be incorporated as a

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

institutional and personal. And I've also lost a Jot of the paperwork which is almost impossible to

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

10 mixed oxide fuel. Many reactors are in areas of high population Any, any plutonium releases 1/08.03.01
would be disastrous I really ask that whomever thought this one up, rethink it and stop it M
Respectfully submitted, Marvin Lewis.

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

input.
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PAGE10F 1

Judy M. Lindstrom

PO Box 25%

Pleasant Kill, TH 30370
May 1, 19%¢

V.8, DOE, Office of Reconfiguration
PO Box M7
Alexandria, VA 22302

Daar DOR:

I do not agree with your gz ic Envi 1 Impact 8
(PEI8) on nuclear wespons and matarisls for our nuclear weapons complaxes.
The optiens you've considered for disposal or disposition of excass refined
materials are unsafe end does not solve the wasta problem;

--Muclear reactors Lhat use plutonium alsc produce plutonium and even larger
quantities of dangerous by-products.

--Tha cost of developing and saintaining reactors is prohibitive.

--Traditional methods of disposal (e.g., dwep bore hole disposal) are
unreliable, given the unstable and long-term nature of thase wastes.

1 urge you to adopt a plan that would limit the amount of processing and
transpertation of materials, and certainly not plans that would incrsase the
amount of wastes. Consider vitrification or glassification of plutonium,
which would {smobilize it and aleo help prevent “proliferation.”

Yours truly,
Judy M. Lindstrom

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

08 0301 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

PAGE10F 1
Date Received: 04/03/96
Comment ID: P0002
Name: Valenine Litt
Address: Oak Ridge, Tennessee

Transcription:

My namc is Valerine Litt. 1 want that stuff at Oak Ridge out of there. | read an article that the

cancer rate within a 100 mile radius was higher than any other place in the nation. 1 have lost six

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

of throat cancer for five years after two major surgerics and 32 radiation treatments. | mysclf had 1 /080301
cancer of the uterus 20 years ago. Why not put it somewhere elsc? 1 went to Oak Ridge when !

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.

A T Y T NI IO, 5

0803 01 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.
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LOCKE, JOHN W. AND JOYCE C., AMARILLO, TX
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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 enrichaed 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.

1 was exposed to radjocactive 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,

Joln W. Locke

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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.
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LEVE

Forwarded message:

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

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

> From: HTTPD Daemon <httpd>

> Message-id: <199511 161916.AA008S3@fedix.fie.com>
> Reply-To: doemdl

> Subject: COMMENT Form - incoming

> Apparcndy-To: doemd! demo@fedix fie.com

>

> *¢ To be properly posted to the correct forum area the

> ** reply to this message MUST be mailed 10 >> doemd1 @fedix.fie.com << !
>

> s
> ** This ge was g d by the submission of a From Comment
> ** on the Fissile Materials Plectronic BBS. Reply to this message
> *# with the text of this message included in the reply. All "Replied”
> 99 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 = doemd!-demo@fedix.fie.com

> #serial_no = 131

> #MailTitle = COMMENT Form - incoming

>

> ## The following information is DATA from the comment form. The
> ¢¢ "ctype” is the Author's Request for a Public or Private comment.
> e lfyoudonolwﬂti'lisnmclobcpublicly posted to the BBS
> ** do nothing of reply 1o the author directly.

> #name = Ken Bower

> #ide = Staff Member

> #company = Los Alamos National Laboratory

> #addrl = A117

> #addr2 =

> #icity = Los Alamos

> #state = New Mexico

> #zip = 87545

> Kphone = 505-665-2578

> #fax = 505-665-4411

> #email = kebower@lanl.gov

> #subject = intemet access o PEIS

>

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

> #BEGIN corament =

> Making the PEIS available on-line is extraordinarily vatuable. Thank you.
> #END comment

| 1/08.02.00

08 02 00

Comment noted.

Comment Number 1
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David C. Losey
1628 Citation Drive
Aiken, South Carolina 29803-5224

Mr. J. David Nulton, Director

DOE - Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SAIC - PEIS

P. 0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Nulton:

1'd like to offer these comments on the EIS for Storage and Disposition of
Weapons-Usable Fissile Muaterials.

dard d

The spent fuel provides a f i 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 mercly bury the spent fuel.
There is a growing awarcncss that burying wastes in the earth is a poor option.

Relying on the spent fuel standard nceds to be preceded by DOE 1aking
responsibility for closing the spent fuel cycle. it is important to have the disposition
path opened before converting the excess weapons plutonium to spend fuel. The
benefits gained by making the pl i ive through activation could be
grossly outweighed later by difficultly in handling the material.

Please consider having the entire plutonium disposition plan in place before

activating or mixing the pl with ve
Thank you for the opy ity to on this prog
Sincerely.
%....L’ [ au-r—

David l.osey

1/01.02.00

010200 Comment Number 1

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.
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1/08.00.00

08 00 00 Comment Number 1

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.
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£ MAGNUS, KEITH, WASHINGTON, DC
5 PacEloF1

1500 00 Comment Number 1

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.
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MANNING, SAM P., SPARTANBURG, SC

PAGE10F1
Comment I1D: P0036
Date Received: May 1, 1996
Name: Sam P. Manning
Address: P.O. Box 355

Spottenberg, SC 29304

Phone: 803-582-5220
Transcription:

| had expected to be at the North Augusta Community Center meeting on April 30, however, [
am in the hospital at present, and unable 10 come due to & heart problem. | therefore, respectfully
request that a copy of the starage and disposition of weap sable fissile materials draft PEIS
be sent to me [address). Also please send me a copy of the stockpile stewardship and

management draft PEIS. 1 also respectfully request an opportunity to file s statement in the next l

ten days, as 1'm in the hospital and have been unable 1o prepare the report like I had requested to. 1/08.01.00
| am concemed 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. | thank you, and 1 hope to

get a message in later, but 1'd be most grateful if you'd mail me that material, and also give me
A tofilea within the next ten days. 1 thank you so much.

| had planned and expected 10 be in Augusta to make a p i 1 regret
at present L am 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 radiosctive waste that
South Carolina has to carry. | fear that we are building up a situation that may be dangerous for
\he State and for the Nation due to the concentration of nuclear waste and nuclear weapons in this
area. | regret that 1 cannot be present for the hearing on Tuesday, us [ stated, | respectfully
request permission to filc a in regards to all three matters and | think, I'm hoping it will
be the issucs that will be raised will be raised by or considered by the leading scientists in the
Nation. 1 thank you.

1 had expected to be in Augusta on ‘Tuesday the 29th correction on Tucsday the 30th, but | am in
{he hospital. 1 would appreciate it though if you would carry these comments, and | hope to be
ablc 1o submit a mote formal statement. 1 reference to the storage of nuclear weapons, Itis my
understanding that they should be stored in an arca where there are very few people and that is
very dry. The Savannah River Site has 500,000 peoplc living within 100 miles of the facility. 1t
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 to a drier area. 1t should not
be increased. | thank you.

08 01 00 Comment Number 1

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

080301 Comment Number 2

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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MANNING, SAM P., SPARTANBURG, SC
PAGE 1 OF 2

CALL-IN COMMENTS ON DOE'S PEIS

MR. MANNING: Sam P. Manning, Attorney at Law, Spartanburg, South
Carolina. My address is Post Office Box 355, Spartanburg, SC. 1 am calling to
express concern in reference to the possible location of additional nuclear
weapons and waste in South Carolina. | 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.

1 will state my concern and ask that it be included in the record in
regards to such matters, and 1 would ask -- [ base my comments on this
knowledge, which 1 believe 18 uncontradictable, that South Carolina at the
present, based on offictal 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 II. 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 {s when a baby is born with its
brain outside the skull or when the baby has spinabifida. It 1s 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
radiation can causc birth defects,” but for purposes of an environmental
statement, “incidences of cancer will only be counted where the person had
dled, and birth defects In this or future gencrations 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.

1 would ask that the studies dealing with the storage and disposition of
weapons, fissionable materfals, that the Savannah River Site not be considered

as a depositary for such. [ would also respectfully request to inspect the

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 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 matcrials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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MANNING, SAM P., SPARTANBURG, SC
PAGE 2 OF 2

Stockplle 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 arca that has a
minimum of population and does not have a great deal of water. The
Savannah River Stte 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
wahmnnbeonmmmumndeforthcﬂnum. With 360,000 liters of
plutonium solution, the percent of posaible of nuclear chain reaction. it would
be foolhardy to increase the burden. The Nation is already looking, apparently
with favor, on storing 17.000 aluminum-ciad fuel rods at Savannah River from
41 foreign countries. It 1s in the interest of not enly South --

{Recorded MAY 17 at 5:42 p.m.J.

evi—¢

Q)

Q

3
& 3
]
Q‘N
)
a9
w O
o =
Q 3
am
] =
v 9




r MANNING, SAM P., SPARTANBURG, SC
& PAGE10OF1

CALL-IN COMMENTS ON DOE'S PEIS 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
! s calling now to add this to the earlier comment that I made. [ have fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
been in the hospital due to a heart blockage question, but | would like for my . . . . . A L.
statements to be included in the environmental impact statement or the study. economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
1 was unable to attend the North Augusta Community Center program, which
was April 30th, and | 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, ! would ask thal 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 radjoactive waste. We alsc have the highest incidence of
[inaudible] birth defects. Savannah River two yeara 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 1/08.03.01
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 Natlon -- increased
emphasis must be given on safety. Also, we must protect the young people of
tomorrow.

I thank you. It 1s a privilege to be able to make this statement. Thank

MR. MANNING: This is Sam P. Manning, Attorney at Law.
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MARE, LisA K., ET AL.
PAGE 1 OF 2

DOE-Office of Fissite 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,
plutonium and uranium in the state of Nevada.
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1/08.03.01

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 pubtic input.
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MARE, L1sA K., ET AL.
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3/14.00.00

09 04 02 Comment Number 2

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.

14 00 00 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).

SIAd 10Ul S|PV} 31SS1

21qus)-suodpag fo uonisodsiqg puv 2301015




Lyt

MARENGO APPLIANCES, MARYSVILLE, Mi,
PAUL MARENGO
PAGE1 OF 1

00 Svpeen Mand
FORT arATIOT, 1t 4s0m

FAx 8o 92 - ppece

LEPucer por
BT T A

P e e Bl BE Dyt
o Db ‘ 2z

M;MV , denkers
tllaepl Yl flirnry, Fiils, 2 e CONI
L el o4 .

o pmns it Soreriorp bucdnciams pw ZHi
S V.. .
i M e OF 225223 B acc e 1/08.03.01
o *?W) P -3 /M cont.

1/08.03.01

WW
S Fe foess B, GG
Fle g

Pt

0803 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
use of the CANDU Reactor Alternative for the disposition of Pu. Decisions
on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input. This will include an appropriate level of
analysis by Canada before any decision on burning Pu in a CANDU reactor

is implemented.
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g MAYSON, W. PENLAND, JR., AUGUSTA, GA
> PAGE 1 0OF 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 piutonium 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 weicomes additional missions of this type
and jobs and money coming in, especially after so much has left the
tast 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 1/08.03.01
modular storage facllity, which could be easily modified for

additional capacity. The storage unit is budgeted at $150 million,
and additional storage capacity would roughly double that number.

(3) it 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

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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MAYSON, W. PENLAND, JR., AUGUSTA, GA
PAGE 2 OF 2

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
refated 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
focation for vitrifying plutonium as an anti-proliferation action. 1/08.03.01
Capital costs would be about $500 miltion. 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

At ANsT MUNUIIINDY
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MCFARLAND, LEWIS L., PORTLAND, OR
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Lewis L. McFarland
5385 Southwesat Sixtythird Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97281
(503) 845-8170

U.S. Department of Encrgy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

RE: MOX Reactors at Hanford

Ladies and Gentlemen,

1just read & review of WPSS pian 10 put 1ogether a consortium of 5 utilities to run 10 reactors aL
taxpayers expease that would use MOX.  As a citizen of the Northwest, a taxpayer and & hoider
of a degroe in math-physics 1 am opposcd 10 any such plan. The world does not noed more
muclear waste to get rid of  These reactors are expensive and have proven to be quite unsafe.

A -]

Lewis L. McFarland

copy: Elizabeth Furse
US Congress

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

PAGE10OF 1
08 02 00 Comment Number 1

Comment ID: 0019 Comment noted.
Date Reccived: April 18,1996
Name: Scott Miller

Address: Boise (ID]

Transcription:

I'm ing on the Dep t of Energy’s ial. I'm glad they have an 800 number o

comment on. | feel the state of Idaho is 1 million people strong. It's a weak statc because of the

population. Anything the Department of Defense or Department of Encrgy wants to dointhe 1/08.02.00

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

the state. Please ask pcoplc what they think, especially the State of Idaho. 1t's a beautiful state

and 1 hate 10 sce it ruined.
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f MILLS, LORING E., STEVENSVILLE, MD
N PAGE1 OF 4

mu;ﬁn:t M“Ll: 010000 Comment Number 1
Areckson ne
S'?;T‘ZIK'B';S?&Z:“ The effluents and releases from facilities described in the reasonable
alternatives section in the PEIS do not include emissions that would
April 25, 1996 substantially contribute to a global climate change.

U. S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

S1dd 1pul S|pU3IDJ 3115814
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Subject: Comments on Storage and Disposition of Weapans-Usable Fissile Materials,
Draft Programmatic Envir | Impact S (PEIS), February 1996

Gentlemen;

The Federal decision on storage and/or disposition of weap ble fissile ials will
have an eavxmnmenul lmplct on Global Climate Change. Global climate change is the primary
| and i | of the 21st Century. Surprisingly, the Draft
PEIS does not effectively evaluate and compare the important items that contribute to
global climate change. The PEIS should be modified and supplemented to include a comparison
of the storage and disposition alternatives as they impact global climate change.

Two primasy measurable and deterministic items that are very useful measures for the
contribution of any action wnh regard to global climate change are: 1- net energy consumption

and 2- net carbon dioxide r Calculations can be made, with deterministic values, for
both of these items.

1/01.00.00

Attach A: and Attach B: of the PEIS Summary provide what is referred to as a
Comparison of Envi 1 Imp 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 thz impact on global climate change. While the
Depunmem may believe it has included such envir within the listed measures, it

P

is not apparent, nor does it distinctly identified the overall environmental impact related to this
r ition of envir L t on global climate change is essential to provide a
lete envir tal evaluation and parison of each comprehensive alternative for

major environmental concern of the upcoming century. Clearly, a distinct and specific
nlch 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

1




119

MILLS, LORING E., STEVENSVILLE, MD
PAGE2OF 4

attachment for reference purposes. All alternatives and process steps, other than disposition
through nuclear power plant systems, are net encrgy consumers and will result in additional
carboa dioxide rel adversely impacting global climate change. It can be argued that the use
of weapons-usable materials in all four of the reactor fuel altemnatives will result in a substantial
net energy production, rather than P 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 uranium fuel and while there is & 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 life, if the Partially Completed LWRs and
Evolutionary LWRs alternatives were used to the weap: sable material, clearly there
would be a substantial net energy production and 8 significant reduction in carbon dioxide
releases. The Department should p d with a detailed determination of these items and include
separate environmental impact measures related to global climate change.

The Eavironmental impact Tables in Attachments A and B of the Summary provide

lated imp for individual fi and do not provide a combined set of functions that are
required for specific altematives, along with the net environmental impact of each complete
alternative. Asan ple, to perform disposition th gh Vitrification, it requires Pit
Disassembly/Conversion, Plutonsum Conversion, Vitrification, Final Disposal and the
environmental impacts of the energy production facilities supplying enecgy 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 8 combined total envi ! 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 Fucl Disp ion. The net bined imp are 2/09.00.08
essential to properly assess and compare the alternatives. Each complete alternative should be A
identified with its ¢ d net envir ! impacts for the life cycle of the task. cont.

2/09.00.08

A more complete discussion is needed within the PEIS to effectively describe the
weapons-usable fissile materials. High-Enriched Uranium and Plutonium are unique material in
several ways. The PEIS should provide a full listing of the physical, chemical, radiological
and poteatial 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

should be di d. A plete di jon of the radiological characteristics and
P ial radiological imp along with the known means of shielding and personal protection
should be included. In addition, the equivalent p ial energy of these materials
sbould be identified and discussed. Since the primary means of using 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

3/09.09.08

would be required to produce the same of el that can be produced with the
potential energy of these materials. These attributes and ch istics should be included in a
basic di ion of the weap able fissile ials within the PEIS

kAR e o Mg et .
2 3 % -2 S e S SRR G AT G IRy By T Y Y

09 00 08

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.

Comment Number 2

09 09 08 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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MILLS, LORING E., STEVENSVILLE, MD
PAGE 3 0F 4

An issue of concern with regard to the a.ltemmvn of using partially completed and
lutionary LWR to the pl is whether there is a need for additional
ici ity. Clearty, new production capmty will be required for the national
system wnhm the time penod ofdlsposmon Every year since 1975, the demand for electricity
wnhln lhe u. S ha: increased, abet at a slower rate than prior to 1973, Also, the average age of

y producti fwlmc: i3 increasing nearly one year for each year of time. Many
of the existing facilities are b g worn out and need to be replaced soon. Without question,
new electricityptoducﬁonfnciﬁliesm needed and will be built within the next ten years. Thus,
the completion of partially completed LWRs and/or the con:tmc(m of evolutionary LWRs are

ble alt ives for the y additional electri duction capability. They would
displace new facilities using fossil fuels and result in 2 llgniﬂunt reduction in CO,
releases--sfTecting global climate.
Thank you for the opp ity to provid on the Draft PEIS for this important
Federal action.
Sinceyely,
. VY
ey
\

4/08.03.01

M-055

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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Pit Dissembly/
Conversion

Pu Conversion Fac.

Direct Disposition

Ceramic Immobilization/
Borehole

Borchole Complex

Vitrification

C ic L bilizati

Electrometallurgical Treat

MOX Fud Fabrication

Existing LWR
Partial Completed LWR
Evolutionary LWR.

CANDU Reactor

Affecting Global Climate Change

Attachment to Comments by Loring E. Mills on the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fiasile Materials Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement - Dated February 1996

Brief Outline and Comparison Of Environmental Impact Measures
For Plutonium Disposition Alternatives

Net Energy Consumption and Net Carbon Dioxide Releases

L E C - Net Carbon Dioxide § .

MWh and Fossil Fuels Consumed
MWh and Fossil Fuel Consumed
MWh and Fossil Fuel Consumed
MWh and Fossil Fuel Consumed
MWh and Fossil Fuel Consumed
MWh and Fossil Fuel Consumed
MWh and Fossil Fuel Consumed
MWh and Fossil Fuel Consumed
MWh and Fossil Fuel Conrumed

MWh Produced & Fossil Fuel Consumed

MWh Produced & Fossil Fuel Consumed

MWh Produced & Fossil Fuel Consumed

MWh Produced & Fossil; Fuel Consumed

ble

ion of all

Net CO, Release
Net CO, Release
Net CO, Release
Net CO, Release
Net CO, Release
Net CO, Release
Net CO, Release
Net CO, Relcase
Net CO, Release

No Change
(replaces U fuel)

Significant Reduction
in Net CO, Release

Significant Reduction
in Net CO, Releass

No Change
(replaces U fuel)

* Values should include the construction of facilities and the total life cycle amount
involved with the h ial

¥ P L

© e = A e
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Apeit 22, 19%

To e United States Dupmrtassnd of Energy
Offics of Plasile Materials Disposition

Muwwhmmmdwmwdbwdmdwwﬂ-

Fiseile Materiale.

Although | racogizs the sasd &0 assurs mfa, sacurs, ong-tarm morge snd disponition of tha siguificant quantities of surplus

““MMM(N)ﬂhﬂyﬂmﬂ(ﬂhlthhhmdﬁ—m 1/090004

oriticel s A
e i35des.

hmh“whhmﬁom‘dm it becoows very svideot that oll of the swtion’s weapons-wsble
plutoninm 8ot in sctive warbsads would be mored at Pasies - 20,000 pits, plus wwch of the pluiomiues sow st Rocky Flae Plant,
Colorado; Haaford, W*p- Los Alemca, New Mexica; Savaanah River, South Carolina; sad the idaho Natiomal
Engiasering

Sufore 1999, phalnaives pits wers sevar stored a2 Pastas. Howsvar, with the closing of Rocky Flats, Pantex is the imicrim
sorage sie for of Jesst 12,000 pits. Now this docemeel pruposss aoi only sloriag phuionivm pits, but other more wadesirable
forms of phatonitum.

Ouce stered of Pamten, this 3% is being i for a pi e pit di hoa facility so cut the pits s process
hb-ﬂuuﬂuaﬁwumuqunumnf&nlu:lhqh-xmm-n-u-
1o maks mizad azide el (MOX); sucleas power reactors o use the MOX fusl, phus storage of the speat fued from the reacturs,
23 well s storage of oll the mized waste geoeraied from all these procemses. [t is iag of which bas ihuted
0 the astions! exvironmental degradation which sddies our astion with a $300 billioa dollas cleanup problecs.

‘l\uh—ﬂ--'-ﬂ\-h-u.mv:eﬁ&uho-dnn-y—l-ud”-ﬂwmum What the
docwment foile t eddross is e impact on the good ion of oar products, A tture is tha ome industry which
has consistenly susisined the Panhaadle for decades.

The fuod chaie begias bers i the prime agricultwral farmisnd of the Teane Pashandle. The meal products and cerest graing
produced hare are shippad throughout the world; 258 of s Netion's buoef is produced and processed bess.  The quality sad
wholasocssen of thess products would be placwl in jeuperdy with the sitiag of thess processes of Pantes.  Withowt production
sgricultere this part of Tenss would comse 10 sxist. When cwe of every four psople i« amployad 1n a8 sgriculture related jub, the
loss 0 this High Plaias irade sree of those jobs would creats uatold problems.

A sacond issus Ihe documant fails 1o address it the location of Panict above the Ogaliale sywifer. the source of groundwatcr for 1/09.00.04
up-urmunmumfwmm Wik high saplosives, chemucals, solveats, snd Cont
ides, Pastex has insod the fine graised layer of water baaring saads shova the Ogallals aquifer. With the .

dowwward migration of the recharging waters, bow long will it be before the Ogaliala itself will de contaminated?

Water and agriculture are the real weslth of the Tezas Panhandle. WMMMMN»'T“ We
cannol stamd by and allow Uas resonrces 0 be compromised is any way. Food i comumodity we ave - it
must be protected. ﬁ”‘ us u."

Not alf allernatives fos siting thess processss at other siles Wars analyzad in this docwmacnt. Before choosiag & preferred
alwernative, other options saad 10 he considerad. mdhlo{m-i-'n-uhu--m.u-dnllmwd
The eavironmental impaci is conjunction with these processss has the potential 1o devastate this fond produciag reguon. C"JJ{U"

The Pashuadle it 100 vatusbla o he usad ax 3 pletomivn storags, processing sad waske facility. ete, | 2/08.03.01

et M- TNl Sl 2 77015

Ko,

09 00 04 Comment Number 1

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

Also, current and future operations at Pantex are not expected to affect the
water quality of the Ogallala Aquifer. However, since this aquifer is being
depleted (that is, the current withdrawal is exceeding the current recharge),
and since Pantex operations contribute to the depletion of the Ogallala
Aquifer, impacts to the 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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01 04 00 Comment Number 3
//‘@/fé Combined storage of pits and non-pit Pu at the Manzano WSA was originally
- v ' o eliminated as a reasonable alternative in the Draft PEIS. After considering
le Whero it 772 4 /M” 2 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
4 ). X . ) : )
_@1(&5&/@ - dio!f;‘i;;%;“ ¢ evaluated in the Pantex EIS and Section 2.1.3 of the Final PEIS. The Final
%"”’ﬁfy /’D/v///'f /’M) KBLLY Y ALE - PEIS was revised to clarify the consideration of the Manzano WSA for
0 esbroni Ao 15 }9{5/"”4 fg,, alen st combined storage, and a description of the WSA was included in Appendix P.
V(< 7 - o
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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 1-800-820-5156

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.

@nam,w

Ruth Allan Miner

L;' Wﬁw

Emanuel S. Mendelson

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

08 0301 Comment Number 1

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Decisions on disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials will be made based upon environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
input.
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** 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 Sccurity, 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 Sovict Union, far
reaching nuclear disarmament agreements are resulting in the dismantling of
thousands of nuclear warheads. By the tum 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
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plutonium. {ronically, the fissile materials from dismantled warheads will stiil

continue to threaten humanity through the dang ers 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 matcrials 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 HEU can be diluted
with other isotopes of uranium 1o 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 nuclcar 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 Jong-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 Statcs is buying 500 tonnes of weapons-grade uranium from
dismantled Russian warheads and is using the uranium after dilution as fucl in

its commercial power reac tors. The danger from Russian weapon-grade plutonium
still remains to be addressed.

Disposition Oplions for Weapons Plutonium

Expert studies commissioned in the United States recommend four principal
options for short- to medium-term 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 reducc the inventory of excess weapons
plutonium.

Plutonium disposition options nced to:

minimize the time that plutonium is stored in forms reudily usable for
nuclear weapons;

prescrve safeguards and sccurity during the disposal process, while
maintaining the same high level of sccurity and accounting applied to  nuclear
weapons in storage, i.¢. the "storcd weapons standard”;

render plutonium into a form which is as difficult to recover for making
nuclear weapons as is contained-plutonium in spent fuel from nuclear
reaclors, i.c. the "spent fuel standard”; and

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

PR R o
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Several options can be considered for achicving these objectives. Exotic
oplions such as sending the plutonium into the Sun (for incineration) or into
decp 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 occan, or
disposal in the Earth’s magma, can all be ruled out as ¢it her they do not meet
the basic requirements of human and environmental safety or are inimical to
existing arms 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-leve! radioactive
wastcs  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 rther 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 unstabie Russia, and to find ways acceptable to Russia for

safely and securcly 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, aftcr visiting Canada last October, Russia’s
minister for atomic energy, Viktor Mikhailov, is now consideri ng ways of
dealing with excess weapons plutonium inchuding Canadian assi

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 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 (LWRs) could usc MOX fuel, but because of
their particular design t hey can be refuclled only after costly and sometimes
lengthy shutdowns. Given the poor safety culture and weak nuclear sccurity in
Russia, it would not be desirable to encourage plutonium storage or use in

Russia given the high risks of accidents and thef t. 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 concemed) and for
non-proliferation reasons b 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 elimi ing weapons plutonium, b 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 arc
refuelled on-line, that is, they do not have to be shut-down for refuclling as

do LWRs. Further, CANDUS use a "once-through” fuel cycle which, in principle,
would make them an efficient bumer of MOX derived from weapons plutonium; and
(he fissile content would be burncd down to a lower level than in a LWR, with

the extraction of more energy per kilogram of plutonium. CANDU fucl is produced
in smaller and simpler units than those typical of LWRs, thus potentiaily

reducing the cost of fucl 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 CANDUSs operational in Canada. Recently, & 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 fucls and it in a position to supply technical
expertise in suppor t 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 ycars. Another two
CANDU reactors would be needed to bum up a matching 50 tonnes of excess US
weapons plutonium. The Bru ce Nuclear Power Plant in Ontario, located on Lake
Huron north-cast 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

€9t

2/08.03.01

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.
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excess weapons plutonium becomes 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

pereent, thus making for a significant economic and transportation advantage.

SIAd 10Ul SIPL2IDN 2]1SS1

21qvsr}-suodpagy Jo uonisodsiq puv a8v.40ig




Sor—¢

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 1o ship containcrs 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 dong safely and efficiently by either commercial
or military transport aircraft.

Environment, Health, and Safety

Instead of mining and refining some 6,000 tonncs 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 decrcasc 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 quantitics of permanently toxic clements 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,
cpidemiological studies have not demonstrated adverse health cffects 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 10 preventing the spread of nuclear weapons and reducing
the nuciear danger.

The potential use of Canadian CANDU reactors to help in the safe and cfficient
disposition of onc 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 safcr place by converting
megatons {0 megawatts.

[Tariq Rauf (a specialist in Canadian and international security) is currently
Director of the International Organizations and Nonprolifcration Project at the
Monterey Institute of International Studies in California.]
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Monterey: 31 March 1996 Tel: (408)
647-3504

E-mail: < traufi@miis.edu
http://iwww.miis.cdu

END comment

Fax: (408) 647-3519
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0106 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

Arne 34,944 s 1e2 340 work and Russia have inventories of Pu, surplus to defense needs. The United
I%0) 74335 %) States is retaining necessary quantities of Pu under the Stockpile Stewardship
SAMERLAAAIEE RS and Management Program to guarantee that future defense nceds of the

Syltan 71 i
Sy et 111y Nation are assured.

DISPOSAL OF U 5 PLUTONIUM

The Clinton adminstration has put 508 of all our pluconium under the 010600 Comment Number 2
1nspection control Interratioral Atomic Energy Agency (an sgency of the U.3.}
The Department of Energy i3 now taking 1nput on what to do with this plutonium

A maeting will be held in Seattle on Tuesday April 30,1995 (flyer included) Comment noted. IAEA considerations are not a part of the environmental

that is sponsored by the Department of Energy. Department of ecology and various

B Pt Lane tor thas prtombam PPy o ges chrirent analysis. However, IAEA is considered in the technical and nonproliferation
There are several problems with this plan analySiS and will be inlegraled in DOE’s decisionmaking process.
1) We are the only nuclear power that is disposing of it's plutonium from

nuclear weapons This critical material produced at great COST OVer 1/01 06 00
the cold war mey be needed again when the communist win the presidential . .
elactions in Russia this June This oprion of reassemblying nuclear
weapons should be available to the next President.

2) The current operation of the Y.N. inspection of U.S. nuclear materisls.
1 believe is 1ilegal. Prasident Clinton has justified these inspections
based an Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which calls for
negotiations to achieva universal nuclear disarwament. We have forgaotten 2/010600
cthat when President Nixon submitced the Non-Proliferation Tresty to
the U.S. Senare he stated i1t would prohibir tha International Atomic
Energy Agency from any inapections dealing with our nacional security.
The treaty has not been modified to 4llow these inspections.

Dt 7

Q

Qo

3

R
8 3
QN
= ¥
N
w O
N =
S 3
S 8
%:
“ @




Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable

Fissile Materials Final PEIS

6961 S krerugay
FNOH NYA M)

NOXIN awvmary
ety snp vo vogse 3anod pur uone
-19ptsu0y idwsusd s 2icusg Ay alun | ‘azo)
-y ‘avead jo aimidans atp uatpSuans,,
0 amodind  Sw @ juzuosuoy

hyear] ot o3 sonred uodeam-seapanu
“UoU O3 JgE|reAT JpTws 3q [ Tuotopdxd
eyany jo suoneardde [njaavad wouj niy
-auaq renuatod 1ey) wntut of sINsTIW N1t
-udoidde 116 03 maned Grasl [w Yim
utof o1 yRuBuyILn 100 RwAL Osje |
“asueoluls Aunass [euonsy 129a1p tatn
SNIANIC H0Y) Jo 3aN[aXI SNNG panuny
Y3 Ul RN SeAINY (¥ 0 sprentayes
nt 4idde 0y bouaby Mg dwory [euon
“Twaul o nwiad Qeasy 9y sapun
paydde ose spurndies uaym ' g
PG Hp JE uOENSNWPY  EnowA
-d ay 4q sprw waunwwos Iy 0P
*U3 0 gt | eanbas g Bunanq uf
“UONENTIMUPY $ S3moyquasty
wapnag  Suunp uondanm mr aoum
parioddns 3aey { yaym ureasiosd asvag

0] wwaly Jno jo swodind Iy saduEa
PR Ivy pue suodvam neaponu jo pessds
3y 2nd 01 JoAedpua sno w1 days Juesod
G UR 3 UTD A1eal] a3 e adtaq |
USSI 24 Yia vohitauoljuc)
uryl Japes uoncnalv po Asqed s uonen
SUIWPY 5143 IUBAPE PINGH JWN SIY) 1T
Avas g, o Jo uonwayues yey araypaq |
"UOIIT INS0G 1T JO uotIvY
"WIPUOD AW UL UM SU UL AN Y1 1T
#anbas AN wycacpoypac) Jo uosTaw
1IAOG 310 JO YIPULIA IR WEPHIT R UL
1163 3571 Avas g, g jo vonwayne pasoddo
1 uedeas reanu jo peasds ags Bunpey
3o v03 Hp portoddm skeae aaey |
‘uoneynrs
O 1uMU0d put WIPY it e pue
AWy s a3pruod o ipdwead 12e are
-uag D ey isnbas | A Sutpsoddy tuo
~deapy stapny jo wonesapjasg-oy un
Areaag oy jo uontagnes 3 Yim pascsd
0} IWVIANU! [RUSUEL R IAINM [ It eyl
PIPIP vawy | ‘pounaty Aundag peuon
N A o @ompe ap Sutirdn sy
NI Paug) ay) o viousg sy 0y

6961 'G Lepnuqay  suodeapy Jedpny
Jo uonespioIg-uoN uo QALY Iy JO uoyEYnEY OF
dsuc) pue 11apy Funsanbay jeusg sy o) afessapy 6z

“Tuliua reuonps sof wzuy 13DNBY 341 uem 3y
9561 u] wennnIuO) HUTNY o Jo rapngad
s961 amaw puv 20)1pa uaq pey X $61 g
"0 Jo ABN 31 18 3otNN LAY ¥ o D) ‘Nivepy
W ¥ Aremagay we pHP IO apy itiow

)

"AfFUIT) put 31 1y 03 Ayreddusds 153
~daap Suipuaixa us 3w xiof NN UW

UnY mauy

OY4M [1¥ Uo vormasdun IRIPW ve apem

uomtvdwiod Jo awum diop puv sdualym

fIuspsdsd 21 o riadeg syqng ¥ g [8e]

740 7 A9vd
VM ‘NVLTNS ‘QIAV( ‘AYTNOIINOW



69t—¢

A‘,&‘

MURPHY, JIM, AMARILLO, TX
PAGE1OF1

] am Jim Murphy and I have been an Amarillo resident
since 1977. I am active in a variety of community organizations
and am on & 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 storage. Although such expansion or
nev “missions” may have some positive economic benefits for the
area, there would be economic risks as well.

At any rate, it is apparently necessary (o occasionally
reiterate that there are some things that money can’'t buy and
gome things in life that are more important than economic bottom
lines.

1 count amongat these things a safe and clean environment for
our traditional agricultural and cattle-raising industries and
wvays of life, a clean aquifer and a safe and healthy environ-~
ment for our children and grand children. Plutonium processinpg
and/or nuclear waste starage are hostile and unfriendly to those
environments and vays of life and not worth vhatever the price
may be.

The tantalizing apple of prosperity beckons; but when it
is the fruit of the plutonium tree, we best look elsewhere.

{ -

h/\/\wv‘k_

fim ilurphy Y|
n.

6711 Columbia
Amarillo, TX 79109

B.z22-1%

1/08.03.01

Comment Number 1

08 0301

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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MURRAY, ALEXANDER P., GAITHERSBURG, MD
PAGE 1 0OF§

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.

Re: DOE/E1S-0229-D, Storage and Disposition of Wsapons-Usable
Statement,, 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 eite 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 ptated 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 apecific 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

01 0000 Comment Number 1

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.

SIAd 1DU1 S|P 2]1S1
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01 00 00 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 docs 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.
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oxide, ceramic, glaes, impurities) forms. Thie is important
because it can affect the viability of certain alternatives
vis-a-vis others, and should be discussed better.

The EIS 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 EIS
presents caees that would imply lower throughputs and longer
completion times with a reactor MOX option as compared to the
other options. This 4is an artifact of the writers'
assumptions and contradicts actual expsrience (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 MOX cycles with the
government) . The text includes several misleading and/or
incorrect statements:

- For MOX use, you don’'t convert the reactor, you change
the fuel. The text should algso 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 - 310% ve.
100t load etc. (the text implies 100% is used for all of
the reactor options).

Purthermore, 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 EIS so that the public and the policy-makers are informed
with current, accurate information and practices.

The experience of the Buropeans and other countries with
plutonium disposition is essentially neglacted by the EIS.
The EIS incorrectly states that Burope (Euratom facilities)
has no ‘"excess" MOX capacity. Eurcpe has selected the
reactor-MOX option for civilian plutonium, and is recommending
the same route f£Or excess weapons-usable fissile materials.
To date, some 400 tonnes of MOX fuel, containing some 20
tonnea of plutonium, have been manufactured and irradiated in
reactors. Over twenty commercial nuclear reactors in Burope
are currently licensed and using MOX fuel. Europe currently
has an operating MOX fabrication capacity of over 100 te/yr as
MOX (about 6-7 te/yr as plutonium). The Buropeans have built
two new facilities (Melox and SMP) which are increasing the
MOX capacity to close to over 300 te/yr. Both facilities have

3/01.04.00
cont.

4/06.01.08

5/06.01.08

06 01 08 Comment Number 4

Comment noted. The Final PEIS was revised to reflect comments received.

06 01 08 Comment Number 5

Comment noted.

NI AN ST TN
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10.

space for an additional line of Bome 50-60 te/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 EIS, 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 Buropean-MOX
experience in licensing reactors.

Furthermore, the reactor-MOX option produces a benefit
(electricity and less resource usage), imotopically modifies
the plutonium 80 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 destroye 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.

Some form of "atabilization® is needed for long-term storage;
this is only briefly mentioned in the text. It is unlikely
that fifty-year storage of pite will be "acceptable* to the
publig, 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.

The draft suffers from the *build new things* syndrome,
particularly for the consolidation alternative. Existing
facilities do not seem to receive equal consgideration. 1
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 ghould be mentioned (they
are viable facilities for operations that would be required
under this EIS). The EIS should also distinguish between
facilicies that are suitable but need equipment and new
facilities - 75-80% of the time and costs are asgociated with
the building, not the equipment.

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.

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

I 9/01.04.00

\ 10/01.04.00

06 01 08 Comment Number 6

Comment noted.

02 00 08 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 FMEEF is included as a reasonable alternative at Hanford.

0104 00 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.

0104 00 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.

PR S R s O 2
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1l.

12.

13.

14.

15

16.

to plutonium, (The handling properties of purified,
unirradiated U-233 are similar to HEU.) The rationale should
be explained better.

In the EIS, the HLW repository should be referred to as the
Federal repository (for apent fuel and HLW - ite main function
is actually for commercial SNF). Also, there should be a
statement and reference for the CANDU MOX SNF staying in
Canada after diacharge.

It is unclear why the immobilization alternative has a 5 te/yr
(plutonium) capacity, while the MOX plant/reactor altermative
is around 2-3 te/yr (the Melox and SMP each have a capacity of
120 te/yr MOX - about 6 te/yr plutonium per plant). Capacity
and schedule would appear to favor reactor MOX use. These
points should be discussed, and, at a minimum, the capacity of
MOX should at least equal that of the other alternatives for
consistency.

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.

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.

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; S5 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
aseemblies should be the same as for LEU assemblies.

- Typical fuel cycles are 18-24 months, not 12-18 months.

There should be a check for consistency and the use of the
same bases throughout the document (e.g., tLime, disposition
rate etc.)

10/01.04.00
cont.

11/12.00.00

12/01.02.00

13/09.11.08

14/09.01.08

16/06.00.08

16/16.00.00

12 00 00 Comment Number 11

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.

0102 00 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.

09 11 08 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.

09 01 08 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 alrecady
established. The greenfield requirement for a 1.6-km (1-mi) bufter zonc arca
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.

sasuodsay puv
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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 juat on the MOX effect would
be beneficial and correct.

1 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 E1Ss, which typically
allow %0 or 120 days for comments. If possible, it would be;
beneficial if an additional 30 days could be allowed for public
comment .

The EIS has the beginnings of a good document and the comments
should help the writers complete it. 1 greatly appreciate the
opportunity to comment on this EIS, and please feel free to contact
me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Al M

Alexander P. Murrdy.

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 foliow 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).

06 00 08 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.

16 00 00 Comment Number 16

A consistency check was performed on the Final PEIS as a part of the Quality
Assurance Procedure.

06 01 08 Comment Number 17

Comment noted.

08 01 00 Comment Number 18

At the request of several organizations and individuals, the public comment
period was extended to a total of 92 days.
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COMMENT FORM
Thexe comments apply 1 the Storage and Disposition Deufl PEIS

NAME:: Juy Myers
ADDRFSS: HC 62 Box 41, Dubuis, 1D 83423
TFEI.FPHONF. (208) 374-5359

Ax the crileris against which ki judge potentisl aliematives were hured vn the President's
nonpruliferation policy, il appears o me thal nonproliferstion aspocis shoutd he addrexsed
in the Storage and Dispasition Dral PEIS specilically ax they relule 10 each altemative
Page -3 of the Summary statcs: “1he criteria include nonprolifcration: sccurity:
carvironment, safcty, and health; timclincss and scchnologieal viabilify: cost<ffectivencss;
imemational cooperation; and peacceful beneficial reuse whenever possible.” Analysis of
the altcmatives addrcsscs only a few of thesc critcria.

For instance, the Long-tcrm Storage Altcrnatives all appear to violawe the stated criteria.
Leaving surplus fissilc material in its prescat form and in long-torm SOrage sCts & poor
cxampk: for both nonprolifcration cfforts and inmcmational coopcration. Would the Unitcd
Senics be cotent if the former Sovict Union agreod to mercly place its surplus fissile
matcrial info long-torm storage”? 1s this really any diffcrent than stockpiling”? While it is

P bic that lidation and/or coll would help address the scourity critcrion.
such analysis is missing from e PLIS. A discussion of the con=cflcctivencss of
upgrading or consmucting loag-term sorage facilitics without actually climinating surplus
fissilc matcrial is also missing. No where is the pref: for peaccful beneficial rouse
mentioned.

Under the Disposition Altcmatives. much of the abovs paragraph also applics to the Decp
Borcholc Lircet Disposition Al ive. A dly, sccurity considcrations inay b
mproved, but this approach is in reality merely another version of long-tenn storage. By
using & gencric sitc for analvsis. the PLLS ignores the p blems inh in phing to
Jocatc and open such a facility anywhere in the United Starcs. Arc arcas which mect the
decep borchol dards cven available? Such practical and political considerations necd.
atlcast a The Decp Borchole Immobilized Disposition Altcmative is an
anprovement, but it also negh 1 ider the p ful boneficial rense eriterion in
ddition to the problem of pting 1o sitc such & wast facility.

Based on the cnvironmental, safcty and health information coutrined in the PLIS. the
Elec lugical 11 t Al ive is clearly preforable in the immobilization
carcgory. lmp on wastc st at the INLL appear to be small: and, according

to Governor Lars statement, surplus fissile material would be acccptble under the
conditions of the 1daho Agrecment if it werc shipped o the INLL for treatment. the
ability of this process fo praduce LLU from 11EU has the potential for mecting both the
nonprofifcration standard as well as the boncticial reuse standard. [n addition, the process
could have the capability of inunobilizing the forms of PU not suimble for MOX
fabrication.

1/01.06.00

2/01.04.00

| 3/07.01.00
| 4/01.05.00

7/08.03.01

HRT L T

01 06 00

Comment Number 1

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.

01 04 00 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.

07 01 00 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.

01 05 00 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.

04 03 00 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,

sasuodsay puv
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Comments - Storage und Disposition Drafl PEIS Page 2
Joy Myerx

Rased on the crileria idenlified in the PEIS, the best approach fiw disxposition of surplus
weapons-suhle lissile malerial is 1o convert it [or use in a reactor. No other altemalive
mests the durd of "y Tul henelicial reuse wh pussible” — and the PEIS
acknowlcdges it Is possible. Also, convarting surplus weapons-usablc mavcrial into
reactor fuc) would meet the Speat L'ucl Standard and reducc prolifcration risks.  This will
be the most likcly approach in other countrics, and the PLIS would benefit from a
discussion of intamational cooperation vis-a-vis stindards for and methods of disposition
of fissilc matcrial.

Perhaps the Jarpest flaw apparent in the PLIS is the rehuctance of the Departinent of
Lncrgy to decide wheth p bl fissik ial is or is not waste. Whilc the
PLIS states that this matcrial is not wastc, threc-fourths of dic PELS treats its disposition as
if it were. b bilized disposition merely confirms it is waste. Only reuse will
demonstrate that it is not.

‘The argument uscd at the workshop that utilitics arc “not going to pry to get this stuff ...
we may have to pay them 1o ke it” misscs the point. Reusc holds the only potential for
boneficial use. Iaxpayers arc going % pay cqually or more for e other proposed
alternatives through mortgage. immobilization, and disposal costs with no prospect of
retum. This seems like an ideal opporunity for the Department of Lncrgy to give some
credencee to the “Lincrgy” in its titlc and mission.

7 ok A kot o e g Y

8/06.00.08

9/01.03.00

1001.02.00

1107.02.00

Section 3.9.5 notes potential host rock media for a deep borehole site in the
contiguous United States.

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.

08 0301 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.

06 00 08 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,h
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.
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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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United States Department of Energy
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1/06.01.09

2/06.02.09

| 3/06.05.09

06 01 09 Comment Number 1

Europe 1s moving toward a balance between the capacity to fabricate MOX
fuel and the capacity to utilize MOX fuel in reactors. Additionally, Europe has
cxcess 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 resuit 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.

06 02 09 Comment Number 2

The avoided impacts are considered in Section 4.9 of the PEIS.

06 0509 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.
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3/06.05.09
cont.

4/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pu
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

09 04 04 Comment Number 2

Itis 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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cont.

3/08.03.01

4/09.02.04
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08 0301 Comment Number 3

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

Reactor Alternative at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of

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

09 02 04 Comment Number 4

Construction and operation of all storage alternatives at Pantex would not
affect site infrastructure. Construction of all disposition alternatives would
not affect infrastructure at Pantex, except for the cvolutionary LWR. The
evolutionary LWR at Pantex would require additional peak electrical load
during construction. New and upgraded transmission lines would be put in
place for increased and redistributed electrical load as part of the construction
phase. Adequate electrical energy would be available from the regional power
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
required.
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NEVADA NUCLEAR WASTE TASK FORCE, INCORPORATED

Alamo Plaza

4550 W. Oakey Bhvd.
Suite 11

Las Vegas, NV 89102
702-248-1127

FAX 702-248-1128

800-227-9809 April 2, 1996

David Nulton

DOE

OfTice of Fissile Matcrial Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PEIS FOR STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF
FISSILE MATERIALS

As with several of the El | Impact St now undcrway, critical
t on al jvcs 1s of questionable valuc b the Department of Encrgy’s

stated intcntion is to select a “hybrid al ive.” Todoa pl tuation of any
p d action, the must have complete and clearly defined details, and know
that the action, as stated, is a viable oplion. Ats public meeting, held to discuss this
d workshop participants were told that none of the proposed actions was a
“preferred slternative™ and that the final Record of Decision could include clements chosen
from scveral altematives. Such a plan puts public participants at 2 serious disadvantage
and weakens the effectiveness of their involvement. The result is declining or further
fortified distrust toward the foderal agency and its decisions - especially in matters where
public heaith and safety arc, or should be the highcst prionty.

The alternatives in the DPELS are 1n two catcgones - long-term storage and
plutonium disposition.

Long-term storage 1s defincd as fifty years. At the public meeting in Las Vegas the
“no action” and upgrade alicrmatives were discussed in a facilitated workshop The DOE
p said, in resp 10 questions, that the “no action™ proposal would leave
plutonium where it is and not includc improvements and repairs necessary to bring lacititics
into a safe condition. Knowing that the existing ilities have deficiencies and probl

that threaten the health and safety of workers and nearby communities, this alternative is
unacceptable and could be considercd a “straw man.”

1/08.03.01

2/01.04.00

08 03 01 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.

01 04 00 Comment Number 2

Under the No Action Alternative, environmental and safety upgrades and
maintenance al 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.
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of this commenter, exccpt that the DOE presenter said that it would include partial
consolidation. “Partial consolidation™ is 8 vague term and lends itself to the “hybrid
decision’” that would not be a subject to thorough evaluation by the public.

The second al ive - upgrade existing facilitics - would clearly be the preference
( 3/08.02.00

4/02.03.08
5/10.00.00

Necither of the two consolidation altematives 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 of environmental protection. It also has a iransportation I

component that increases risks to a far greater number of people.

Three technology alteratives are di d for Plutonium Disposition. Two of
them are not disposal technologies. | bilization and reactor use are simply a change in
the waste fom. C ly, it is d that the resulting forms suggested will goto a

p y for disposal. B the exi or availability of a repository is not certain
(and perhaps not likely), these two alternatives are incorrectly defined.

6/11.01.08

‘The third choice - deep borehole - is another possiblc “straw man.” It is a concept '
with no proven merit and there is no site with any chance of public approval.

7/04.00.00

Clearly, the only option worth considcring is long-term storage alone - it is the 8/02.00.08
reality of the situation. Meanwhile alternatives for disposal should continue to be e
researched. Given the status of the knowledge about al ives, a disposal decision is l 9/08.03.00
premature.

The preparation of an EIS is not simply a troublesome box to be checked ofT in the
federal process. Likewise, the key clement of it - public participation is not an unimportant
detail. Of all the entities. (or in DOE jargon - “stakcholders™) 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 adequately protected or the victims of irreversible consequences

10/08.02.00

Submitted by,

7 . Lo
(_;xa e he é'
(Audy Tréichel

Executive Director

P

08 02 00 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.

10 00 00 Comment Number §

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 01 08 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.

04 00 00 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.
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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.

08 02 00 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.l. Newman
388 Wahoo Drive
Fnpp Island. SC 29920
(803) 838-4789

May &, 1996

U. S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786
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Dear Persons:

Thank you for the opportunity to cosment on your "Storage
and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materiala Draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement" (hereafter
"PEIS*).

The subject addressed in the PEIS must rank as among the

most important, long- and short-term-affecting actions considered
by the Department of Energy (DOE) in decades. It could have

very significant impacts on near-term (tve decades) budgets

for R&D on unproven processes {(vith unpredictable delays

and cost over-runs, based on earlier DOE projects), possibie
catastrophic energy crises in future years., perpetuation

of significant CO, contamination of our atmosphere (in violation
of international Eonnitnencs), veakening of our national
security, near- and long-term avoidakle 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 revievw of the effect of using mixed

oxide fuel (MOX) in reactors, along with reprocessing, on
which{illegal?) actions wvere taken by Presidents Carter

and Clinton in what appeared to be violation of the congressional
mandate requiring such review in advance of any actjion having

a potential major impact on the environment (the proliferation
aspects of the Genaeric Environmental Statement on Mixed

Oxide Fuel vere abandoned by the NRC after Mr. Carter's
unilateral executive order).

1 have two major abjectiona 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 veapons-usable\in the
U.S5.. plutoniem

As to the first concern, the statement of policy in NEPA
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requires several actions pertinent to my oncerns: Title I.
SEc.101,(a) n,..fulfill the social ,economic, and other reguirements
of present and future generations of Americans.”: Title

1, Sec.101, (b}, (1), "fulfill the responsibilities of each
generation as trustee of the environment for succeedin
generatjons;": Title 1, SEc.101, (b), (6), "enhance the

quality of renewvable resources and approach the maximum

attaining recycling of dep)etable esources.”; Title I,

SEc. 102,{(C). iv), "The relationship between local short-

term uses Of mani environment and the maintenance of long-

ters productivity; Title 1, sec. 102, (C), (v), "any irreversilbe
and irretrievable gommitments of resources which would be

invoived in the proposed action should it be implemented.":

Title I, Sec. 102, (F) »Recognize the woridwide ahd long

range character of environmental problems and, where consistent
with the foreign policy of the United States, lend appropriate
support to initiatives, resolutions, and programs designed

to maximize international cooperation in anticipating and
ggcvgnggng decline in the quality of mankind's world environment.”
(Emphasis added)

My concerns. which prompt these comments are several. They
include: 1. ve seem tO be more and more dependent on foreign
sources for our fossil-fueled energy lystann—-qaanline ("borroving
oil from our ~gtrategic reserve”); 2. there is a finite

1imit to the,now vast. fossil fuel reserves; 3, we have

only one proven, available, economic ally competetive alternative 1/08‘03‘01
to fossil fuel--nuclear; 4. vhile once the 1eader 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 saam to be oblivious to the relationship
between readily available and dependable sourees of energy

and our national security; 6. loss of 3 supply of low-coat,
readily available energy will not only impact our security.

put will have a disastrous effect on our disadvantaged,

low-income people with their juavoidable need for heat for

their homes and gas for their cars.

A decision nov to take an action vhich would intend to make a
useful,and available energy scurce as irretrievable as possible
and perpetuate the myth that ve should not recycle partly

used nuclear fuel would be tantamount to sounding the death-
xnell and driving the last nail in the coffin for the imminent

(inevitably) at great cost and oniy with the help of those
foreign countries to vhom ve were once the leader.

The PEIS should 100k aheada as directed by NEPA at least
fifty years at the impact on “future generations”™. 2/08.00.00

The PEIS should also look outside their blindered view of

the "complete, uncompleted reactors® and "build advanced 1/08 03.01
reactor® concepts. In the future, our country will need )
more large-scale supplies of electric power. The only two cont.

Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s suppo
actors. Decisions on disposition will be made bas
nalyses, technical and economic studies, national policy

disposition in re
environmental a
considerations, and public input.

Comment Number 2

The PEIS analyzes the impacts on the environment for the pe
accomplish the Proposed Actionu
after the ROD for storage, and wit
Such an analysis cannot g0 much beyond t
“remote or speculative.”

riod required to
nder each of the alternatives (up to 50 years
hin 25 years after the ROD for disposition).
hat timeframe without becoming

The PEIS takes into account future generations in that its purpose i
surplus Pu stockpiles, potential proliferatio
environmental impacts. The PEIS considers lon
evable commitment of resources (Section 4.11).

n, and other
g-term consequences of
irreversible/irretri
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of same for, at least, the next tvo or more decades are
fossil or nuclear power. The more central station nuclear
pover we have, the less fossil we need to consume for uses
(lixe heating homes, operating vehicles, our military, etc.)
which nuclear can not directly provide. (I1f ve go to electric
vehicles, ve need that much more central station povwer--
NIMBY.) Also, for every kilovatt of electricity produced

by nuclear, there vill be that much less carbon dioxide

from fossil fuel released by the United States to the atmosphere
(remember Vice-President Gore's commitment in Brazll to

work tovard eeduction of such pollution because of the likely
"green-house effect™?) There will also be fewver oil spills
with their devastating pollution and less polution of various
kinds from coal burning. (Doe is working on methods for
burning of coal which will be “cleaner”., Like the glass

of water--half full or half empty? Is this work to make

it "cleaner* or "less dirty"?)

NEPA mandates the economic effects of any action be addressed.
When 1 raised this subject at a meeting on the PEIS, the

DOE spokesman replied that costs alone should not drive

any environmental decisjon to force a negative rather than

a favorable impact. I agree. Hovever, a cost-benefit analysis
is imperative. If betveen two alternatives, there are minor
differences in environmental impact, but one requires billions
of dollara more and del s in implementatjon 10 to 15 years
beyond the otber (vhen time is of the eseence) a cost-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,
such as solving this matter to enhance our nonproliferation
posture at the very earliest time. Of course, the relative
economica of fossil fuel va nuclear should be included in

the equation. Nuclear (vith reprocessing) is 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 weitht to the National Academy
of Science (NAS) report on plutonium. In the NAS 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 GESMO hearings.
The administration did make clear that there would be no
federal funding requested for any aspect of the reprocessing
regime. Because the potential reprocessing industry depended
on federal funding, including development of breeder reactors,

the administration’s positions made the GESMO hearing irrelevant.’

I, as a former vice-president of Allied-General Nuclear
ervicesJ this atatement is patently wrong in two respects:
first, vhile we werc given access (with proper clearences)
to AEC (some--not all) technology. we, as a policy, received
no financial re{mbursement until after Mr. Carter's order

3/07.02.00

07 02 00 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.
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then only for projects DOE considered important to thenm.
Second, reprocessing does not rely on the breeder but both
the light water reactor (financially) and the breeder (for
its fuel) need reprocessing.

An adequate cost-benefit analysis, including the cost of

RLD and the benefit of pover generatjon must look at the
time required for R&D, even that (as with DWPF) performed
during pre-sperational “testing . while timing jtself is
not a directly pertinent factor in a cost-benefit study,

it should be highlighted as there is unanimity that the
urgency of implementation oon-proliferation actions is great.
on page S$-3 of the PEIS is the statement, “The purpyse of

the proposed action is to implement the Prclident'zz

and Export Control Policy in a safe, reliable, gost-effective,
technically feasible and timely manner.® (Emphasie added)

I believe there is another flav in the PEIS. With nuclear
operations, tvo different studies are required in government
as vell as industry. One is the PEIS, which is now being
discussed. The other is a Safety Analysis Report (SAR).

They serve two entirely different purposes. The SAR, 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

This requires-that margins be added to any consequence number-
to assure that, in real life, said consequence will have

a lover actual adverse impact on the public and vorkers

than estimated (a margin of safety). I do not have a copy

impact statement, as a tool for comparing alternatives, 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
human populations exposed to low doses are inadequate to
demonstrate the actual level of risk. There is scientific
uncertainty about cancer rlsk at the low-dose region below
the range of epidemiological 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 be overstated.*

Finally, on the NEPA considerations, NEPA addresses “any
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 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 is the statement, ~Existing rulings
designate spent nuclear fucl as a recoverable resource....

onproliferation

from both normal and accident conditions be looked at*conservatively".

of the guidances issued by the President's Council on Environmental
Quality, but, as T recall, the Council said that an environmental

4/09.09.08

5/09.00.08

09 09 08 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,
cstimations must be made to predict environmental impacts. Because of
uncertainties in these estimations, conservative assumptions are made o
show the maximum potential environmental impacts. Where actual
information is available, it is used in the PEIS.

09 00 08 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.
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NEWMAN, R. I., FRIPP ISLAND, SC
PAGE5 OF 7

My second concern, non-proliferation, is important as it
is driving this PEIS with, T believe, false, short-sighted
premises.

The only certain, long-termeway to make weapons-usable plutonium
unavailable for weapons manufacture is to burn it up!

The PEIS alternatives have, at least, tvo major shortcomings:
They leave most of the plutonium avajlable to future generations
for power ‘only at a high cost of money and probably radiation
exposure to those vho 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 debated,researched,
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 basia of stopping a private
effort to develop an economic qas centrifuge for uranium
enrichment {n the mid '60's. the 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-
possibte activity, why does the U.S.stand by when it is

now being done in France, England, Russia,etc.? The U.S.

vas 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 TAEA
stop it world-wide?

Maybe we should look a short way intc the future.

Looking at what DOE is proposing in the PEIS, there are

three phases. First is the decision, R&D, debate, construction,check-
out,debate,and start-up. Second is the operation,possibly

making the plutonium irretrievable. The third is then, “00ps,

we're running out of fossil fuel--what do we do now?

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

01 06 00 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.

0106 00 Comment Number 7

Comment noted.
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NEWMAN, R. L., FRIPP ISLAND, SC
PAGE 6 OF 7

on our hands (and other countries are still recovering it!).
puring this time, we must have a high level of physical
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.

Authors are from arcund the world. Gratifyingly, about 100
pepers were authored by employees of DOt or DOE contractors,

The subject of physical security is most certainly getting

a high priority. If ve can protect our weapons-grade .plutonium
and the French and English theirs, why can we not protect

our weapons-Osable pluténium recycled from pover 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. Reproceasing
conserves fossil fuel and uses other natural resources for

the benefit of future genarations. Nuclear, vith reprocessing,
significantly reduces atmospheric carbon diaxide polution,

oil spills, etc. The realistic environmental impact of nuclear
pover and reprocessing is minimal. If security can help
protect us in the next quarter of a century or more, why

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 CEQ 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.) Hovever,
as scientists and public servants,it has ,at least, an equal
obligation to state the facts, fully and openly.

Emphatically yours,

- . >
/F% Y P L LA

R. 1. Newman

puring this 15-40 years, we still have weapans-usable plutonium

A publication I just received gave me encouragement on security.

Of these. at least 180 relate to the safeguarding of plutonium.

often in collaboration with representatives of foreign countries.

6/01.06.00
cont.
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OPINION

CHERNGAL ... WHEN WL\
THE FALLOUT END?W
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SAMUEL N. PENNEY
PAGE10F 1

TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

PO.BOX XS « LAPWAL IDAHO B3840 - (208) }43-2283
May & 19%¢
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and Dixposition of Weapens-Ussbls Fiasile Mascrials. We fool this somment pariod sxtenxion is wareted due 1
mhﬁd-ﬁdmﬁumuﬂmm‘uh-um‘-dhh—hﬂ&
cocument. The greviry of fm decisien sad poserial Inpects o B i federal options are
canisn for gTEve GOMCKE. To adiress this aoneern he Nex Furcs Triba hus developad the Natonal Tribal Phumniun
Forum w give Tribal leaders e w0d etems %0 the eAp 7 © devalop carefully considersd
reapotiess 10 tha decision scasrio we are facieg.

mﬂﬂmmhnw-mhhﬂn-ﬁmumum
12 a8 open disJoges. Which iy the 300084 purposs of this Jemar. The lnitisdve of Acdag Undersecretary Grumbly 1o
mmnﬁ-mwu-wuw—hﬂnu
renmmeodations from Tribal laders gaherad for the Nattosal Tribal Phutonien Forum. The Neg Purce Triba,
m.uumﬁu&d-“dw-w-u—'m Past axperionce
ﬂﬁ#hﬁ--mw—vﬂ-h“'m—hlh—. The
wextaminble M*mhﬂmu-ﬁhh““““
Tribe snd this - Wi #Teas poliaally the
esordinasing accivites of this anpertum effort. hp&.wmﬁh&iﬁwmm
mmm:—ummn-muu-u—uu-w
nationsl equkty dislogwn. ‘The Leagus of Wounn Veters, ia particular, is sn orpmbetion we could suppon &

daveiop this sesional equity dialope.
Thank you tor this eppornenity 1 Gprems owr i »nd nde ifton decislon
oalcing prossss.

Sacerely,

Lol ¥ Sorny

Samsuel N. Pecasy

Chairses

1/08.01.00

2/08.02.00

08 01 00 Comment Number 1

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

08 02 00 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.
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Date: Tue, 23 Apr 1996
Subject: FORUM Form - incoming

serial_no = 161
MailTitle = FORUM Form - incoming

name =
title =
company =
addr] =
addr2 =

city =

state =

7ip =

phone =

fax =

email =

ctype = public
subject =

** The following is the text of the Author's Comment.
With regard to this PEIS, thc SSMPEIS and the Pantex E1S:

1. Why, in identifying impacts, does DOE not identify significance of
impacts, particularly “adverse” impacts?

2., During scoping for these dc agriculture and groundwater were
identified as important issues to stakeholders. The d do not identify
any significant impacts 10 either. Because they were identificd as issucs, DOE
should explicitly state there are no problems if that is its lusi

Please take a position on the important issues!

END comment

1/09.00.08

** The folloing is the space rescrved 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
(14 arca

Begin Reply

(*** insert reply here ***)

End Reply

09 00 08 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
cxpanded 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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NO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE2 OF 7

DRAFT S&DPEIS
COMMENT (and background information):

In the Sumnmary (p. S46), it is stated that “When the other DOE programs previously identified
in this section are considered, the rank order of DOE sites in terms of their descending potential
for cumulative impacts changes to SRS, INEL, Pantex, NTS, Hanford and ORR.” A similar
statement appears on p. §-47.

QUESTION:

to the paint, and supported by evidence.

What does this statement mean? It is ob and d ds an cxplanation that is concise, clear,

2/09.00.04

09 00 04 Comment Number 2

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.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED '
PAGE3 OF 7

DRAFT S&DPEIS

COMMENT (and background information):

In the Summary it is stated (p. S-20) that “P ial adverse impacts to waste g t would

occur at Pantex, ORR (all three options), and SRS, because the construction of sanitary, utility,

and process wastewater y to treat nonhazardous liquid wastcs may be required.”

QUESTION: 3/09.11.08

How can the construction of facilities and systems to treat waste have the potential to adversely
impact the management of waste? Is this a significant environmental impact as intended by
§1502.1 of the NEPA regulations?

Comment Number 3

09 11 08

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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DRAFT S&DPEIS

COMMENT (and background information):

The oft-repeated phrase appears in the S Y:
“P ial adverse intersitc transportation impacts related to all DOE sites could
occur because of the increased risk of traffic accident fatalities.”
QUESTION:
Is there no risk to human health iated with intersi portation of radioactive material?
Has a dose risk assessment been made?

4/10.00.00

10 00 00 Comment Number 4

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.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE S OF 7

DRAFT S&DPEIS
COMMENT (and background information):

The Summary discusses three plutonium disposition categorics (deep borehole, immobilization
and reactor) consisting of nine altematives, and ultimate high-level waste disposition.

QUESTIONS:
a 1f the immobilization alternatives and reactor alternatives (except CANDU) result in the same
ultimate disposition, viz., a high-level waste (HLW) repository, what is the costbenefit 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

. 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

07 02 00 Comment Number §

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

12 01 00 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.

06 05 08 Comment Number 7

No. The spent fuel would be retained within the Canadian spent fuel program.
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National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listing would not be maintained,”
and “None of the affected structures in Zone 12 at Pantex are considered eligibic
for NRHP listing.”

8/09.07.04

Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Prescrvation regarding the
subject of “Cold War” structure NRHP listings.

t
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09 07 04 Comment Number 8 3 S

S X

DRAFT S&DPEIS The Summary was corrected to be consistent with Section 3.5.7 which says “ "§
COMMENT: that Zone 12 does include a number of structures potentially eligible for the g’ 2

8 5

In the Summary, under “Phaseout”™ (page S-21), it is stated that: NRHP. ; g

“For all DOE sites, with the ption of Pantex, ph would have a potential E @s

for adversc impacts 10 cultural resources if any of the structures eligible for 9% S

)

Q

hS]

S

3

?

=

S

-

0N

It is anticipated that several of the Zone 12 structures will be listed. The draft S&DPEIS text
should be corrected.
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PAGE 7 OF 7

09 10 08 Comment Number 9

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

In Volume Il (pp. M-131 through M-15), the chemicals uscd arc as follows: ‘ chemicals emitted from these facilities are expected to be different. The
k reports 3 ch none with slope factors X .

NTS reports NO chemicals 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

INEL reports 28 chemicals, 12 with slope factors
ORR reports 10 chemicals, none with slope factors sites. For detailed information on the emission data on each site, please refer

Pantex reports 25 chemicals, 6 with slope factors
SRS reports 15 chemicals, 5 with slope factors . . .
Rocky :.:s reports 10 chemicals, ;°5?u. slope factors. to the respective data reports cited in the PEIS.

DRAFT S&DPEIS

COMMENT (and background information):

9/09.10.08
These reported chemical usages present an crroneous comparison, as all sites under consideration
will use similar chemicals. For ple, b isa bustion product of both dicsel fuel and
gasoline, and would be common 1o all sites.

QUESTION:

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.
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Storage and Dlsposidon ol‘ Weapons -Usable Flssile Materials Draft Programmatic
Envir (PEIS) Public Comment Form

Name ional):
Address ( ptional):

Please wnite down your comments and drop this form in the marked boxes before you leave
tonight. These forms will be submitted to the of Energy as pant of the formal comment on
this PEIS. If you are unable to complete t{huE;onn tonight, written comments can be mailed to

it o TgY

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

P.O. Box 23786

Washingron, D.C. 20026-3786
or, you can call this toll-free number to leave comments by phone: 1-800-820-5156. Comments must be
submitted by May 7, 1996. o i i e

The Department of Energy has identified three types of mhmlogm as options for disposing of

weapons-usable fissile materials. The Deparunent has also considered a “no action aliemative” which
would result in long-term storage of these materials. Please write down your commenis on the following
three types of options for disposal and the storage option.

1. Materials Immobilization/Vitrification - Immobilize fissile materials by mixing them with glass. glass

bonded zeolites, or ceramics. .
XL log Joro
————7- L4

T Al ¥

l 1/08.03.01
<]
2, Deep borehole disposal - Materials would be disposed in boreholes at least 2.5 miles deep, in )
geologically stabie formations. Materials could be disposed directly into the decp borchoie. or materials
could be immobilized first, and then deposited into the deep
A _
| 2/08.03.01

- L(Mul.?f@%_ -

3. Reactor Optlons - Surplus plutonium/highly enriched uranium would be made into MOX fuel for use
in nuclear reactors, destroying by fission a major portion of the weapons grade materials.

'3 I ] A
T _seens v Lo Ho losF e B '—’3/08.03‘01
Sl e

4. Storage Options - USDOL would continue existing storage practices {or weazpons-usable fissile
materials at current locations and/or consolidate that storage at onc or more of the designated sites.

(VO mj J"h(l’.}_ r o m% .r’?_

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.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pu
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Flssile Materials Draft Programmatic
Eavir ] Impact S (PEIS) Public Comment Form

Nanx

Plesse write down your cormenents and drop chis form in the marked boxes before you leave
. These forms will be submitted to the Deparument of Energy as pant of the formal comment on
omments

tonight
this PEIS. If you are unable to complete this form tonight, wrinen ¢ can be mailed to:

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
o¢, you can call thig toll-free number to jeave comments by phone: 1-800-820-5136. Comments must be
submiaed by May 7, 1996 ] ] ]

The Department of Energy has identified three types of wechnologies as optioas for disposing of
‘weapons-usable fissile i The D also 2 "no action alernative™ which
would result in long-term storage of these materials. Please write down your comments on the following
three types of options for disposal and the siorage option.

1. Materials Immobilization/Vitrification - Immobilize fissile materials by mixing them with glass, glass
bonded mlimfr ceramics h

ool TS Concey | 1/08.03.01
2. borehole disposal - Materials would be disposed 1n boreholcs at least 2.3 miles deep, 1n
geologically stable formations. Matenals could be disposed directly into the deep borehole, o malerials
could be immobilized first, and then deposited into the deep borehoke.
i
FAWAES 2/08.03.01
v
3. Reactor Options - Surplus plutonium/highly cariched uranium would be madc into MOX fuel for usc_
in nuclear reactors, destroying by fission 8 major portion of the weapons grade materials
7- - -
A YT A S prapes wH L A vie pueer ’ 3/08.03.01

vl —

+  aba Slosaa

4. Storage Options - USDOE would continue existing storage practices for weapons-usabic fissile
materials at current locations and/or consolidate (hat storuge at one or more of the designated sites.

yi
T odd 5T H T M sla7 Feu— . | 4108.03.01
T )

08 03 01

Comment Number 1

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

080301 Comment Number 2

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

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

080301 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for the
storage of fissile materials. Decisions on storage of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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PAGE1OF2

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

Name (op
Address (optional):

Please write down your commends and drop this form in the marked boxes before you leave
tonight, These forms will be submitied to the Department of Energy as part of the formal comment on
this PEIS. 1f you are unable to completc this form tonighe. writien comments can be maiked (o:

Deparument of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

P.0O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
of, you can call this 10ll-free number 10 leave comments by phone: 1-800-820-5156. Comrments must be
submitted by May 7, 1996. . .

Department of Energy has identified three types of technologies as options for disposing of

weapons-umble fissile ' The Dep has also 4 "o action ive* which
would resukt in long-term storage of these materials. Please write down your comments on the following
chree rypes of options for disposal and the storage option

1. Materials Immobitization/Vitrification - [mmobilize fissilc materials by mixing them with glass, glass
bonded zeolites, or ceramxcs.

2. Deep borehole disposal - Materials would be di in boreholes at least 2.5 miles deep, in
geolog stable L could be di directly into the decp borchole, or matenals
could be immobitized first, and then deposited into the deep borebole.

witf af CIT veaRad
__fuca paxebe - Ny aoecuore mSPesfi. Sizven (mhoafC
1A A0 Bias TAT igm)

3, Reactor Options - Surplus plutonium/highly enriched uranium would be made into MOX fuel for use
In nuclear reactors, destcoying by fission a major portion of the weapons grade matcrials

| hewir _Susrenr  AOY fie e

4. Storage Options - USDOE would continue existing storage practices for weapons-usable fissile
matcrials at current locations and/or consolidate that storage at one or more of the designated sites

"Ro Acrinl™ 1< 10 woarsT oetumd

| 1/09.05.08
| 2/08.03.01

| 3/08.03.01

| 4/08.03.01

09 05 08 Comment Number 1

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 sclection 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.

08 0301 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to
continuing or long-term storage. Decisions on storage of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy ccnsiderations, and public input.
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08 01 00 Comment Number 5

At the request of several organizations and individuals, the public comment
period was extended to a total of 92 days.
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PAGE1 OF 1
Comment ID: POO11
Date Reccived: April 18, 1996
Name: none given
Address:
Transcription:

1 would like 1o vote yes for the project. Thank you. | 1/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for long-
term storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials. 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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PAGE10F1
Comment ID: POO25
Date Received: Apnil 18, 1996
Name: none given
Address:
Transcription:
1 prefer not to give my name, but would like to on the pl ium disposal. 1 prefer
that they bum 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 already. It would also provide jobs in
operating these reactors. Thank you.

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pu
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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04 00 00 Comment Number 1 3
R
e Received.  D6/14m6 Section 3.9.1 of the Draft PEIS cites a range of 2,000 to 20,000 ha (4,942 to &
;‘;;ne :mdgi""g_ 49,420 acres) of land to accommodate the borehole site and buffer zone. ;
ress O a0dress given. . . . . .
While the high-level repository has yet to be sited, the environmental 2
Transcription assessment of the current candidate site indicates that a total of 10,000 ha (?i’
3 B
Thavea and a question. The q is first. It's on the Storage and Disposition-- has (24'710 acres) would be controlled for reposnory uses. “
to do with the borchole alternative, and the other alternative that uses the repository In size, how 1/04.00.00
does the repository compare with the size of a single borehole? That's my question. And the Y
ding to the Op Initiative, there appears to be about fifty (50) tons of surplus 04 0100 Comment Number 2
plutonium. The borehole alternative talked about four (4) or 30 holes. If you divide fifty (50) by
four (4), I'll even give you five (5) holes, that’s like 10 tons of pure plutonium in a single hole — 2/04.01.00

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.

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.

21qos()-suodpag Jo uonisodsiq pup 280401
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07 01 00 Comment Number 1
Date Received: 06/14/96
Comment ID: P00S4 For the Upgrade Storage Alternative considered in the PEIS, DOE has

Name: None given .. . . .

Address No ,dﬁ',cssgivcn 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

' . ifferences in existi ility ¢ ations : equi : e

My question is: How is the Department saving money in the engineered design of plutonium di .e € § e' l_ng storage facﬂlty conﬁguratlons dnq "qu.‘pmcm at the

storage facilities? Its seems like the upgrade facilities are being designed uniquely. and 1 base this various DOE sites mVOlVCd, the upgradcs are nCCCSSﬁH]y different to be

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 1/07.01.00

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? Thank

you for considering the role of the taxpayer, who is your ultimate stakeholder

Transcription:

compatible with existing design and configuration.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE10F1
Date Received 06/14/96
Comment ID P0OOSS
Name None given
Address No address given
Transcription

1 have a question concerning the high level waste repository for the Storage and Disposition
Envirc | Impact St 1 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 fuel. )
have read the Storage and Disposition Envir | Impact St and it says that the

Depariment’s intent, if immobilization is chosen, is to put plutonium in the repository. So which
document has the true Depantment of Energy intent, and which document is trying to hide
something from the public? 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

1/12.00.00

12 00 00 Comment Number 1

The Notice of Intent (NOT) 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
cfforts.
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Date Received: 06/14/96
Comment ID: P0O056

Name: None given
Address No address given

Transcription:

I am concerned about the annual radioactive releases during normal operations of common
facilities for plutonium disposition. I am referring 10 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 sbout 15 years its actual emissions are only | microcurie per year. Sa we are
talking that these facilitics would emit over & hundred times more as a new facility. The
Plutonium Finishing Plant at Hanford, which is & 4G-pius 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 usefui fife? Thank

you very much.

1/09.09.08

LT

09 09 08 Comment Number 1

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 radionuciide 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.

sasuodsay pup
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PAGE 10F 1

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.

United States Dcnﬂmnl of Energy i

SIAd [Pu1 S|PMAIDI 311Sst]
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NAME: (Optional)
ADDRESS: 080301 Comment Number 2
TELEPHONE: | 1 eiss i rior PEIG

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.
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FISSILE MATERIALS PEIS COMMENTS

There does not seem to be any disvussion about costing of aliematives. Does cost of
cach sltemative play a role in choosing preferred alternative? When choosing a preferred
alternative, it would be fiscally irresponsible without cost evahution.

As Pantex dismantlement decreases, the number of buildings used for this purpose will
decrease. Plans for each alternative o page S-12 specify modifying and/or building new
facilities. Did these plans take into effect, that existi es would b available
for use, thus avoiding farge new coustruction costs and minimizing impact on the
eavironment.

On page $-18, under the No Action Aliemative, (Page S-19 Upgrade Ahernative,

C tidation Al (both options). page S-20 Expand-Usc Alternative, Collocation

Akemative, S-28 Disposition Altemative Pit Disassembly/Conversion Facility, S-30

Ceramic lmmobilization Facility, $-31 Vitrification Alemative, $-33 MOX Fuel

Fabrication Facility, $-35 Evolutionary LWRs Alternative) the summary states “Adverse

impacts to water resources al Pantex would result from the continued local drawdown of

the Ogallala Aquifer, but Pantex’s contribution to this drawdown is expected to continuc

10 decrease due to a decrease in other DOF. activities at Pantex.

- There does not appear to be an evatustion of decrease versus increase in
the above st and idcration of using r d .

- On page 3-159 of Volume L it states that “an agreement between Pantex
and the city of Amarillo is currently being negotisted (o develop reclsimed
wasiewater . The use of reclaimed wastewater could curtail the annual
decline rate of the Ogallsla Aquifer.” There does not appear (o be any

luation or ideration given 10 ing wastewater and reusing that
water with respect to “adverse impact: E: tuation of recycling
water (Amarillo & Pantex agrcement)

- Page S-64 Summary Comparison states that Pantex would use the least
amount of water among candidate sites and 57% of water used would be
discharged back 10 the playas and consequently the aquifer. No adverse

- In other pants of the summry,

i i . Since Pantex uses less water
from the surrounding area than any of the other candidate sites, any
increase in water usage would come out as a higher percentage given an
equal increase at all sites, Even this is not true since other sites would vse
more water than Pantex for these options.

- In the detailed description of Volume I1. pages 4-160 through 4-192. water
usage for the altematives has a negligihle impact on the aquifer as stated by
“water requirements are small relative to the total water in aquifer
storage™, “Yotal projected amount to be pumped in Carson County by an
insignificant amount (0.000 | -percent)”, and ““there should be minimal

1/08.00.00

2/02.00.04

3/09.04.04

08 00 00 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.

09 04 04 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.
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PAGE2 OF 6

impacts to regional groundwater levels from this additional withdrawal.
The total water withdrawal . would be less than what is currently being
withdrawn frowm the Ogallata Aquifer by Pantex.” Thj 5

On page S-18, under the Upgrade Altemative, (S-19 Consolidation Ahernative, §-20
Collocation Alternative, S-28 Dispasition Alternative Pu Conversion Facility, S-31
Vitrification Alternative ) the summary states “The Upgrade Altemative would have
potential adverse impacts to air quality a1 Hanford (both options), INES. Pantex, and
SRS, since air pollutants concentrations would increase during construction and
operations. Yet in the very next sentence, the summary states “Cultural and
paleontological resources could be affected wherever there is ground disturbance due to
construction ... except at ... and at Pante. because no new ground disturbance would be
mvolved.

- whst pant of operations would adversely impact air quality at Pantex.

- On Page S-72. which is approximately the same for all ather altematives.
the summary states “During construction, site is expected to comply with
ambicnt air standards and guidelines. During operation ... site is expected
to comply with ambient air standards and guidelmes. i
i } penngdi 1 . The above is
stated for all sites. Why are only specific sites mentioned above singled out
for “adversc impact” If i e, i

; e, rected |

- In volume IL. the words “adverse impsct” are never mentioned in regards
to air quality. Volume 11 pages 4-184 and 4-185. does mention “Increased
PM 10 and TSP concentrations may occur during the peak construction
period, particularly during dry and wind conditions. Has an evaluation
taken place to compare this small area of construction with the thousands
of acres that are plowed annually in this arca during dry and windy periods.
The increasc in PM 10 and TSP directly attributable to Pantex would be
negligible -- not an “adverse impact”.

Iy "

On page S-19, under the Consolidation Altemative, the summary states “The potential for
adverse impacts to land resources exists at Pantex, under the construction of a new
facility north of Zone 11 and modification of existing facilities in Zone 12 South option,
due to nonconformance with existing land-use plans, policies, or controls,

- The Appendix A of the summary does not even meution this “adverse
impact”. The side-by-side ¢ i i T.5tes § i
equal. Why was Pantex singled out for “adverse impact™

- In Volume [1. page 4-176, it states that “However. the master plan (Pantex
Site Develog Plan) desig Zone 11 for applied techuology (PX
DOE 1995g:R8,11). Therefore. there would be potential adverse effects to
land use It is not anticipated that the Applied Technology Division will
expand to use the land in question, i i and isa

3/09.04.04
cont.

4/09.03.04

5/09.01.04

090304 Comment Number 4

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 gencrators and testing
of emergency diescl generators, exhaust and road dust from delivery and
employee vehicles, and toxic/hazardous pollutant emissions from facility
processcs.

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.”

09 01 04 Comment Number §

Land-use planning is a dynamic process in which plans must be refined 1o
reflect new information or nceds. 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 1o reflect
this condition.

Zone 11, a potential location for the Consolidation Alternative at Pantex, was
deleted in the Final PEIS.
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09 0704 Comment Number 6

very strict interpretation of a document written to describe existing land
use. Changes can be made easily to the Pantex Site Development Plan to

e ribe foure land use that was not thought sboul at initial writing. Paleontological resources are different from cultural (prehistoric, historic,

- In Volume [1, page 4-176/177. it states for all alternatives that “ahemative and ive 1 ; .
In Volume 1, Dege & L e ety of Amarlo's and-use plans. polcis, and . Native American) rgsogrces. At Par_\tex, paleonlol.oglcal resources are
controls. In Vahime 1. page 3-147, “Within the State of Texas, land-use unlikely to be affected within areas of disturbance, while cultural resources
planning occurs only at the municipal level. The City of Amarillo - . . .
comprehensive plan has designated land for future growth ™ These twa (for example, historic resources) may be affected. The affected environment
: X for these resources is discussed in more detail in Section 3.5.7 of the PEIS.
-use plans, policies, or controls.”
- In Volume {1, page 1-856. it states “Nonetheless. future site development 5/09.01.04
would be auticipated 1o be m conformance with the future land uses as cont. 09 11 04 Comment Number 7
designated by the Pantex Site Development Plan. As such, the various
additive, sggregative land-use actions that would accumulate incrementally, . H ne H
although consuming Jand. would not change land use. or violate land-use Basgd on COman[S.TCCClVC(.i, the Summary of the Draf:[ PEIS was rCVlSCd to
plas, policies, or controls for the user. Proposed development would also clarify the comparison of impacts and to delete reference to “adverse”

be compatible with the indusirial use visual character of the developed
areas of Pantex.” This is in direct opposition to the sbove “adverse
impact” statement

- VERIFY what palicies actually exist for Pantex and is there any
nonconformance issues. CONFIRM impression of what is stated in PEIS
and the Pantex Sue Development Plan.

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

. On page S-19, under the Consolidation Altemative (8-20 Collocation Aliemnative, S-22
Disposition Ahernative Pit Disassembly/Conversion Facility. S-31 Vitrification
Ahemative, S-33 MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility, $-35 Evolutionary LWRs Alermauve)
the summary states “At all of the DOE sites uoder consideration, cultural and
paleontological resources have the potential to be affected wherever there is ground
disturbance due to construction activities

- “I'he side by side comparison in Appendix A states “Prehistoric and historic 6/09.07.04
resources occur within the acreage that would be disturbed during
construction ~ (Who chose these sites, adequately surv ¢yed, use of other
buildings, ctc)

- For Pantex. Appendix A also states “Tt is unlikety that palcontological
resources oceur within the avieage disturbed during construction.” Thus
not all DOF sites are the same in this area.

L On page $-19, under the Consolidation Altemative (page $-20 Collocation Aliernative, S-
28 Disposition Alternative Pit Disassembly/C onversion Facility, 5-30 Ceramic
Immeobilization Facility, $-31 Vitrification Alternative, $-35 Evolutionary LWRs

Altemative), the summary states “Waste management at Pantex (botb options) and SRS 7/09.11.04
hes the potentiat for adverse hmpacts where implementatiou of this altemative may require
construction of sanitary. utility. and process w tr Y 1o treat
ponhazardous liquid wastes [®)
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NO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE 4 OF 6

The summary is inconsistent from paragraph to paragraph on pages S-19
and $-20. The sccond paragruph as stated above mentions adverse impact
at Pantex, but does not mention adverse impact for Pantex in last
paragraph on S-19 or $-20 second paragraph. or last paragraph for
Collocation Alternative page $-20

- The of liquid nont dous wastes is the arca of concern that
mly reqmre conﬂmctmn of anmxy. utiluy and process wastewater

Mxlmajmmmmmw
facilities can accommodate 1his increase of liquid nonhazardous wastes.
Thisi " - :

On page $-19, under the Consolidation Altemative(Page S-20 Collocation Alternative, S-
28 Disposition Alternative Pit Disasseinbly/Conversion Facility, $-30 Cerarnic
nmmobilization Facility, S-31 Vitrification Akemative, $-35 Evolutionary LWRs
Altemnative), the summary states “I’otential ndverse intersite transportation impacts related
to all DOE sites could occur because of the increased risk of traffic accident fatafities.

- It could be concluded that the addition of one vehicle trip to Pantex causes
an incressed risk of traffic accident fatalities. However in Volume I, in all
of the alteruatives, page 4-203 through 4-2006, all ahernatives state for
traffic conditions * lhﬂt \\uuld be 00 sgmﬁcnm traffic impact to the local
road network”

On page S- 19, under the Consolidation Altemative (Page S-20/21 Collacation
Ahernative), the summary states “Ihe Consolidation Alteruative would have adverse
impacts to the following. ... biological resources at ... Pantex
- But for construction of a MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility on page $-33, the
summary states “At all DOE sntes, excepl for Pantex. there would be the
potential for adverse bioloyi b habitat

disturbance and potential impacts to special status species during
construction activities. tor construction, there is either adverse impact or
no adverse impact -- this example shows large inconsistencies in
evaluations and conclusions drawn from basically the same data inpus.

On page S-20, under the Consolidation Ahemative{$-35 Evol
the summary states ., biological resources would experience adverse i impacts under the
Consolidation Ahemmvc at all DOE sites. This is due to habitat loss ... . 1n addition, the
potential exists for adverse impacts 10 ¢ither Federal- or State-lisicd lhrcn(cned and
endangered or special status species at . Pantex (both options) .. . There is also the
potential for adverse impact to wetlands at Pantex (both options).”
Puge 3- lbo in Volume 1. “No critical habitat for threatened and
gered specics as defined in the ESA (50 CFR 17.11; 50 CFR 17.12)

y LWRs Ak ive),

exists on Pantex.”
- Page 3-167 in Volume ). ~There is little undisturbed babitat at Pantex that

i iR

7/09.11.04
cont.

8/09.11.04

9/10.02.00

10/09.06.04

11/09.06.04

09 11 04 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.

09 06 04 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.

09 06 04 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
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would any of the thr d, end ed, and other special
status species. other than the Texas homed lizard. Most of these species
are attracted to the playas. which provide water and foraging habitat.™

- The suromary side-by-side comparison states “Construction-related ground
disturbance may increase the potential for sediment runoff to wetlands.
During coustruction and operation, discharge of treated wastewater could
cause increase open water areas in sito playas which could icad to change
in plant community wmposmon Dnchlrges shouid increase aquatic
babitat for amphibisus.™

. .
MMWWI4 - for the * T: ﬁlllld!_hﬁ“. v

On page $-20, under the Collocation Alternative (Page $-29, Ceramic immobilization

Facility, $-35 Evolutionary LWRs Alternative), the summary states “Although the level of

service on one or more local roads would decline during construction at INEL. Pantex,

and ORR (all three options), the iated enploy benefits would outweigh any

short-term adverse Jocal transportation impacts.™

- 1o Volume I, page 3-175. it is stated that Traffic conditions on all of these
roads (FM 693, 293. 2373) are typically froe flowing with low vohumes of
vehicles capable of traveling at speed limits without interference due to
congestion. Building projects inpast have had no effect on taffic

conditions at the piany and wouid not be gxpected (o have “adverse local
wansponation unpasts” i the luture. The traffic volume would not be that

grest even with construction crews.

Inconsistency: Even though Pantex is included in sites used for analysis of lmmobilization
and Decp Borehole and Reactor categorics (sce second paragraph on page S-13), Page 22
(Page 32 MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility) states “Construction and operation of the pit
disassembly facility would have no or negligible tmyp to land urces, site
infrastructure, air qualily, unoise, and geology and soils at any of the DOE sitcs used for
lnllyns purposes.™

This statement is not consistent with other altematives and associated

b y, the above paragraph is not

phs in the same sections.

and Ausions. Addi

with following parag

On page S-28, under the Pu Conversion acility paragraph. the summary states “Whereas
the associated employment would has e zenerally positive sociveconoimic impacts at 21} of
the DOE sites, the level of service on nue or more local roads during the operations period
would decline at INEL.. Pantex. wnd ORR. leading 10 an adverse socioeconomic impact for
the Pu conversion facility.
In Volume 1. page 3-17%. it is stated that Traffic conditions on all of these
roads (FM 693. 293. 2373 are typicaily free Sowing with low volumes of
vehicles capable ot travehing at speed limits without interfcrence 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 btotic 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.

10 00 00 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
Annuat 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.

09 00 04 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 i past have had no effect on traffic
trauspontation impagts” in the future. The traffic volume would ot be that

great even with construction crews.

In Volume II. page 4-203 through 4-206, all alternatives state for traffic
conditions “There would be no significant traffic mpact to the local road
network™. i i i

“adverse impact”in i )

On page $-29, under Ceramic [mmobilization paragraph (S-31 Vitrification Ahemative, S-
32 MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility, $-35 Evolutionary LWRs Altemative), the summary
Kates “The poteatial for adverse impacts would exist for land resources at Pantex. because
use of the proposed site would vot be in conformance with the Parrex Sire Development

Plan.

lo Volume 11, page 4- 176, it states that *However, the master plan (Pantex
Site Develop Plan) d: Zone 11 for applied technology (PX

DOE 19952:8.11). Therefore, there would be potential adverse effects to
land use.” It is not anticipared that the Applied Technology Division will
expand to use the land in question. This is not an adverse impact and is 2
very strict interpretation of a document written to describe existing land

use. Changes can be miade easily to the Pantex Sie Development Plan to

describe future laud use that was ot thought about at iwitial writing,

12/10.00.00
cont.

5/09.01.04
cont.
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1/01.00.00

2/01.00.00

3/15.00.00

4/09.08.04

01 00 00

Comment noted.

01 00 00

Comment noted.

1500 00

Comment noted. Regulating the food supply companies is the responsibility
of the Food and Drug Administration.

09 08 04

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 oss would be undesirable, the loss of five
jobs would have no impact on the local or regional cconomy.

Comment Number 1

Comment Number 2

Comment Number 3

Comment Number 4
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080301 Comment Number 5§

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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United States Department of Ensrgy

NAME: (Optional}
ADDRESS:
TELEPHONE: () 21908 Trad PEIS
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1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pu
disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon
cnvironmental 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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