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ABSTRACT: This document analyzes the potential environmental consequences of alternatives for the long-term
storage (up to 50 years), including storage until disposition, and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials
from U.S. nuclear weapon dismantlements under the responsibility of the DOE. Long-term storage of
nonsurplus inventories of weapons-usable plutonium (Pu) and highly enriched uranium (HEU) are required for
national defense purposes, while the disposition of surplus weapons-usable Pu is necessary in order to
implement our national nonproliferation policy. In addition to the No Action Alternative, this PEIS assesses
three storage alternatives (that is, upgrade at multiple sites, consolidation of Pu, and collocation of Pu and HEU)
at six DOE candidate sites located across the country. These sites are Hanford Site, Nevada Test Site, Idaho
National Engineering Laboratory, Pantex Plant, Oak Ridge Reservation, and Savannah River Site. Although
they are not candidate sites for storage, Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS) and Los Alamos
National Laboratory are assessed for the No Action Alternative. For the disposition of surplus Pu, three
alternative categories (that is, deep borehole, immobilization, and reactor) with nine primary alternatives are
assessed at several DOE and representative sites for analysis purposes. Evaluations of impacts on site
infrastructure, water resources, air quality and noise, socioeconomics, waste management, public and
occupational health and safety, and environmental justice are included in the assessment. The intersite
transportation of nuclear and hazardous materials is also assessed. DOE’s Preferred Alternative is identified in
this Final PEIS. The Preferred Alternative for storage is a combination of No Action and Upgrade Alternatives
for the various DOE sites, and phaseout of Pu storage at RFETS. The Preferred Alternative for disposition of
surplus Pu is to pursue a disposition strategy involving a combination of immobilization and reactor
alternatives, including vitrification, ceramic immobilization, and existing reactors.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT: The DOE issued a Draft PEIS on March 8, 1996, and held a formal public comment
period on the Draft through June 7, 1996. In preparing the Final PEIS, DOE considered comments received via
mail, fax, electronic bulletin board (Internet), and transcripts of messages recorded by telephone. In addition,
comments and concerns were recorded by notetakers during interactive public meetings held during March and
April 1996 in Denver, CO, Las Vegas, NV, Oak Ridge, TN, Richland, WA, Idaho Falls, ID, Washington, DC,
Amarillo, TX, and North Augusta, SC. Comments received and DOE's responses to those comments are found
in Yolume IV of the Final PEIS.
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FOREWORD

This is the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Final Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PEIS), prepared by the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition.
The document is composed of four volumes and a separate Summary. Changes made since the Draft PEIS are
shown by change bar notation (vertical lines adjacent to the changes) in this Final PEIS for both text and tables.
Deletion of one or more sentences is indicated by the phrase “Text deleted.” in brackets. This Final PEIS
includes the Preferred Alternative, which is a combination of alternatives. The Preferred Alternative is described
in Section 1.6 and Chapter 2 of Volume I, and analyzed in Chapter 4 of Volume II. For all the alternatives,
including the Preferred Alternative, a comparison of alternatives is presented in Section 2.5 of Volume I and a
summary of impacts is presented in Section 4.6 of Volume II (Part B). Information from these sections is also
presented in the Summary.

Volume I contains Chapters 1 through 3 of the PEIS. Chapter 1 includes a description of the history and
background of the fissile materials disposition program, the purpose of and need for the proposed action, a
summary of changes made to the Draft PEIS, and the Preferred Alternative. Chapter 2 gives a description of the
proposed long-term storage and disposition alternatives, a description of how the alternatives were selected and
why others were eliminated from further consideration, and a comparison of the alternatives in terms of their
potential environmental impacts. Chapter 3 describes the affected environment at candidate long-term storage
locations, and at sites and environmental settings for the disposition alternatives.

Volume II (Parts A and B) contains Chapters 4 through 10 of the PEIS. Chapter 4 describes the potential
environmental impacts resulting from construction and operation of the proposed long-term storage and
disposition alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative. Also contained in this chapter are intersite
transportation impacts, a discussion of environmental justice issues, cumulative impacts due to the
implementation of the proposed alternatives in addition to other actions at a site, avoided environmental
impacts, and a summary of impacts. Chapter 5 provides a list of references used in the preparation of this
document. Chapter 6 provides an index to the main text of the PEIS. Chapter 7 is a glossary of key terms used
in the document. Chapter 8 is a list of preparers. Chapter 9 lists government agencies and organizations
contacted during the preparation of this PEIS. Chapter 10 provides a distribution list for the document.

Volume III contains the appendices to this PEIS. Appendix A contains the fact sheet on the President’s
Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy, and the Joint Statement Between the United States and Russia on
Nonproliferation. Appendix B provides specifications for key buildings within each facility complex analyzed
in this PEIS. Appendix C describes requirements for construction and operation of the various facilities required
to accomplish the storage and disposition activities essential to the alternatives described in this PEIS.
Appendix D provides information on overall water usage for the storage and disposition facilities discussed in
this PEIS. Appendix E gives a general overview of the Department of Energy (DOE) environmental restoration
and waste management program, baseline waste management at DOE sites, and project-specific waste
management activities associated with the proposed long-term storage and disposition alternatives. Appendix F
provides detailed data supporting the air quality and noise analyses. Appendix G describes the methodology
used for intersite transportation risk analysis and provides a summary of hazardous materials shipped to and
from DOE sites, plus information on shipping containers. Appendix H evaluates various plutonium waste forms
for potential disposal in a high-level waste repository. Appendix I describes operations of a Canadian Deuterium
Uranium Reactor. Appendix J identifies the compliance requirements associated with the Proposed Action, as
specified by the major Federal and State environmental, safety, and health statutes, regulations, and orders.
Appendix K lists the scientific names of common nonthreatened and nonendangered animal and plant species
identified in Chapters 3 and 4. Appendix L includes the supporting data used for assessing the No Action



Alternative in the socioeconomics sections of this PEIS. Appendix M presents detailed information on the
potential health risks associated with releases of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals from the proposed
storage and disposition alternatives during normal operations and from postulated accidents. Appendix N
describes different concepts for, and provides cost and benefit information on, the multipurpose reactor.
Appendix O provides a description of facilities and operations for a can-in-canister approach to plutonium
:mmobilization at the Savannah River Site in South Carolina. Appendix P describes the potential environmental
impacts of using the Manzano Weapons Storage Area in New Mexico for the long-term storage of plutonium
pits. Appendix Q identifies the potential health impacts from the storage of Rocky Flats Environmental
Technology Site plutonium pits at the Pantex Plant in Texas. Appendix R discusses the aircraft crash and
radioactive release probabilities for proposed storage and disposition facilities at Pantex Plant in Texas. A
separate Classified Appendix was also prepared, which provides detailed analysis results for intersite
transportation risks based on classified inventories of materials stored at DOE sites.

Volume IV (Parts A and B) is the Comment Response Document. It contains an overview of the public comment
process, the comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public review period, and the DOE responses to
those comments, including identifying changes made to the Draft PEIS in response to public comments.

The Summary provides a brief overview of the PEIS. It includes the purpose of and need for the Proposed
Action, a description of the storage and disposition alternatives including the Preferred Alternative, and the
potential environmental impacts resulting from these alternatives.
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Metric Conversion Chart

METRIC CONVERSION CHART

To Convert Into Metric

To Convert Out of Metric

If You Know Multiply By To Get If You Know Multiply By To Get
Length

inches 2.54 centimeters centimeters 0.3937 inches

feet 30.48 centimeters centimeters 0.0328 feet

feet 0.3048 meters meters 3.281 feet

yards 0.9144 meters meters 1.0936 yards

miles 1.60934 kilometers kilometers 0.6214 miles
Area

sq. inches 6.4516 sq. centimeters sq. centimeters 0.155 sq. inches

sq. feet 0.092903 sq. meters sq. meters 10.7639 sq. feet

sq. yards 0.8361 sq. meters sq. meters 1.196 sq. yards

acres 0.40469 hectares hectares 2471 acres

sq. miles 2.58999 sq. kilometers sq. kilometers 0.3861 sq. miles
Volume

fluid ounces 29.574 milliliters milliliters 0.0338 fluid ounces

gallons 3.7854 liters liters 0.26417 gallons

cubic feet 0.028317 cubic meters cubic meters 35315 cubic feet

cubic yards 0.76455 cubic meters cubic meters 1.308 cubic yards
Weight

ounces 28.3495 grams grams 0.03527 ounces

pounds 0.45360 kilograms kilograms 2.2046 pounds

short tons 0.90718 metric tons metric tons 1.1023 short tons
Temperature

Fahrenheit Subtract 32 then Celsius Celsius Multiply by 9/5ths, Fahrenheit

multiply by 5/9ths then add 32

METRIC PREFIXES

Prefix | Symbol Multiplication Factor

exa- E 1 000 000 000 000 000 000 = 108
peta- P 1 000 000 000 000 000 = 10!3
tera- T 1 000 000 000 000 = 10!2
giga- G 1 000 000 000 = 10°
mega- M 1 000 000 = 10°
kilo- k 1000 =103
hecto- h 100 = 10?
deka- da 10 = 10!
deci- d 0.1=10"
centi- c 0.01=10"
milli- m 0.001 = 1073
micro- U 0.000 001 = 10°®
nano- n 0.000 000 001 = 10
pico- p 0.000 000 000 001 = 10712
femto- f 0.000 000 000 000 001 = 10713
atto- a 0.000 000 000 000 000 001 = 1078

XVl
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PAJARITO SCIENTIFIC CORPORATION, LOS ALAMOS, NM,
MICHAEL J. LAWRENCE

PAGE 1 0F 4
08 03 01 Comment Number 1
The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Decisions on disposition of weapons-
PSC Pajarito Scientific Corporation usable fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical
s Mo b 37541 and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
o 1001 62 7206
April 11, 1996
1. Davié Nuhon
Director, NEPA Complisnce and Outreach
US Departmont of Energy

Office of Fixsile Matenal Disposition
Post Office Box 23786
Washiagion, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Nulton

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on DOE's Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement on the Storage aad Disposal of Wespors-Usable Fiasile
Materiais. In addition 10 my participation at the DOE’s public meeting in Richland, WA
oo April 11, 1996, 1 would like to submit the following comments and white paper

My comments are based upon twenty-one yomrs experience with the US Department of
Energy, six as Manager of the Hanford Site, four years with the US Department of State
a3 Counsclor for Nuclesr Policy 1o the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna,
Austria, sed my cusrent position se President/CEO of Pajarino Scientific Corporstion in
Los Alamos, New Mexico, a wholly owned subsidiary of British Nuclesr Fuels Limited.
} stongly believe that the reacior option for plutonium disposition using mixed oxide
fucl is the best course of sction for the US 10 purwue 1t has the following advantages
over other options:

« M virtually destroys the weapons plutonium making it impossible to use for future

weapous 1/08.03.01

= Itis consistent with the plans of Russia and other major nuclesr countries

* ltisi iblc and, therefore, ptable to non-nucleas weapons states party (0 the
Nuclesr Noaproliferation Treaty

sasuodsay pup
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o It can be fully accomplished based upon existing, proven technology.

0

o ltwill g
dlw- im‘ n.

BNFL has exteasive experience in mixed oxide fuel production and can produce fuel
ﬁumUSexmwuponsplumitmeithefinfldliﬁunit‘lSeﬂlﬁeldplmtonncw
fwilityinﬂnus in full compti with i i ufetymd feguard

! reactor options may be 'y %0 meet plutonium disposition
mmmnmdymmmdBNFLhapﬁleoangMl'ormuluple
reactor types.

from power p to reduce the cost of plutonium

1t is imponant that the PEIS acknowledge that the disposition of weapons usable fissile
material is not a unilateral action, but part of an imernational obligation the US has made
with Russia as part of last year’s decision to indefinitely extend the nuclear non-
proliferation tresty. The nuclesr wespons states are committed to reduce their nuclear
stockpiles and pormancatly render excess weapons material unussble for future weapons
use. Nou-nucless weapons states, particularly from the lesser developed countries, are
dmdywmmemmoﬁheUSmdllmntoseedmwaqundlymdcﬂ'emwly
follow through on our Prolonged storage or ible disposition options
mnotweephble

The burning of excess weapons plutonium is totally i with our i
uwyobhmmd-ho\ddnmbemwwadummsus nonpmhrmon
policy. R g and of | nuclear fuel for power production is a
differeat and distinet issue Whldl should be made clear in the PEIS.

Sincerely,
Michael ). Lawrence
President/ CEO

1/08.03.01
cont.

2/01.03.00

| 3108.03.01
| 4/06.00.09

01 0300 Comment Number 2

Comment noted. The timing and suitability of alternatives was evaluated in a
separate nonproliferation analysis issued by DOE in late 1996.

08 0301 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.

06 00 09 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy agrees with the commentor’s statement. The use
of MOX fuel derived from surplus Pu does not involve reprocessing/recycling
of Pu. All reactors are on once-through fuel-cycles and all the Pu has already
been separated such that additional reprocessing is not involved.
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Plutonium Disposition;
A Global C . And R ibili
After nearly fifty years of producing tons of pl ium and highly enriched uranium,

the United States and the Former Soviet Union are dismantling tens of thousands of
nuclear weapons. These countries are faced with the task of ensuring to each other and
to all Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty signatorics that this matenial will never again be
used in nuclear weapons. The recent indefinite extension of the NPT would never have
been possidle without the i of the major nuclear weapons states 10 live up 1o
their u'uly obligations with the ultimate objective of eliminating nuclear

shogether. Despite its imperfections, the establishment of the NPT has pmvuded the
legal basis to detect and prevent nuclear proliferation, and its indefinite extension is a
major accomplishment.

There is general agreement that excess highly enriched uranium can be blended down
into low enriched fuel for use in nuclear power . The blending p alone is
considered adequate to render the uranium unusable for nuclear weapons since the
mnchmmneededmmndxeblmdedmmﬂ backup!owupomgnde. is the same
for either fresh fuel or blended options
hovnvetmnotreldﬂylgreedm Smce!hmumnndywpplyof non weapons

futonium (such as plutonium 240) which could be used to dilute and denature
plmonlum. and even rucwfgnde phutonium can be fashioned i lutn a aude nuciear
device, a blending approach similar to jum is not id

Plutonium can be made into power reactor fuel and burned upmlruaot Ample
experience exists in the fabrication and use of mixed oxide fuels containing plutonium
While the economics of using mixed oxide fuels are not considered favorable, at least by
the U.S. and especially in the near term, several countries use or plan o recycle
plutonium as a matter of strategic national policy. While the United States has no such
policy or strategy, Russis docs plan to recycle plutonium both from spent fuel and excess

apons. The United Kingdom, France, Japan, China and scveral other Western
European countries also support plutonium recycle.

The Ulmed Sma phns on direct dupoul of spent power reactor fuel. Direct

! in a geol itory in a glass form is under
oon:ldenuon This would be dlfﬁcul( to rwover and would be inaccessible for diversion
except under extreme and easily detected means. It is questionable however if it would
satisfy the requirements of other countries since it is reversible. If Russia is physically
ing their excess phutonium they are not likely to settle for anything less on the part

of the United States Even if the United States could convince Russia not to recycle but
to store and dispose of vitrified plutonium, it is questionable if the non nuclear weapons

states would be agreeable.
The buming of plutonium in the United States would create & number of problems.
First, it is not part of fuel cycle plans for ial The regulatory basis and

facilities, both fuel fabrication and reactors, to enable phutonium buming to ocaur would
have to be provided. There is no current economic or energy driving force for U.S.
phutonium utilization and there is substantial public opposition. But the objective of

sasuodsay pup
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PANGBORN, SALLY MACARTHUR, SEATTLE, WA

PAGE 2 OF 2
08 03 01 Comment Number 1
The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Freas vee thia space o write down 2y addiloas comements on the Stacage and Dipesiton Reactor Alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all
of Weapoas-Usable Flasile Materiaks Draft Progr » lmpect reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning must be considered.
. s Zde Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based
Loa beuélly "dursid Bviace) xdal

upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.

' ZXE pagdlaere merd Ay B agtic
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. e 01 00 00 Comment Number 2

Lokl Lor dafor y v = Y70 AP
Lot hast cnkt e niids st Tt plulimice e en Baes g ﬂ?

The Department of Energy has the responsibility to implement the President’s
Nonproliferation Policy by finding a path forward for the disposition of
surplus weapons-usable Pu which is not wasteful. Disposition of this Pu
would generate wastes and spent nuclear fuel. Operation of the disposition
facilities would meet applicable regulations and standards, and external
regulatory oversight would be used as appropriate. Previous incidents at
Chernobyl and other locations would be used as lessons learned to prevent
reoccurrence.

1/08.03.01
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May 2, 1996

U S Depantment of Energy
Office of Reconfiguration
P O Box 3417

Alexandria, VA 22302

U'S Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials
P.O. Box 23786
Washingion, DC 20026

Re' Public Comment on the Department of Energy's Stockpile Stewardship and
Management (SSM), Storage and Disposition (S&D) of Weapons-Usable Fissile
Materials, and the Pantex Site-Wide Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statements (PEISs).

Dear Sirs:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U.S. Department of Energy's
(DOE) Draft Progr ic Envir | Impact S s (PEISs) on Stockpile
Stewardship and Management (SSM) and Storage and Disposition (S&D) of Weapons-
Usable Fissile Materials, as well as the Pantex SWEIS. Also, please consider this our
comments on the Pantex Site-Wide Envirg | Impact S {SWEIS).

As we expiained in our communication on these subjects during the past few years,
we were appointed by the City Commission of the City of Amarillo, Texas, on February 8,
1991 to co-chair Panhandle 2000, a group of Amarillo-area citizens imerested in the
environmentally sound retention and expansion of Pantex. We were also requested to
organize community support for Pantex Ours is a broadly representative organization of
individuals and entities who reflect the strong support of the vast majority of area
residents for DOE's work in the Texas Panhandle at Pantex

The issues addressed in the three Drafis are of paramount concem to the people
sharing the Texas Panhandle with the Pantex Plamt and the DOE The dramatic
employment reductions forecasted in the Draft SSM PEIS will severely impact the
Panhandle economy. While Pantex is willing to participate, if necessary, in efficient
downsizing of the nuclear weapons complex, any reductions at Pantex should come only
after intensive cost and technical analyses to assure that national security needs are still
being met in a cost-effective manner

sasuodsay pup
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We sdamantly disagree with the statement in the draft' PEIS that there is no
significant cost benefit to siting HE at Pantex as opposed to the national labs. Earl
Whi of DOE's Albuquerque Ficld Office admitted in the April 23 PEIS hearing that
it would be more expensive to relocate HE to LANL and LLNL, but he attempted to
justify this saying it was “only for a one-time cost.™ This analysis raises serious questions
as to the criferia used to determine the cost considerations for this and other transfers.
The capits! outlay alone necessary for transfer is admittedly cost-prohibitive; and while
transferring HE functions may be less expensive than transferring other functions, the least
expensive alternative is to maintain those functions at Pantex. DOE appears to be
overlooking or ignoring other glaring considerations like the upgraded facilities and
trained personnel at Pantex versus those present (o, more accurately, absent) at the labs.
The assertion in the Draft SSM PEIS that it might be cheaper to transfer HE to the labs
than it would be to downsize at Pantex is fantastic and defies logic since transfer would
still ultimately require some duplication of facilities. In order to reach such a conclusion,
one must assume that capital, training, and other costs are not taken into account.
Incredibly, the Draft SSM PEIS assumes that the labs, which have failed in every instance
[ fully impl any production on the magnitud y to meet national
security needs, could for the first time accomplish this with high explosives. Al the public
hearings, Mr. Whiteman admitted that Pantex has both capabilities necessary for high
explosives work (the quality assurance component), while he labs only have one (the
ability to “press” explosives, but at a level which does not match Pantex). Finally, DOE
must account for the costs and safety risks associsted with transporation of high
explosives components between the labs and Pantex. There is no justifiable reason for
initisting the y costs and i d risks isted with transferring HE
functions to the labs

C. New construction/stewardship activities at Pantex,

Until recently, DOE concentrated research and development functions at the labs
and production functions st the industrial sites. [t appears DOE is headed in 2 new
direction. While the drafts propose 10 continue concentrating all stewardship functions
and to transfer panticular industrial functions to the labs, £ DOE cverlooks the potential
for Pantex to perform new dship functi pli y to its current
management functions. The scientific, technical and B p presently at
Pantex, combined with additional technical resources from Mason & Hanger, Battelle, and
the Higher Education Consortium, offer the human and material resources necessary for
the future needs of the SSM Program.

Pantex has the necessary resources, with the required safeguards and security, to
meet the goal to downsize and/or consolid: facilities while providing an cffective and
efficient production capability for a smaller stockpile. Facilities are currently in place 10
perform aimost all the y mission el of the stockpil 8! program, a

fact that should not be overlooked as the DOE secks to preserve the integrity of the
nuclear stockpile under i ing bud, i

Yy o
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The obvious advantage of Pantex is, by utilizing the facilities aready in place,
DOE could eliminate the capital cost for establishing the same capabilities elsewhere. The
cost of ily duplicating facilities (currently in place at Pantex) at another site
would cost the DOE tens of millions of dollars in infr ¢ alone, notwithstanding the
additional expense of related transportation, environmental remediation, start-up and
training costs required at a redundant site which would cost taxpayers additionsl millions
of dollars.

Another fact that should not be overlooked is that Pantex is the candidate site
located nearest to the LANL, the preferred site for the Atlas facility, and the planned site
for plutonium pit fabrication. This facility is key to DOE's ability to address stockpile
reliability and safety issues by means other than nuclear testing due to the indefinite
extension of the muclear testing moratorium in July 1993. The conclusion to be drawn is
that the location of SSM Program functions at Pantex would not only take advantage of
current ge and di lement capabilities, but would also capitalize on the
geographical proximity of Pantex and LANL that would be conducive to the exchange of
technological information necessary for effective management of a smaller nuclear
weapons complex.

In addition to Pantex, the Texas Panhandle also boasts of the Amarillo National
R Center for P um (ANRCP) which is taking a lead role in environmental and
nuclear research. The ANRCP is operated by the Higher Education Consortium,
comprised of three of the nation's p i university systems (The Texas A&M
University System, Texas Tech University System, and The University of Texas System).
Consistent with the SSM Program non-proliferation objectives, the Consortium is
coordinating the U.S.-Russian Summit Working Group on the Disposition and
Accumulation of Fissile Materials in order to ensurc thai the nation's arms-control
objectives are met. The involvement of the Consartium adds an academic dimension of
research excellence and third party monitoring that ensures continued competency of the
people who must make the scientific and technical judgments related to the safety and
reliability of nuclear weapons. We want to stress that we view the role of the ANRCP as
complimentary to the labs, and suppl ing, not supplanting, their funcrions.

The Consortium and the development of the ANRCP are logical extensions of the
current allocation of functions within the U.S. nuclear weapons complex. In light of
continuing changes in the national security picture for the U.S., and given the importance
of resolving dismantling issues and issues related to the future stewardship of the nuclear
stockpile, the siting of research and technical functions at Panex for the SSM Program
is highly appropriate.

The significant nuclear stockpile still present in the former Soviet Union under

sometimes suspect surveillance makes our continued cooperation with Russia regarding (@)
managemen of the nuclear stockpile critical to intermnational security. The key role the g
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010000 Comment Number 2

The issue of strategic reserve, as it relates to national security needs, is
addressed in the Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS.

Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutonium is playing for DOE in SSM and fissiie
materials activities with Russia argue for an expanded role for Pantex.

Accordingly, it is appropriate to consider Pantex as an alternative site for future
defense missions. The location of new activities at Pantex would ensure that core
technical capabilities are preserved at a location that can secure them at the most efficient
cost to the American taxpayers.

L. S&D PEIS.
A. Fissile Materials/Plutonium Storage and Dispesition at Pantex.

In addition to DOE's hesitation to name a preferred site for HE, we are also
concerned that the Draft S&D PEIS did not fist a preferred site for phutonium storage and
disposition. Whether the decision reached is for “No Action” or “Consolidate,” plutonium
will continue to be present at Pantex through bly/di bly operati Presid
Clinton last year announced that he was declassifying 38.2 metric tons of weapon-grade 1/08.03.01
plutonium as excess to national security needs. Of that amount, 21.3 metric tons arc
located at Pantex. For this reason alone, Pantex should be the preferred site for storage. cont.
dispasition, and utilization. Doing so would avoid the ic and other dant costs
of transporting plutonium 10 & new site as well as the massive infrastructure costs of
unnecessarily recreating a Pantex-like facility at another site.

1. Storage.

As aforementioned, Pantex is already safely storing most of the weapons-ussbie
surplus plutonium from the di led kpile. Pantex p: ly has more than 8,500
plutonium pits stored on site and can casily be expanded to hold more than 20,000. We
fully support the proposed action in the SWEIS to expand Pantex’s storage capabilities to
20,000 pits. The plant is also scheduled to be pgraded to prepare the storage bunkers for
receipt of plutonium pits relocated from Rocky Flats. This will increase further the
plutonium stockpile present at Pantex.

Oncmajoroonwnis.uitiscumlydnﬁed,ﬂles&DFElSdoumtmphsiu 2/01.00.00
a continuation of the Strategic Plutonium Reserve y to meet inued national e
security needs. Once again, storage of the strategic reserve is a logical mission at Pantex
as an ion of its bly/di bly functions and long-term plutonium storage
consideration. Neither the SSM PEIS nor the S&D PEIS takes the logical next step by
naming Pantex as the site for storage of strategic and surplus phutonium. At the hearing,
Earl Whiteman of DOE said at the hearing “it made sense” to collocate strategic storage
and bly/ di bly to minimi portation, and to coll giC storage

with surplus storage, since the strategic stockpile may be declared surplus at some point.
Mr Whiteman said that Pantex has a facility which is “exactly the right size” for strategic
storage, and that there was sufficient space at Pantex for all functions. DOE should not
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only recognize that storage should follow disassembly, but also that certain disposition
options should follow storage to mirumize transportation and other costs. It is important
that a stockpile of strategic reserve remain a stated objective of S&D functions included in
either plutonium storage or pit fabrication duties. Since Pantex also is in close proximity
to LANL, the preferred site for pit fabrication, designating Pantex as the alternative site
for a strategic reserve would be the most cost-effective choice.

With regard to storage, the focus should be squarely on the issue of storing the pits
safcly, and we fully support storage of plutonium and other fissile materials at Pantex
under both the “no action™ and “long-term™ alternatives, given adequate assurances that
such storage is safe and environmentally sound. In addition to extensive environmental
safety protections already in place, Pantex has built an elaborate security system to protect
stored plutonium from potential theft. Safe storage is critical for maintaining the integrity
of the stockpile and our commitment to international safety Pantex is the only site
currently capable of this level of protection to prevent possible proliferation of stolen
weapons-grade plutonium

Ensuring safety and accountability of our surplus plutonium stockpile can best be
accomplished through the construction of a new consolidated storage and staging facility
at Pantex. Such a facility would:

o Strengthen national and international arms control efforts by fostering
continued and enh d cooperation with Russia on transparency issues, and
bilaters! agreements to monitor di 1 and imize options for the
disposition of surplus weapons-usable fissile materials;

e Ensure that storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials is
camied out in compliance with environment, safety, and health (ES&H)
standards;

e Consolidate all muclear matenials which would provide significant cost savings
for surveillance, storage, and disposition.

Siting a new consolidated storage facility at Pantex also would further the "stored
weapons standard” which envisions the same high standards of secunty and acccunting
applied to storage of nuclear weapons being maintained for weapons-usable fissile
materials throughout the process of dismantiement, storage and disposition. Pantex has
put in place, and is accustomed to maintaining, the high security and accounting standards
for nuclear weapons storage for decades as the Complex' sole site of disassembly

Siting long-term storage at Pantex also will help us achieve the Administration's
nonproliferation goals. No current treaty requires us to disassemble nuclear warheads, but
only to disable the delivery vehicle; the warheads can remain intact under treaty, and the
US. is di bl I ity and unil lly. If the U.S. is to strive for reciprocity,

and encourage Rusn: and other countries to “go the extra mile” and disassemble nuclear
arms as opposed 1o merely “dismantling” them, Pantex, being the sole US. site for
disassembly, would be the consummate site for storage of fissile materials.

1/08.03.01
cont.

3/01.03.00

0103 00

Comment noted.

Comment Number 3
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2. Disposition Altermatives.

mmmwmmemmmmwwﬁmamm
for disposition, but w Jecision is resched, Pantex should be the preferred site since
it is already the current ge site for plutons d from dismentled weapons snd
the site of strategic phutonium reserve.

Wﬁ‘elhebupkuﬂﬂaﬁoﬂofuydiwodﬁonoﬂionmbcmhmdy
Mm-lnmtdmdwﬁdoniomwmhchomwmbewhmym
mdwqmmnyhmaﬂnmrudamdwﬂh
Russia on these issues.

While the US. should take any unilateral actions it deems appropriste if its
mm-«umm:qumunmmmmms
in glass or ic form; buming n a3 MOX foel;, or deep burial in boreholes
cither directly or in immobifized form.

How do these opti
Wmmummmmus. should “seck to eliminate...the
mmdnimdna&pisof...wﬁndpimﬁm'mmmﬁmdm

fit into reciprocity? The White House Fact Sheet on

4/09.00.04

5/10.00.00

' 6/08.03.01

1/08.03.01
cont.

7/01.03.00

09 00 04 Comment Number 4

Based on comments received, the Summary was revised. The bar charts
providing the comparison of impacts for both storage and disposition were
deleted from the Summary. The related text was revised to clarify the
comparison of impacts and to delete reference to “adverse” impacts. There
was no intention to portray Pantex, the Pantex region, or the Texas Panhandle
region in a negative fashion. Each DOE site was analyzed and studied in the
same manner and presented in the Draft PEIS accurately per these analyses
and studies. The cumulative impact analysis in Section 4.7 does not attempt
to rank the potential for cumulative impacts at the sites. The Summary has
been revised to better reflect the cumulative impact analysis in Section 4.7.

10 00 00 Comment Number 5

The Pu material at Pantex, as well as Pu and HEU at the other five sites, was
assumed to be present for the transportation analysis. For the storage
alternatives, Table 4.4.3.2-2 of the Draft PEIS indicates Pantex would have
the lowest number of potential fatalities. For disposition, almost all surplus
pits were assumed to be at Pantex. This is indicated by Pantex having the
lowest number of potential fatalities for pit disassembly in Table 4.4.3.3-1 of
this PEIS.

080301 Comment Number 6

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

010300 Comment Number 7

The PEIS addresses the environmental impacts of the reasonable alternatives
for DOE’s Proposed Action. Analyses of cost, schedule, technical, and
Nonproliferation Policy impacts are described in separate documents to
support DOE’s ROD. The cost, schedule, and technical analyses were made
available for public review beginning in July 1996. The nonproliferation
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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
programs. It is unrealistic to befieve that any disposition decision by the U.S. which does . : ) . : )
D emcmlare the vae of phtoreun a5 o vl s oy e U e aocs PEIS, to discuss the analysis on the Nonproliferation Policy as it relates to the
ithout auclear weapons - to abandon the use of plutonium in reactors. For example, Proposed Action and alternatives.

Russia, with its large investment i its nucdlear infrastructure, and its lack of financial
means to convert to other forms of energy, is highty unlikely to forego the use of nuclear

power, including the use of plutonium. Also, European nations like France, which lack the

vast natural resources of oil, gas, and coal which the U.S. enjoys, have little incentive to 01 06 00 Comment Number 8
give up their reliance on nuclear power. If that is the case, and in full recognition that

reactor-grade plutonium can easily be used in weapons, the U.S. will be compefled for Comment noted.

“reciprocity” and national security reasons to maintzin plutonium in pits for some pesiod
ofmnemdphntouulmenlhmughlhemxedondeﬁxelopuon TheUS cannot lead by

or ible options; it must gnize the which it
and other nations face, and pursue a course which will benefit its national security goals, 08 03 01 Comment Number 9
and possibly other goals as well.

We are not convinced that plutonium is more of  ability than an asset. Why can' The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the

we make swords imo plowshares, and utilize these resources - which took 50 much time, Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Decisions on disposition of weapons-
eﬁonmdnmneyto‘ ~nnd ine the ful uses of these materials? fissi ; . . . .
E of possible bencficial uses is one of the primary purposes of the research usable fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical
being conducted st DOE rescarch facilities across the country. We strongly support, as and economic studi tional poli 1 ] ici

o e o long.tcrm options for i ono €s, na policy considerations, and public input.

Thsrewewanmvolvemurthmdpolxysmdyonlhe
best forms of plu:omum for storage, disposition, and utilization, storage options, security
and safeguards and other issues.

8/01.06.00

Further, we believe that this option, with its emphasis on education and research,
will help reverse the "brain drain™ which could adversely affect the Nuclear Weapons
Complex as its primary function changes. The Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board has
anﬂzgommunubsngmoﬂofmvamapms While DOE has attempted
to address this probi 8 3 PrOgram (o attract new young scientists to
tbeComplc:Lwebdlcvelhllmoreywngsqenmsxsmll}uvemenmmvelodcvdopmd
maintain expertise in these disciplines if the types of sericus research which the "bencficial
use” option offers is available through DOE

The questionable efficacy of the "irreversibility” of vitrification or boreholes argues
for use in reactor, at least for pits and other “MOX-sble™ phitonium. While we recogni
thnmpinouum mp cnnonlybeduposedlhwghavmo(hadeox,un 9/08.03.01

d n ly in this important area, render naive the notion i
ll'mmummthenurﬁnurethetecmologyto reverse” vitrification, boreholes, or any
other such "waste generating”™ process will be readily available to those who desire it

Accordmgly, we support a course which will provide a ible d to

uleaﬂ‘eaedmmﬂmtheremstlong4mndwposmopuauwhchbmhﬁlw 9
national security interests as well as a common sense desire 1o reap a beneficial use from 3
these ials. The Administration should ider a jomt program b Russia and 3
)
g
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09 09 04 Comment Number 10
o dapir s roriospuiion | huisigton ;m”&‘:d‘ﬂ”mm Appendix R has been added to the Final PEIS to discuss aircraft crash and
water reactor. radioactive release probabilities for proposed storage and disposition
Such a policy would meet the “spent fuel standard® by making the phitonium s facilities at Pantex.
inaccessible for wespors use as the plutonium in spent nuclesr fuel from commercial
power reactors. It also recognizes the fact that the only course to safe disposition is to
the atom through fission. 1t also looks beyood the fuel standerd
persts the Som e i with, vegard bed 01 00 00 Comment Number 11
s the opaons avalable Administration

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

3 Eavirenmestal Safecy and Health Criteria. revisions appear in the Summary of the Final PEIS.

Even so, the plant subsequently worked with the Department of Defense and the
FMtomﬁs?xspuhovaP-la.uﬂlookmh:nqatomdiomedg
situation. However, the Draft SWEIS does not account for the reduced flights
d\uﬁ’yeumi;dnpmhbiityfor-'phlemuhmexmd&df
mﬂﬁgimmd.huﬁﬁy.mﬂnmwlm&umm
1994 “FONSL" In the recent hearings, Nan Founds responded to this concermn by 10/09.09.04
saying that DOE is formulating its own analysis not dep dent on FAA data, but b
also sisted there were serious problems with DOE’s analysis, which would be
addressed. In its initial amalysis, DOE is ignoring not only credible work already

tut also the obvi d in p ial for use n
perceptions for fair and cqual criteria for use in y ing the vari

damdumﬁduﬂmWemeDOEmmmw;is;dmdn

muuﬁdpuh&mofhnnfmmﬁduﬁmddmm

b. Eavi ! Tmop of P ial Increased SAD Functiens:

In the Draft S&D PEIS, DOE characterizes Pantex &3 having the “grestest
i i dh cumulstive impacts from an incressed role in

with evidence, DOE hes taken license o ignore these regulations by discussing | 11/01.00.00
potentislity and susceptibility without basing these in fact. We object to this type
of ct ization which "ﬁuﬂhewudyuium?ﬂu‘slbi@y

10 handle an increased role in S&D. These conclusions aiso totally contradict

those contained in the SWEIS which characterize the impects as “minimal™ and
" It is imperative that DOE cofrect the inaccurate mischaracterizations

befuemkinhsﬁmldedﬁmufaphnuﬁnnwmmm
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07 00 00 Comment Number 12

4. Cost savings due to avoidance of transport of special naclear materials. Comment noted.
Regardiess of the final decision for storage and disposition, DOE must make

accurate budgetary comparisons a pnmary consideration in its analysis of where (o site 090
these functions. DOE should insist that budgetary comparisons between Pantex and 804 Comment Number 13

other sites are accurate, and include capial and ransportation costs, and also take into

consideration the political s of transfers from Pastex. We also urge DOE to Selection of the Preferred Alternative for the Storage and Disposition PEIS
poby de” basis all fndd 7 ﬁr e 12/07.00.00 b
compare on a “side-by-side” basis all six candidate sites for: (1) Conduct of operations; (2) 00, was base C ine 3 Ve MRS - .
Implementation thereof. (3) Security; (4) Relationship between management, umons, as 'bast,d.()n Flum('tr‘ous. factors, including '.xouoeconomu,\s. All of the
community, (5) Quality system programs; (6) OSHA/ ES&H envelope; (7) Engincering candidate sites identified in the PEIS are considered reasonable alternatives
systems, (8) Radiation safety, (9) Applied technology, (10) Training programs; (11) . . . . . . . X
Explosive. and muclear safely programs. and (12) Employoe invoivement in daily for long—t.crm storage. The site selection reflected in the Preferred Alternative
operations. is based, in part, on the ability of DOE to use the available work force and the
Accurate comparisons between all sites under consideration should once again existing infrastructure to minimize the cost of implementation.

make Pantex the preferred site. Maintaining and expanding the interim storage facilitics at
Pantex would all but eliminate the significant transport costs, and the attendant
environmental and political risks involved with moving these functions to another site
Eliminating the unnecessary transportation of radioactive materials, will transiate into less
cost and greater public safety and protection Ignoring or miscalculating the risks and
costs associated with weapons materials would be a serious omission.

We are confident that any fair comparison of economic and political costs will
favor Pantex over the other sites included in consideration, since recreating this
infrastructure at another site would be cost-prohibitive.

5. Economic factors.

Pantex is perhaps the most cost-effective alternative for any new construction of
SSM and S&D facilities if DOE pursues that course. First, labor costs are low. The
existing work force in the Amarillo area has the skills necessary to meet the construction
and operation requircments for any new functions and to do 30 af highly competitive wage | 13/09.08.04
rates. With a civilian lsbor force of 110,200, lheAmnllo Metro Ares can provide the
project with a large, weli-edy d, and ‘ pensive labor pool. Average
w:gecomfmnnmfaaumlgemploymemmAmnnomls%bdowthemmul
average. Second, utility costs are highly competitive. According to the Utility Data
Institute, the SPS industrial rate currently ranks in the lowest 11 percent among U.S
investor-awned utilities. SPS has a long history of low rates and presently offers the
lowest rates among investor-owned utifities in Texas. If new facilities were operational
now, SPS's standard rate for this class of firm service at 80 percent load factor would
average 3.2 cents per KWh Also, land to house new construction is readily available. The

Department of Energy presently owns the 10,000 acres on which the Pantex plant is A

located. More tang is available for any new facility, at no cost to the federal government e
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HCR2 BOX20

Hr. J. David Nulton

U.S. Department of Energy

Otfice of Fissile Materials Disposition, MD-4
Forrestal Bujilding

1000 Independence Ave., B.W.

Washington, DC 20585

Re: Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Nulton:

Our grassroots group of Panhandle Area Neighbors and Landowners
(PANAL) believes very strongly that this document is inadeqguate in
80 many ways. In light of this and Iln addition to our endorsement
of the May & letter to Secretary of BEnergy Hazel O‘Leary,
requesting that DOK produce an adequate draft PEIS after all our
concerns have been addressed, we submit the following comments.

The d t lists r bly for ble future actions that have
the potential to be implemented at Pantex as:Long-term Storage and
Disposition Alternatives, Waste Management Alternatives and
Stockpile Stewardship and Management Alternatives.

As is stated numerous times throughout the document, "Pantax has
the grea t potential to experience adverse cumulative impacts *
in all areas except for biocloglcal resource; wa beg you to keep
these statewents in your final document and reinforce them with the
historic facts from this ares and with (Heaven forbid) ‘common
sense’ .

As the people who live adjacent to Pantex we realize more than
anyone else the tremendous adverse impacts the site presently has
on our water resources, air quality, land resources, soil,
vegetation, public and occupational health and safety, the present
agricultural econowy, cultural resources, and socloeconomics. With
the addition of any one of the possible future actlons at Pantex -
this area stands to lose not only lts economic base and stability,
o those resources which cannot be defined with facts and

1/08.03.01

We feel that it is necessary to let you kxnow that the people of the
Amarlllo Area arxe gravely concerned about the possibility of
plutonlum storage, processing, waste disposal, reactor

possibilities, etc., as outlined in this document.

6v9—¢

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
cconomic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

sasuodsay pup
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disregard this alternative in the Draft PEIS is reprehensible.

gite Wide EIS - it should also be analyzed as a reasona

food that the people of Albuquerque eat!

Aquifer, which is our sole source of water.

in the center of production agriculture.

The disposition options are not adequately analyzed.

Plutonium storage is extremely dangerous, the facilities Pantex
presently uses are insufficient, outdated and totally inadequate
tfor future storage. To construct new facilities at Pantex to store
plutonium, when there are more than adequate facilitles at Manzano
weapons Storage Site at Xirtland Alr Force Base, is completely
unzealistic and economically not expedient. For the DOE to

Manzano WSS is considered a reasonable alternative in the Pantex

alternative in the S&DPEIS. To disregard Manzano WSS because of
nearby population, our concern is - are the people of the Texas
panhandle expendable? After all, we are helping to produce the

The plutonium processing optlions do not belong over the ogallala
The contamination
created at the faclilities whers thils work has been done should be
proof enough to the DOER that to contaminate another site is
ludicrous. Thers is no technology to prevent this disaster from
happening at pantex, which lies on top of the ogallala Aquifer and

HoX fuel
should not even be considered because of environmental, non-
proliferation, economic, health and safety reasons and impacts.
The nuclear industry is pushing this option with no regard for the

cosmunities which have to endure all the desirable q
of such processes. DO should eliminate this option entirely.

source is unjumtifiable.

exists here is heart-wrenching.

This area must not be subjected to any reactor or reactors, not
only because of impacts on the environment, we do not have
sufficlent water, but also because of the waste generated. Burning
Pu in a reactor does not totally destroy the Pu and the waste
generated by these reactors will be redioactive and in all
probabllity remaln on site. Pantex does not have the facilities to
handle this type and/or amount of waste and storage over our water

The agricultural economy of the Panhandle/Amarillo area is totally
disreqgarded in this PEIS. This is the Cattle-Feeding Capitol of
the world. The cereal grains produced here are sent all over the
world. We feed the hungry of the world, while at Pantex DOE builds
weapons Of mass destruction to kill people. The dichotomy that

You may have just learned that our ogallala Aquifer has been found
to have contamination from the high explosives used at Pantex.
does the DOE plan to compensate the pecple of this area for this
tragic happening? What will the final result be for agriculture
and our agricultural products? What will the DOE substitute for our
water supply?
survive?

How will the economic stability of this area

2/01.04.00

3/09.04.04

4/08.03.01

3/09.04.04
cont.

5/09.08.04

6/09.00.04

0104 00 Comment Number 2

Combined storage of pits and non-pit Pu at the Manzano WSA was originally
eliminated as a reasonable alternative in the Draft PEIS. After considering
separate storage of pits from non-pit Pu, the option to store these pits at the
Manzano WSA no longer appears unreasonable. The Manzano WSA was
evaluated in the Pantex EIS and Section 2.1.3 of the Final PEIS. The Final
PEIS was revised to clarify the consideration of the Manzano WSA for
combined storage, and a description of the WSA was included in Appendix P.

0904 04 Comment Number 3

Waste/hazardous material treatment/handling operations are regulated to
minimize the potential for releases of hazardous substances to the soil or
surface water which could then migrate to the groundwater.

080301 Comment Number 4

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
mput.

0908 04 Comment Number 5

The Proposed Alternatives for Pantex would be performed on existing DOE
land and would not disturb any prime farmland. Furthermore, because the
Proposed Alternatives would operate in full compliance with all Federal,
State, and local environmental regulations, the operations would have no
adverse impact on grain production. Thus, there would be no impact on the
agricultural economy of the Panhandle/Amarillo area.

SIFd 1DU1 S|PUIIDI 211581
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The DOE had better take care of the problems they presently have at
Pantex and not consider any of those future actions listed in the
S4DPEIS for location at Pantex. There are other places to handle
the processes necessary to carry this country into the 21ist
century. THE DOE needs to STOP weapons research, development, and
testing. The cold war is over - now its time to dismantle and
dispose in logical, common sense ways. 8Stop construction of new
facilities ~ it time to lay to rest this nuclear beast forever!

Sincerely,

Do G L pp i

Doris & Phillip Smit
Co-chalrs

Enclosure

1/08.03.01
cont.

09 00 04 Comment Number 6

Current and future operations at Pantex are not expected to affect the water
quality of the Ogallala Aquifer. Waste/hazardous treatment/handling operations
arc regulated to minimize the releases of hazardous substance to the soil or

* surface water which could then migrate to the groundwater. However, since this

“aquifer is being depleted (that is, the current withdrawal is exceeding the
current recharge), Pantex operations contribute to the depletion of the Ogallala
Aquifer and are analyzed in the PEIS. Also, current and future operations at
Pantex are not expected to impact the soil used for agriculture and farming in
the Pantex region.

sasuodsay pup
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THE IMPACT OF AGRICULTURE
ON THE
HIGH PLAINS TRADE AREA

In the pursuit of new industrics, we oftentimes fail to recognize and build on an existing
primary and stable industry in the area —~ AGRICULTURE. The second leading industry in the
state of Texas, agriculture essentially is based on renewable resources and offers enormous
economic benefits for technology-based gains in productivity.

'Tnuhbthenﬂonhthepnduahnolaulendulm.mon,whutmd
sorghum. Tu-ulbmqmmpmmmhtbepndudbndﬂofﬂumtbn'slnp
25 agricultural commodities,®

v Oonuary 1987)

Theddhrvnlueofﬂlel‘riculmnlil\duﬂytoﬂ\eﬂigh?lainsMAm(Hﬂ‘A)ecnlmy
is immense, close to $4 billion dollars & yesr. In all likelihood, this figure underestimates the
muuuﬁmmmmmmw;mmommuauuu.s.wt
of Agriculture, Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service, Department of Wildlife and
F@aiu.iﬁwdm(fwdmmdahamﬂn;ﬁbuﬁm,uﬁbuﬁmpub' 3
whoee staffs and printing facilitics are located in the HPTA and secondary processing of
agricultural products. One of every four dollars of cash receipts from crops and livestock
comes {rom the 26-county HPTA.

CROP PRODUCTION
HPTA erops anowally bring in revenues exceeding $591 million as detailed below:

Wheat $182 million
Grain Sorghum 136 million
Com 103 million
Cotton 63 million
Sugar Beets 30 million
Vegetables/Other 77 million

Seven of the ten leading counties In wheat production in Texas are in the HPTA.
These seven countics (Dallam, Moore, Sherman, Hansford, Ochiltree, Deaf Smith, and Carson)
together grew 25.8% of the state’s total wheat production in 1990. Almost half (46%) of all
the wheat grown in Texas comes from the HPTA. This area produced 59.35 million bushels
of wheat in 1990 of which 34.147 million bushels were imrigated. Texas produced 38.5 miltion
bushels of irrigated wheat; in other words this area of Texas produces 89% of the state’s
irrigated wheat. HPTA also produces 25.2 million bushels of dryland wheat, or 27% of the
state’s non-irrigated wheat. 36% of Texas continuous crop wheat comes from this production
area

Parmer, Castro, Hale, Dallam, Moore, Hartlcy, Sherman, and Deaf Smith counties
produce 63% of Texas com.

SIAd 19Ul S[PLIIDR 2]1ss1
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Of the ten leading counties in sorghum production in 1989, five are in this trade area:
Hansford, Deaf Smith, Ochiltree, Moore and Carson counties. T2% of the irrigated sorghum
and 5% of the non-irrigated sorghum produced in Texas came from the HPTA in 1990: 26%
of all sorghum produced in Texas came from HPTA.

In soybean production, four of the ten leading counties are in this trade area: Hale,
Floyd, Lamb, and Swisher - which produce 42% of the state’s soybeans. Five counties in this
trade arca produce 61% of the state’s production of sunfiowers. 28% of the Texas irrigated
upland cotton is grown in seven counties in this trade area, 16% of all upland cotton in Texas
is grown here.

LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION

The total sales for livestock and livestock products were 1.849 million for 1986,
which is the latest year on which facts were available.

This trade area has been referred to as the cattle-feeding capital of the world.
Approximately 80% of the world's supply of grain-fed cattle are fed in the United States.
Texas ranks number one in fed cattle production in the United States, supplying 25% of the
nation’s fed beef. Of the state’s production, 76.1% comes from this HPTA. This area has

in the State of Texas, accounting for 3 million head.

AGRIBUSINESS EMPLOYMENT

The agribusiness sector includes: retail trade; wholesale
trade; manufacturing; agricultural services; transportation and public utilities; finance, insurance
and real estate. Of the total area work force of | 15,491 persons, approximately 31,700 salaried
employees (27%) work in jobs related to agribusiness in this area, excluding government
employees. The 1986 payroll of agribusi firms ac d for $446.21 million, 24% of
the total area payrol)
of $1,869,966,000.

agribusiness;  food and kindred products; textile mill products; apparel and other lextile
products; lumber and wood products; furniture and fixtures; paper and allied products; and
leather and leather products. During 1986, these seven agribusiness industries employed 11,407
poople or about 51% of the total employment in manufacturing. Payroll is $220.5 million,
42.4% of the total wages paid in manufacturing in the HPTA.

cmploy 4,897 people with an annual
payroll of $88.5 million, which is 44% of total employment and 43% of total payroll in
wholesale trade.

. - o
are building matcrials and garden supplies, food stores and eating places. These three industries
employed 13,843 people with an annual payroll of $115,955,000 in 1986. These figures
represent 19% of the total employment and 9% of the total payroll in HPTA retail trade.

Prom Y nf d
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Agricultural services is the third largest category, including veterinary services, animal services,
and landscape and horticultural services. It has approximately 1,074 employees and accounts
for $15.15 million in annual payroll. Eight companies were engaged in the warehouse and
storing of commodities, with 8 payroll of $4.3 million, and about 200 employees. Agricultural
credit institutions employ 94 persons, with a payroll of $1,795,000.

The above data does not include the payroll of commodity organizarions, such as: state
headguarters of the wheat growers, corn growers, sugar been growers, cantle feeders and the
American Quarter Horse Association which are all located in the trade area.

People recognize the High Plains Trade Arca as an agricultural region, but
few realize the magnitude of the industry in terms of revenues, tax base, and
employment for area residents.

AGRICULTURAL QUICK FACTS

Texunnhﬁmhlhenumberofhnmandnmhenndﬁmlnﬁmamm!oﬁammd
ranch land. Texas is the third largest agricultural state. It accounts for the nation's second
highest farm income at some $12 billion annually. Texas ranks first in the value of farm real
cstate, first in cash ipts: for li k and prod second in cash receipts for all

commodities and fifth in cash receipts for crops.

*TEXAS PROCESSES ONLY 6% OF TEE NATION'S PROCESSED COMMODITIES, YET TEXAS
RANKS SECOND IN THE VALUE OF RAW COMMODITIES FRODUCED. FOR EVERY PERCENTAGE
romw:mmou:nocmmmu..wswouwmn,mnnsm9luuon
DOLLARS TO THE TEXAS ECONOMY. WE MUST PROCESS OUR OWN PRODUCTION"
Gevernor’s Task Force on Agricultural Development, Lubbock Hearing. June 27, 1988

The cconomic clout which we have we need to use, yalue-added processing would bring
WHiMIy.MMM@mKhTﬂn have been
closely associated with a progressive and productive agricul | industry. The production of '
agricultural products expands economlc activity in Texas far beyond the farm gate.

Supplicrs, processors, distributors - all agribusiness - t from agricultura) production; ONE

AR OF FARM SALES STIMULAJE ER U WITHIN THE TEXAS ECO

NQ

That's what IS happening. Here is what COULD happen. If area economic developers
nubedtodenhpmeoﬂbefmdlgrlmh-reuthqhn pushed to develop other
hdustrhs,ANleulcybmu;hlmopﬁmumuxofvalucaddedinmemmdvuiwsitems
that are produced in the Texas Panhandle, the economic impact of agriculture of the entire
area would be {n excess of four Super Colliders.

Put that In your econamic-multiplier and see what you come up with!
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RESOURCES;

October
1989, Richard Edwards and Steve Amosson, Texas Agricultural Extension Economists; Jim
Smith, Potter County Extension Agent; Texas A & M University System, published in
cooperation with the City of Amarillo, Amanllo Economic Development Corporation and
Southwestern Public Service.

1989 and 1990 Texas Agricultural Statistics. Texas Agricultural Statistics Service; Texas
Department of Agriculture; U. S. Department of Agriculture.

Governor's Task Force on Agricultural Development, Lubbock Hearing Testimony, June 27,

Business Developmen submitted to

:ndations of thx ~ = d
Governor William P. Clements, Jr., January 1987.

June 1991, Doris $Smith, HCR 2, Box 20, Panhandle, TX 79068, (806)335-1050.
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ohm Synarwan. Pronkde
Pankandle gwuna( Waten %E_EE:"
Consewation District No. 3 E:'?;;.::'-:'
C. 8 Wittams, Masagns
PO.Box837 ¢ WnheOwser, Texas 79007 « Ph.306/883-2501 » Fax883-2162
May 7, 1996

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

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

RE: Commeats on Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Draft PEIS

The District’s purposc Is provide for the conservation, preservation, protection,
ing and the prevention of waste of the underground water reservolr
through Subtitle B. Groundwater Management, Chapter 36, Texas Water Code.

In fulfilling our charge, I would agree with the two statements on page 1-46 of
the summary.

Long - Term Storage Alternatives

*Among the DOE sites under consideration, Pantex has the greatest potential
o cxperience adverse cumulative impacts, part because of its relatively
small, arca. Water resources and biological resources would be
wvulnerable, and land resources, air quality, cultural r , 30CK i

public health and safety, t, intersite transportation, and

wastemanagemen!
environmental justice could be sasceptible to adverse cumulative impacts.”
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2)qus)-suodpagy fo uonrsodsiq puv 38v101§

_L




LS9—¢

PANHANDLE GROUND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT NO. 3,
WHITE DEER, TX, C. E. WILLIAMS
PAGE2 OF 2

Page 2
May 7, 1996

Disposition Alternatives

"Implementation of the various proposed disposition alternatives to one or
more of the DOE sites bas the potential for incremental cumulative impacts
in addition to the cumulative impacts identified above for the long-term storage
alternatives. Among the DOE Sites used for analysis purposes, Pantex would
have the greatest potential to cxperience adverse cumulative impacts.”

After review of the document, it is apparent to me that there are better
locations for the referenced missions than at Pantex [ am not willing to aceept | 1/08.03.01
the risks that they might have on the Ogallala Aquifer.

Sincerely;

—-

[,

C. E Williams
General Manager

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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PANHANDLE PLASTIC SURGERY, P.A.
JOHN C. KELLEHER, JR., MD., FAC.S.

1910 Couter Drive  Amarfio, Tenss 79108
(008) 368-8731 FAX (3085) 350-9837 1-800-488-5804

April) 3, 1996

U.8. Department of Energy
Office of Pissile Materials
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026

Re: Btockpile Stewardship snd Managewent and Btorage and
pisposition of Wespons-Usable Pissile Materials.

Dear Birs:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U.5. Department of
EKnergy's (DOK) Programmatic Environmental Impact Statements (PEISS)
on Stockpile Stewardship and Manegement and Btorage and Dispaosition
of Weapons-Usable F jals Please also consider this my
comment on the Pantex B8i Enviconmental Impact
Statement, since most of the issues addressed in these documents
are identical.

Of utmost concern has always been safety in the Pantex Plant and a
certuinty that the operations will De conducted in an
environmentally sound menner. As a physician, ! want to ensure
that Pantex expansion is implemented in a way that does not impair
the health or safety of area residents or have an adverse affect on
the environment.

while the DOE has selected Pantex as the preferred alternate tor
sesembly/disassembly. they failed to recogoisa Pantex as the
preferred candidate site for new and/or consolidated stockpile
management facilities. In doing to, the DOE has overlooked the
best site for meintaining the integrity of the new U.S8. nuclear
stockpile and attaining maximum efficiencies and cost savings.

1 feel that Pantex is the best site for new construction/
stewardship activities. Any comparisons the DOR 100ks at should be
closely ezamined, especially being sure that comparisons are
accurate including capital required, trensportationm, training,
remediation, and other costs.

Pantex is obviously the best site to continue high explosives
fabrication, having performed this for more than 40 years with an
excellent safety record.

Plastic & Reconsiructive Surpery 3 Surgery of the Hand [} Aesthetic Surgery
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PANHANDLE PLASTIC SURGERY, AMARILLO, TX,
JOHN C. KELLEHER, JR.
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U.8. Department of Energy
April 3, 1996
Page Two

I would urge the DOE to designate Pantex as the preferred alternate
site tor all existing and new stockpile management and stewardship
functions as well as consolidation of all plutonium atorage and
disposition in any related functions. Thank you very much for the
opportunity to comment on these documents.

Sincerely,

RN

ohn C. Kelleher, Jr., N.D.

su

1/08.03.01

M-014

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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PARUCHURI, KAVENDRA
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Department of Energy
POBox 3417
Alcxandria, VA 22302
Dear DOE,

Your claim that you want citizen involvement and the best possible
alternative for dealing with nuclear weapons and waste sounds terrific, yet
I cannot help to find numerous contradictions in your statements in the
SS&M and PEIS.

You fail to note:

1)We are trying to get rid of our plutonium and HEU, not make
more of it in new and old reactors. Building more reactors can, in tumn,
spur the development of more nuclear weapons by the use of reactor
byproducts. This plan for reusing plutonium in reactors breeds the
proliferation of nuclear weapons not only in the US but also in other
countries. Countries can start with the guise of using “commercial”
reactors and secretly build nuclear weapons(see North Korea). Also, by
reusing the plutonium, we will get more hazardous waste than we
originally had.

2)DOE's visions need to be loag-term, not short-term. Sure, nuclear
reactors can give us energy in the short term, but is it worth risking the

health and well-being of our children for 20,000 years to come? No. No.

No. Even though death may not be immediate, radiation leads 1o death by

1/01.06.00

2/01.00.00

0106 00 Comment Number 1

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

Spent fuel produced under the weapons Pu disposition mission would be
essentially the same as fuel normally produced in commercial reactors (both
have Pu in the spent fuel form) which would not be more hazardous. The
spent fuel would meet the same criteria as the commercial reactor spent fuel
that would eventually be sent to an NWPA geologic repository.

010000 Comment Number 2

It is only prudent and responsible to include both short and long terms. If Pu
disposition is not implemented in the short term, the “clear and present
danger” of nuclear proliferation could cause significant long-term irreversible
damage to mankind.
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PARUCHURI, KAVENDRA
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changing DNA. No level of radiation is proven to be safe! Taxpayers end
up footing many health bills that result from the radicactive poisoning that
the DOE has allowed.

3)DOE needs to stop lying to the public about information that it has
presently and about government deception in the pest. DOE continues to lie
to the people(see the reactor and peopie at Hanford, Washington who were
poisoned by a radicactive cloud that the government secretly relcased).
Unless the government opens its records to the public, we will pever get at
the truth.

4)DOE needs to consider more alternatives. By using the same
contractors over and over, DOE fails to see new ideas and methods of
disposal. Independent scicntists, academics, analysts, and experts(working
on their own; not for corporate America or the government) need to
collaborate to research and find the safest method of disposal. Allernatives
like vitrification must be considered.

S)Worker and community safety need to be the number one priority.
Also, DOE needs to be consistent with the global urgency of eliminating al]
nuclear weapoos. Nuclear reactors need to be shut down because as long as
there are nuclear reactors, a potential for bomb making is present.

6)DOE really does not care about public opinion despite its claims.

This debate is the most pressing issue facing Americans today, yet why did

the government nationally encourage participation. I sec Army

3/01.00.00

4/01.00.00

5/01.00.00

6/08.02.00

e . - - e m = -

0100 00 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy has declassified a great deal of information
regarding weapons-usable fissile materials. Inventories and locations of these
materials were documented in a report released by the Secretary in her
Openness Initiative in 1993 and again in 1996.

01 00 00 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy considered a total of 37 alternatives for Pu
disposition, and selected nine “reasonable” alternatives for further analyses in
this PEIS. The screening process to select these alternatives was documented
and reviewed by the Interagency Working Group (membership includes
various Federal agencies and the White House Office of Science and
Technology). DOE efforts also considered and built on the extensive previous
work of the NAS.

01 00 00 Comment Number 5

Comment noted.

0802 00 Comment Number 6

The Department of Encrgy 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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commercials all the time, but I did not see any commercials about SS&M
and PEIS. Why was the local Nashville football debate set above the
nuclear debate?

In addition, the PEIS(all 3,000 pages) is too confusing and
complicatedly written for most citizens to understand. The incessant use of
jargon terms, although useful in a DOE spelling contest, only serve to
perplex the reader.

The terrible truth is: no citizen has time to read 3,000 pages of
jargon. [ suggest that the govermment create a nationally televised forum in
which the DOE goes up for questioning on this issue. I'm not talking about
a one sided DOE lecture. I'm talking about intensive scrutiny of the DOE
by independent scientists, environmental activists, community leaders,
academics, and other people who are against proliferation. If the DOE is so
certain that it has all the options, let the members of DOE take on the
unheard voices in front of the media and the American people.

If read, I'm sure that this letter will be dismissed as a letter from
“just another one of those hippie freaks.” Rest assured, | am not a hippic
and certainly am not a freak.

Outraged United States CITIZEN,

Kavendra Paruchuri

7/08.00.00

8/08.02.00

08 00 00 Comment Number 7

It is recognized that storage and disposition of surplus weapons-usable fissile
materials is a complex situation and necessarily involves the use of many
technical terms. DOE has made every effort to keep the PEIS a readable
document. The size of the document not only reflects the complexity of the
proposed proceedings but also provides the public all of the information
needed to fully participate in the decisionmaking process.

08 02 00 Comment Number 8

The National Environmental Policy Act requires the government to make
documents such as the PEIS available to the public for comment so that the
scrutiny of all members of the public can be applied to the Proposed Action.
DOE also holds a number of interactive public meetings at which senior DOE
officials present information, answer questions, and accept public comments.
DOE strives to hold meetings and open avenues for comment in such a
manner that there are no unheard voices.
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Jay Rose

Office of Reconfiguration, U.S. Dept of Energy
1000 independence Ave., S W

Washington, D.C. 20585

April 24, 1996
Dear Mr. Rose,

Please find here comments on the PEIS's that have recently been issued refated to the
recontiguration of the Nuclear Weapons Complex. !t is with great seriousness and concern that | am

writing

The comments are limited and incomplete due to the complexity of the subject, the voluminous
nature of your “dictionary-size” reports, and the shortness of the time to comment.

I represent, in principle, the positions taken by the statewide group of which | am chair. Peace Action
Texas, and of the national organization, with which we are affiliated with the same name. Together
we are the largest grass roots peace organization in the country, we are an NGO to the United
Nations and cooperate and support similar peace organizations in others countries.

As a peace activist who has been for years an advocata of nuclear disarmament, a Comprehensive
Test Ban and a world treaty for Non Proliferation, | am celebrating the fact that we are tinally on the
path. Indeed. we are now living through a time of historic opportunity. Our actions, our policies will
effect generations throughout the world for thousands of years to come. | hope and pray that we
have the will and the moral courage to grasp this opportunity.

The United States can and must lead the world on a path to peace---peace with one another and
peace with our fragile planet. Our decisions and actions related to our Nuclear Weapons Complex
will be a major part of that journey for mankind

Since|
20

Jan Sdnders
Chayf, Peace Action Texas

ﬁ;a xnﬁm Tqu:;pwr@u 6u¢.('qmiuuan whsse mission & purpase is to educate the public in order to recrust members
organice them . : aﬂuy with the ’paﬁdalpowa 0 reverse dhe world arms race, abolish
nuclear weapons, each and practice nom-violent resolution of conflict and construct a world of peace & justuce.

Jan Sanders, Chair 7326 Malabar Lane Dallas, TX 75230  (214)369 9358

+)
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PEACE ACTION TEXAS, DALLAS, TX,

JAN SANDERS
PAGE 2 OF 4
Comments
byJ-\Slldn
re the Draft Prog: Er ) impact Stak for the Stockpile St ip and
meumwmum

the Sworage and Disposition of Nuciesr Materials

Process for public comment. | called the DOE ona week prior 10 the Amarilio mestings 10 get the
achedule and format so that | could meet the deadiing for air fares to travel from Dallas. The
schedule, as 10id 10 me, changed in that week. Indesd local members said that had been a problem
throughout the lead time for this meeting.

1 am concerned about all three of the PEIS's, but | nesded 10 be four places at once Monday
evening, which was impossible. Because | was told that everything would be over by noon on
Tuesday | was not able avall myse¥ of the additional jons on T ‘,

| would encourage the Dept. in planning future poh
mmmmmwhmmwbmmmam
that would be interested in providing public input on the fopica at stake.

The massage? Pubiic input, questions, and comments are not readly being sought in this
round of reviews.

R ,
1) 1 would Ske 10 have sent t0 me the documents, maemorandum or legistation from the President
and the Congress that directs the DOE 1o maintain the safety and reliabilty of the enduring nuciear
weapons stockple.” p S-1 What is the number of warheads that the Dept. is being asked ©o maintain
in the ready arsenal? How was this number determined? Was there public debate on this?

ImehWhmmumwmmwulmud

rity. Isthe ber 50 small that the touted “nucieer * would be questioned?

mmdumunmmhwunnwmwmm
ma-mwmmounmm-whhmmmwmum
a Freedom of information reqt for this information. it is & 1o resp 1 the issues of
wuy-ummmmm r-mhlho

“Swock nt capabilities are independent of foresesable future
stockplle szes * S-3 nhmﬂbdbmm"ﬂbdmmwwdmm
our NPT position, but we want to keep on the ready the capability of putting a bomb together
fomorow.

2) hmunwu.mammrw Morstorium that has been in effect under
both a Rep and D Presich why is the Test Site being maintained and
funded?

3) Why must an altemnative to underground nuciear testing be developed to verily the “safety anc
reliability of weap: ?7S-1 Owr has been tested, repaired, & maintained for years We
have sated a huge ile and an incredible amount of knowledge. Didn't we leamn how to
do it? How can the additional expense be defended?

4) Inight of the knowledge (an lack of i) that we have acquired in the 50 years of the atomic era.
why would we even consider the continuation of the new construction that would result in the

1/08.02.00

08 02 00 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy, including the Office of Fissile Materials
Disposition, makes every effort to automatically notify those who have
participated in the past of public meetings about the availability of
documents.
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creation of more low and high level waste? We are struggiing with the waste we already have! To
construct new tactities that would provide the plutonium processing that formerty was at Rocky Flats
n this era of nuclear dissrmament seams 10 make a mockery of owr treaties, it insults the

of the Amerk xpayer and is an incrextible threat i the environment

5) In the alemative © consolidate the “capability”, transiate that the ability 10 buikd new nuciear
bombe, that moves the Rocky Fiats plionium processing 10 Pantex, | would ke 10 ask it any or all of
the other DOE facilibes are located over an aquifer?

6) Ciarity for me the level of mportance placed on the impact of jobs lost or jobs gamed in any
mmnmmmmdmm

| hope 10 receive 0 the above questi In light of these questions. | would like 10 take
30me cleas positions on the issues.
Positions and urgings:

1) Deveiop a program that would continue the orderty of owr nuClear arsenal. Use this
disassembly action 10 lesd and provide an incentive 1o the other nuclear powers 10 do the same.
Concentrate our research and considerabie technical expertise on the safe disposal of the lethal
material.

Use the nucieer fabe and our trained and dedk throughout the lex in &
Mnthmmnumsn-wm\gdﬂnmmuwﬂam-
period of time, with open inspections and smxchange of exportise.

2) mmmmwmﬂmmnmmm
development of a sound and safe nuciear public pokcy. The of the #
nany'mnwisuhmohnmhddwvlhwmm
neighbors.

3) N other DOE sites are not over aquiters of the size and importance as the Ogsiatta. 1 would urge
the storage of phAaonium oF the vitrified or ceramic trestments of the waste at any of these other sttes.
There is No good location, but we do know that # radio-active material from phuonium emers the
water supply it will be there for what number of yesrs?--25,0007 or just a few hundred?

4) !mwnmdmmwmmdummmmorm
# continues the waste stream, o svery and handiing of the
Mmlmwnmwmmmumhwm 1 know
1t 13 hot, difticull, etc., but the phutonium is stil there and is a cruciad ponent of the
bomb.

5) Shut down the Nevada Test Site. Convert & 10 a solar energy testing srte or 13 the area 1o hot?

6) Shut down one of the tabs. Does the myth of the “competition” stifl ren? When | loamed that
Nagasaki bomb was from the 2nd lab & made me grieve with shame that we might have used
Nagasaki a3 a test. Convert the remaining lab imo an all out effort 1 do the research on waste
disposal or neutralization of radio-active materials.

‘ 2/09.04.08

| 08.03.00

4/08.02.00

5/08.03.01

6/08.03.01

09 04 08 Comment Number 2

Potential impacts to groundwater quality are considered to be minimal at all
facilities due to hazardous material/waste handling and treatment/disposal
Federal and State requirements. Due to the current and expected future
depletion of the Ogallala Aquifer, the potential to affect groundwater
availability is a concern at Pantex.

08 03 00 Comment Number 3

Sociocconomic factors, such as the number of jobs lost or gained under each
alternative, have been analyzed in the PEIS. That information will be
presented to the decisionmakers in making decisions on the storage and
disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials. Socioeconomic
environmental factors include the number of direct jobs (construction and

operation), indirect jobs, local area infrastructure (police, hospitals,

transportation, and education), and environmental justice.

08 02 00 Comment Number 4

The PEIS and its source documents referenced in Chapter 5 (References) of
the PEIS are unclassified to the extent practicable without compromising
national security. The classified information needs to be protected in order to
reduce the probability of the nuclear materials being taken by terrorists,
foreign or domestic. DOE is committed to an Openness Policy. A significant
portion of the information used to prepare this PEIS was declassified in the
last 2 years.

08 0301 Comment Number 5

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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7) Swopthe i h ical h and development and war and kitling. i
ummwmwmnoummmm Place R In one of our
grest universities or hoapitals or at the Peace Institute not for new bomb making.

8) Peace Action has as ona of ks four program &/es s support for economic convertion from a
war-defense contracted Yy 10 & peace 1t includes job conversion and/or re tralning
dmﬂnbydbmdmuﬂnmmhmdnbmmmbwmm
defense contracts. We would not um our backs on their needs. nor would we ever support the
continuation of bomb making as a jobs program. The DOE should not allow the boosterism of the
Chamber of Commerce of one area (Panhandie 2000) dictate these decisions of national and
international import. And finally,

9) Peace Action has taken a position in support of Aboliton 2000, a woridwide movement t0 abolish
nuciear weapons by the year 2000. Thersfore, | urge that you consider the Start Il treaty  just that,
a start 'oward the very aftainable goal of Abolition 2000. To allow the Start II treaty 10 kmii :n anyway
our lsadership in the Non Proliferation work (p S-7) would be wrong.

Some further observations, questions and commaents:

Witha . bering in the which was bullt over a period of years, | would make
the logical assumption that R will age over & period of time as well. What If we cannibalized parta
from one 10 another 1o make repairs and 10 maintain &3 many &s possible, how long would it take for
us 10 drop 10 2er0? 1, during this wear down period, we fook a lesdership role in the Non-
Proferstion we could produce a much safer and secure worid, than we would have it
were bristiing with new weapons “capability”.

In recent yesrs the military genius of this country has produced modermn, non nucieasr weapons that
approach the destructive power of a nuclesr warhead. As a psace adh 1'm not particularty
MdMMIMMMMNMMMWMM‘M“ the transport,

g and the nt of those weapons are not as greal or as
mwmummmmmm How can we put our own pecple and our own
environment at this level of health and safety risk when we have in hand safer atternatives? Have
we, in the build-up and now in tha prospects of the ip” of an arsenal capable of blowing
up the world, deterred the bomb from being dropped on us by others, but Instead have we not
dropped it on our selves?

The powsr, the near worship of the power of the nuciear bomb is evil. It undermines the moral
wammym“nﬁlm\o op of mass ot
this magnitude and by the the p dmmmuwuu

During the height of the arms race during the Cold War the Bishops of the Catholic church
WNMbmmMMEMMMMMMMlnmdr‘lnl)dlnum
pastoral letter ch ged even the

| intend 10 copy these o the F the of Defense and Energy and to my

08 03 01 Comment Number 6

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.

0106 00 Comment Number 7

Comment noted.
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Storage and Disposition of Weapons Fissile Materials
Comments on Draft PEIS
April 2.1996

Bob Peelle
130 Oklahoma Avenue
Oak Ridge. TN 137830

Summary:

1. The *no disposition*® option should bes chosen for surplue
weapons plutonium .in the short run., Since treaty obligations
probably require effort soon to reduce the amount of weapons
plutonium stored, a plan must be developed to reduce the
total amount of plutonium through its use as fuel in suitable
nuclear reactors. Note that mixed oxide fuel use in current
light water reactors would not reduce the total plutonium
figure very much.

(Total Pu = weapons Pu + reactor fissile Pu.)

2. The oumber of storage sites for weapons plutonium should
ba reduced (not necessarily to one). This thought is based
on efficiency and the need to abandon some storage sites.

3. Plutonium and HEU storage should not bes co-located. If
the same site must be employed, strict separation between the
areas used for each material should be assured. This
suggestion is based on the assumption that figsile materials
will be processed to some extent at each storage site. The
health physics needs at the facilities can efficiently be met
if workers at the HEU storage site are sure that plutonium
cannot be present.

Details leading to Recommendation 1:

The author recognizes that this recommendation rests on
different bases from those generally adopted. These are:

a. DOE and relevant agencies in other responsible
nations should show concern for the long-term future of our
society. Here, I suggest a time horizon of 1000 vyears for
our nation and at least 1000 generations for human
civilization.

b. BEnergy resource depletion will eventually be a
problem, sc we should avoid compromising the resources that
will be required. If breeder reactors come to be needed,
plutonium reserves will be of great value for startup.

1/01.00.00

2/02.00.08

1 3/08.03.01

4/02.04.08

1/G1.00.00
cont.

01 00 00 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy’s Proposed Action is to conduct disposition for
surplus Pu and provide safe and secure long-term storage for nonsurplus
weapons-usable fissile materials to support national defense. The intent of the
Proposed Action for Pu disposition is not to pursue total Pu destruction, but
to convert the Pu into a proliferation-resistant form that meets the Spent Fuel
Standard as recommended by the NAS. DOE, in considering the Spent Fuel
Standard, evaluated the adequacy of the Standard versus the greater degree of
destruction achievable with other options such as the Advanced Deep Burn
Reactor Option and the Accelerator Option. It was judged that the Spent Fucl
Standard is adequate since it would convert the weapons Pu to a form that
would make it as difficult to retrieve and reuse in weapons as the Pu contained
in the much larger existing volume of spent fuel from commercial nuclear
reactors.

02 00 08 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

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

02 04 08 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.

sasuodsay pup
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c. After a few hundred years, spent reactor fuel (or
Cs8-137 spiked plutonium) can be safely processed by national
groups or by terrorist organizations.

d. For either good or evil purposes, spent fuel
repositories will be mined once fission product radiocactivity
has decayed to the level that the work can be done safely.
1f weapons grade plutonium {or HEU) is present, use in
weapons will be considered.

e. Terrorist nations or organizations are assumed to be 1/01.00.00
able to do anything thst is possible. It is stated that
reactor grade plutonium can be used to make nuclear cont.
explosives. {( National Academy of Sciences, °Management and
Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium® (1994) p30. I don't
have the underlying reference)

A quick response to my approach might be *...future
generations will have to care for themseves." They must, but
we should give them a chance for success whenever we can.
Disposing of weapons plutonium quickly seems unimportant if
much larger amounts of reactor plutonium are present and
becoming available. The best course must be to pause and
think hard before taking hasty expensive action.

Needs for careful analysis in the final PRIS:

Topics are listed below that need to be discussed in the
final PEIS if the present recommendations are to be
considered. Perhaps the author failed to locate adequate
sections that are already included in the draft PEIS.

a. Show the estimated switchover and operating costs for
plutonium storage as a function of how many storage sites are | 5/07.02.00
maintained, for a fixed total amount of plutonium.

b. Indicate the extent to which chemical and/or physical
processing are expected to take place at the major plutonium
storage sites. Surface treatments and machining should be
included. The interest is in supporting estimates of likely
environmental releases.

6/02.00.08

c. Estimate the extra capital and operating costs expected
to be required if storage facilities for HEU and plutonium
are co-located in such a fashion that health physics
operations must distinguish during field monitoring whether
alpha particles have been emitted from uranium or plutonium.

5/07.02.00
cont.

4a. Indicate what can be foreseen about the security of deep
underground storage against a determined national effort to
utilize guided drilling from a surface location external to
the secure area at a storage location. (Note remarks in the

7/13.00.00

07 02 00 Comment Number 5

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

02 0008 Comment Number 6

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.

130000 Comment Number 7

The security aspects of the storage and disposition alternatives will be
developed further in detailed designs for the selected alternative(s).

SIAd 1PU1 SIPMIIDI 2]1SS1
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August 1995 American Nuclear Society panel report *Protection
and Management of Plutonium®, page 26.)

e. Is spent fuel easy to process safely to extract
plutonium once most fissicn products have decayed, say after
300 years?

f. The acceptance of the finding that availability of
reactor grade plutonium (high percent Pu-240) is as sensitive
for proliferation concerns as pure plutonium-239 has grave
policy implications. If the statement is fully true, the
problem with surplus weapons-grade plutonium pales compared
to the total plutonium nonproliferation problem.

Is it likely that the extra difficulties and dangers of
building nuclear explosives with reactor-grade plutonium
would discourage national or renegade terrorists from using
this route to terror? Should DOE reverse its finding? TIf
so, the idea of using mixed oxide fuel in light water
reactors would be much more sensible than it is under the
current "all plutonium 1is equivalent® dictum.

g. How rigid are the treaty obligations relative to how
soon disposition of excess weapons plutonium must be
accomplished?

h. Have reactors been developed for which discharged fuel

does not contain as much plutonium as spent fuel from light
water reactors now does? What about CANDU or equivalent
reactors? My memory is that heavy water reactors can utilize
most of the plutonium they produce.

The above comments represent only myself. 1 am a
nuclear physicist retired from ORNL and a fellow of the
American Nuclear Society. I was long a Roane County
Commissioner.

‘ 7/13.00.00
cont.

| 8/15.00.00

1/01.00.00
cont.

1500 00 Comment Number 8§

This would require appropriatcly designed facilities including extensive
chemical processes. While the PEIS discusses the generation of spent fuel as
an indirect result of potential disposition actions any subsequent reprocessing
and cxtraction of Pu from that spent fuel is beyond the scope of the PEIS and
the fundamental nonproliferation purposc of the disposition effort.

sasuodsay puv
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08 03 01 Comment Number 1
C (ID: P0020 i
Date Received:  April 18, 1996 The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
:;‘:;;sz RN Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative. Decisions on disposition of
S weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses,
ranscoption. . . . . . . . . .
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, existing
I'm for using the cxpertise that is available at the INEL to glassify nuclear waste, howcver, the 1 1/08.03.01 ..
storage problem has got to be solved. If the Statc of New Mexico continues to stall on the agreements, and pUbllC 1npul.
utilization of the storage facility that has been built down there, it should be closed, and if they
stall saying they need roads around their cities, to me that’s just another stall. The overhead that 2/12.00.00
is being spent at taxpayer’s expense down there for, in my estimation, no good purpose should be
terminated, and if Ncvada is going to pull the same thing, then we should be taking a hard look at 120000 Comment Number 2
that. Idaho has got the expertise and an asea that can process this material without undue barm if
it's Jeft above ground and not in storage. If the storage problem should ever inate the
squifer out there, the down stream area of [daho could be seriously damaged. That's my 3/090403 Comment nOted‘
commenis.

0904 03 Comment Number 3

Hazardous material handling/storage operations are regulated to minimize the
potential for releases of hazardous substances to the soil or surface waters
where they could migrate to the groundwater.
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Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usabie Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic

Eavir I Impact S (PEIS) Public Comment Form

Name (optional): Danlc l E ?g tecsca
Address ) %’I'I.Y K Are /V'/f
. BT

Please write down your comments and drop this form in the marked boxes before you leave
torught. These forms will be submitted to the of Energy as part of the formal comment on
this PEIS. If you arc unable to complete this form tonight, written comments can be mailed to:

raners of
ice of Fistile Matcrials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786
Washingion, D.C. 20026-3786
or. you can call this toll-free number 10 leave comments by phone: 1-800- 820 3156. Comments must be
submitied by May 7, 1996. )

The ni of Encrgy has identified three types of technologies as options for disposing of
weapons-usable fissile materials. The Deparument has also considered a “no action alternative” which
would result 1n long-term storage of these materials. Please write down your comments on the following
three types of options for disposal and the storage option.

1. Materials bilization/Vitrification - | ilize fissile matenals by muxing them with glass, glass
bonded zcolites. or ceramics

AFde~ /3 funy xj,#i{/‘.k o
7

#&aﬁ&;_b_ﬂu‘a;,m, Arvers W ST ga T
e an gl g lode 2’;&/~3 Py e

_mutnyts S grcves ™ rewse] Kr  wergans

1/08.03.01

2. Deep borehole disposal - Materials would be disposed in boreholes at Jeast 2.5 mules deep, in
geologically stable formations. Materials could be disposed directly into the deep borchole, or matcrials
could be ymmobilized (irst. and then deposited into the deep borehole.
e priBlpms Y AT VX 4 LAY
or 850307 opiily  fead Fe T sppsse  dmecd
 Aepur Tl BT bl immsbifzaViany K gl &
be FTed 44 a fa b L Ve behore “mrass

2/08.03.01

3. Reactor Options - Surplus plutonium/highly enriched uranium would be made into MOX fucl for usc
in nuclear reactors, destroying by fusion a major portion of the weapons grade materials.

Thes o5 less desiaobfe  and catls  For

Secar Ty g de  inceciced ERPWLN
~

— | 3/08.03.01

4. Storage Optiont - USDOE would continue cxisting storage practices for weapoms-usable fissile
materials at current locations and/ox consolidate that storage at onc or more of the designated sites

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

08 03 01 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.

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

The Department of Encrgy 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.
Deccisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.

sasuodsay puv
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010300 Comment Number 4

The PEIS focuses on the environmental impacts of each alternative. DOE’s
decision process will be based on the results of the Final PEIS, together with
information from technical and economic studies, national policy objectives,
and public input. This process will provide the United States with the basis
and flexibility to implement Pu disposition efforts multilaterally or bilaterally
through negotiations, or unilaterally as an example to Russia and other
nations.
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Storage and Disposition of Weapoas-Usable Flssile Materials Draft Programmatic
Eavironmental Impact Statemeat (PEIS) Public Comment Form

Mevyy Anl,;“ Peteveor

ine Yigss Dr

A8k - 421

your comments and drop thit form in the marked boxes beforc you leave

ht. These forms will be submitted to the Department of Encrgy as part of the formal comment on
%HS If you are unabic (o completc this form tonight, wrinen comments can be mailed to:

of

Name )
Address (optional):

oni;
this
Energy |

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

P.O Box 2]786c 00263786

Washington, D.C.
of, you can call this wii-free mumber [0 leave comments by phone: 1-800-820-5156. Comments must be

e A AL of | has ificd three types of tec ies as options for disposing :f
ilc materials. The Department has also consi d 2 “no action “ whic!

would resukt in I?::m n‘:ue of these materisls.  Please wnie down your comments on the following
three types of options for disposal and the storage option.

1. Materials Inunobilizstion/Vitrification - Immobilize fissile materials by mixing them with glass, glass
bonded zeolites, of ceamics.
May

e ve dont pad Wy £t il be b ooy dlecg

Deep borehole disposal - Matcrials would be disposed in borcholes at least 2.5 miles decp. in
:'eolopauy stable formations. Matcrials could be disposed directly into the deep borehole, or materials
could be immobilized first, and then deposited into the decp borehole.

TThus Seseds geed

3. Reactor Options - Surplus plutonium/highly :nnd:d uranium would be made into MOX fucl for use
in muclear reactors, destroying by fsion a msjor of the wesy grade matenals.

| undtvotend  dng  (ventd et gt vid oV all te plubtawm 15 fhat cght

orage Optioas - USDOE would continue existing storsge practices {or weapons-usable fissile
:;ust‘nlls al current locations and/or consolidate that storage at one or more of the designated sites

Mo

] 1/08.03.01

1/08.03.01
cont.

' ‘ 2/06.00.08

} 3/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

06 00 08 Comment Number 2

The commentor is correct. Whereas there is a net reduction in the Pu
inventory by an appreciable fraction, typically 25 to 35 percent, and perhaps
as high as 50 percent, the total inventory is not destroyed. Note that the
residual Pu is encapsulated in a highly radioactive spent fuel assembly and is
no longer considered to be weapons-usable.

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

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

sasuodsay puv
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PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY, DENVER, CO,
SAMUEL H. COLE
PAGE 1 OF 2

COLORADO CHAPTER

PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

The LS. Aliliate of Intcmatonal Physicians for the Provention of Nockear Waor
Reuiprent of the 1985 NOBEL PEACE PRIZL
1738 Wynkaop. Sute 1. Denver. Cokurado 80202 @ (103) 298 %001

May 7, 1996

office of Pissile Materials Disposition
Department of Energy

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Comments on the Storage & Disposition Draft PEIS

Plaase accept these comments on behalf of the Colorado Chapter of
Physicians for Social Responsibility on the Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for the Storage and Disposition of
Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials:

Introduction

The United States government bears the awesome responsibility of
protecting its vast quantity of plutonium stored in Colorado and
other states from ever ending up in a nuclear weapon. Decisions
the United States government makes on the future disposition and
storage of plutonium must also protect the public, workers and the
environment from hazards associated with the plutonium.

(Although these comments specifically refer to plutonium, they also
pertain to highly enriched uranium, as applicable.)

Specific Comments

1. Disposition option should ba limited to jmmobilization: The
only option the Department of Energy (DOE) should be considering is
immobilizing the plutonium which would 1) stabilize it, 2) help
prevent theft or diversion and 3) would make a very important
statement to the rest of the world that plutonium has no value or
usefulness thereby discoraging other countries for using it too,
whether for civilian or military purposes. The immobilization
process most promising is vitrification. A pilot vitritication
facility should be studied for Rocky Flats without delay. Because
plutonium at Rocky FPlats is likely to be stored on site for many
years, the DOE should begin making plans for storing it in a manner
that addresses nuclear non-proliferation and safety. Absent from
the draft PEIS are any such plans for the possible scenario of
longterm storage of plutonjum at Rocky Flats. This should be
included in the final document in the context of exploring
vitrification at Rocky Flats.

2. Reactor fuel and deep borehole disposal should not be under
conzideration: The use of plutonium as a fuel for nuclear reactors
would bea unwise from two standpoints. First, such an option is not

CLO¢

| 1/08.03.01

1/08.03.01
| cont.
! 2/01.05.00

2/01.05.00
cont.

\ 3/08.03.01

M-169 I

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.

01 0500 Comment Number 2

Rocky Flats Environmental Test Site is not included in the PEIS as a
candidate site for any of the alternatives evaluated. DOE has made a decision
to move all weapons-usable materials out of RFETS and clean up the site.
Any decision to vitrify Pu will involve RFETS only to the extent necessary to
provide for stabilization of materials prior to their transfer to another
DOE site.

08 0301 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
disposition alternatives. 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 into a nonproliferation form as spent reactor fuel.

The Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel is a reasonable alternative that
converts the surplus Pu into spent fuel that meets the Spent Fuel Standard.
Dependent upon fuel management, it is likely that no additional spent fuel
would be gencerated beyond that of a conventional uranium fuel cycle.

The Department of Energy is committed to waste minimization and waste
minimization considerations will be included in the implementation of the
selected disposition alternatives. Decisions on the disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical
and ecconomic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

sasuodsay pup
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congruent with nuclear non-proliferation since it treats plutonium
as a useful product and would legitimize similar actions by other
countries. This would make it difficult for the Unitsd States to
determine the true motives of plutonium possession by other nations
as military use of plutonium could be disquised as civilian use.

, the MOX fuel option cCreates an enormous amount of
radioactive waste - in a sense diluting the radicactivity of the
fuel. Therefore, the DOR is encouraged to adopt a RNuclear Waste
Standard in considering its disposition options in which the option
chosen must produce the least amount of waste.

Inforsation is scant on the science behind the deep borehole
option. Nevertheless, there ara health, safety and environmental
concerna that should be thoroughly addressed should this option be
explored more closely.

3. Disposition should be comgruent with future activities at Rocky
Flats: The PEIS must better address how its disposition ana
storage decisions are congruent with the activities at Rocky Flats.
The path forward in the document wust address how the work at Rocky
Plats fits into that plan. Processing should make the plutonium
proliferation resistant.

4. The pr ing and tr port sust be kept to a minimme: To
protact the health and safety of workers and the public, processing
and transportation of plutonium in the PEIS must be kept to a
minimum.

5. Plutonium must be subject to outside regulatiom: DOR’s
Advisory Committes on External Regulation has recommened the
independent oversight of DOE’s plutonjium activities. The PEIS
should likewise do the same.

6. Plutonium must be labeled a wasta by the DOE: To seriously
discourage nuclear non-proliferation in the worlq, the DOE should
determine, for the purposes of this PEIS, that plutonium is a
waste, has no value and should be immobilized, perhaps in glass, in
extremsly secure conditions.

Thank you for your consideration of these couments.

nz.cntiv; Director

3/08.03.01
cont.

4/01.00.00

5/01.00.00

6/01.06.00

7/01.04.00

010000 Comment Number 4

The schedule analysis is presented in a separate document along with cost and
technical analyses to support the DOE’s ROD, which would lay out a path
forward for implementing the Proposed Action.

01 00 00 Comment Number 5

Comment noted.

010600 Comment Number 6

Comment noted. DOE is still evaluating external regulatory options for its
activities.

0104 00 Comment Number 7

The determination of whether or not Pu should be considered a waste is
beyond the scope of the PEIS. Furthermore, whether or not Pu is a waste will
not change the range of disposition alternatives addressed in the PEIS. NEPA
requires that the environmental impacts for all reasonable alternatives be
considered. While immobilization is clearly a reasonable alternative, so are
the Reactor and Borehole Alternatives. The nonproliferation risks of each
alternative will be carefully considered and factored into the ROD for
disposition. Cost, schedule, and technical analyses have been conducted by
DOE and will also be factored into the ROD.
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0803 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at NTS. Decisions on the storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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807 E. Rollingwood Rd
Aiken, S. C. 29801
May 6, 1996
U.S. of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0O. Box 23786

Washington, DC  20026-5156
Dear Sir:

Re: Comments on Draft PEIS "Storsge and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile
Materisk”

1 would like to provide the D my on the recent PEIS. 1 have a single
cummwmymofwhndmmmldbenw 1 have several comments on
d}e‘;::mlhpraenwdinthemlndhowmeyshmldhenndlﬁndinnnpmvelhethly
o document.

Proposed Action,

The t should sclect the MOX altemative for the proposed action. My judgment
is upon the following points.

. R:x:pluedplummumhslngeﬁndvﬂmmmumbew My view is

urm should be fabricated into fuel and used %o produce electrical energy.
Recycle of the irmadiated MOX-SNF should be used again to produce more energy,
eic.. As the Department of has indicawed the U. S. & d onirnponadoll

has increased from ~33% to ~67% over the last 15 years. Thupluiomum thould be
used to help wm-around this dependence on imported fuel by this country.

«  Use of the plutonium can be tished in a safe and secure manner. This use will
nonncmnwohfmoon Itanhenfegundad -nwcneeddounmoufmerpes
to This d an be lished in the same time

lhupmdwuon of MOX fuel takes. Other muons have slfcly used this recycled
ding it.

L4 (4

+ This tuming from an illogical Jowre (that of not reusing all of our energy sources) will
show the world that the Uni understands worid needs and is prepared to help

with premier approaches that meets ali of the needs for energy and provides a tight
safeguard system to ensure that the surpiused weapon matenials are not stolen and pose
clandestine threats to world security.

1/08.03.01

08 0301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Decisions on disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical
and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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*  The costeffectiveness of this altemative should include the cost of replacing the energy
genenated by using the surplused plutonium with fossil fucl at todays oil prices and also
at the cost of this replacement oil in say 20-years. Consideration should also be given
to costs if the foreign oil producers decide to limit pumping of this oil to raise prices.

Specific Comments.

*  Revise the last sentence of the summary to show that when used properly these stocks
of weapoas-usable materials do not poisc a threat to world security.

> Page S-4 the PEIS rcferences DOE-STD-3013-94. Please have a copy of that standard
sent to me.

* In several places in the PEIS (sec page S-18 as an examplic), the statement is made that

"bocause of the high percentage of minonty and low populations in certain )

sur ding SRS, the p I exists for these populations to be disproportionately
affected by an accident.” This statement is not incorrect when all of the information
presented in the PEIS is used but it does not apply only 1o SRS, it applies to most if not
all DOE sites. At best, it is inflammuatory to the minonty residents and points out that in
the areas surrounding SRS, minoritics are at risk. From my understanding of the
executive order pertaining to this subject, it requires DOE to eval tc "highly adverse”
and " disproportant” impacts. This PEIS did not evaluate cither of these. Revisc to
place in perspective and apply to all of the DOE sites in the PEIS.

= The PEIS assumes a threshold of 100 person-rem as some standards below which
analysis is not required or given. The source and intent of this <100 person-rem floor
is unclear.

= The schedule for implementing the various atternatives should play a more important

roll in the PEIS. It is clear to me that the large driver for this PEIS is the need 1o get

this weapon-usable plutonium under strict control as soon as possible. This raises

several questions not addressed with sufficient clarity near the front of this PEIS.

Sevenal retated points that need addressing early in the report arc:

- Safeguarding of U. S. governments Pu.

- Safeguarding of othcr governments Pu around the world. As | sec it the prime
Justification for these actions is the Pu stored in the former Soviet countries. If this
18 the case, the PEIS should show how actions in the U. S. will affect these other
countries' protection of their Pu.

«  The docp borehole eechnology described in the PEIS seems to be in a very early stage
of development and not sufficient for it to be a viable alternative in this PEIS. As I
have seen in other projects. a proponent of a new wechnology underestimates the task of
bringing such a technology to fruition and underestimatcs the associated risks. This
section should discuss this itens in sufficient detail that the reader can assess the
aliernative. Environmental affects of this alternative assume only technical risks. What
about political risks and stakcholders concem of “disposal - not in my state”. The
Department has been hung-up on these disposal issues at Nevada for many years.

Smocrcly -
il L /
W. Lee Poe, Ir. |

/
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2/09.00.08

3/09.08.08

4/09.09.08

5/01.00.00

6/04.00.00

7/04.03.00

M-165

v R R

09 00 08 Comment Number 2

By meeting the Stored Weapons Standard, the storage of weapons-usable
fissile materials managed by DOE will not pose a threat to world security.

09 08 08 Comment Number 3

The PEIS evaluates demographic data for all of the candidate DOE sites. SRS
has potentially affected minority and low-income populations within 80 km
(50 mi) of the site. Although the health analysis for SRS indicates that there
would be no significant adverse health impacts from operational and
accidental releases of hazardous and radioactive materials, the PEIS
acknowledges the possibility that dispersion of radioactive emissions could
flow in the direction of minority or low-income populations. This could
happen if an accident occurred and the wind conditions were unusual.
However, the PEIS notes that the probability of such an accident is low and
that under average meteorological conditions (based on the prevailing wind
direction), accidental release of radiation would not lead to a disproportionate
exposure to these populations.

09 09 08 Comment Number 4

The Final PEIS has been corrected. 100 person-rem is not a standard below
which analysis is not given or required for NEPA purposes. Proposed
10 CFR 834 (see 58 FR 16268) would require that potential annual
population dose be limited to ALARA and generally total effective dose
equivalent be limited to 100 person-rem/yr from all pathways combined for
DOE activities. The radiation exposure to the public is limited by the
maximum individual dose of 100 mrem/yr.

01 0000 Comment Number 5

Analyses of the cost, schedule, and proliferation impacts are discussed in
scparate documents to support DOE’s ROD. The cost, schedule, and technical
analyses were made available for public review beginning in July 1996. The
nonproliferation analysis was made available to the public beginning in
October 1996. A series of public meetings to discuss the proliferation analysis
were conducted by DOE prior to issuance of the Final PEIS.

*‘«WW*&*%{&"’"' g e gy WA e e o w’;
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04 00 00 Comment Number 6

More detailed information on a borehole technology is available in the
Technical Summary Report and related borehole alternative summary reports
made available to the public beginning in late July 1996.

040300 Comment Number 7

As described in Section 1.5 of the PEIS, environmental considerations,
technical, economic, domestic and international policy, and schedule
analyses will support the ROD.
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POTTSON, TED, AMARILLO, TX

PAGE 1 0OF 1
Comment I1D: POO31
Date Recrived: May |, 1996
Name: Father Ted Portson
Address: 5005 Klinkey Rowd
Amarillo, TX 79107
Transcription:

l'mmmnginbnydnllmminn?mtah.vingndgoringmxlwm:-ﬂplma\ium
ncar whare | live. Actualty shout four miles away. 1 a3 a citizen am against this. Thank you.

| 1/08.03.01

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 analyscs, technical and
cconomic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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Amarille Public M g Oral Commesnts - April 22 &23, 19%6

Public Meeting Comments

Pantex Site
Apri 22 & 23, 1996

Evening Meeting - April 22, 1996

Plenary Session
[ [Prepared of S . Mac Thomberry (see hed)].
C: [Prepared of Rep: ive, Larry Combest (see hed)).
C: {Prepared statement of State Senator, Teel Bivens (see attached)].
(o [Prepared of State Rep! ive. David Swinford (see hed)).
C: [Prepared statement of Mayor of Amarillo, Kel Seliger (see attached)).
C (Prepared of City C . Dianne Bosch (see attached)).
C: [Prepared statement of Amarillo E ic Develop Corp Vance Reed (see
attached)).
Evening Meeting
Breakout Sessions
C: Fnel fabricaion i n not & new technology for uranium oxide, but we are tatking about the 1/06.01.08
hnology to produce p jum oxide. Significant changes 10 the facilities and processes would BAN
not be required.
C: There would be & one-half percent increase. The language of adverse impact when the
impact would not be significant and it is not used at any of the other sites that have a slight 2/09.04.04
mcrease u very harsh and misleading. (Note: This comment was made after a discussion
[ ing adverse imp of water asage at Pantex.)
C: lf'DOE would not build the mixed oxide fuel facility at Pantex then the land would be 2/09.04.04
used for g else. For ple, if the land was used for farming, more water would be Bt
used than if the land was used for a mixed oxide fuel or storage facility. DOE needs to compare

Note: A number of documents submitted during the public meetings were
recorded as part of the minutes. The same documents, in some instances, were
also submitted as hand-ins at the end of the meeting. In those cases, the
documents are analyzed once, either as part of the minutes or as stand alone
documents.

Listed below are the names of the organizations/individuals who submitted
documents as part of the minutes and the page numbers containing DOE'’s
responses to the comments:

U.S. House of Representatives,

Congressman William “Mac” Thornberry 3-1088
U.S. House of Representatives,

Congressman Larry Combest 3-691
State of Texas, Senator Teel Bivins 3-107
State of Texas, State Representative, David Swinford 3-1003
Amarillo Mayor Kel Seliger 3-107
City of Amarillo, Commissioner Dianne Bosch 3-140
Amarillo Economic Development Corporation,

Vance Reed 3-16
No Name Submitted 3-521

06 01 08 Comment Number 1

Fabrication and use of MOX fuel using reactor grade Pu is a mature,
industrial scale technology in Europe with at least three vendors actively
fabricating MOX fuel. There are some differences introduced by the use of
weapons-grade Pu, which DOE is addressing as part of an ongoing weapons-
grade MOX fuel development program.

0904 04 Comment Number 2

The depletion of the Ogallala Aquifer is a serious concern for the Panhandle
region. Pantex is the only DOE site considered in this PEIS where depletion
of water resources is a concern. Since the Ogallala Aquifer is being depleted
(that is, the current withdrawal is exceeding the current recharge), Pantex
operations contribute to the depletion of the Ogallala Aquifer and are
analyzed in the PEIS.
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Amarillo Public Meeting Oral Comments - April 22 &23, 1996

the disposition processes with other land usages rather than zero usage  DOE is overreacting to 3/09.04.04
the water usage at Pantex cont.

C: But it is not a fair perspective, if there is a small change with not a large adverse impact 2/09.04.04
We (the citizens of Amarillo) are very sensitive, when this language is used against the natural -
resources that we have.  As stated before, the water usage for farming would be for irrigation. cont.

C: DOE needs to darify predicted water use, define the baseline, and put water use in 4/09.04.04
perspective to other Jocal uses (i.e , immigation). (Note: This izes parficipants’ V4.

concerns regarding water usage.)

C: DOE gives the impression that they have ranked sites. If DOE has ranked the sites then I 5/09.00.08
DOE needs to provide the basis for and an explanation about how the ranking will be used. S

C DOE should not consider small impacts that have no significant effect. DOE needs to

change the language so that true impacts are expressed and insignificant ones are not. I 6/09.00.08
Evening Meeting
Summary Session
C: Any person opposed to using Pantex for any of these processes would oppose anything ' 7/08.03.01
proposed in Amarctica Y
C: By trading one fuel for another, the waste would be different. In ocder to replace mining
and milling, the United States would have to build a mixed oxide fuef fabrication facility, which 8/09.11.08
would increase the amount of waste.
C: I am concerned about using the mixed oxide fuel process, which will contaminate the

plutonium, rendering it no longer as a profiferation threat. Vitrification could accomplish this

’ 9/08.03.01
without the additional waste

Morning Meseting - April 23, 1996

Plenary Session

C: The slide from the storage and disposition brief showed public input to the Record of

Decision in reference to the preferred altemative,. However, there has been no discussion on what 10/08.00.00
the preferred alternative might be and the public is trying to provide comments. During the SV
discussions last night on this issue there were no answers. DOE has seemed to make the

090404 Comment Number 3

The disposition environmental analyses in the PEIS are provided so that the
decisionmaker can choose a disposition technology or combination of
technologies. Site-specific analyses were provided in this document to
provide a range of environments that could be affected. Al comparisons are
made to the No Action Alternative, so that a conservative analysis of the
impacts is performed.

0904 04 Comment Number 4

The No Action Alternative water use estimates for the year 2005 were used as
the baseline against which each of the alternatives are compared in Chapter
4. Consistent with NEPA, the potential for impacts from operations at Pantex
is analyzed; analysis of users outside the ROI is not within the scope of this
PEIS. Since Pantex contributes to the depletion of the Ogallala Aquifer, the
impacts are analyzed in the PEIS.

09 00 08 Comment Number 5

The Department of Energy did not intend to give the perception that the sites
were ranked. Based on comments received, the Summary of the Draft PEIS
was revised. All revisions made appear in the Summary of the Final PEIS.

09 00 08 Comment Number 6

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 7

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.

sasuodsay pup
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Amarille Public Meeting Orat C. - April 22 &23, 1996

preferred alternative moot to this process. | 10/08.00.00
cont.
Morning Meeting
Breakout Sessions
C:  Iurge DOE 1o collocate the storage facilitates for strategic and surplus | 11/08.03.01
C: The radiological impacts chart showed that for ge there would be minimal impacts
and for disposition the impects would be within standards.
C: Can DOE reference the standard or criteria that reached this basis. (Note: This comment I
was related 10 a d¥ iom on sptable radiati xp e levels to workers.) 12/09.09.04
C: There is not any reason not to consider long-term storage or disposition at Pantex. | 7/08.03.01
cont.
C. mwwingwilﬁnthedocunmshouldbecheeked.ﬂnewmmarynynhereu: I 13/09.04.04
adverse impacts to water usage at Pantex. i
Morning Meeting
Summary Session
No summary session
Afternoon Meeting- April 23, 1996
Plenary Session
C: [Prepared of Source Unl {see attached))
Afternoon Meeting
Breakowt Sessions
Q: Executive Order 12898 addresses the Federal actions to be taken on environmental justice.
A February 11, 1994 memo from Presidemt Clinton to all g gencies and dep:
heads requires that the socioeconomic effects at site communities not just health effects are to be

14/03.12.08

analyzed? Why have health effects onty been covered in the draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statements? (Note: This question did not appear 1o be answered in the course of the
meeting.)

09 11 08 Comment Number 8

The PEIS acknowledges the fact that constructing and operating a MOX fuel
fabrication facility would increase the wastes generated at any sites selected
for analyses. The wastes generated for the MOX fuel fabrication facility are
presented in Section E.3.2.3. The impacts associated with operating the MOX
fuel fabrication facility are presented in Section 4.3.5.1.10.

08 03 01 Comment Number 9

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 00 00 Comment Number 10

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 considerations
independent of the NEPA analyses. The results of the technical, cost, and
schedule analyses were issued by DOE beginning in July 1996, and the
results of the nonproliferation study were issued in October 1996. This
information will be used in reaching a ROD.

08 03 01 Comment Number 11

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Collocation Alternative. Decisions on storage alternatives will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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Amarillo Public Meeting Oral C - April 22 £23, 1996

C: The cumulative potential for adverse impacts in the storage and disposition summary show
that Pantex has the highest impacts. | know adverse is a technical term used by the National
Envirormental Policy Act, but it is a scary and emotional term Can DOE re-examine this and
state exactly what sdverse means.

C: 1 am concerned about the cumulative impacts in the storage and disposition document and
summary, the document itself and the summary do not refate. I can’t understand the basis for the
statement adverse impacts? On pages 18, 19, 20, 28 and 31 of the summary, “could have adverse
impacts™ is stated for several sites, however, on S-72 “sites are expected to comply with ambient
air standards and guidefines™ both of these statements are referring to the upgrade altemative. |
do not understand why Pantex. Savannsh River Site, Idaho National Enginecring Laboratory, and
Richland are singled out

15/09.00.08

Q: The Council on Eavir | Quality Guidelines published in 40 CFR 1500 defines
cumulative impact as the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless
of what agency or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over period of time. Why is
there no analysis of the incr I sock ic impact of this action when added to other past
and present actions such as the cancellation and closure of several government programs? (Note:
This guestion did not appear 10 be answered in the course of the meeting.)

16/09.08.04

C: DOE needs to address the issue of the definition for adverse impacts with the Council on 15/09.00.08
Environmental Quality. cont.

Afternoon Meeting
Summary Session

No summary session

The meeting was recessed, DOE representatives stayed until the 6 p.m. adjournment. During that
time one individual came and a was pr d to DOE by Cecil Wilson concerning the

newspaper article by Mark C. Seif. (Copy attached.)

09 09 04 Comment Number 12

The Federal radiation exposure limit for an individual worker is 5,000 mrem/yr
which is set forth in the Federal Code (10 CFR 835). This is the basis for limiting
the radiation exposure to workers on DOE sites. Furthermore, DOE has also
established an administrative cxposure level of 2,000 mrem/yr (DOE/EH
0256T) for the workers. DOE requires all sites to maintain worker radiation
exposure levels ALARA, preferably below the administrative level.

0904 04 Comment Number 13

Since the Ogallala Aquifer is being depleted (that is, the withdrawal is
exceeding the recharge), Pantex operations contribute to the depletion of the
Ogallala Aquifer and therefore are analyzed in the PEIS.

Additional groundwater drawdowns from the Proposed Actions for the
various long-term storage alternatives are expected to be very small. The
Summary was revised to emphasize that, under the No Action Alternative,
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 are expected to be very small (less than
0.5 inches [in]/yr).

091208 Comment Number 14

Socioeconomic impacts are analyzed in detail in all of the environmental
statements noted by the commentor. The PEIS analyzes potential
socioeconomic impacts for all of the Proposed Alternatives. For those
alternatives that would add a new mission to a particular DOE site, there
would be no adverse socioeconomic impacts. In fact, the analyses indicate
that the impacts of these alternatives would be small but beneficial to the
affected regional economies. There would be no environmental justice issues
associated with these alternatives. For those alternatives involving phaseout
of storage facilities, the job loss would be very small in all cases except
RFETS. Even in the case of RFETS storage facility phaseout, the
employment loss would only have a minimal impact on the local
communities and the regional economy. Hence, there would be no
environmental justice impacts from these alternatives.

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

Many of the others who will testify
will discuss the outstanding record of the Pantex plant,

the unparalleled level of community support which the plant enjoys,
and the willingness to consider other missions
as we sort out the nuclear weapons complex after the Cold War.

I'm going to focus on some broader questions
which certainly affect Pantex
but also the larger sccurity needs of the country.

I do so not because 1 disagree with the other points
or because ! don't think they arc important.
Pantex's record, its people, its community support,
and its openness to other possibilities are its key strengths
and no one else can match them. (L.Jé’ ‘

. ol
| | b e “T«F,:{"fl
But during my tenure in Congress, o * \J\'J'b

[ have attempted to make a serious study p"(”

of our nuclear weapons complex,
in part because 1 represent one of its crown jewels
and in part because [ believe
that a modemn, effective nuclear capability
is absolutely necessary to our national security.

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

But 1 am confident that | know enough to raise some serious questions
that relate to the subject today and to our children’s security.

09 00 08 Comment Number 15

Based on comments received, the Surnmary was revised. The related text was
revised to clarify the comparison of impacts and to delete references to
“adverse” impacts. Also, language in the cumulative impacts section of the
Summary has been revised to better reflect the impact analysis in Section 4.7
of the Final PEIS.

09 08 04 Comment Number 16

The proposed storage alternatives at Pantex would involve relatively small
numbers of new workers and would not have a large impact on the regional
economic area. In fact, adding new missions at Pantex would counter the
projected decrease in workforce over the next decade that will result from the
reconfiguration of the nuclear weapons complex. The Phaseout Alternative
would involve the loss of only five jobs and even with projected future
reductions, the cumulative impact would be small. These issues are discussed
in Section 4.7.2.4.8 of the PEIS.
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This is, of course, a time of great change
brought about by the end of the Cold War,
by the fact that the DOE was not as careful
in the past as it should have been,
and by this administration's decision to stop all nuclcar testing.

Stockpile Stewardship and Stockpile Management

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

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

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

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

That's what people at plants like Pantex do.

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

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

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

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

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

I am also concerned
that we are just focusing on dragging out the life
of current weapons
without taking positive steps
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toward replacing our existing weapons
which will all too soon be at the end of their intended design life.

A real question is whether we will be able to build nuclear weapons again
and how.
There are many improvements which could be made now,
others which we will want to make in the near future,
and all the while we have to be prepared
to deal with changes in Russia, China and elsewhere.
I'm not sure wc're ready.

High Explosives

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

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

The sole justification to moving high explosives
to LLos Alamos and Livermore
is that we need to keep knowledge and competence
of high explosives in the Labs.
OK - but we need to keep 1t at the production level too.

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

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

Disposition -

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

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

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

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

As long as I am in the Congress,
I will be involved in making these decisions
and [ will do everything I can
to sec that our area is protected,
to see that our nation 1s secure,
and to see that our children have the opportunity to live in freedom.
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U.5S. REPRESENTATIVE LARRY COMBEST
(TEXAB--19)

THE U.8. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'S
PUBLIC HEARINGS
ANARILLO, TEXAS
APRIL 22, 1996

I would like to thank tha Dapartment of Ensrqgy (DOE) for holding
these saries of public hearings in Amarillo mo that our Panhandls
neighbors can have an opportunity to shares their views on the
DOE's Programmatic Environmental Impact Statements (PEISs) on
8tockpile Stewardship and Managemant (SSK) and Storage and
Disposition (8&D) of Weapons Usable riasila Materials. I am
pleased to be a participant in these public hearings to discuas
Pantsx's futura.

8ince the Pantex Plant's earliest origins in World War II as a
site that built conventional bomba for the U.8, Army, countless
nuabers of individuals from across the Panhandls have nade
instrumsental contributions to the United States' winning of the
Cold War. In the post-Cold War ara, Pantax workers hava once
again answvered tha call to duty in peacetime and found a new role
in disassanmbling nuclear weapons. I stand here today to tell you
that Pantex is not only ready, but uniquely qualified to continue
to enhance its role as a vital componant of our nation's nuclaar
weapons industrial base as wea prapare for our national security
neads for the 21st Cantury.

17/08.03.01

I can fully appreciate the DOE's responsibility to rsconfigure
the country's nuclear veapons production complex for tha 2ist
Century. As thea Chairman for the U.S8. House 6f Represantativas'
Perpaneant Select Committes on Intelligencs, I recantly conductsd
a yesar-long reviev of what is commonly referred toc as the
*"intslligence community,” the cln--iti.d governnant agencies that
collect informaticn to advise the presidant and Congress on
actions of foreign governments and terrorists. The legislative
proposal I introducsd as a rasult of this year-long raview will
ready the nation's secret intelligence-gatharing efforta for tha
21st Cantury. The approach I took in crltting thia proposal
brings these agenoies to end unnecessary duplication and work
sfficiently for batter intelligence to keep America safe from
nuclear proliferation, from terrorism, and from narcotics.
Amsrica continues to naed strong, highly-capable and ever-
flaxible intelligence community to provida tha sarliest-posaibla
varning and analysis in a world that is still a very dangarous
placa, I want our nation to continue to meet the challangee of
the next century, ve should ask no leas of our nation's nuclear
veapon complex.

In the post-Cold War era, many have called for a ratrsat of our
resourcas and readiness ragarding national security. I baliave
that the post-Cold War era with nuclear proliferation lsaves our
nation more vulnerabla than ever. Now that we no longer hava the

Soviet Union, we never Xnov where our next threat is going to

(3

08 03 01

Comment Number 17

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of

continued and 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 considerations, and public
input.
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come from. I urge the DOE to rejeot these specious arguments,
and ensurs that ths nuclsar weapons complex of the 211st cantury
maintains our nuclear deterrent for the foresseeable futurs. With
nuclear veapons ramaining a vital component of our national
sscurity into the Jist Century, Pantex is the only facility that
can fulfill this mission.

Novever, first and foremost I am adamant that any currant and

future functions st Pantax will be oconducted in a safa and

environmentally sound manner. The first priority for

upmion lthntulc that it be implemantsd in a wvay t does
not impair the health or safaty of area residsnts or have san

adverss affect on the envirommant. I belisve thess points sarve

as & prerequisite to any current or futurs activities at Pantex.

1 do not take these points lightly. I was born and raised in the
Panhandls. I grew-up not far from the Pantex Plant on a family
fara. I would never support any proposal or effort that would
endanger the lives or envirorment of this region. This ia my
homa and nembers of wy family resids hare.

X am proud of tha Pantsx Plant's reputation as ons of tha
aleanast tuiuun in m DOE's nuclsar weapons cowplex. They
have been good a hnd Muutmf-ct,l!!\un
not in Amarille todny n the importance of Pantex to
our country, I would be sing mhmimtmbu:k in
washington, D.C. Today, in Wash on, the DOR's Pantex Plant is
baing recognized as a "Nodel Pacility” and will raceive the
*"White Eouse Closing tha Circla Award® for its afforts on wastas
aininization and recycling activities. Only twanty-two federal
facilities from across the oountry received & "Closing tha
Circls® award. Clearly, Pantex takes its snvirommental safaty
n-r:uunitiu very seriocusly and I am nhuod that this
national avard ie highiighting their hard

In the DOK's draft PEIS, I am pleased that the departasnt
selected Pantex as the praferred alternative for asssubly and
disassenbly. Wisely abandon earlier plans to transfer thoss
functions to the Nevada Test Sita (NTS) wvhich would have bean
coat prohibitive and painfully inadequate to mesat futurs nsads.
In addition, I am pleased the DOR draft recognized the impartance
of Pantex to the country's nuclsar weapons complex.

Pantex is perhaps the most cost-effective alternative for any new
connmion of mn. Stewardship and Nanagement facilities.
Among many o resasons, labor, coste, utility rates and vater
and lend mihhiu.ty at Pantex, as wall as publioc and political
sSupport, are BOrs agresible than those at any othar sits in the
complex. Pantsx should be considersd as an altarnativa sita for
future dsfense-related facilitiea to complement activities at the
national labs. Location of additional defanse-relatsd activities
at Pantex would ensure that oore tachnical capabllities arxe
presarved at & location that can securs tham at the most
efficient cost to Amarican taxpayers. In daeliberations, the DOR

17/08.03.01
cont.
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should insist that stary comparisons between Pantex and other
sites are aocurate, a includa capital, transportation,
training, remediation, and other costs.

with the production asssmbly and disassambly functions ramaining
st Pantex, the high explosivea functions should be prasent at the
corrasponding sita. Iven the DOE draft admits that Pantax must
ratain high explosives capabilities to procsss the inventories
already on sits from dismantling. Therafors, the least sxpensive
alternative is to maintain high explosives functions at Pantax.

1 would slso take imwus with the draft PEIS statement that thera
are no advantagas to siting high explosives at Pantex as oppossd
to tha national labs. The capital outlay alona nacassary for
transfer is cost prohibitive. Also of importance, should future
need arise for nev weapons production it will be critical to have
the high explosives facilitiaes at tha veapons production and
sssembly site.

As the DOR considars its options regarding the dismantling of a

significant portions of the nuclear stockpile and searches for

productive and environmentally sound uses for the dismantled

c of our nuclear arsenal, Pantex and its functiona are

uniqualy qualified for these new missions. Pantex has tha

necemsary safety, security and surveillance capabilities to
date and panded role with minimal costs to the federal

governsant.

once agsin, I would like to thank the Departmant of Enargy for
holding thess hearings on tha future of Pantex. I firaly beliave
the Pantax Plant will continue to play a vital role in our
nuolear weapons cowplex wall into the 2ist Century. I applaud
all of you vho ars here tonight to maka your views known on this
critiaal issus. I pledge to you that I will work with

antativs Mac Thornbarry and the rest of the Texas
delegation in Congress to ensure that Pantex is a vital component
of our country's nuaclear weapons industrisl bsse. I appreciate
the opportunity to participsta in this public hearing, and
respectfully requast the DOE to consider my recommendations.
Thank you.
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April 22, 1996

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

SENATOR TEEL BIVINS < anact oreces
DISTRICT 31 ~— i Texrs 79108
. {8061 3748994
CommarTEES. Ulp 52“”’ ak FAX: 1808) 2744807
P . P.0. Bax 1673
Edeen Che Statr of Texns it Torse 752
Mot Resouroes FAX: [915) 684-7843
‘SetComonttos on Agrairs
Chaw, Nomratens CAMTOL STATION
2.0, Bos 12068
Ausnn_Tesss 78711

131 4430131
FAX: (312) 4733723
T00 (312} 475-3758

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U.S, Department of

Energy’s Programmatic Environmental Impact Statements on Stockpile Stewardship
and Management and Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials.
Please also consider this my comment on the Pantex Site-Wide Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, since most of the issues addressed in these
documents are identical.

First and foremost, I am adamant that any current and future functions ar
Pantex will be conducted in a safe and eavironmentally sound manner. Our first
priority is to ensure any expansion at Pantex be implemented in 2 way that does
not impair the heaith or safety of area residents or have an adverse affect on the
environment. These goals serve as a prerequisite to any current or future activities
at Pantex, including expansion.

L Generally, I am pleased that DOE selected Pantex as the preferred
altemnative for assembly/disassembly, thercby abandoning earlier plans to transfer
those functions to the Nevada Test Site which would have been cost prohibitive
and never been adequate to meet future needs. However, by failing to recognize
Pantex as the preferred candidate site for new andfor consolidated stackpile
management facilities, the DOE overlooks the best site for maintaining the integrity
of the U.S. nuclear stockpile and attaining maximum efficiencies and cost savings.

I1. SSM PEIS:

1. Pantex is the hest place to site new construction/stewardship activities.
Pantex is perhaps the most cost-effective altemative for any new construction of
SSM facilities. First, Jabor costs, utility rates, and water and land availability at
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Pantex, as well as public and political suppon, are more amenable than those at any
other Complex site. DOE makes no mention of a strategic plutonium reserve that
15 necessary to meet future national security needs, even though the PEIS mentions
that strategic storage should be co-located with disassembly. Pantex should be the
preferred site for such a mission in coordination with its management functions.
In its deliberations, DOE should insist that budgetary comparisons between Pantex
and other sites are accurate, and inclide capital, transportation, training,
remediation and other costs.

2. Pantex is the best site to continue High Explosives fabrication.
Consistent with the strengths identified above for increased stewardship and
management duties, the high explosives functions should also remain at Pantex.
Because the production assembly/disassembly functions remain at Pantex, the HE
fabrications duties should be present at the corresponding site. After all, the SSM
Draft admits that Pantex must retain HE capabilities to process the inventories
already on site from dismantling. Therefore, the least expensive altemative is to
maintain HE functions at Pantex. 1 adamantly disagree with the statement in the
draft PEIS that there are no advantages to siting high explosives at Pantex as
opposed to the national labs. The capital outlay alone necessary for transfer is cost
prohibitive. In addition, should future need arise for new weapons production, it
will critical 10 have the HE facilities at the weapons production/assembly site.
More over, this is a highly trained group of workers at Pantex with vast experience
in HE fabrication. Creating a new workforce at another location would be
inefficient, expensive and potentially dangerous.

. Fissile Materials (Plutonium) Storage and Dispositions PEIS. As the
sole DOE-authorized facility for the assembly and disassembly of nuclear weapons,
Pantex has historically handled storage in a safe and efficient manner for more than
40 years. Once agamn, acknowledging cost saving considerations, Pantex could
continue to store plutonium, which is already at the site, and upgrade facilities for
any and all storage options being considered by DOE with minimal cost and
difficulty. Pantex currently safehouses more than 8,000 surplus pits and plans are
being made to ship additional pits from Rocky Flats to Pantex. It makes hrtle
sense fo re-create storage facilities at another site and the unnecessanly transport
large amounts of plutonium across the country from Pantex. The budgetary and
political costs for such a decision would be enormous.

Of the three disposition options identified in the PEIS, it appears that only
mixed-oxide fuel fabrication would be relevant to Pantex. Because this is an
experimental procedure, 1 believe three criterion are critical before it be

O
commenced: 1) It must be demonstrated beyond the shadow of a doubt that this S
plutonium processing can be done safely and in an environmentally sound fashion. §
The sad truth is DOE's history with processing plutonjum is not a good one. o~
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Z)MOommqumeTuquhandhmstcmmgmrmdsupponmis
technology being cooducted at the Pantex Plant. Pantex currently enjoys
widespread community support. If this technology meets criteria number one, |
aticipate that the support could also go to the implementation of a mixed-oxide
foe! processing program. 3) Independent regulatory oversight is more critical for
diq)odﬁmthmanyoﬂ:smofDOEmchrmmiﬂsopwnﬁm From a public
policymndpoim,itmksnomdmﬂneisnoindcpendmtregulatory
oversight of DOE’s handling of nuclear materials. (While Congress created the
Nuchn?ciﬁﬁsSafetmed.ithchmemﬂwﬁtytoshmdownaphm.)
Becmeofthcmgulmymsmnmlyuiminmesmeoanshington,
lbel'nvedntthismgnhtmyova:iglndnuldbcvmdinamagemyomsideot
the DOE. The lead agency could be a state agency or a federal agency. The lead
ngmcywmumenmuwihﬂnmrmmd&dnﬂngmcicsneededm
providemmreguhmryovuﬁgmwhhomwuhpofﬁmcﬁmmdj:ﬁsdicﬁon
IV. Conclusion, Based upon these reasons, I respectfully urge DOE to
duim?mnstheplﬁmedlhﬂmﬁveﬁmfonﬂexkﬁngmdmwnockpﬂe
mmgunmtmdﬂcwuddﬁpfnmﬁons,asweﬂas.mmﬁdﬂimohﬂplm«ﬁum
storage. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these documents.
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JM ~

Teel Bivins
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F== CITY CF AMARILLO
=
" May 3, 1996
KEL SELIGER
MAYOR

U.S. Department of Energy
Qffice of Reconfiguration
P.O. Box 3417

Alexandria, VA 22302

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

Statements (PEISS).

Dear Sirs:

Statement (SWEIS).

residents or have an adverse affect on the envirommknt

PO.BOX 1971 AMARILLO TEXAS 79185 0001 £04178-3000 FAX S067171 9144

Re: Comment on Stockpile § rdship and Manag (5SM) and Storage and Disposition
(S&D) of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic Environmenial  Impact

Thank you for the opporiunity to comment on the U.S. Depanment of Energy’s (DOE)
Programmatic  Environmental Impact Siatements (PEISS) on Stockpile Stewardship and
Management (SSM) and Storage and Disposition (§&D) of Weapons-Usable Fissile Matenals.
Also, please consider these my comments for the Pantex Site-Wide Eavironmental impuct

As the mayor ol Amarillo, | have an obvious personal stake in the activitics at Pantex as
this plant is the largest cmployer in the region. Butmy first and foremost responsibility is 10 the
welfarc of the people and environment which is why I am adamant that any curent and futire
functions at Pantex will be conducted in a safe and environmentally sound manncr.
Amarillo economy would surety benefit from an expansion of Pantex, my first pnonty s o
cnsure any expansion be implemented in a way that docs no impair the health or safety of arca

That being said, { noted with great inerest at the April 22-23 hearings that many of our
residents who nuike their fiving "of[ the lund” (including public officials such as Congressmitn
Mac Thomberry and St. Rep. David Swinford) have recognized DOE's findings that there arc
“no significant ympacts” of any planned or current activities at Pantex. While the safeguarding
the environmenl is a prerequisite t0 any current of fulure activities at Pantex, | want to cnsure
that Pantex 15 not “passed over™ for any functions which could be performed safely  Further.
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such incorrect applications of NEPA serve (0 mislead. and in sonic cases unjustly concem, our
residents. | urge DOE 10 correct its findings which unfairly discriminate against Pantex by
rankings which are not based on “significant” imipacts.

1. Generally. By failing 10 recognize Pantex as a candidate site for new stockpile
management facilities. the DOE overlooks the best choice for consolidation of functions o
mainmin the integrity of the U.S. nuclear stockpile and attain maximum cfficiencies and cost
savings. Pantex played an important role in our Cold War victory and the plant will continue
to serve as the sole DOE sitc for maintaining a safe and reliable nuclear detcrrent 1o meet vur
national security needs.

1. SSM PEIS:

1. Pontex is the best place fo site new construction/stewardship activities. | support
DOE's finding that Pantex is the best site for assembly/disassembly and related management
functions. Pamtex is perhaps the most cost-effective aliemative for any new construction of SSM
facilities. Finst, labor cous. utility ratcs. and waer and land availability at Pantex. as well s
public and political supp are more ble than those 3t any other Complex site.  The
lewation of new or consolidared activisies at Pantex would ensure that core wechnicat capabilitics
are preserved at a location that can sccurc them at the most eMicicnt cost to the American people.
In this regard. | recall, at the 1995 Notice of Intent hearings in Amarillo, that DOE said it "will
ot build duplicative (acilities, unless DOE decides tw do s0.” 11 | ran the City of Amarillo this
wiy, we would be swinuning in red ink. In its deliberations, DOE should insist that budgetary
Comparisens hetween Pamtex wd ather sites are accurate. and incliele capital und transportation

roxix.

2. Pantex is the best site to continuc High Explasives fabrication. Consistent with
the strengths identified above for inc d dship and P duties, the HE functions
should also remain at Pantex. Since assembly/disassernbly functions will remain at Pantex. it
follows thit HE fabrications dutics should be present at the same site. Should the need arisc for
new weapons production. it will be critical to have the HE facilities at the production sitc.
Further, DOE officiuls a1 the April 22.23 hearings admitted that it would cost more to move these
functions to the labs. and that the labs lacked the critical guality assurance capability which
Pantex already possesses. How then can DOE assert shin there is no cost advantage to either
site? Again, DOE is ignoring not only the cheapest site, but the best site for maintuining our
nuchear deterrent.

115. Fissile Matcrials Storage and Disposition PEIS.  As ihc sole DOE-authorized
facility for axscahly/dicassernbly for niclear weapons, Pantex has historically handled ihese
functions in a safe and efticicat manner. Once again, schiow ledging Cost sevings cunsiderations,
DOE should maintain the current stoage of surplus and Straiegic Reserve plutonitm which i
already ot ihe siie and upgrade facilitics for expanded fong-term missions.  Pantex currently
safchouscs more than §,500 surplus pits and plans are being made to ship the puts from Rocky
Flats 10 Pantex. 1t makes linte scnsc re-create storage fucilities atanotier site and then transpunt
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large amounts of plutonium across the country from Paniex. DOE saud at the heanng "it made
sense” 1o coltlocate strategic storage and assembly/disassembly w minimize ransportion. and
0 collocate sirategic storage with surplus storage. since the sirategic stockpite may be declared
surplus at sorme pount  DOE should not only recognize that storage should follow disussembly.
but also that cerain disposition options should follow storage 10 minimize transportion and
other costs  In addinon, since most of the plutoium deemed surplus is already ar Pantex, and
given Pantex s close proximity 10 LANL (the new site for pit fabrication), it makes peactical and
economic sense o site any plutonium disposition functions at Pantex.

1V. Site-Wide EIS. | am concemned about the “plane crush™ analysis. As Mayor, [ have
been deeply involved in euns to reduce overflights over the piun:, and other preventauve
measures. How can it be that the probability of a crash causing 2 release has increased sigee
your 1994 Finding of No Significant Impact, after Pantex and the Anwvrillo Airpon? Even the
DOE officials at the bearings conceded that their analysis had serious problems, and needed 0
be corrected. { urge your office 1o corrett these errors, and act to avoid wrongfully depriving
Pantex of future functions for which it may be selected.

V. Conclusion. Based upon these reasons, | respecifully urge DOE o designate Paniex
as the preforred alternative site for all existing and new siockpile management functions ax well
as consolidation of plutonium disposition and control. Thank you for the opportunity to comment
on thesc reports.

Yours truly,
Kcl Scliger
Mayor of Amanilo
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HON. DIANNE BOSCH

CITY COMMISSIONER

CITY OF AMARILLO, TEXAS

COMMENTS ON THE STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP AND MANAGEMENT
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT,

STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF FISSILE MATERIALS PROGRAMMATIC
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND

THANK YOU FOR THE CHANCE TO ADDRESS THE DEPARTMENT OF
FENERGY IN THIS INTERACTIVE WORKSHOP FORMAT. AS AN
AMARILLO CITY COMMISSIONER SINCE 1989, | HAVE WITNESSED
COUNTLESS D.O.E. HEARINGS ON PANTEX. THE GIVE-AND -TAKE
BETWEEN THE AUDIENCE AND THE D.O.E. OFFICIALS IS VERY
INFORMATIVE TO EVERYONE IN ATTENDANCE. THE D.O.E. 1STO BE
APPLAUDED FOR THE USE OF AN INTERACTIVE FORMAT, AND SHOULD

CONTINUE TO USE IT IN FUTURE HEARINGS.

THE D.O.E. IS ALSO TO BE APPLAUDED FOR THE. OPEN MANNER WITH
WHICH IT HAS, AND CONTINUES TO, ADDRESS LLOCAL
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS. WE ARE ALSO THANKFUL THAT GOOD
MANAGEMENT AT PANTEX BY THE D.0Q.E.'S CONTRACTORS, MASON &
HANGER AND BATTELLE, 1AS PREVENTED PANTEX FROM HAVING
ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS OF THE TYPE AND MAGNITUDE FOUND

AT OTHER D.O.E. SITES. AS IS EVIDENT BY THE LARGE TURNOUT

TONIGHT, TIIS COMMUNITY STRONGLY SUPPORTS PANTEX, AND THIS

SIAd 10Ul S|PUIIDI 2]1SS1f
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SUPPORT COMES IN LARGE MEASURE FROM THE D.O.E'S
COMMITMENT TO OUR LOCAL ENVIRONMENT. THAT CONTINUED
COMMITMENT TO THE ENVIRONMENT IS CRITICAL FOR COMMUNITY

SUPPORT OF ALL CONTINUED OR NEW MISSIONS AT PANTEX.

REGARDING THE STOCKPILE STEWARD SHIP AND MANAGEMENT PEIS,
I STRONGLY SUPPORT THE CHOICE OF PANTEX AS THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE FOR THE ASSEMBLY AND DISASSEMBLY MISSION. THIS
COMMUNITY IS EXTREMELY PROUD THAT PANTEX PLAYED AN
IMPORTANT PART IN WINNING THE COLD WAR, AND WILL CONTINUE
TO PLLAY A CRITICAL ROLE IN REDUCING THE SIZE OF THE NATION'S
NUCLEAR ARSENAL IN THE POST-COLD WAR PERIOD. KEFEPING THIS
MISSION AT PANTEX IS NOT ONLY THE RIGHT CHOICE FOR AMARILLQ,
IT ALSO MAKE SENSE FROM A NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE BECAUSEIT
MAINTAINS A CONTINGENT PRODUCTION CAPABILITY, AND I'T SAVES
MORE THAT 1.5 BILLION DOLLARS WHEN COMPARED TO THE COST OF

TRANSFERRING THE WORK TO THF. NEVADA TEST SITE.

AS LONG AS WE ARE ON THE SUBJECT OF COST SAVINGS AND
RETENTION OF PRODUCTION CAPABILITY, THE D.O.E. MUST NOT LET
THE HIGH EXPLOSIVE (H.E.) FABRICATION MISSION BE MOVED FROM

PANTEX. PANTEX EMPLOYEES HAVFE. SUCCESSFULLY PERFORMED

THIS MISSION FOR MORE THAN FORTY YEARS, AND THERE IS

SIUWN20(] IUWuwio))
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ABSOLUTELY NO REASON FOR THIS WORK TO BE MOVED. WHEN THE
WEAPONS COMPLEX WAS ORGANIZED, IT MADE LOGICAL SENSE TO

LOCATE HIGH EXPLOSIVE WORK WITH ASSEMBLY AND DISASSEMBLY.

SIAd 1041 S|P 2115514
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IT STILL MAKES SENSE. FURTHERMORE, THE D.O.E.'S OWN ANALYSIS
INDICATES THAT THE COST OF TRANSFERRING H.E. WORK TO NEW
MEXICO LABS WOULD BE FIFTY MILLION DOLLARS. ITIS
INCONCEIVABLE. THAT THE D.O.E. MIGHT SEEK TO JUSTIFY SPENDING
FIFTY MILLION DOLLARS ONLY TO END UP WITH LESS PRODUCTION
CAPABILITY IN A LOCATION THAT HAS NEVER PERFORMED THIS

MISSTON.

IN TERMS OF STORAGE AND DISPOSITION ACTIVITIES, [ WOULD FIRST
LIKE TO NOTE MY PREVIOUS COMMENTS ABOUT THE NEED TO
PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT. 1 AM ENCOURAGED BY THE PREVIOUS
COMMENTS ABOUT THE NEED TO PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT. | AM
ENCOURAGED BY THE OUTSTANDING ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD THAT
PANTEX HAS REGARDING STORAGE OF PLUTONIUM OVER MANY
VEARS. [ HOPE THAT THE D.O.E. WILL MAKE THE RIGHT CHOICE AND
CONTINUE THE SAFE STORAGE OF SURPLUS PLUTONIUM AT PANTEX. 1
ALSO HOPE THAT THE D.O.E. WILL KEEP IN MIND THAT PLUTONIUM

FROM DISMANTLED WEAPONS REPRESENTS A TREMENDOUS

INVESTMENT AND MAY PROVE TO BE A VALUABLE ASSET IN CIVILIAN
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USE. 1 URGE THE D.O.E. TO CHOOSE PANTEX AS THE SITE FOR

ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND DISPOSITION ACTIVITIES.

ONCE AGAIN, THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON
THE D.O.E’S PLAN FOR THE FUTURE OF PANTEX. PANTEX HAS BFEN
AN IMPORTANT PART OF OUR REGIONAL ECONOMY FOR MANY YEARS,
AND WE SUPPORT THE CONTINUATION OF ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND
OPERATIONS AT THE PLANT. | WOULD ALSO LIKE TO THANK ALL THE
CONCERNED CITIZENS OF OUR COMMUNITY WHO HAVE MAKE THE

EFFORT TO ATTEND THIS MEETING TONIGHT.

AM-001
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Mr. Vance Reed
Prasident, Amariflo Economic Development Corporation

Comments on the Slockpile Stewardship & Management PEIS,
the Storage & Disposition of Fissile Matarials PEIS, and
the Pantex Site-Wide EIS
Thank you for this opportunity to provide input to the Department of Energy regarding
the operation of the Pantex plant. | would like to address two primary issues tonight
ragarding Pantex's future: 1) the environment, and 2) jobs.

Starting with the environment, | would like to reiterate this community's adamant
position that all work perforined at Pantex continue to ba dane in a fashion that
protacts the environment. Whiie the public has heard s great deal about
“contamination” at Pantex, there has been fitle media attention given to the nature of
poliution problems st Pantex. Most contaminants at Pantex are related to solvents
and hydrocarbons that are very similar to those that would be found at practically any
large menufacturing facility. This community Is very reessured by the fact that Pantex
has not had contamination prob from radicactive materials, such as occurred at
Rocky Fiats and Hanford,

The Amanilio Economic Development Corporation views Pantex in much the same
manner as we view other larga manufacturers ir: terms of presenting risks to the
environment. For instance, if we were recrulting a computer chip manufacturer, we
would realize that these plants have hazardous waste streams including arsenic and
other heavy metals. The A.E.D.C. would only recruit 8 company that is committad to
full compRience with E.P.A. and state environmental regulations. High tech businesses
have created whole new industries and thousands of jobs, while working with very
hazardous substances. This shows that protection of the environment and job creation
can go hand-in-hand,

Likewise, we befieve that Pantex can be a site where good, high-paying jobs are
created in a work environment that includes potentially dangarous materials. When
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measured in terms of total payroll, Pantax is by far the area's iargest employer. With
3,500 smployees at the plant, a job muitiplier of 3.87 shows that Pantex is responsible
for @ total of over 13,500 jobs in this region, This multiplier was established by Dr.
Ray Perryman st Southemn Maethodist University. The mutiplier reflects the fact that
the money that Pantex brings into the local economy supports many relak, medical,
educational, finance, insurance and real estate jobs. Alt toid, employment related to
Pantex represents over 12% of all jobs in the Amarillo metropolitan area. | urge the
D.0.E. to correct the socio-econormic impact portions of ail three EIS documents to
accurately refloct the impact of Pantex on our local economy.

Because of the importance of Pantex to our tocal economy, the A.E.D.C. Is very
pleased that Pantex has been chosen as the preferred site for continued assembly
and disassembly functions. We also believe this decision i8 in the best economic
interests of the nation, as it saves more than 1.5 Billion dollars to American texpayers.
| also urge the D.O.E. to continue the high explosive fabrication mission thet is
currently performed at Pantex. Again, this not only protects jobs in our region, it
saves American taxpayers 80 Million dollars compared with the cost of moving these
operations to New Mexico.

For Pantex’s future, the D.0.E. should locate storage and disposition missions at
Pantex, as long as they can be done in an environmentally safa fashion. | urge the
Department to make use of the expertise of the Amarilio National Resource Center for
Plutoniom  This resource center, which is operated by the University of Texas
System, the Texas A&M University System, and the Texas Tech University System,
can provide world-class evaluation of disposition options. | believe the Amarilio area
will prove to be an outstanding operating environment for those storage and
disposition functions that have boen fully scientifically evaluated and safely

impiementad.
g
Onca again, thank you for the opportunity to address you in this workshop tonight. 3
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Augusta Public Meeting Oral C - April 30, 1996

Public Meeting Comments

Savannah River Site
April 30, 1996

Morning Meeting
Plenary Session

C: Please clarify the time frame of the documents release

C: The cost should not drive the decision but it should be considered. Timing could have a
stronger driving force and it has not been mentioned. You (DOE) did not mention future
generations and the conservation of nonrenewable resources. Other countries will have nuclear
technologies available and the United States will be behind technologically. I am looking for a
complete environmental analysis that includes cost, timing, impacts to future g ions, and
conservation of nonrencwable resources

1/01.00.00

o My initial fears about the Savannah River Site have been reassured, allowing me to ignore
all of the negative statements 1 have heard in the past which did not have a basis in fact. | sm now
reassured that the me is ufe and envi h River Site is logical for the
storage and disposi The S h River Site ity is involved and wants to
keep the public lnd envnonmem safe The site is the largest employer in the area and with the
downsizing effort there have been some negative impacts from an economic standpoint. 1 urge
DOE to use the Savannah River Site and its inteliect and physical infrastructure We welcome

you

2/08.03.01

C: 1 would like to address two issues: 1) I am fearful that without having a continued needed
mission at the Savarmah River Site, DOE will lose this muclear weap

2) Samuhmvusmhnugoodﬁmreuseplm,theothumumym lwouldhopethnﬂu
other sites have a wildlife preservation plan for their undeveloped areas. DOE should make it a
policy to not build on green field sites, but build new facilities by using brown field sites, a
complex wide program. DOE needs to disregard the deep borehole option

3/15.00.00

| 4/08.03.01
C: The Savannah River Site has touched everyone's life directly or indirectly. Through my
work as Director of Planning for the Lower Savannah Council, [ feel the Savannah River Site

programs, manpower, and experience are an integral part of this community. Informing the public 2/08.03.01

has been good and it is very important to know what is going on with the Savannah River Site aod cont.

Note: Some documents submitted during the public meeting were recorded
as part of the minutes. The same documents, in some instances, were also
submitted as hand-ins at the end of the meeting. In those cases, the documents
are analyzed once, either as part of the minutes or as stand alone documents.

Listed below is the name of the individual who submitted a document as part
of the minutes and the page number containing DOE’s responses to the
comments:

American Nuclear Society, James Dewes 3-32

01 00 00 Comment Number 1

Cost and timing (schedules) were not addressed in the PEIS since it focuses
primarily on environmental analyses. However, cost and schedules were
considered in a separate Technical Summary Report issued in July 1996.
These factors will be considered, along with environmental impacts of the
candidate alternatives, as part of the ROD. Conservation of nonrenewable
resources for Reactor Alternatives is considered in this PEIS.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

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.

1500 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 4

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
constderations, and public input.

sasuodsay pup
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Augusta Public Meeting Oral Comments - April 30, 1996

its potential. We (citizens) would like to sce the Savannah River Site utilized. We (citizens) foel 2/08.03.01
the Savanmah River Site has the ability and experience to do perform these options, the economics B
are not only m the best interest for the community but for the United States. cont.

C: ;f!}phnmmmmudnr;:wwd«udmfmbwnmmwmuu |5/09.12.08

C: It is important to being the public into this process. What is the weakness within public
outreach thet 2 more diverse group is not here at this meeting to learn and raise their concerns. A 6/08.02.00
more diverse group would assist DOE in decisionmaking and they would be involved in the e
process.

L ¥y uep

Q| Why cont DOE reopen snd process the el rods and radioactive mateial at the Barmwel |7I15.00.00

C: 1 understend that DOE has five reactors contsining spert fised that have been sitting for
five years, why doesn’t DOE use them. Why is DOE letting them sitting there?

| 801.04.00

C. Participant showed a sfide on the fiture use of Savannah River Site. (slide attached)

C: mBundehudoudﬁﬂemyemngo. ltwuslmdawnby?ruidem&n«,he
Mlhﬁidowlwim-m ducting the National Envi J Policy Act process. It is not

g that other i hvedm:mﬂnﬂeUmledSmaMmme
and they have preformed them fully, for example, rep ing. So why does the United
States think we can influence them now?

9/01.03.00

Q Refe g the calculation of p ial risks in the summary, Savannah citizens are in the
m:geoﬁh:meﬁ-xmm DndDOEbokulheSammhRmSmoﬁyfonherdase
of radiation or did DOE look at all of the industries in the area combined with the S. h River
Site that could cause effect?

10/09.00.06

A { believe it covers the Iative impacts from the S
review that sagain 1o make it clearer.

h River Site only. DOE will

C: Thatis not fair to the citizens of Savannah. There should be a combimation of the
Savannah River Site and industry impacts. It could show that we may live longer if the Savannah
River Site was closed.

11/09.00.06

091208 Comment Number §

A review of the geographical distribution of minority and low-income
populations and meteorological data indicates that if an accidental release of
radiation were to occur, these particular populations would not be
disproportionately affected. The prevailing wind conditions at SRS, for
example, would not lead to dispersion of the Pu to cause these populations to
receive higher doses than other populations.

080200 Comment Number 6

The Department of Energy announces, in advance, public meetings on NEPA
documents with the intent of involving all interested parties. These meetings
are advertised in a number of ways in order to encourage full public
participation. Eight public meetings were held concerning this PEIS to
present information contained in the Draft PEIS and to receive public
comment. All comments submitted received equal consideration.

150000 Comment Number 7

This would require appropriately designed facilities including extensive
chemical processing. 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.

0104 00 Comment Number 8

Existing DOE reactors were operated for the purpose of R&D. Most of these
reactors are of smaller scale and would not have sufficient infrastructure to
support the Pu disposition mission.

010300 Comment Number 9

The goal of the materials disposition program is to utilize processes that place
Pu in a form that meets the Spent Fuel Standard, a condition where the Pu is
as inaccessible and difficult to retrieve and reuse in nuclear weapons as the Pu

SIAd 1pul SppuIDN 3118814
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(o8 Under Stockpile $ dship and Managy it seems that more pits will be made and
mdquongemdDiqon‘n’m,DOEisuyhgtoﬁpnmwhnmdowithlhapﬁs. This doesn't

emhmdomnunlomkemphtmﬁmmdthm(hothudosmknowwhnlo
do.

Q Theposﬂcuno(moptiombdngm‘dﬂu’“ofﬁﬁmionhsnmbmlddmed.
How long would it take to vitrify 50 tons? How long would it take 10 process 50 tons in a
reactor? Hmvlongwmddituhifhuhoptiommu:edfoﬂhc%tm?

Momiag Meeting
Breakout Sessions

C: DOEneedslorelﬁzethllwithhewbﬁc ings and break tons there will always
belmomol'peoplethtnmwdl-vumdonmmpic. DOE needs to address this situation.

C: lfDOEeuddmitwwwuinglbeEuwmnp.ﬁ!kyﬂnspmmldbeth.
wu.mmmhmumwamwmmmm
first core loading will be available, How:va,illnstobeemminedudy.irmudofw:iﬁngmd
the capacity being full.

Q Whlkmmhduﬁqmﬁduﬁewmﬂkmhﬁ“a
mwﬂfmmw"ﬂMMbmﬁk]ldhtﬁmm
never & definitive statement of risk.)

Q: Whykﬂncomuﬁﬂhduuryhtheudmdswumtobeapmﬁfuuimﬁsk?
Whym'uheeomadﬂhﬁmybemedtomwhmDOEmMuionﬁ? (Note-
Thuupomprwﬂdndenuﬂhgﬂmwtaﬁllymdblﬁeis-:}

C: hmhammm&unympmmwahmzdem;
plmmduixedmddepmdniou;iuidﬂmeismpmﬁfa:ﬁonriﬂn For Europe, the
International Atomic Energy Agency is conperned about nonproliferation

C: \Vlunhnmswu,lwouldllinktb:mmoroptionwwldbedimmmdbeumeoflhe
waste generated.
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16/08.02.00

17/15.00.00

18/06.01.06

19/01.06.00

20/01.06.00

21/08.03.01

that is present in spent fuel from nuclear reactors. While the PEIS discusses
the generation of spent fuel as a result of potential disposition actions, any
subsequent reprocessing and extraction of Pu from the spent fuel is beyond
the scope of the PEIS and the fundamental nonproliferation purpose of the
disposition effort. The fact that the PEIS evaluates disposition of surplus
weapons Pu through use in MOX fuel, but does not further evaluate
reprocessing of the spent fuel, does not preclude future changes in the U.S.
Nonproliferation Policy.

09 00 06

In accordance with NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1508.7, Cumulative Impacts are
defined as impacts that result from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. With
respect to radiological impacts from normal operations, the contribution from
the Vogtle Nuclear Plant (located across the Savannah River from SRS),
considered a present action under this definition, is included in the cumulative
impacts presented in Section 4.7.2.6.9. There are no other facilities in the area
of SRS that release radioactivity to the environment.

Comment Number 10

09 00 06

No other Federal, State, local, or private reasonably foreseeable actions were
found that would contribute to cumulative impacts for the time period being
considered. When possible, planned projects before the year 2005 No Action
baseline have been incorporated into the No Action Altemative. The No
Action Alternative takes into account existing site operations and includes the
impacts resulting from planned changes to operations until the year 2005.
Projects planned for beyond the 2005 No Action baseline would be in such a
preliminary stage as to make analysis speculative.

Comment Number 11

01 00 00 Comment Number 12

No new weapons are being produced, but the United States needs to maintain
the core competency and capabilities to produce pits to support national
defense in a dynamic world. Existing pits declared surplus need to undergo
the disposition process to fulfill the goals of the President’s Nonproliferation
Policy and to provide visible evidence of irreversible disarmament.

sasuodsay pup
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C: It is not in the draft Progr ic E | Impact S (Note: This

wmm&uﬂemdojadlmaxbnmgaﬁnghwwfmnujwm
generated by the mixed oxide fuel option as compared to the waste genersted by ureninm
mulhmngnjfheﬁ:d. DOE committed 1o do more with this in the final

1 Impact St )

22/09.11.08

r-v‘ Ei

C: Salt drifts would be released to the aquatic envi and the wetlands with the reactors
mentioned carfier that use cooling towers. There are several endangered snimals along the
Savannah River which would be impacted, this should be amalyzed. The salt is corroding the
beaches in Savannah.

23/09.06.06

C:  The decp borchole option would place the phutonium in itself. The barrier is the length of
the hole. Then there is the mixed oxide fuel reactor, which could create energy giving it an
economic value. Both options create nuclear waste, however, mixed oxide fuel may creste more
waste. The United States has the potential to reprocess the fuel sow. The immobilization and 9/01.03.00
deep borehole options will require very sophisti logy and equi to retrieve the cont.
pltonium. qunlubemtonpmlhphmmmuununeededm« since it is
harder to retrieve material from mmobilization or from the deep borehole.

Cc: if you look at the of phutonium being di d today and the amount of
plutonium in commercial reactors over fifteen to seventeen years, it is about two
percent of the total available

24/15.00.00

[o8 If the United States does not use mixed oxide fuel it will lose technology and expertise. | 25/08.03.01
The United States was a technology leader now will become 2 beggar. -,
C: My comment and question regard excess (surplus) plutonsum. People don’t understand
the difference between the commercial spent fuel issue and the nonexcess material. This
confusion should be cleared up. How will DOE get the material to the spent fuel standard and not
change the isotopic content?

| 2601.04.00
| 27/01.00.00

C: [ have heard today that on one hand DOE does this and on the other hand DOE does that.
Tt seems that some things have becn taken out of context when DOE is suppose to have put this
altogether and considered everything  The United States just keeps chasing its tail. There are
mpeop\emwmmthcmformmandgemnmwwm One statement
says DOE is doing this to get rid of plutonium then DOE is g g i It bothers me
that statements contradict each other.

28/01.00.00

050108 Comment Number 13

Current plans call for vitrifying 4 or 5t (4.4 or 5.5 tons) of Pu per year,
resulting in a 10- to 12-yr campaign for the full 50 t (55 tons).

06 00 08 Comment Number 14

The details vary with selections of reactor designs and specific core designs.
Typically, a very large LWR is capable of consuming MOX fuel at a rate of
1t (1.1 tons) of Pu per year. If 5 reactors were used, then the irradiation
campaign would be about 10 years, not including an approximate 10-yr
period required to make the fuel available to the reactors.

01 04 00 Comment Number 15

The length of time depends on the throughput of each facility and how many
facilities are being used, which in turn is determined by the urgency of the
mission and the amount of available congressional funding. Analyses of the
cost, schedule, technical, and Nonproliferation Policy impacts are described
in separate documents to support DOE’s ROD. The cost, schedule, and
technical analyses were made available for public review beginning in July
1996. The nonproliferation analysis was made available to the public
beginning in October 1996.

08 02 00 Comment Number 16
Comment noted.

1500 00 Comment Number 17
Comment noted.
06 01 06 Comment Number 18

The use of MOX fuel is analyzed for the Reactor Altermnatives in the PEIS to
provide an understanding of their potential environmental impacts, and how
these impacts differ from those of the other alternatives. No attempt is made
to rank the alternatives since all of the impacts are within acceptable
environmental, safety, and health limits.

Si1dd 10Ul S|PV 3]15S1
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C DOE is fooling itself, if it (DOE) thinks that it can influence another couatry to do what
the United States wants. DOE needs to look at what can be done and how to move forward
instead of linking it with an unpredictable party. 1am trying to justify what our time is being
spent on.

29/01.00.00

C: The agreement on disposition seems to be an element of uncertainty. The United States
should use the technology it has now to deal with our problems and not wait for the Russians.
Things are taken out of context, one idea is jumped on then it is dropped, the public ends up
getting the wrong impression. I am sure some of the public today is searching for information.

30/01.06.00

C: Future generations are not mentioned in the draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement. What happens when the United States runs out of fossil fuels? The National
Env-romnemnl Policy Act states that the impact of making energy resources inaccessible or

ievable should be idered. What is the impact ror the year 3000 is not the impact for the
year 2010. Will DOE look at the ai ives, for ional reactors, partially
constructed reactors, and new reactors? These would supplemen( the energy of fossil fuels and
reduce carbon dioxide emissions. The cost and cost benefits need to include the cost of research
and development of other plants, when will it be made available.

31/01.04.00

C: What are the barriers DOE perceives for closer coordination with the United States
program, to include light water reactors, perhaps even to bumn the Russian plutonium in addition
to the United States plutonium and what is being done to bring the basriers down?

32/01.06.00

C: There is for the Canadian option b of pairing. 1 don’t think that the
United States pairing has been cxplored enough, it needs a harder look.

33/01.03.00

C: Russia won't give us their material for free and the Canadians will be getting the energy
value, I don’t want my taxpayer money that has been used and will be used to be spent for that
way.

34/08.03.01

[ DOE should contact Phyllis Laser of Texas for information on the problems with deep
boreholes in Texas.

C: ’ The amount of waste generated from mixed oxide use seems to be a lifetime figure not an I Y

annual figure, could DOE get a specific answer and sent it to us? 35/09.11.08
C: 1 would suggest that in the final document this should be reworded so that the whole
conclusion rather than just the bad part is stated. (Nole Tkis refers to in
the summary relating to envii ! justice imp )

‘ 36/09.12.08

, 010600

Comment Number 19

* The Department of Energy does not consider commercial industry a

proliferation risk, as evidenced in the Existing LWR Alternative which uses
commercial reactors to carry out the Pu disposition mission. 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.

0106 00 Comment Number 20

Comment noted.

080301 Comment Number 21

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.

091108

The Avoided Impacts section of the PEIS (Section 4.9) has been updated not
only to include avoided human health impacts from mining, milling, and
enrichment operations, but avoided air quality impacts, avoided waste
generation, and other avoided environmental impacts. This section includes
the displacement of uranium fuel by MOX fuel.

Comment Number 22

09 06 06 Comment Number 23

A detailed analysis of potential impacts from salt drift was not presented in
this PEIS because design parameters have not been developed for the
alternative. Section 4.3.5.4.6 of the PEIS states that potential impacts due to
salt drift may be evaluated in additional environmental documentation, if
required.
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C. In the tables of background radiation (Volume 1, Chapter 3 - tables for each site), the
public should be given the fange of background radiation for a 50 mile area. The ability to
compare the person rems from background radiation to the person rems at the Savannah River
Site, would show how mimuscue the increase is. Not having a comparison of the numbers does
not show a true reflection. This information needs 1o be put in context.

C: If there was not the mixed oxide fuel option, the following is what you would expect from
& uranium fuel cycle: 340 cubic meters of high level waste glass, $ million additional cubic meters
of mill tailings, and 3,400 cubic meters of enrichment tails. This would be the waste generated if
the mixed oxide option was not chosen.

C: Regarding the movement of the pits from Pantex to the Savannah River Site which could
be surplus and strategic. It is umwise to store them together in same facility and an unwise
decision to approach.

C: DOE does not want the strategic pits to be found.
C: Thete are a significant amounts of oxides.

Q: Can DOE clarify the minorities statement, is DOE saying that minorities will not be
affected? (Note: The response provided at the meeting did not appear 1o  fully respond to the
issue.)

C: Because the minorities are affected, more public relations is needed for the minonities.
Minorities should have some voice in this decisionmaking process.

C: The same was thought for Carisbad 20 years ago. (Note: This comment came from a
discussion on the deep borehole and its viability and site selection probability.)

Moming Meeting
Summary Session

C: Two things: 1) There needs to be outreach activities beyond the present outreach
activities to reach the minorities and low income areas and invoive them in this process. Outreach
through brochures, television, and radio is not enough. Particularly downstream and rural

ities. Most minorities could not take professional leave today without penalty. DOE
needs to think of ways to bring in the col ities affected. A st gic effort is needed 10 train
these individuals, a base of understand; 18 needs to be established; 2) The analyses need to take

37/09.09.06

38/09.11.08

39/08.03.01

I 40/15.00.00

’ 41/09.12.06

| 42108.02.00

| 43104.03.00

44/08.02.00

| 45/08.02.00

150000 Comment Number 24

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 25

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

’

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

010400 Comment Number 26

010000

The purpose of the Spent Fuel Standard is to convert Pu to a form that makes
it as unattractive and inaccessible as the residual Pu in commercial spent fuel.
Once the Pu is converted, it is very difficult to retrieve and separate out. Any
Pu separated would become weapons-usable, regardless of its isotopic content.

Comment Number 27

0100 00 Comment Number 28

Comment noted.

010000

Comment Number 29
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into consideration the low income areas affected with the bi of the S h River Site

and ares industry impacts. We (Citizens for Environmental Justice) don't want to come 1o more

meetings without the i nt of black ity. Local officials need to become more 45/08.02.00
involved, especially in Georgia. It is a disservice for DOE to ask the public to wade through the t
size of these documents. The average citizen has a third grade intellect. We (Citizens for cont.
Environmental Justice) want facts from independent sources, not just DOE.
C: P f color need to become more informed. We E and minorities) should be

Pl o )shou | 46/08.02.00

working together. DOE needs more input from the minority population

(o The employces of the Savannah River Site have not been represented, they received an ¢-
mail about this meeting yesterday. It would be nice for DOE to bring in these employees, maybe 47/08.02.00
have & meeting at the site, they need to be included.

C: The material from the Savannah River Site should be moved to either Oak Ridge or I 48/08.03.01
Pantex. Low income or peopie of color are largely impacted in this area. hadd

C: We (minorities) don't want to fall into the syndrome of not in my back yard. The , /09 1
information needs to be throughly analyzed to make sure that the risk t0 all humans is minimized. 49/09.12.06
Evening Meeting

Plenary Session

Q: More precise information is needed for the deep borehole option. How will the different
radioactive wastes be placed in these deep boreholes? Phyllis Laser has reported about the deep
borehole p (not in refati totheMlterialsDi!posilionpmmm)mdﬂsepmblmuthu
have been encountered in Texas with them. Are there more public meetings on these subjects or
is this the last? (Note: The response provided at the meeting did not appear to fully respond to
the issue.)

50/04.00.00

C: The Aiken Chamber of Commerce would like to state on behalf of the Chamber of

C in the areas sur ding the S h River Site we are united for future missions. |
am representing 30,000 employees from 3,000 ployers in seven ies with four Chambers of
Commerce from two states with one message. We want future missions for the Savannah River
Site.

2/08.03.01
cont.

C: The Buitding and Trades Union, second the Chamb of C ce and look
forward to working with the Savannah River Site in the future.

01 06 00 Comment Number 30

The Department of Energy is proposing to take action on storage and
disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials in the United States. Once the
decision is made late this year, there will be a path forward for storage and
disposition of these materials. DOE also hopes that other nations will follow
our example and seek our technical assistance. It s important for the United
States to work with Russia on disposition options to help them focus their
efforts, make technology decisions, and begin implementation of disposition
activities. The United States is not likely to proceed with Py disposition
unless Russia takes reciprocal action.

0104 00 Comment Number 31

This PEIS analyzes the environmental impacts of various reasonable
alternatives now and in the foreseeable future, following NEPA guidance.
Impacts in the year 3000 involve a great deal of uncertainties and would be
unrealistic to predict at this time.

01 06 00

The use of domestic LWRs for disposition of U.S. Pu has been analyzed in
the PEIS. Disposition of Russian Pu in U.S. reactors was not considered as an
option. Disposition of both Russian and U.S. Py in CANDU reactors was
considered since it was proposed by Canada as a non-weapons state.

Comment Number 32

010300 Comment Number 33

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 34

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.

sasuodsay pup

Sjuawnioq Huawiwio




W

1 PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS, NORTH AUGUSTA, SC
v PAGE 8 oF 11

09 11 08 Comment Number 35

Augusta Public Meeting Oral C - April 30, 1996 Impacts reported in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the PEIS are annual values for
each of the storage and disposition alternatives. Impacts reported in Sections
2.5, 4.6, and the Summary of the PEIS are for the life of each alternative.

C [Prepared statement submitted (see attached))

Evening Meeting 091208 Comment Number 36

Breakout Sessions

SIAd 19Ul S| apissty
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The environmental Justice analysis, Section 4.5 of the PEIS, summarizes

€. This program could benefit by accelerating the site disposition decisi along with the . . LT .

siorage decision. DOE should not follow m the foot steps of the Foreign Research Reacror Spent | 51/08.03.00 potential environmental Justice impacts for all the sites so that the

Nuclear Fuel Exvi Impact § . 8 process. decisionmaker has all information available. The Summary contains a

C  From the long-term perspective, disposition seems to take the material from an “as is” | 52/06.01.06 condensed description of the impacts of the available information. Based on

condition 1o a spent fuel form. The full life cycle costs don’t seem to be laid out in the document. . .

The disposition of the material after it is used and future mortgage do not seem 1o be addressed in 53/080000 comrments l’CCClVCd, the Summary of the PEIS was revised.

your (DOE) decisionmaking process.

C: Laccept this as an open issue. The unknowns here should be translated into economic or

environmental impacts that get added 10 the analysis when they are compared to other alternatives 54/09.11 06 09 09 06 Comment Number 37

that do not have the same amount of unknowns. (Note: This comment was made Jollowing a R . L

discussion on whether or not waste from mixed oxide fuel could be certified) To better understand the natural background environmental radiation levels

C [Prepared statement of American Nuclear Society, Central Savannah River Section (see : and the Proposed Action’s incremental radiation |CVC|S, the natural

attached)] background environmental radiation levels at each potential site involved in
Evening Meeting the Pu storage and disposition alternatives are presented in Chapter 3 of the

Summary Session PEIS. For the same purpose, the incremental radiation levels from Proposed

Actions are compared to the natural background environmental radiation
levels in the same area in Chapter 4 of the PEIS. In all cases, the natural
background environmental radiation levels are the major source of exposure
to the general population.

No summary session

09 11 08 Comment Number 38

The Avoided Impacts section of the PEIS (Section 4.9) has been updated not
only to include avoided human health impacts from mining, milling, and
enrichment operations, but avoided air quality impacts, avoided waste
generation, and other avoided environmental impacts. This section includes
the displacement of uranium fuel by MOX fuel.

08 03 01 Comment Number 39

Comment noted.
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15 00 00 Comment Number 40

Comment noted.

MULTIPLE USE MODEL 09 1206 Comment Number 41

The environmental justice analysis does not assess whether minorities would
be affected, but whether minorities and low-income populations would be
disproportionately affected. This is accomplished by combining detailed
demographics data for the areas surrounding the candidate sites with the
results from the public health and socioeconomic analysis. The public health
and socioeconomic analyses assess whether all of the surrounding
populations would be affected by the Proposed Alternatives. These sections
do not distinguish among sub-population groups.

BUFFER-
ZONE 2

Campgrounds

BUFFER-
ZONE 1

08 02 00 Comment Number 42

QOil
exploration

PRESERVE All members of the public have a voice in the decisions to be made on this

very important area. All comments receive equal weight and are given equal
consideration. All comments are given to the decisionmakers so that good
sustainable decisions are made.

Moderately
intensive
sitviculture

Habilat
manipulation
for wildlife

Ecological
Management

long-rotation
forestry

Low-density
housing

04 03 00 Comment Number 43

Comment noted.

08 02 00 Comment Number 44

The Department of Energy uses a wide variety of methods to communicate
Source: . Noss, "Protecting Natural Areas In Fragmenled Landscapes,” Nalural Aroes Journal (1987). 6. 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.

S‘JUQWTIJOG Jualuluo_)
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AMERICAN NUCLEAR SOCIETY - SAVANNAH RIVER SECT]OA‘G STATEMENT
REGARDING STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF WEAPONS-USEABLE FISSILE
MATERIALS DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

My name is John Dewes and [ am Vice Chairman of the Savannah River Section of the American Nuclear Socicty.

Our local section consists of some 800 scientists and engineers in the Central Savannah River Area. On behalf of

the Section, I would like to make a statement conceming the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Useable Fissile

Materials Draft Prog: ic Envir | Impact S
We believe that all of the long term storage options are ptable from the standpoint of envi I, safety and
heaith. We also believe that any of the Long Term Storage sites proposed have sufficicnt infeastructuzre to handle

the enginecring & design of such a facility.

We strongly support the recommendations contained in the American Nuclear Society Special Panel Report on the

Protection and Manag of Plutonium', a Panel chaired by Glen T. Seaborg, who discovered Plutonium
almost 60 years ago. This report ded impl of the reactor irradiati

surplus weapons-useable plutonium.

option for disposal of

The stated goal of the PEIS is to make surplus plutonium inaccessible and unattractive for use as nuclcar weapons.
We believe that the reactor irradiation option has several advantages over the other options in meeting this goal. It
is the only option that converts weapons grade plutonium (o reactor grade plutonium. This is a crucial point,
because our weapons testing history indicates that, although possible, it is extremely difficult to build a successful
nuclear weapon from reactor grade plutonium, and that the infrastructure required (o cither build a successful
weapon or to purify the plutonium to weapons grade presents a tremendous barrier to diversion. The reactor
irradiation option is ulso the quickest way to reach the goal of the Spent Fuel Standard for protection from misuse.

Jilt Lytle, Deputy Assistant Secretary, in her prepared comments for the Citizens Advisory Board Plutonium
Forum, indicated that she wanted u “sustainable decision”, one which considers the issue in light of other
decisions under review and onc that gamers long term public support. The decision should therefore reflect the
long term need 1o protect the public from diversion of the materials in question. The French have recognized this

issue, and arc currently taking advantage of the long term protection associated with the use of mixed oxide fuel
fot their civilian stockpiles of plutonium.

We believe that if the mission of the DOE is to ensure a stable cnergy supply for our country’s necds, then the
energy value of the plutonium, estimated at 32 billion dollars, should be considered when sclecting the preferred
alternative. Plutonium is not a waste - it is the closest thing to a peace dividend ous country will ever see. We
also belicve that the DOE needs to pay attention to scicntific facts related to pl rather than irresponsible and
irrational statements made conceming its toxicity and potential impact on the population.

We strongly urge you to select the reactor imadiation option as the most beneficial and cffective method for
lispositioning of weap
tmportant issue.

—_—_—
* Protection and Manag, of Pl LA

ble fissile material. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on this

Nuclear Socicty Special Pancl Repon, Glen T. Seaborg. August 1995

SM-001

" 091206

0802 00 Comment Number 45

The analyses in the PEIS take into consideration low income areas that could

potentially be affected by decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials,

Local officials in South Carolina and Georgia have been provided copies of
the Draft PEIS, or it has been made available for their use.

08 02 00 Comment Number 46

Comment noted.

08 02 00 Comment Number 47

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.

08 03 01 Comment Number 48

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.

Comment Number 49

©ne objective of the PEIS is to identify potential impacts from each of the
Proposed Alternatives so that human health risks are taken into account in the
decisionmaking process. DOE is committed to implementing a program that
minimizes risks to all workers and all affected populations.,

o
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04 00 00 Comment Number 50

More detailed information on the borehole technology is available in the
Technical Summary Report and related borehole alternative summary reports
made available to the public beginning in July 1996.

08 03 00 Comment Number 51

The Department of Energy is working to make decisions on these very
important issues in a timely manner using all available information such that
wise, sustainable decisions can be implemented in a deliberate, properly
scheduled manner.

06 01 06 Comment Number 52

Technical, schedule, cost, and nonproliferation analyses along with the
environmental analysis will be used by the decisionmaker in determining the
ROD. The technical, schedule, and cost analyses were made available for
public review beginning in July 1996. The nonproliferation analysis was
made available to the public beginning in October 1996.

08 00 00 Comment Number 53

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.

09 11 06 Comment Number 54

Appendix H of this PEIS evaluated the various Pu waste forms for potential
disposal in a HLW repository to include MOX spent nuclear fuel. The
environmental impacts associated with the operation of the HLW repository
are not within the scope of this PEIS. The environmental impacts of
constructing and operating a HLW repository would be completed in a
separate NEPA analysis. This PEIS analyzes the construction and operation
of a MOX fuel fabrication facility and the associated reactors in Section 4.3.5.
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Rocky Flats Public Mecting Oral Comments - March 26, 1996

Public Meeting Comments

Rocky Flats Environmentsl Technology Center
Tucsday, March 26, 1996

Afternvon Meeting
Plenary Session

C: 1 am in favor of moving this material off Rocky Flats.

Afternooa Meeting
Breakout (Combined) Session

C: The population parameters should be kept visible in IIhc matrix, because it is the great
deterrent for not using Rocky Flats.

C: 1 don’t see security listcd as a parameter, if we have 1o have 371(not |dcnnﬁed 8sa
building or area) and a ncw vault then sccurity will have to be i d, th

costs. I don’t see maintenance and operation listed. These subjects should be consndemd m
relation to the matrix.

C: [Prepared statement of Kenncth Werth (see attached))

C: In reviewing the summary | noticed that whenever transportation was dealt with it was
written in the summary as, “and intersite transportation would be susceptible to cumulative
impacts.” | recognize that there will be transportation of thesc materials. I think that the public
will be concerned with the security ciated with the port of this material. The
processes used to transport the material should be displayed and explained better to the public.
A better statement of the security should be add d in the final Envi ] Impact
Statement to further allay the public's fears. | dthatag | saying,
“Security measures arc in place” be added, at least, in the final document, even if most of the
security measures arc classified.

Q: Is there a policy forthcoming on the movement of the material by interstatc highways and
roads? (Note: DOE staff present at the meeting acknowiedged that they did not have an
answer to this question and asked the participant to fill out an unanswered question card.)

C: [ don’t think it's a good idea to give too much latitude to the dards or policies on how
to deal with this material or (o allow 0o many decisionmakers. [f the United States has the
capability, it should be used.

C: Scnator Nunn will speak on nuclear safety tomorrow on C-SPAN. | propose for
Colorado to use interim ge of the D ble material but not at Rocky Flats. A new

vault for storage is not a problem but the vault should be placed on a military base for security
rcasons, do not place the vault at Rocky Flats. Northeast Colorado has minuteman silos for
storage, why couldn’t DOE use these silos for material storage?

| 1/08.03.01

| 2/01.05.00

3/13.00.00

4/13.00.00

5/01.00.00

6/01.06.00

7/08.03.01

Note: Some documents were submitted during the public meetings and were
recorded as part of the minutes. The same documents, in some instances, were

-also submitted as hand-ins at the end of the meeting. In those cases, these

documents are analyzed once, either as part of the minutes or as stand alone
documents,

Listed below is the name of the individual who submitted a document as part
of the minutes and the page number containing DOE's responses to the
comments:

Kenneth Werth 3-1119

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

All storage alternatives in the PEIS analyze the removal of all weapons-usable
fissile materials from RFETS for long-term storage or disposition.

010500 Comment Number 2

The site selection process including criteria for evaluating candidate storage
sites is described in Chapter 2 of the PEIS.
130000

The‘sccurity aspects of the storage and disposition alternatives will be
developed further in detailed designs for the selected alternative(s).

Comment Number 3

1300 00 Comment Number 4

In response to comments, DOE has expanded the transportation analysis
(Section 4.4 and Appendix G) to include a more detailed description of issues
involved in transportation of the weapons-usable fissile materials. This
revision is included in the Final PEIS.
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l‘cky Flats Public Mecting Oral Comments - March 26, 1996
1y

C: Thanks to DOE Site and Headquarters personnel for coming out. | am sorry for the
small wen out Lo today’s meeting. The people in this area have become satisfied.

Afternoon Meeting
Summary Session

No summary session

01 00 00 Comment Number 5

Transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials will comply fully with
applicable DOT regulations. Should new Federal regulations or policies be
promulgated, DOE will comply.

01 06 00 Comment Number 6

Comment noted.

080301 Comment Number 7

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to
storage of weapons-usable fissile materials at RFETS. All storage alternatives
in the PEIS analyze the removal of all weapons-usable fissile materials from
RFETS. 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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Rocky Flats Public Meeting Oral C - March 26, 1996

Evening Meeting
Plenary Session

C: I would like 10 sce more belance between the federal agencies and the private sector with
the issuc of handling hazardous waste. The more stringent requirements demanded of the
private sector should be demanded of the federal agencies. During a visit to Rocky Flats it

d the itoring is slowing down, the plastic covering the buildings is decaying because 8/15.00.00
of weather and other elements, this makes one wonder about the steps taken for monitoring. |
would like to sec the monitoring efforts for Rocky Fiats increase and not decrease. Thank you
for the opportunity to speak ! think that DOE and Rocky Flats is moving forward but more work
is nceded.

C: I think that all nuclear countries should work toward di position of nuclear weapons, not
just the Russians, ThClﬁnmmﬂmenlngmdmyleﬁiMCdifomin,ﬂmm is
the speculation about & recent Chinesc nuclear test. DOE may be moving forward but they are
going too fast. The President giving away plutonium to the United Nations was not 2 good idea. 9/01.03.00
He should be placed in jail. At present, higher importance has been placed on other trivial o
political issues, for example: Whitewater and Clinton’s alleged affairs. The United States should
place the issue of plutonium before all of them. President Clinton took the responsibility for
giving the plutonium to the United Nations,

C: There are two objectives that need to be talked about tonight. One is the disposition of
surplus weapons. Weapons using plutonium is a major problem. The second is the draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement as it is related 1o long term-storage. | am 10/01.04.00
disappointed that the p i byDr.lecrdidnotgoimoﬂ\clechnologiﬂere
available. There are many issucs about costs, sccurity, and safety, however, DOE needs to
include health officials in monitoring and making sure there are no problems.

C: T would like to see more attention givmtostougeisau.'l‘hedispositionofmrplm
mpomdmﬂdbcmvicumdforllongerpuiodofﬁme.ﬁmeiueemslhuhmmslilll 11/02.00.08
ber of questions about the tech logies. Too much attenti is being given to foreign MV
policy. Weneed-stmngcremphuiaonmlkingccminﬂ:emuuill is stored safely and
sccurcly now, and that i\eanbeinspectcdbyhulﬂ\ofﬁcillsuwellunfeguudlgcncics.

Q Iow does the spent fuel standard relate to the technical alicrnative(s) for immobilization? l 12/04.02.00
The value is limited to the retrieval of the material. I3 the value of placing the phstonium in a I
nonproliferable form greater than having to retrieve the material out of spent fuel and spending

more moncy? (Note: The response provided at the meeting did not appear to fully address the 13/07.01.00
bxue.
C: The interim storage vault decision for Rocky Flats is a wise decision. I 14/08.03.01

1500 00 Comment Number 8§

Comment noted.

010300 Comment Number 9

The Department of Energy believes that the process for making decisions,
including national policy considerations, will provide the basis for
implementing Pu disposition actions that will encourage other nations to
dispose of their Pu. The technical disposition process may not be the same for
all nations.

0104 00 Comment Number 10

One of the screening criteria DOE used for selection of reasonable
alternatives to be analyzed in the PEIS is environment, safety, and health, In
implementing the selected alternative, DOE will meet the high standard of
public and worker health and safety, and all applicable environmental laws
and regulations.

02 00 08 Comment Number 11

The PEIS provides the environmental analysis for the storage alternatives and
sites in sufficient detail to provide the decisionmaker with the information to
choose the storage alternative(s) and site(s). This analysis will provide the
basis for long-term storage capability for the period required to reach
decisions and implement actions required to achieve final disposition.
Disposition alternatives are also analyzed to provide the decisionmaker with
the information to choose a technology(ies). Further technology
demonstrations and designs may be required before site selection and
implementation of a disposition alternative,

04 02 00 Comment Number 12

Immobilization technologies meet the Spent Fuel Standard which makes Pu
as inaccessible for weapons use as the residual Py contained in commercial
reactor spent fuel.

SIAd 10Ul S[oLIDRY ap1ss1y
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C:  DOE d:lm mp: :: e,:::'_ gospgnn:;m"; :r ':y ‘:: mml:obilimion | 15/01.02.00 Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, were provided in Technical
of the material i ot s wise decision. The long-term storage options, glass or.cefu.n.iet. should ; }%82888; Summary Reports for disposition beginning in late July 1996. Recovery of Pu
o Potsoed with o then highly mm‘:ﬁimm nitiate & from the “much larger and growing quantity of Pu that exists in spent nuclear

fuel” is outside the scope of the PEIS.

Evening Meett
Breakout (Combiasd) Session 08 03 01 Comment Number 14
= mAP:?Q- '%-'mwmnﬁel(m'?wﬂ-::“p .Wi"?chc': mff:’h b th The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
on this Rocky is g & ton of p i ¢ . . . .
public has not received an adequate answer as to where it wenl. The public has been told that 18/15.00.00 Interim storage of weapons-usable fissile materials at RFETS. However,
DOE can explain how the plutonium became (was found 10 be) aissing. decisions on interim storage are not within the scope of this PEIS. The scope
C:  live here and [ also work for the U.S. Geological Survey. Some of our guys monitor of the PEIS is long-term storage.
the soils and water at Rocky Flats. I'm d with radistion and whether there is any safe
way to dispose of this material. | don’t think the No Action alt ive has negligible ads 19/02.01.07
impects. Our land, air, and water would be impacted. The No Action alternative YL C
scema to imply that it is safer not to touch the material. To me, the No Action altcrmative 010200 omment Number 15
reﬂeetsMifymdon'tdomﬁhing.youwm'limmmewonomy.bmiﬁhemucrialmy: . L . . .
here it will still have a big affect en the cnvironment and the people. One of the screening criteria for selection of reasonable alternatives is the
C:  TheNo Action alicraative is required by the National Environmental Policy Act; feasibility/viability of the disposition technology. The reasonable alternatives
oo e vera) cootogical imp :m““j;:"bm“”‘mm“““m‘”““*y 20/08.03.01 analyzed in the PEIS are considered technically viable. DOE will
seems c ‘l I‘ o o . . . - . .
demonstrate the chosen disposition technologies prior to their
C: DOE necds to consider valucs that sre not just about economics, such as the value of : .
maclcar weapors-froe world. | 21/08.03.00 implementation.
C: 1 like the docp borchole alternative because it puts the material totally out of the way of I 22/08.03.01 ]
harming people. e 08 03 01 Comment Number 16
f;m;'““"“ofmmffmﬁmbz}?&fu e tho Uited D should et | 23/08.03.01 The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
to make sure that the world is stable before disposing of this material. | 24/08.03.01 Immobilization Alternatives. Decisions on disposition alternatives will be
C:  The docp borehole alternative would have been safc many years ago. For cxample, three 22/08.03.01 based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
million years ago there was a natural nuclear African reactor where daughter products did not , e olic considerations and public in ut
travel far. cont. policy ) p put.
Q:  Would heat be an issuc with the decp borcholo alternative, causing a dangerous situation? QO
(Note: The response provided at the meeting did not appear to fully respond to the issue.) 25/04.00.00 05 00 08 Comment Number 17 g
Comment noted. g §
&. "~
=
1500 00 Comment Number 18 S S
S 5
w Accountability of materials at RFETS is beyond the scope of the PEIS. This S §
. N . . . 1
3 subject is addressed in RFETS site-specific documents. 8 g
(9,
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C: You can institute storage that deters proliferation or theft by a sutmational group. 1 don't
think any of the options shown here tonight would stop use by the host nation, including decp
borehole.

C: I think we should reject the disposition options we have right now and continue our
research in that arca while making our long-term storage as proliferati i as possibl

C: The decp borehole alternative scems very “out there™, and | hope it is not a fikely
aliernative. DOE should iry w0 get the energy out of the material. Deep borehole seems like it
was thrown in there just to have another option.

C: Political instability is a crazy reason to move %0 quickly. One administration should not
make this decision, and it should not be made in a year, this decision is 100 important to rush.
The United States moving quickly will not rush the Russians to dispose of their matevial.

C: 1 would like to see a level of respect for the material, the materials seem to be larger than
lhenongefncllmes. 1 would like to sec more emphasis on monetary issues for future

I am cc d that the United States will not be able to keep track of the material
ml.hml.hcncxlSwa;. The United States created it and everyone needs to take responsibility
for it. This is an cnormous responsibility. The public should inform Congress of this real
problcm that nceds to be dealt with.

C: The United States can't expect that our example will be followed. The Unitcd States
needs to work with all natioos together, to make p ium and highly cnriched uranium harder
to use. Mixedondeﬁlel\neoouldwaplmommwonomy this might be a problem. DOE
should use Rocky Hlats asa for a immobilization technique.

C: It is imp to d hnologies and o shere these technologics with other
countrics, in order to be a leader. Once the United States 1akes the Iead, the United States wil)

have greater benefits for our society and the world.

C: DOE cannot charactetize their waste. This is a problem.

C: 1 would like to thank DOFE for a very clear presentation.

Evening Mecting
Summary Session

26/13.00.00

27/01.00.00

23/08.03.01
cont.

28/08.03.00

| 29/01.03.00
| 30/08.03.01
| 31/08.03.01

32/01.03.00

| 33/09.11.08

020107 Comment Number 19

The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis to include the
No Action Alternative as a baseline to compare the potential environmental
impacts. The No Action Alternative may not accomplish the purpose and
need, as identified by the PEIS, which is the case for storage and disposition.
However, should the No Action Alternative be chosen, ongoing actions such
as material stabilization and security, health and safety improvements would
continue under the current management direction to ensure that the
environment and the people are protected.

08 03 01 Comment Number 20
Comment noted.
08 03 00 Comment Number 21
Comment noted.
08 03 01 Comment Number 22

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Borehole Alternatives. Decision 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 23

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 24

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
continued storage of surplus Pu (No Action Alternative). Decisions on

[T RE S Rld o
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disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.

040000 Comment Number 25

No. As discussed on page 1-5 of the Deep Borehole PEIS Data Input Report
(Direct Disposal), “heat generation by the Pu is not great enough to disturb
the stagnant fluid regime at depth.”

1300 00 Comment Number 26

Comment noted. The purpose of assessing the various reasonable alternatives
in the PEIS is to find ways to execute the Proposed Action to meet the
objectives in the President’s Nonproliferation Policy.

010000 Comment Number 27

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
continued storage of surplus 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.

08 03 00 Comment Number 28

The Department of Energy is not in a rush to make decisions in these very
important areas of national security and proliferation concerns. DOE 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.

S

0103 00 Comment Number 29 §
Q"

The intent of DOE’s Proposed Action is not only to take the lead in Pu a 2
disposition, but also use the environmental, technical, cost, schedule, and =z E’
policy analyses results obtained during the decisionmaking process to g8
enhance the flexibility of the U.S. negotiations with Russia and other nations, S §
so that cooperative efforts in Pu disposition can be reached through bilateral § é

or multilateral agreements.
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080301 Comment Number 30

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

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 31

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
research of a suitable immobilization technique for weapons-usable fissile
materials at RFETS. However, decisions on interim storage are not within the
scope of this PEIS. The scope of the PEIS is long-term storage.

01 03 00 Comment Number 32

Comment noted. The United States and Russia currently have a joint technical
working group that is assessing disposition technologies. The purpose is to
evaluate and exchange information on technology already developed in each
country to help the decision process and expedite implementation. A Report
of the Joint Working Group issued in September 1996 considers reactor,
immobilization, and borehole technologies, as well as economics and
safeguards. Plans also call for conducting small-scale technical
demonstrations to various dispositon alternatives.

091108 Comment Number 33

The conceptual designs for the consolidated and collocated 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 enable long-
term storage and/or disposal in accordance with RCRA and other applicable
Federal and State regulations and DOE Orders. As the designs mature,
Process Waste Assessments, which include individual waste stream
characterization, will be completed. No waste stream will be generated that
cannot be treated and packaged into a form than enables long-term storage
and/or disposal.

SIdd |pul] S|PUADRY 3]18S1
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1dsho Falls Public Meeting Oral Ci - April 15, 1996

Public Meeting Comments

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

April 15, 19%6
Afternoon Meeting
PMenary Session
C: 1 am pretty familiar with the Governor's Agreement and it does not refer to all the
plutonium in Idaho as waste. .
C: In reference to the eradication of the pl i 1 d that material from the first

splitiing of the atom is still in its original state. | hear proposals but no solutions Like the Waste
Isolstion Pilot Plant where billions are being spent, and it is still not ready.

C: [Prepared of John Ci der (see hed)].

C: 1 have discovered how to change matter through electron donors. An implosion machine
emits protons, but not gamma or x-rays. I do not have the ability 1o check the emission of alpha
or beta rays. 1 will submit the photographs taken which show this through the blue balls on the
picture. The implosi hine can dixsol ials with no residue. 1 am an expert in Plasma
Particle Physics. 1 can create new DNA in persons enabling them to b younger. When you
add clectron particles materials will change. I will also submit my carbon formula which violates
the second law of thermodynamics. 1 have constructed a cyclotron which will get rid of
plutonium-239 and waste. Through this process the plutonium and waste would be placed in
another time phase. If cells in the human body can be restructured, then why can’t it work on
metals and restructure solid matter? With my procedures hair would begin to grow back. It has
worked for me. As individuals we are prog; d 10 befieve what we belicve until proven
differently. I have documentation for everything I have told you today.

Afternoon Meeting
Discussion Session

C. . At present there is ongoing ion for two additional lanes going into the [daho
National Engineering Lab y. These additional lanes will relieve the transportation burden
placed on lanes now. (Nore: This in the PEIS analyses of

 follews a di;

impacts of level of service of local roads,)

1/01.00.00

2/12.00.00

3/14.00.00

4/09.08.03

Note: A number of documents submitted during the public meetings were
recorded as part of the minutes. The same documents, in some instances, were
also submitted as hand-ins at the end of the meeting. In those cases, the
documents are analyzed once, either as part of the minutes or as stand alone
documents.

Listed below are the names of the organizations/individuals who submitted
documents as part of the minutes and the page numbers containing DOE’s
responses to the comments:

American Nuclear Society, John Commander 340

State of Idaho, Governor Philip E. Batt 3-909

Steve Herring 3-363
01 0000 Comment Number 1

The National Environmental Policy Act requires that DOE consider a range
of reasonable alternatives for the storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials. INEL and five other DOE sites are evaluated in the PEIS as
potential storage sites. In addition to site evaluations, the document considers
arange of storage approaches such as retention or off-site shipment of current
inventories. :

The final decisions on materials storage will be based on programmatic cost
and policy considerations, as well as environmental analyses. Consistent with
efforts to foster the cooperative spirit that we want to see continue to emerge
from our agreement with the State of Idaho, DOE will not make any decision
regarding the storage of weapons-usable fissile materials at INEL without
first discussing the matter with the State of Idaho.

12 00 00 Comment Number 2
Comment noted.
14 00 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.

sasuodsay puv
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C: Transport of material would have to be in compliance with Department of Transportation
regulations and maximize the interstate system. All interstates in [daho 80 across sovereign
nations

C: As defined in the Prog ic Envir ! Impact Si nonproliferation is the
peaceful, beneficial reuse of the materials whenever possible. 1 don't think the United Stares can
8et other countries to stick this material in a hole, because they will want to use it. The United
States needs to lead by example through the way it deals with the material

C. It would be helpful 10 weight this issue (Tatent cancer rates) to be a zero as far as the
danger to the public. If the ranking changes the issue should be reevaluated.

C: There is a problem with the (latent cancer) rates and numbers in the document showing
three decimal places, this appears to make the rates and numbers more precise than they are.

C: Personal cancers are difficult to accurately estimate. The risks from background radiation
are often more dangerous than the true impact of proposed activities. The way they are presented
in the document could be misleading.

C: In a magazine story, Dr. Unman discusses radioactive doses, he sited that the public is
used (o living in a radioactive environment. He asks, have you gotien your dose today?
However, studies of cancer cases through the United States, have looked at cancers caused by
radiation. The results have seemed to be analogous with the corn belt and not near nuclear
facilities.

C: [ thought that an environmental impact statement was to look at impacts of the options
that will be used, not at worst case impacts of options that will never be used This is a waste of
time and money if it doesn’t reflect reality.

(Note: The following two statements were made during a discussion about plutonium and
p b berween articipants.)

C There was a fire in a glove box at Rocky Flats which bumt a facility down.

[o8

There were two fires at Rocky Fiats that occurred about 10 years apart, but the facilities
did not burn down.

C: Greenpeace is telling half-truths when they say that phutonium is dangerous. Plutonium is
the most hazardous when it is in weapons form; we're trying 10 get it out of weapons. and that's
good. Botulism is more dangerous than plutonium  The United States is 1alking about 900 tons
of highly enriched uranium and 200 tons of plutonium, approximately 1000 tons total. My cost
figures estimate the matcrial at $500 a gram, which would equal approximately that one-half

|

|

5/01.06.00

6/09.09.08

7/09.09.08

8/09.09.08

9/08.00.00

10/08.03.01

09 08 03 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s observation and
has revised text in Section 4.2.3.8 of the Draft PEIS as necessary.

0106 00 Comment Number §

Comment noted.

09 09 08 Comment Number 6

Potential human health impacts from the Proposed Actions are calculated and
documented in this PEIS as required by NEPA. To inform the public and the
decisionmakers, all latent cancer risks associated with the Proposed
Alternatives are presented in the PEIS even if the risks are very small. The
ranking or decisionmaking analysis for the alternatives is based on various
factors including the human health impacts. Since the human health impacts
are very small for all alternatives, it will not affect the ranking or
decisionmaking analysis.

09 09 08 Comment Number 7

In order to provide information to the public and decisionmakers, the human
health risk and latent fatal cancers are presented in the Draft PEIS even
though they are very small numbers. To aid the public understanding of the
risk numbers, an explanation of how to interpret these risk numbers is also
included in Section M.5. Due to the inherent uncertainties associated with
risk assessment, the parameters related to human health risk assessment
should be kept to two significant digits. Risk numbers that are more than two
significant digits were modified in Chapter 4 of the Final PEIS. Presenting
more significant digits does not affect the decisionmaking process, but
artificially grouping ranges of numbers may disguise significant
discriminators.
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trillion dollars that have been spent on weapons.  Placing this material in the ground is
irresponsible considering the money that has been spent.

C: The toral of plutonium we are di ing could be stored under the table.
However, few people understand critical mass, why the material can’t be stored together. The
size of a hockey puck is enough (8 0z.) material 10 make a nucicar warhead. Botulism kills now,
whereas plutonium will kill forever and ever. Plutonium can accelerate as does anything with a
nuclear charge. DOE should explain critical mass, and how it is being dealt with.

C: 22 4 kilograms of material placed together can obtain critical mass. The only way to get
rid of it is to bum it. Other countries will believe that the United States is stupid if the material is
placed in a hole. This information needs to be taken to Secretary O'Leary

C: DOE is talking about a generic hole, however, when DOE begins site characterization on
this generic hole all hell will break loose, as what happened with the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
and Yucca Mountain, People provide answers with no solutions.

C: During the Cold War, the United States and Russia built up a weapons stockpile. The
United States should deal with this in a responsible manner now so that our grandchildren don’t
have to deal with our stupidity.

C: The d Y P 100 much information on environmental impacts, for
example, the tables give too much detail. It doesn’t answer questions relating to critical mass,
amounts of phutonium, and the specific facilities that would be used. DOE needs to summarize all
of the d not just the envir | impacts

C. There is a political party who wants to get rid of DOE. 1 don’t see how politics can be
divoreed from the decision process.

C: 1t was implied that the decision made would be political, not technical - Upper
management of DOE needs to stand true to the oath they have taken and make decisions based on
technical information. | would like to know which way you think the decision will be made

C: The public needs to be educated on critical mass. Only 2 small amount of plutonium can
be bumed at once. Twelve years 10 get something on line is out of the question  The United
States economy is shot. Isn’t it true that United States economy is ruled by politics?

C: 1 don't know if 1 will be around in fourteen years to see if the decision is made to apen
Yucca Mountain. 1don’t think DOE wilt come up with any ideas in 40 to 50 years since nothing
has been done since 1955

10/08.03.01
cont.

| 11/09.09.08
| 10/08.03.01

cont.
| 12/08.03.01

13/01.02.00

14/01.06.00

15/01.00.00

16/01.06.00

11/09.09.08
cont.

17/12.01.00

09 09 08

Comment Number 8

To better understand the potential health impacts from background
environmental radiation and the Proposed Actions, the natural background
radiation levels occurring at each potential site being considered as a Pu
storage and disposition alternative are presented in this PEIS. These site
background radiation levels were compared to the natural background
radiation in the same area.

08 00 00 Comment Number 9

The Department of Energy under NEPA is required to analyze the
environmental impact of all reasonable alternatives. DOE used a formal
screening process, plus input from a NAS Report, to develop the list of
alternatives. This list was then discussed with the public during the scoping
process. Modifications and changes were made as a result of public comment.

080301 Comment Number 10

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.

09 09 08 Comment Number 11

Critical mass is explained in the PEIS’s Glossary in Chapter 7. The PEIS does
present the potential environmental and health impacts for the Proposed
Alternatives which includes analyzing criticality accidents.

08 03 01 Comment Number 12

The Department of Energy recognizes the commentor’s concern with the
Borehole Alternatives. Decisions on the disposition alternatives will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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Comment noted,
C: The United States likes 10 rename things, so if DOE is eliminated, it will probably just be

renamed or be given 1o the state level of government. The United States doesn't give solutions to

18/01.00.00

SIAd Pu1d SIPMPIDH 3151
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f ' 01 06 00 Comment Number 14
C: Personally, [ am concemed about human safety. Arg National Lab y-West has
proven to have safe storage. It would be in the best interest of the state, nation, and economy (o 19/08.03.01 Comment noted.
continue with this project.

Afternoon Meeting

Summary Session 010000 Comment Number 15
No summary session

Based on public comments, the Summary was revised.

Evening Meeting
Plenary Session

01 06.00 Comment Number 16

C: There is the need to have an alternative that will store the material. That would enable the
United States 10 use the material again for weapons, if needed.

This PEIS addresses the environmental impacts of the reasonable alternatives
for DOE’s Proposed Action. Analyses of cost, schedule, technical, and
Nonproliferation Policy impacts are described in separate documents to
support DOE’s ROD. ‘

C: [Prepared statement of Idaho Governor's Office, Bob Ferguson (see attached)]

C: (Prepared statement of Dr. Steve Herring (see attached))

C: I agree with the intent of the disarmament agreement with Russians, which would see
highly enriched ium and plutoni ble for weap as soon as possible. It is easy 0

decide what 10 do with the material in the short term, if DOE could-decide on the fina! disposition
chosen. Those individuals who worked with this valuable material hate to see it thrown away.
We would prefer to see it used in reactors. [ am sure that the disposition alternatives are
technically safe; however, the deep borehole alternative seems expensive. § would not like 10 see
underground disposal interfere with disposal of commercial spent nuclear fuel. Don't downgrade
Uranium-2313, it could be valuable in space reactors.

Evening Meeting
Discussion Session

Q With regard to disposition or i bilk of the material-would that be donc now or
down the road? DOE should not preclude future use of the material. Plutonium has real value,
the taxpayer has paid a lot of money for it and any value from the material should be given back
to the taxpayer by energy or power. Deep borehole and immobilization is not an option. If DOE

10/08.03.01

cont.
12/08.03.01
cont.

| 20/07.01.00
| 10/08.03.01

cont.
| 21/08.03.01

120100

Comment noted.

01 0000

Comment noted.

08 03 01

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

input.

Comment Number 17

Comment Number 18

Comment Number 19
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hydnides the material the facility should be at the storage location. (Note: The response provided
at the meeting did not appear to fully address the issue.)

C Those processes should be done in an area with a significant buffer. Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory has that buffer and the Snake River can be environmentally protected
The decision should be made based on technica! information

C: A small amount of the material should only be blended down to 20% for research reactors;
it may be a help to University reactors 1o give them some of the 20% fuel for education purposes.

C: The same technology can be used to bumn plutonium as to breed it, and because of this we
secm 1o cater to certain interest groups that think we are going to create more plutonium,

Q: Did DOE consider giving the fuel to other contractors beside Canada? (Note: The
response provided at the meeting did not appear 1o Jully address the issue.)

C With regard to disposition or immobilization of the material would that be done now or
down the road. DOE should not preclude future use of the material. Plutonium has real value,
the taxpayer has paid a lot of money for it and any value from the material should be given back
to the taxpayer by energy or power. Deep borehole and immobilization in not an option

C A lot of people don't have electricity. By DOE not using the Integral Fast Reactor, The
United States is giving up our technology to other countries. The Integral Fast Reactor would
destroy in plutonium. Nonproliferation is not achieved if the plutonium is not d yed. True
nonproliferation means destruction of the material.

C: If the Integral Fast Reactor was chosen, the United States could use the fuel and have
10,000 years of world energy. If the environment would not be impacted, then why not take the
material and reprocess? The amount of waste would be smaller. Our country could be taken over
in 100 years. How our fuel is dealt with would be very important if this happened and the
material was not placed in a nonproliferable form. There are 33 countries with light water reactors
generating plutonium. Electroprocessing creates the same non-retrieval barrier for the material as
glass, however the electroprocessed material would be harder 1o retrieve. DOE should use that
process to make the material nonproliferable. Continuation of scientific research should be
foremost, not political reasoning.

C: The current administration is opposed to nuclear power. | am concerned that final

Progr ic Envir [ Impact S will be released in September, with the Record of
Decision released in November. DOE needs 1o address the issues brought up during these

{ { sent out after the
ation will make the decision.  President Clinton

meetings now and have the final Progr E Impact S
clection With that schedule another admini

' 22/08.03.01

| 23/15.00.00
| 24114.00.00

| 25/01.03.00

26/01.05.00

| 27/08.03.01
| 26/01.05.00
cont.

28/08.03.00

07 01 00 Comment Number 20

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

08 0301 Comment Number 21

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

08 0301 Comment Number 22

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

1500 00 Comment Number 23

Comment noted.

1400 00 Comment Number 24

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

sasuodsay pup
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Idaho Falls Public Meeting Oral Comments - April 15,1996

wants to limit nuclear power.

C: I have visited the Argonne National Laboratory-West; its electroprocessor is working
now  This technology coutd be spread throughout the country rapidly Technical issues should
come before political issues.

C Third World Countries need power - maybe the United States could build a reacior to
show it can be done and licensed. The United States would show the Third World Countries by
leading. It is possible that the United States could export the reactor design and fuel, so they will
stop using fossil fuel'and damaging the environment.

C: Secretary O"Leary has said that the chance of Yucca Mountain opening is 50/50. The
chance of the deep borehole option occurring now ar in my child’s future is zero. Also. the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant is not open, and with that most of the underground technologies have
been exhausted. DOE keeps saying that some technologies require long schedules, but two out of
the three proposed options are still not available. Completion of one of the options listed will
probably take 40 to 50 years

C: There is no time to finish the Integral Fast Reactor when it will produce 10,000 years of
energy with plutonium [t may be two decades before the Inregral Fast Reactor would be
completed, during which the United States will be using up the fossil fuels available There are a
lot of pieces that need to be put together. With the plan of having electric cars in the future, the
United States needs to be prepared. DOE might as well save the material or bum it. How does
this tie in with the Integral Fast Reactor and its ability to make 10,000 years of energy? No one
has been killed in 10,000 years by reactors, even in Russia only 200 persons have died. Which
still makes reactors the safest energy source. DOE does not have America’s interest at heant

C: The State of Idaho supports the Integral Fast Reactor and is not willing to let it die. The
Govemor’s comments state that this disposition option is in place. DOE would miss out if they
didn’t address restoring the Integral Fast Reactor to facilitate disposition of the material. The
Integral Fast Reactor is closer to buming the material than any other reactor

Evening Meeting
Summary Session

No summary session

29/01.05.00

30/01.03.00

31/12.00.00

32/01.04.00

0103 00 Comment Number 25

The Department of Energy also considered the possibility of fabricating and
burning MOX fuel in European facilities. This option was eliminated since
the capacities of European fabrication facilities and reactors are being
balanced to minimize accumulation of civilian Pu from reprocessing. If U.S.
weapons Pu were introduced into the European fuel cycle, it would upset this
balance and increase the accumulation of civilian Pu. While utilizing
European facilities is not a long-term solution, it may be able to support the
U.S. disposition mission in the short-term. Until an equilibrium is achieved
among European reprocessing, fuel fabrication, and reactor facilities, there
may be some excess MOX fabrication capacity available that could be
utilized for a limited period to fabricate MOX fuel from U.S. weapons Pu for
use in U.S. reactors. In the event that the Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel
is selected in the ROD, this excess capacity could help get disposition efforts
in the United States underway pending startup of a domestic MOX fuel
fabrication facility.

010500 Comment Number 26

The Integral Fast Reactor technology would require a significant amount of
time and money to implement, complete technology development and
demonstration, and build necessary facilities. Destruction of all Pu would
take hundreds of years because of the many cycles of reprocessing and
reintroduction into liquid metal reactors. Use of existing reactors can place
the Pu into a form that makes it as difficult to use in a weapon as the Pu in
commercial reactor spent fuel.

08 03 01 Comment Number 27

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.

S14d |vuly spouaivpy a)1ss1.y
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IANS Statement Re: Storage and Olsposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile
Materials Drafr Progcammatic EZnvironmental Impact Statement

We believe that all of the long term storage options are Acceptable from the
standpoint of safety and environmental lopact; however® the option for the
Collocation of the Plutonium and Highly Enriched Uranium receives our suppore
as the most faverable alternative. We alsn beliave that any of the Long Term
Storage sites proposed could be designed to be acceptable.

with out utilization as fuel for use in reactors are unacceptable. We support
the recommendations contained in the ANS Special Report on the Protection and
Managemant of Plutoanium ( Special Panel Report, Glen T. Seaborg August 199%) .,
This report racommended implementation of the reactor irradiation option for
disposal of surplus weopons-usable pPlutonium.

The Special Panel Report also recomended continuation aof development work on
reprocessing and breeder { Integral fast Reactor ) as a promising approach to
pProliferation-resistant fusl cycla. We strongly support this Tecommendation
also.

%c-zzy.

ohn Commander

"

170 Pieldstream Lane
Idaho ralls, I1D. 8]404

33/08.03.01

10/08.03.01
cont.

34/14.00.00

AR AT T XA

08 03 00 Comment Number 28

Comment noted.

010500

Comment noted.

Comment Number 29

010300

Comment noted.

Comment Number 30

120000

At this time, DOE is continuing efforts to characterize the Yucca Mountain
site for receipt of HLW and efforts to open the WIPP site. If these efforts are
unsuccessful, the United States will identify other sites and/or approaches for
accommodating waste from materials disposition and other DOE activities. In
the event that sites cannot be identified in time to recejve waste, safe
temporary storage arrangements will be made pending availability of a final
waste acceptance site,

Comment Number 31

0104 00

Comment noted.

Comment Number 32

08 03 01 Comment Number 33

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

14 00 00 Comment Number 34

Comment noted.

Sasuodsay pup
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
2.0 BOU 83728
BOISE 837200034

PRILIP £, BATT

) SOVERNOR (I10@) 33a4-2100

Testimony regarding the
. Draft
Fissile Materials Disposition
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Menday, April 15, 1996
Idabo Falls, Idsho

M&Wd&p&mdl&lwmnmuot
M‘s&uwmwﬂvﬂ:&WoﬁhCﬂdWm To those of you
whhwnvddmdhmmmdwdq‘swdﬂglmmdmywmymm

mmmmmmmmmmmmwhomm
hmgndmmmwmmmwmhybeudmd.
Mhm&nnmﬁhﬁenﬂaxnwmmwfummam

4 5.

The DOE is addressing these issues now through multiple environ impact
mn«mammmmmummswmme
Draft Fissile Materials Disposition Progr ic Eavi 1 Impact S will
wwmhhw&ﬁDOEﬁmmvmmhmmuy.Mmyfnr
what your decisions will do to the environment. Others fear what it will do to their

pocketbook. Wt decisions are made, it is important that DOE listen.
Although the EIS p DOE has undertaken is difficult and fraught with &
certain degree of inevitable con £sy, this p is an opp ity to peacefully decide

what 16 do with what are essencially surplus war materials. Rathes than using them in war,
wmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
Cold War materials. -

SIdd [ould S|DU2IDIN 211551
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purpose of the agreement was to set the ground rules for how DOE would bring
radiocactive materials into Idaho and when these materials would leave.

Our agreement does allow DOE 1o request a modification of the ifa
NmomlﬂmrumamlPoﬁcyAct(NEPA)mﬂyusmMmﬂnsdemonofmacuon
that conflicts with the terms of the agreement. If Idaho doesn’t agree with DOE, the court
can decide whether DOE's proposal is reasonable. In thix case, shipping large quantities
of plutonium and highly ensiched inm for ge in Idaho makes little sense and is
clearly unreasonable given DOE's other options.

SIAd [DUl S|P 21isS1f

21qvs[)-suodoap Jo uonisodsiqg puv a8v.ioig

Idaho has just 4.5% of the nation’s phitonium and 10.1% of the nation’s
declassified highly enriched uranium. In cootrast, Tennessee has 66.4% of the declassified
highly eariched uranium and Texas has 66.4% of the nation's phutonium.® It would seem
to make sense that if DOE wants to simply consolidate its holdings of these materials,
there are places other than Idaho that are better suited for this purpose.

Idaho is no longer & nuclear dump site. Again, if DOE merely wants to bring
plutonivm and highly enriched uranium to Idaho for “long term storage™ in violation of the
agreement, that is unacecptable.

Idaho must be and will be cver vigilant. Under my administration, 1 assure every
Id:hocntbumwmmm:mholdINELmthevuyhgbumnduds As part of that
eﬂ'on,(hcnmoﬂddn:Dmmnnf" i tal Quality ly issued 61 notices of
violation at INEL.» Prv g [daho’s emi is an absolute must

Having said that_ let me add this. Myldmxmﬂrmon!:ﬂheaksnew;nbsandnew
roissions for INEL. Just recently T came out in strong support of medical
pmdm:nonu]ddnostm\alEngnmgmcruory lelnonnmg,wnhcﬂm

g Idaho’s Congressional Delegation, to seek new projects that provide quality jobs
for castern Idsho. I jon this b T belicve that INEL sciemtists and engineers are
some of the very best in the nation. Tam confident that they can safely handle any material
sant to them.

Radioactive material carries with it a lot of emotion. [ believe the state's position
addresses the fears of many. We want INEL 10 be clean. Wewmyouropanhonstobe

safe. We want to see miclear waste go to safe geology ies for p
disposal. Wewmgmdphumwmﬂybmmmmwmm:ho
for indefinite “long term ge” does not achieve that objective and does not meet the

tp&hwleﬂaofﬂuamnthnwuruchedhstywA

? Deparunent of Energy National G handout, “Dx of Energy Nucicar
MMW&MMWMMU 1996. Relevant graphs atached

? For more information, contact Dave Picarski, Burcau Chicf, Enforcement Buseay, 1dabo Divisioa of
Egvironmental Quality, 208-373-0502.
3
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Partial Inventory -
@ ‘Highly Enriched Uranium

(258.8 Metric Tons- MT)

]
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Las Vegas Public Meeting Oral Comments - March 28 & 29, 1996

Public Meeting Comments

Nevada Test Site
March 28 & 29, 1996
Evening Meeting - March 28, 1996
Plenary Session

C: The United States always says that the government will protect you, but what about the

Western Shoshone Treaty? Is the government going 10 take the Shoshone land again and make

the Shoshooe come to DOE for our land. The deep borehole alternative will contaminate the

soil and watcr tablc, no matter what DOE thinks. Why does DOE ignore the land owners of the

Nevada Test Sitc and Yucca Mountain? Why are there no Shoshone at the meeting tonight? 1

have been saying for years that DOE ignores the Native people throughout the world. DOE only
brings destructive material to our lands. The Shoshone want living things to continue growing,

we (Shoshone) are tied to the land. 1 hope you (DOE) are listening.

Evening Meeting
Storage and Disposition Breakout Session 1

C:  ltis my understanding that the Canadians are stidying the draft

E 1 Impact St but no decisi
the CANDU option.

C:  Basic fund I science is missing from this issue, specifically colloid chemistry.
DOE doesn't und: d this pr All isotopes can be destroyed in the d jum reactors. It

has been done, however this was not listed.  Colloid chemistry stops any idea of transporting or
storing the matorial.  Any material DOE places in the ground, the public will eventually drink

Again, the basic science is missing.

C: That isnot true. (Note: This comument was made by a participant in response to DOE’s
fsel, not for storage

Statement that ... "Yucca M
of surplus flssile materials.”)

in is being idered for spent

C: The underground storage of material is prohibited in any arca. Underground storage can
pot be done safely and securely.

have been made on whether they will agree on

1/09.07.02

2/01.03.00

3/06.05.08

| 4/02.00.08

09 07 02 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy understands that the Western Shoshone have
disputed the U.S. Government’s ownership of lands on NTS and Yucca
Mountain. The land ownership issue has been brought to court several times.

The Department of Energy seeks input from Native Peoples through the
NEPA process and has instituted, and follows, the DOE American Indian
Policy, as well as regulations under American Indian Religious Freedom Act,
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act that require such input. For this PEIS,
scoping meetings were held for the public to discuss and influence the course
of the project prior to document preparation. Also prior to document
preparation, an NOI was published in the Federal Register. Applicable
Federally recognized tribes were sent the NOI, a notification of the scoping
meetings, and the Draft PEIS. After the Draft PEIS was issued, public
meetings were held, and applicable Federally recognized tribes received
advance notice of these meetings and the open public comment period.

0103 00 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy has received formal support for the concept of
MOX fuel use in the CANDU reactor from the Canadian Government.
However, should this alternative be selected for implementation, formal
agreement between the two governments will be reached.

06 05 08 Comment Number 3

There are no chemical processes, colloidal or otherwise, capable of
destroying Pu. A range of Reactor Alternatives was considered by DOE,
including ones capable of destroying large fractions of the Pu inventory (deep
burn reactors). All Deep Burn Reactor concepts were too immature to be
considered technically viable for this mission.

02 0008 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.
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010000 Comment Number 5§
Las Vegas Public Meeting Oral Comments - March 28 & 29, 1996

" ot Consideration of Yucca Mountain as a potential geologic repository site is a
g;w"ﬁ;m”"'mm :D?m’m“"“m‘“‘“tg?fmf;;“;fmﬁ‘; lines beween | 5/01.00.00 national policy prescribed by Congress in the NWPA Amendment. This PEIS
long-term storage and disposition. analyzes the environmental impacts of surplus Pu storage and disposition

C:  Until another repository option is made available, Yucca Mountain is the only repository alternatives, not the impacts of siting and operating a geologic repository.

; 6/12.01.00 .. . .
where the material could be stored. | 0 Whether or not Yucca Mountain is the site has little relevance to the
C:  DOE talks about burying the material in Yucca Mountain and bauling the material to the comparison of alternatives when the same geologic repository is being used.
Nevada Test Site. 1 am concerned about transportation safety. How dangerous is the material
on the roadwayy? The United States has atready wiped out the Shoshone, how many lives is 7/10.00.00
DOE going to take befol is put 10 this? What is the transportation mechanism that will
be uscd for :i; mm;ﬂm:u Wp&:iw DOE :npluyeel e bratowasbeod, 1201 00 Comment Number 6
C: MEhmmmhm-mmhwdthulwifwmm Comment noted.
environment. In the future the material will be and must be eliminated and not placed in the 8/01.00.00
ground. The techoology was developed 50 ycars ago, the United States needs to address our SV
itizens and our future, not Russia or other countries.
“ 10 00 00 Comment Number 7
C: The most damgerous maierial is slated for storage at Yucea Mountain. If there is not a
ey to securely %“M“ﬁ”“"ﬂ?;;;‘m“im 8/12.00.00 The stringent Federal regulations require the use of packaging that cannot
release dangerous quantities of radioactive material in any credible accident

atcinl shod oy 1 (b peoblem bt the politicians that ar dociding where he conditions; therefore, the health risks for transporting these materials by

B » ' ) either truck or rail are low. The potential health risks from transporting
&wmmﬁmmwbyw;o?hﬁ;mﬂ?:zf;ww. dard. T spent ’ 10/01.05.00 materials associated with the proposed storage and disposition alternatives
wording. are evaluated and presented in Section 4.4 and Appendix G of the PEIS.
C: What the National Academy of Scicnors was looking at as the primary berrier was | 11/01.05.00 However, there has never been an accidental release of radioactive material
radiation. which has caused injury or death during more than 40 years of DOE shipment
C: The National Academy of Sciences is talking about conning the Russians into using the activity.
ccials m waske | 12/01.08.00 y
C: There was material destroyed at the L Li National Lab y. 1 know
of:wymdeﬂmylhema-uLmdDOEhassmedMIm‘umy With high power x-rays, 13/14.00.00 0100 00 Comment Number 8
deuterium stoms can be i d info plutonium, then the ¢ i heat, rays, WV
etc. DOEuhlhngnbmﬂaguncmlhRma,butdmmonewldgand of all of this Comment noted.

material. [ can't believe that no onc in DOE knows this process.

Q)

12 00 00 Comment Number 9 §

Comment noted. Q §
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C: DOE should look at the options versus the spent fuel standard. With mixed oxide fuel
mmwmmmsmnumdmmm DOE should look at

010500 Comment Number 10

The Department of Energy, in considering the Spent Fuel Standard, did
evaluate the adequacy of the Standard versus the greater degree of destruction

I of material from decp yorms el of kil S sy . Vith e l;r/](t”-os-oo achievable with other options such as the Deep Burn Reactor Option and the
ey ﬁ‘::‘m’““"'.”."’:."".’ ‘°?"."'f"'"$ ; h;-;wwdwm " ndard on : Accelerator Option. It was judged that the Spent Fuel Standard is adequate
morc of a say. There should be  range of alte garding the standard to be wsed since it would convert the weapons Pu to a form that would make it as difficult
Q@  What percent of fissile materials is was? What peroent of fissile materials is & | 14/01.00.00 to retrieve and reuse in a weapon as the Pu contained in the much larger
e e aaynet porcent o fissile materials wil bo isposed of? (Vote: No | 15/01.02.00 existing volume of spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.

C DOE noods W provide a direct and forthright response to the public. Stop using flowery | 16/08.02.00 The Department of Energy concluded that the shorter disposition time

phrmacs snd be direct - sxy what you meen. o achievable with more mature technologies was more desirable than the

C:  DOE needs to analyzo all hybrid combinations of the options (mix snd match). Thea reater Pu destruction that could only be achieved over a much longer time

combinations should be analyzed in the d and camulative impact data provided 17/01.00.00 & Y 5

cspecially fox e specific schoction chiorm, _ period through the use of Deep Burn Reactors and Accelerators. The NAS
. ) also adopted the Spent Fuel Standard as the most acceptable form for

C:  The public has not been afforded the oppartunity #0 ook at those mixes snd masches. If .

DOE comes up with this in the final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, then there conversion of weapons Pu.

is not 2 lot of basis for commenting on the drafl Programmatic Environmenta) Impact Statement, 18/08.02.00

MMEwmbephdumopdanhﬂnﬁﬂw&ww

Stutencart thal were ot avallable in the drafl cvahuation. 0105 00 Comment Number 11

C:  Pasty rking with phutonium in y were p d, but this is not the case . . . . . .

snymore. How is DOE going to avoid poscatial logal ramifications, particularly when it docsn’t 19/01.00.00 Mixed oxide spent fuel will be essentially the same as all uranium in

e e bk mmm'mfm&mmjz e . e commercial reactor spent fuel; therefore, it will meet the Spent Fuel Standard.

enviroomental laws like it has done in the past. Vitrification Alternatives will be mixed with or embedded in high-level waste

Q To what exient i date has DOE addressed a aciensco-based rather than policy spproach to which will provide a radiation field equivalent to that of spent fuel. For the

Rorage e ociPile S g on s, it are s s, who Borehole Alternatxvg, a]thougﬁ a radlathn bamt?r will got be provndeq, the

decided which scicatists it would be, and what if theso scientists take the information from DOE 20/01.00.00 extreme difficulty in accessing the buried Pu is considered to provide a

and scll it or take it to Korea? DOE neods the best scientists now. The best should be dooc b . . . . . ;

now, 2ot later. Howill 10 the victims. (Nove: DOE s ot the woeth physxc?} ba}rrler equivalent to the radiological barrier of MOX and

acknowiedped that they did not have a complete answer o these questions and asked the immobilization.

pearticipant to fill et ax unanswered guestion card)

0103 00 Comment Number 12

Comment noted.

14 00 00 Comment Number 13

The intent of the proposed Pu disposition action is not to pursue total Pu
destruction. Rather, it is to convert the Pu into a proliferation-resistant form
that meets the Spent Fuel Standard as recommended by the NAS. DOE, in

SIdd oul] S|PV 371551
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Las Vegas Public Meeting Oral Comments - March 28 & 29, 19%

C: Did DOE take {and sway from the Shoshonc? Or did DOE buy it? Or did DOE whip us?

considering the Spent Fuel Standard, did evaluate the adequacy of the
Standard versus the greater degree of destruction achievable with other
options such as the Deep Burn Reactor and the Accelerator Option. It was

T e B T e tor e, . DOE doce ot care 21/09.01.02 Judged that the Spent Fuel Standard is adequate since it would convert the
Congressional decision 10 allow the land % be used by DOE. Did DOE get Congressional weapons Pu to a form that would make it as difficult to retrieve and reuse in
prrmizsion? [ hope DO enjoys the land! weapons as the Pu contained in the much larger existing volume of spent fuel
Evening Mesting from commercial nuclear reactors.
Sterage and Dispesition Breakeut Seesion 2
G 1did not receive a docamcnt and § called the provided 1-800 mmmber. | 22/08.02.00 The Department of Energy concluded that the shorter disposition time
- achievable with more mature technologies was more desirable than the
Swmmery Sesion greater Pu destruction that could only be achieved over a much longer time
€ Thisis not a Novada oc Uniied Stekes spocific isows, i affocts the futars. We are the st period through the use of Deep Burn Reactors and Accelerators.
generation thet can address this responsibly. It may be expensive, but it is more expensive to
blow away mankind and all orgamic life forms. The meteriel can bo vectored 10 the Sun, Moo,
or Vemus, and this can be done safely, but the material cannot be placed underground or stored. 23/01.00.00 010000 Comment Number 14

This is a science based miwsion. Where arc the scientists snd are they the best? DOE necds the
best scientists to deal with this issuc bocatse the United Stases is out of time. The best scicntists
can get it right the first time, give them the money they need. DOE noeds 1o rocognize what we

None of the weapons-usable Pu is considered waste. The exact percentages of

Svi-¢

are dealing with, the problcm is not nuclesr but beman natwre. We are out of time!

Pu that go to vitrification or to reactor use would be determined as the result
of the stabilization process for the Pu materials.

010200 Comment Number 15

According to the Proposed Action, the end state of all the surplus Pu
disposition alternatives is disposal.

08 02 00 Comment Number 16

Comment noted.

010000 Comment Number 17 A

Q

Since the PEIS analyzed the maximum impact of each Pu disposition §

alternative, and all the alternatives are well within acceptable environmental 88

S . . . 33

limits, it is predictable that any hybrid alternative would have much less a. “b‘

impact than the combined maxima analyzed. Py S
(2]
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Las Vegas Public Meeting Oral Commeats - Mareh 28 & 29, 1996

Morning Meeting - March 29, 1996
Plenary Session

attention to the local public. (Note: This comment was made by a participant following an
exchange regarding Yucca Morntain decisions and an overhead in DOE’s presentation
stating that & “more informed public means better decisions.”)

(i.c., warbead disassembly) than just simple storage.

Morning Meeting
Breakout Session

does not know or understand the numbers and their ings in relation to risk p
C: DOE has mentioned several Programmatic Envi | Impact St

generate nuclear waste. Storage and transportation of this material is a major concern. Clark
County is not the place to transport the material through. I propose using a rail system that
wwaisndnmmwhtbeNevndnTmSimArﬁlmhmwﬂdbﬁngmom
industry to Nevada end some equity for the residents.

C: lmlh:thnwmmmﬁnghigh-kvdwm,hnwemdimblingnudw
devices st Nevada Test Site. I'would like to see an alternative route for transportation, not
through Clark County.

away the fear people have of shipping this on public highways. DOE needs to usc the most
viable alternative.

C: 1 und d the but there are inequitics toward the Tribes. (Note:
This comment was made by a participant regarding DOF coordination with triba]
commumities following an exchange on transportation accidents and emergency response.)

C: DOE nceds to have a translator for individuals to understand the documents. DOE
should not provide d that the

C: Thea maybe you should not inchsde that line in your briefing. DOE doesn’t pay a lot of

C: Bducation and commumnication with the public is needed for risk perception. The public

that will

C: A nailway would provide a dedicated right-of-way for transporting these materials, and
they could establish a suitable buffer zone if problems did occur. The rail shipments could be
scheduled to ocaur at times when the least amount of people would be at risk. This would take

age person cannot read and understand. An example

C: The security st Nevada Test Site leaves a lot to be desired. The military has more ability

5

24/08.02.00

| 25/13.00.00
| 26/08.02.00
27/10.00.00

28/10.00.00

29/10.00.00

30/10.01.00

| 31/08.02.00

08 0200 Comment Number 18

The Department of Energy has not placed any new options (alternatives) in
the Final PEIS. As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final PEIS, each of the
disposition alternatives can be implemented in a number of ways as a variant
of a specific alternative. A list of possible variants is included in Table 2.4—1.
The alternatives analyzed are considered bounding for any of the variants
suitable for the programmatic analyses included in the Final PEIS.

01 00 00 Comment Number 19

Analysis of the Nonproliferation Policy impacts of the various storage and
disposition alternatives, including safeguards and security of the facilities, is
presented in a separate document to support DOE’s ROD. This document was
available for public review in October 1996. DOE intends to comply with all
laws even if various materials, documents, and data are classified.

01 00 00

Comment noted.

Comment Number 20

09 01 02 Comment Number 21

In the mid-1800s, lands that now comprise NTS were included within the
boundary of a treaty between the United States and the Western Bands of the
Shoshone Indians (that is, Ruby Valley Treaty). In 1951, the Shoshone tribe
sought compensation for the loss of aboriginal title to these lands and was
later awarded $26 million in compensation. All of the land within NTS is
owned by the Federal Government and is administered, managed, and
controlled by DOE.

08 02 00 Comment Number 22

Comment noted.

SIHd 10Ul SIPUBIDI 311551
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01 00 00 Comment Number 23
Las Vegas Public Mesting Oral Comments - March 28 & 29, 1996
Comment noted.
is the usc of risk numbers. There nceds to be greater emphasis on how they affect the public’s
vl o s o v et | 32010000
tc. A region of infl 50 miles 1] evel is looking at
cost, but what is DOE's decisonmaaking proceo fr the oo o moetde o 08 02 00 Comment Number 24
routes? The public should be ablc to scc these. In the Record of Decision, DOE necds to make 33/08.03.00
sure that Nevadans know what bow it relates to the public, arca counties, and the state. Comment noted.
Negotiations should start for these issucs cither before or at least by the scoping mectings.
C: ltlookSye-llonedveﬁmdin;mjmlexpmddnm.dinPdrmp.lmcomned
about the impact that project costs and the availability of funding are going 1o have on the 34/09.08.02 13 00 00 Comment Number 25
ble for these prog
) Comment noted.
C: Whatlam hearing today are some process problems. Public should have been
incorporated before the draft document was issued. For example, the Eavironmental Impact
Statement for the Nevada Test Site and Offsite Locations in the State of Nevads affected
environment section identifies pollution levels that color the public’s perception of alternatives 35/08.03.00 08 02 00 Comment Number 26
being considered. Emphasis needs to shift to consider local needs and concerns first, ot after
the proposed action. The Department of Energy acknowledges and understands the need for
C: lapplaud DOE in trying to address issues regarding muclear material and waste. I would education and communication with the public on the subject of risk, accident
Mﬁmﬁ?&w"m’w‘::;ﬁ::&“&‘ﬁ&nmxg 36/10.00.00 probability, and related subjects. To help meet the goal of providing
lands, skilled workforces, and ample to address this problem. The factor that needs to meaningful risk information, several pages of explanatory information on risk
b 8 frmeporation. have been included in the Appendices to the PEIS (specifically see
C: Maybe this mecting is not concerned about Yucca Mountain, but the people here are. | 37/12.01.00 Appendlx M)
C: The Yucca Mountsin Site characterization bas not been completed and the
Environmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site and Offsite Locations in the State of
Nevada Record of Decision is slated for July. This Recond of Decision will be made before any 38/11.01.02 10 00 00 Comment Number 27
of the Yucca Mountain decisions will be made. 1 don't feel that DOE is integrating the issues,
eepecially when they will impact the Nevada Test Site. Hazardous material transportation routes are predetermined by DOT in
Q:  What is going on cavironmentally with theac options and how many problems are there conjunction with the States. The risk from normal .(nonaccident)
- by :,::mu) e wil there be? (Note: No response was provided at the ( 39/09.00.02 transportation of radioactive materials by DOE is minimal. Even severe
accidents are highly unlikely to cause injury or death from a radiological
C: The Nevada Test Site should be utilized - it has fantastic infrastrocture and is relativel . . X
rectots from populations. ' ¢ ety | 40/08.03.01 release because of the stringent Federal DOT/NRC packaging design and
transport safety requirements. In over 40 years of shipment activity, neither
DOE nor its predecessor has ever experienced an injury or death from a @
radiological release during transportation. If a Proposed Action is accepted §
(by the ROD), additional detailed analyses would be conducted to address 8 ]
specific problem areas identified in the PEIS, such as the need for a railroad & 5
to service a site. TS
.g (2]
S 3
3
S &
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Las Vegns Public Meeting Oral C ts - March 28 & 29, 1996
Merning Meeting
Summary Session
No summary session.

NM-001

10 00 00 Comment Number 28

Federal laws govern the transport of hazardous materials in the United States
to ensure the safety of the public and security of the cargo. The DOT is the
principal Federal agency to implement the regulations, ensure compliance,
and provide emergency response guidance. Radioactive materials under this
PEIS would be transported through numerous states and local junisdictions in
full compliance with Federal laws (49 CFR) that are applicable to, and cannot
be preempted by, individual states. The actual routes are classified. However,

they are selected to circumvent populated areas, maximize the use of

interstate highways, and avoid adverse weather. Exceptional precautions are
taken to ensure safe transport.

10 00 00 Comment Number 29

The methodology for the safe transportation of nuclear materials (Pu and
HEU) is well established. Acceptable risk is not dependent upon the
transportation mode (truck versus rail) but rather upon the rigorous packaging
design requiring Federal safety certification. The packaging must retain its
contents under the most severe accident conditions (fire, impact, puncture, or
water immersion). Rail transportation for Pu and HEU was abandoned in
favor of the SST several years ago, and is not now considered a viable
transportation alternative for these materials.

10 01 00 Comment Number 30

"Pursuant to Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations,
DOE and other Federal agencies identify and address appropriate
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of
their programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income
populations. This may also include necessary coordination and
communication with tribal communities regarding potential transportation
risks and emergency response.

SIAd 10Ul S[PUAD 211581
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080200 Comment Number 31

The Department of Energy acknowledges and understands the need for
education and communication with the public on the subject of risk, accident
probability, and related subjects. To help meet the goal of providing
meaningful information, several pages of explanatory information on risks
have been included in the Appendices to the PEIS (specifically see
Appendix M),

01 00 00 Comment Number 32

The PEIS performs the risk analysis to estimate health impacts to workers and
the public. The risk analysis can only quantify tangible impacts, such as
cancer fatalities, on exposed populations. Estimating potential impacts such
as future property values and construction activities at sites greater than
80 km (50 mi) from NTS would be speculative and would not fulfill the intent
of NEPA. The potential storage and disposition activities that are evaluated
for NTS are of smaller scope than previous activities (underground nuclear
testing) which apparently had no adverse affect on either the population
growth rate or the property values in Clark County and the State of Nevada.

08 03 00 Comment Number 33

Transportation of special nuclear materials is by DOE’s SST transportation
system. This system involves coordination with State and'local municipalities
along the transportation routes to ensure proper response as required. The
actual shipment times and routes vary and are classified for security reasons.

09 08 02 Comment Number 34

The funding used to implement the Fissile Materials Disposition Program is
unrelated to funding used for road upgrades. The Fissile Materials
Disposition Program would have no impact on the availability of funds nor
the timetable for completing the Pahrump project.

sasuodsay puv
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08 0300 Comment Number 35

Public comments on the scope of the Proposed Action have been included in
the PEIS. Further, the relationship between other NEPA documents recently
completed or in preparation (draft released) have been included in the PEIS.

100000 Comment Number 36

The potential risk from radiological exposure during transportation is low
because safety is built into the packaging used to transport radioactive
materials. Type B packagings are tested to retain their contents under the most
severe accident conditions. During the more than 40 years of DOE shipment
activity, there has never been an accidental release of radioactive material that
has caused injury or death. The maximum potential health risk from
transporting materials associated with the Proposed Alternatives is evaluated
and presented in Section 4.4 and Appendix G.

12 01 00 Comment Number 37

Comment noted.

11 01 02 Comment Number 38

Consideration of the Yucca Mountain site as a potential geologic repository
site is a national policy prescribed by Congress in the NWPA. This PEIS
analyzes the environmental impacts of the surplus Pu storage and disposition
alternatives, not the impact of siting and operating a geologic repository.
Whether or not the site is Yucca Mountain has little relevance to the
comparison of alternatives when the same geologic repository is being used.

09 00 02 Comment Number 39

An environmental analysis has been conducted on all alternatives in the
following areas: land resources, site infrastructure, air quality and noise,
water resources, geology and soils, biological resources, cultural and
paleontological resources, socioeconomics, public and occupational health
and safety, waste management, and transportation. All impacts at proposed

SIAd 10Ul S|PV 311551
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sites are described in Chapter 4 of this PEIS and summarized in Sections 2.5
and 4.6 and the Summary to this PEIS for all resources specified.

08 03 01 Comment Number 40

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for new
missions at the NTS. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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Ouak Ridge Public Meeting Oral Comments - April 2, 1996

Public Meeting Comments
Oak Ridge Reservation
April 2, 1996

Morning Meeting
Plenary (S&D & SS&M) Session

C: [ appreciate the opportunity to spesk todsy and thank the press for their participation in
the moeting. When [ was sworn into office there was a fear in the Oak Ridge area of the Oak

programmatic i impact
out of Oak Ridge, however, mysclf and my colleagues are working to ensure that this will not
happen. [ would like to thank the Citizens for National Security for their work and drive to

in Onk Ridge. The standdown that occurred in Oak Ridge was concerned with the moncy that
had been spent and was not necessary. When I visited Los Alsmos National Laboratory to sce
lha:prodnctonfncdmu,llehllmoflxmswuedqlnedlm I have a list of those

q ilable for everyone today.

mplnﬁompwphwlmhnwwhﬂhcymdomg.lmiZ)DOEhspmddwpnmﬂloﬂhn
Manhattan Project against each other. DOE needs to be a team today! DOE should not allow
the sites to pit against each other therefore allowing a site to save iteelf while sacrificing the

nndwdmuunuwhywwmlryummdmlbceoldw,tthmwdSmcsmust

why would DOE want to contaminate green field sites and leave brown ficld sites? This
makes no scnse! DOE needs to slow down and not move so quickly to move weapons
production. DOE should not allow pertisan and parochisi politics to drive this process. The
public and DOE can not allow this to happca. (Note: This ts primarily di d

toward SSM except for the bolded statements, whick can be considered directed to both
documents.)

Rxdgepmdlmmﬁuhuubangmilodmgnhboruonn Many citizens feel that through the
p the Onk Ridge technologies will be taken

recognize the work needed for humanity not just Osk Ridge. Your Congressional Officials and
myself have worked this year to save the funding for Y~12. In my mecting with Hazel O'Leary,
she stated thst it was a no-brainer that DOE needs to leave the weapons production capabilities

The programmatic envi | impact p docs a couple of things: 1) It allows

DOE complex. 1 disagree with the new found fear of nuclear energy, weapons, and waste. The

itsd and production capabilitics. DOE needs to leave uranium storage and
production capabilities ln Oak Ridge. Do not violate National Environmentsl Policy Act,

08 0301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
continued HEU missions at the ORR. 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.

SIFd 1Pl S|PUIIDI )11
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) 080301 Comment Number 2
Osk Ridge Public Meeting Oral C - April 2, 1996
The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to Pu
;‘r:::‘.‘_l' m" storage at ORR. Decisions on the storage and disposition of weapons-usable

fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
C: I do not think any citizen feels that Oak Ridge is a place for storage of plutonium. The

option of collocatod storage of phutonium and highly cariched urazium needs to be cat out of the | 2/08.03.01 . economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
final draft. If storage of plutonium did occur at Oak Ridge, this would require a radioactive
waste facility to be built

01 06 00 Comment Number 3

C: There is nol an analysis for nonproliferation. This is the time for the United States to
show more leadership. The United States should lay the ground work and show other countrics 3/01.06.00 . . . .
bow to handlc the: highly enriched uranium and place it under international control Comment noted. A nonproliferation analysis was conducted during the

C: The decp borchol o has N and there arc » nurmber of issucs summer and fall of 1996 and will be integrated into the decisionmaking

raised with these effocts. It soems that the deep borehole option should be placed on a secondary | 4/01.04.00 process.
option list, s0 that the public would only need to discuss realistic options.

Q: The public would like to make comments on the technical and cost analyses reports. The 01 04 00
dismantiement activitics for nuclear weap d from the stockpile are vague, in particular

Volume 3, page 185. 1 have questions about how the weapons are d from the stockpil,

and dismantied in relstion to Y-12. Where is this process in the realm of doing things? (Note: Comment noted.
The response provided at the meeting did not appear 10 fully respond to the issue)

Q: Are the weapons-usablc 50 metric tons to be given to the United States Enrichment
Corporation the same 50 mctric tons in the Highly Enriched Uranium Environmental Impact
Staternent? Would the highly eariched uranium be titled to the United States Enrichment
Corporation? If so, would the titled material be kept on DOE property with the United States
citizens paying for storage uatil the United States Enrichment Corporstion can take the material?
Would the United States government have to babysit it? (Nofe: The response provided at the
meeting did not appear to fully respond to the issue.)

Comment Number 4

Morniag Mecting
Summary Session
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Osak Ridge Pablic Meeting Oral Comments - April 2, 1996

Evening Meeting
Plenary Sesslon

C: Althehl;hlyennchcdmummecﬂngﬂwuﬁledthﬁtbednh?mgnmmmc
Envi | Impact S was going to be sent to us; however, we did not receive it. 1
wouldiﬂumseednlhlppmlgunmdldneoﬂmlymnpon.bym(hlwngﬂ\eupm
available to the public. Reviewing the cost information in the analysis report is very important.

C: No disposition of the material should occur. The time horizon is very truncated. What is
long-term storage? If the spent fuel is stored more than 200 years in a repository, it will become
non-radioactive and then could be mined. Fourteen tons of reactor grade fuel has been separated
out in this document, but the total in the country is very large. DOE should avoid making
peoblems for the future. Trying to destroy plutonium is both futile and unrealistic. Making the
plutonium unusable may not be good for the future, b the plutonium will probably have to
be recovered for cnergy and nonproliferation needs. [t is assumed by the United States that the
maicrial will be safe, however, terrorists can do anything. DOE needs to have a more thorough
discussion about plutonium, beyond the focus of tonight's meeting. Do not rush into this and
make & mistake for the future. The National Academy of Sci " report (from last summer)
has some very good points.

C: This may be a problem that DOE cannot solve by itself. If the United States is headed
toward energy probiems DOE should not move too quickly.

C: It was first cstablished that all of DOE"s highly enriched uranium would be stored at Y-
12. However, figure S-2 on page S-4 shows that al] the highly enriched uranium would stay at
Y-12; then page S-3 states that there are several different ways to dcal with the highly enriched
uranium. | also looked for cost information in the document. I am confident that the cost of
moving the highly enriched uranium to other sitcs will be rolled into the cost analysis. Highly
enriched uranium storage is important to Y-12 - it should be the preferred alternative.

C: Collocation of the material is for safeguards and security purposes.

EveningMeeting
Breakont Scasion - Remaied fogeth
C: In refc to ing a radiation ficld as a proliferation deterrent, I do not think the

radiation field would deter a terrorist or potential antagonist. The ficld will not eliminate the
material, it would just make it difficult for future retrieval.

5/08.00.00

| 6108.03.01

‘ 7/08.03.01

1/08.03.01
cont.

8/13.00.00

08 00 00 Comment Number 5

Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, was provided in Technical
Summary Reports for storage and disposition in the summer of 1996.

080301 Comment Number 6

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

080301 Comment Number 7

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

130000 Comment Number 8

The intent is to make the surplus Pu as unattractive and inaccessible as spent
nuclear fuels. A committed terrorist would have to have the technical
specialists and equipment to transport these radioactive materials and conduct
extensive remote chemical processing in order to extract the Pu for weapons
use.

PR Fr SR -
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Oak Ridge Public Meeting Oral C ts - April 2, 1996

C: Thepositionofthelocalswtionof(hcAmmicaanlenSocietyi:tomdomﬂn
“P, ion and Manag of Plutoriium - Special Panel Report”, especially its key

lusions and dati For ple: Strong support for the conversion of all
phmxmmwacbeduledfmmlm&omthcUnnedSmdeummwuponsstocksmn
fomwhnchnspmlectedﬁ-omthcﬁormmbymnxndmmvny and the prompt

of the irradiati opnonfotdlsposmonofmrplusUmmdSmumd

Rusnmmponspmommby ploying avail in the United States, Russia, or
other countries.

C: A lot of tilities are trying to get rid of b of d issioning and
decontamination activities and cost. DOEmybelblelo;mdme-ructotcbeaply,ﬂrnﬂu
government would only have to d and d ission that reactor.

C: The Stockpile St dship and Manag: t and Storage and Disposition draft
Programmatic Envi | Impact S are full of jargon and are hard to read and
understand. These highly technical documents need to be compreh ive, and the d
should be written (o an cighth grade level so that the average citizen will be able to read and

understand them.

C: 1 am concerned about the socioeconomic dealing with p jurn and its negative
impacts. Negatives may be psychological versus rul These should bc addressed in the
document.

Evenjng Meeting

Summary Scssion

9/08.03.01

10/06.00.09

11/08.02.00

12/09.08.08

08 03 01 Comment Number 9

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

06 00 09 Comment Number 10

Comment noted.

08 02 00 Comment Number 11

. The Department of Energy acknowledges and understands the need for

education and communication with the public on the subject of risk, accident
probability, and related subjects. To help meet the goal of providing
meaningful information, several pages of explanatory information on risk
have been included in the Appendices to the PEIS (Specifically see
Appendix M).

09 08 08 Comment Number 12

The socioeconomic analysis estimates impacts to employment, income,
housing, and community services. These impacts are estimated using
standard methodology, and can be quantified and compared across sites.
Addressing “risk perception” issues would be highly speculative and not
quantifiable. Furthermore, it would not be possible to compare alternatives in
a consistent manner.

sasuodsay puv
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Note: A number of documents submitted during the public meetings were

Richland Public Mecting Oral Comments - April 11, 1996 . . .
recorded as part of the minutes. The same documents, in some instances, were

SIFd 10uld S[PLIDY 2)isS1
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Public Meeting Comments also submitted as hand-ins at the end of the meeting. In those cases, the
documents are analyzed once, either as part of the minutes or as stand alone
:,':n“]',dls,'; documents.
Afterncon Meeting Listed below are the names of the organizations/individuals who submitted
Plenary Session documents as part of the minutes and the page numbers containing DOE’s
C:  According 1o the Prog ic Envi | Impact Statement and briefing, these responses to the comments:

actions sre being taken because of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and are considered an

inicrnational obligation. The Fucls Material Examination Fu:xllty has been considered for mixed PR . .
oxide fuel fabrication and storage in the draft Pr 1 Impact St 1/02.00.01 Tri-City Industrial Development Council,
It is unclear how the Fuels Material Lixamination Facility could be used as a production plant Sam Volpentest 3-763
o s sornge iy State of Washington, State Representative,
c 1 d about destroying weapons that the United States may need lter. The ; ; _
Russians can 501 be trusted, they may the ther materal o oo, aod 10w 2/01.03.00 Shirley Hankins . 3-1025
reiations with terrorist groups. Benton County Commissioner, Sandi Strawn 3-65
C: The plethors of invi ! Impact § has bombarded the public in terms of f.\merica‘n Nuclear Socif:ty ' 341
hom;ﬁﬂ " hl:p-ct St and how Lo cacomp f:n ironmer md e City of Richland, Councilman Ken Dobbin 3-147
Environmental Impact mreS;tmmn;:aon\::mt:d. 1 have po sense of the c:muhuvc City of Richland, Mayor Larry Haler 3-144
pects. The Envi | Impact St should be sub-projects of the :
Programmatic Eny tal Impect Stat and ot seperte Exvi al lopoct Sl;tle og\?&l’?shmgton, Department of Ecology, + 1011
Statements. 3/08.00.00 ax S. Power _
C: ]wwldlikewnumellmvimmncm.ll.doc\ml (Ptogfimmaﬁcﬂnvimn.mnl
having the mm.):v:i::is for mm Impact Sm::ieng mﬁm.‘;’ 02 00 01 Comment Number 1
‘overall shell. As of now, the public only sees a portion of the cumulative impacts. The public . . .
should be able 10 see the whole picture. The FMEEF is considered for use as a long-term storage facility for Pu and
C:  This is an excrcisc in futitity. DOE should not lead the public on to think that a decision the impacts are included iq Section 4.2.1 of the PEIS. For the production of
will be made based o this drafl document. The decisions will be made for DOE by an MOX fuel, a generic facility was considered for all six DOE sites. At
extraneous group. This d has not d (ar h in terms of technology, cost, g y
resesrch, snd in discussions with Russia in order 1o able to be meaningful enough to include the | 4/08.02.00 Hanford the MOX fuel fabrication facility would be located in the 200-Area
public for comment solicitation. 1t scoms that these meetings are a disclaimer, so that DOE can adjacent to 200 East. The utilization of the FMEF would be a variant for

check off public participation from its list. S )
MOX fuel fabrication at Hanford, which is bounded by the environmental
analysis for the MOX fuel fabrication facility located in the 200-Area. Table
2.4-1 of the PEIS provides a brief description for variants which includes
“Modification/Completion of existing facilities for MOX fabrication.” The
storage options for Hanford also include constructing a new facility.

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

Afternoom Meeting
Breakout Sessions

C: 1 would like to thank DOE for the opportunity to speak today. If the Hanford Site is
cousidered for storage and disposition, there should be & quid-pro-quo on the other laws,
agreements, and treaties which are in place with the State of Washington related to clean-up.
DOEmedsmmeMmoclem-woﬁh:HmfmdSiwwﬂlno(behindered.Awephnoeof
| should ider the facilitics avai and cost. Transportation of the waste off
ofthell-nfmdsmﬁmdqummchonmwuthﬂmdcondmm This draft
Prou-nmnchnvnmmullmp-clSt has not eval; Jon issues as
detailed as other Eavi I Impact St I'mupomumuamtiomllmmdloal
. officials arc very concemod. Emergency prepareducss will require proper funding and other
state and local organizations will nced to be kept abreast of the transportation of the material.

511.00.01

6/10.01.00

C: 1 appreciate the amount of work that bas been placed in this draft Programmatic

Eavi | Impact St b , | sec some glaring omissions. The Fuels Material
Examination Facility was not originally included in the d but now I understand the
reason, since the facility was not functional at the time the document analysis was initiated. The
Fucls Msterial Examination Facility is the newest DOE facility which could support mixed
oxide fuel fabrication mdDOE:ImMconndcnhefnhtymlhtﬁmlProgrmMc
Eavironmcental Impact St The p | of using Hanford’s capabilities should be
considered. This option can be accomplished for just the cost of completing the existing 1/02.00.01
hnhmlnm:ofcmndwnahfecydemforﬂcmdeudednhdmdm“h ikt
Examination Facility is ty good. | am confused about the economics, would life cycle cont.
cost or short-term be the overriding cl t? Short-term economics are perhaps
foolish. 1 hate to sce the Russians ahcad of the United States again, as with what happened in
spece. The ondinary taxpayer thinks little about energy. Ordinary taxpaycrs and those who arc
not polarized in their thinking believe DOF is committed to the long-tcrm. This material nceds

10 be looked at not as a wasic, but as an energy source. Long-term starage for the average 7/07.00.00
citizen is 100 to 200 years.
C:  The Russian material should be placed in safe storage. T support the reactor disposition | 8/15.00.00

option for mixed oxide fuel for the following reasons: 1) The reactor burns the material 3o it will
not be weap ble. By buming the fucl as mixed oxide, the materinl will be down graded;

2) The United States will be consistent with Russia and other countries’ strategies; 3) The

process is irreversibic snd makes it acceptable to other Nonproliferation Treaty countries; 4) The

process has been proven based on existing lechnology here and in other countries; and 5) Using 9/08.03.01
the reactor would gencrate revenues, which would off-set the disposition cost. A mixed oxide

foel facility mey noed 10 be built or is there a possibility of using an existing facility. British

Nuciear Fucls hes a facility that produces mixed oxide fuel and could handle this matcrisl. The

mixed oxidc fuel option is not an action that is agninst nonproliferation, it is focuscd on the

010300 Comment Number 2

Comment noted. DOE is responsible for implementing the President’s
Nonproliferation Policy as a result of the arms reduction at the end of the Cold
War. DOE is also implementing a Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Program to maintain the core competency and capabilities in support of
national defense missions.

08 00 00 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy works to assure that each environmental
document is not connected, in the NEPA sense, to other DOE-prepared
sitewide EISs. In these documents, the cumulative impacts of all current and
foreseeable new missions, plus deletions to current missions are analyzed. In
this manner the public and the decisionmaker can see the whole picture on a
Proposed Action at a particular site.

08 02 00 Comment Number 4

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. The National
Dialogue Project, which is beyond the scope of this PEIS, is being
implemented by DOE.

110001 Comment Number 5§

Comment noted. DOE’s Fissile Materials Disposition Program is an
integrated effort that will require the participation of a number of DOE sites
that have weapons material experience. DOE acknowledges the commentor’s
concern about the potential effect that the selection of Hanford for new
missions could have on the Hanford cleanup program. It is DOE’s intent that
the implementation of Fissile Materials Disposition Program decisions will
have little or no impact on ongoing clean up programs. Decisions on storage
and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input. The decision process will also give
consideration to existing agreements between DOE, the State of Washington,
and the EPA.
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destruction of the material. Although some may think it is inconsistent with nonproliferation
policy, theburning of mixed oxide fuel would ensurc the destruction of weapons-grade material | 9/08.03.01
rather than the focus primarily being energy production. Thank you for allowing me to make my cont.

comments.

C: We support the mixed oxide reactor option. It is a technically and ically viable
option. Timeliness in this issuc is very important - tcn years is too long. This is an international | 10/08.03.01
issue that will not go away. Thank you for allowing me to make my comments.

C: 1 und d that lidated storage may need to occur, but it does not solve the

blems as ized by the National Academy of Scicnces. Al of the disposition options
req\um ptt disassembly and conversion. I don’t think that pit disassembly and conversion needs 11/03.01.08
to occur, b the standard p is not capable of handling the tons of material DOE is
.ddrmng DOE is not ready to go forward with technology, because it has only been proven
using kil The current population is living with results of the haste in which the weapons
pop:mwupultogdha Flmdsnecdtobewmukedfoﬂhzldcmﬁmofwmm
created from pit di bly and for ion and develop of the technology Y to 12/01.00.00
(reat what will be g d in the i Taking the time and establishing e
wnnlogytodealwnhwmmydlcvuwﬂwpombﬂnyof the existing problems st Hanford
happening somewhere elsc.

C: [Preparcd of Sam Volpentest (sce attached)]

C: ‘e local government and community organizations hold real concerns for many issues
mgudmgwmkermdcommmtyhnkhmdnfely,lthmfotdclmup and the continued
commitment to the Tri-Party Agreement. Organized a couple of years ago, the “Hanford
Communities™ is a group made up of community leaders, who look at issues dealing with local
gover The “Hanford C unitics” has put together an advisory committee with
expertise in the areas of concern. 1 would Bke 10 introduce some of these individuals here
tonight. We will be delivering formal written later. | appreciste the of
DOE on the issues. Tmspornhonlmsof!hemlmdmdlocmwofnewmmd the
Hanford mission will receive ,,mdwcwmttomﬂmdecnsmnud:byDOB
through this draft Progr ic E: I Impact Stat do not impede or p
moreomrmmumclmuplhesue

| 13/11.0001

13/11.00.01
cont.

C: 1 apprecistc DOF holding public ings in Portland and Seattle. Plutonium is
cxtremely toxic to humans and causes dramatic health effects. 80 micrograms can cause cancer
to those exposed. Oxides of pl are more toxic than pure plutonium in clemental form,
lnmfmmmemmchlmthewmmﬁomhnmgmuedoxldeﬁnlmn
the top end of the chart when parcd with waste g ‘bytheotheropuou 1 disagree
wnhaprmouupukeruwmm(ha(dwmropuonoﬂ'mn bility and elimi

14/06.00.08

1001 00 Comment Number 6

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

07 00 00 Comment Number 7

The Department of Energy agrees that the materials are surplus rather than
waste. Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, was provided in a
Technical Summary Report for disposition beginning in late July 1996.
Additional comments were noted.

1500 00 Comment Number 8

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 9

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 10

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

,,,,,
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wezpons usability of the material. it is always possible to extract weapons-usable materia] from
spent waste. The daics for opening a repasitory keep slipping with no end in site. If Saddam
Hussein or like organizations could get their hands on mixcd oxide fuel they could make a scary
weapon. | can’t believe that DOE would want to transport mixed oxide fue! to England,
eonsidaingﬂxepmblmslhlthpanhnhadinhnsporﬁngpluwnium. Docs the government
endorse burning mixed oxide fuel? It is prematurc to attribute the Governor’s support to the
reactor option. This Progr ic Envi | Impact S is a shared responsibility,
the public iz having a hard time focusing on all of the Envi | Impact S The
piecu!ullpprouhDOEisusingdoesnoullowd\epublictosuthebmadﬂlmddcpthofthe
mxlmpoblun,whichpinnmmimmmﬂmu-pinaxim National dialogue
dmilnwdnmfnﬂendbyTomOrmnb)y.AsimmSeueuryforEnvimmnaml
Mnlgml,mdhedﬂund-fctygroumm-sﬂnﬂmmimwTnblemneededto
directly address (he that should derive from the draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement.

C: Therc is a clear and present danger with this matcrial. Ten to twelve years is an
unacceptable time frame 10 deal with this issuc. I will leave the Governor's comments on the
m.c.ddispodﬁmofwupms—mbkﬁsiknmeﬁdmdnklhluhcybcmadelvﬁhble
tonight and submitted to the record.

{Note: The following reflect an exchange b two bers of the public)

C: DOEmndstnlookuthcsomluminmgmd:moﬂ-mmdmidmu In reference to
ammmﬁngthnplmaﬂmhﬁwmdudlymw.lmpondmnpmﬁum
has no harm even if it is absorbed though the skin, With plutonium everyone should worry
about air particles. Shipmmlofplmmiummbedmeunderm.iﬁmemguhﬁonsmdi!hu
been done by air. There is technology which can handle the material. Persons of the public do
not have to use scare tactics.

C: The health cffects of plutonium are due to inhalation, ingestion is not the issue.

C: T‘kueiun-uq:onmddcliverysystemfonhcmwﬁu.Themltetinlishn:ponedin
closed glove boxces.

Afternoon Meeting
Summary Session

| 14/06.00.08
cont.

1 15/01.02.00

4/08.02.00
cont.

16/09.09.08

030108 Comment Number 11

The Department of Energy is developing an Advanced Recovery and
Integrated Extraction System (ARIES) prototype for demonstration of pit
disassembly and conversion process to remove Pu from weapons pits and
convert it into either an oxide or a metal. Unlike previous pit disassembly
processes, the ARIES process is a low waste, dry process that does not
generate aqueous liquid waste from dissolution of Pu in acid. The individual
parts of the ARIES process have already been demonstrated using several
dozen pits. The prototype program will demonstrate the complete integrated
process at a scale that can be used to support the design of a production
system that can disassemble and package the inventory of surplus Pu pits. The
worst-case waste streams for operation of an ARIES production facility have
been identified in the PEIS. Operation of the prototype will enable further
refinement of these waste stream estimates.

01 00 00 Comment Number 12

Pit disassembly and Pu conversion use existing technologies. Waste streams
are estimated based on the throughput of the facilities used for processing the
Pu. When applying for operating permits from the State where the facilities
reside, DOE must convince the state authorities that the waste streamns meet
the applicable standards and criteria set by the State.

110001 Comment Number 13

Comment noted. DOE’s Fissile Materials Disposition Program is an
integrated effort that will require the participation of a number of DOE sites
that have weapons material experience. DOE acknowledges the commentor’s
concern about the potential effect that the selection of Hanford for new
missions could have on the Hanford cleanup program. It is DOE’s intent that
the implementation of Fissile Materials Disposition Program decisions will
have little or no impact on ongoing clean up programs. Decisions on storage
and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input. The decision process will also give
consideration to existing agreements between DOE, the State of Washington,
and the EPA.

sasuodsay pun

SIUWNI0( JUdWUIo?)




PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS, RICHLAND, WA
PAGE 5 OF 21

VS

Richland Public Meeting Oral Comments - April 11, 1996

Eveaing Mecting
Pleasry Session

C:  [Prepered statement of Shirley Hankins (see stiached))
C. [Prepared statement of Sandi Strawn (seo sttached)]

C:  The Richland Chamber of Commerce supports the burning of mixed oxide fucl in light
mm-ﬂmmmuwmmwmdmm
- This option would be less costly.

C: The American Nuclear Socicty feels committed to the retumn of plutonium. The issue of
nonproliferation brings in the political factor. The American Nuclear Socicty has prep da
"Protection and Manag of Phutonivm - Special Panel Report” sddressing the
techrical issues involved. The American Nuclear Society has decided on three things that are
u-dndwdonpodtﬂy:l)ﬂwewiabhmkoulhpnﬂfwhnﬂyﬂ)mmdy
should be from an international perspectives and 3) Look at the context of all phutonium in st

mmmm«uzmmmmmmmmn-m
nonproliferation. Burning changes the isotopi of the ial and will convey a
m\:ﬂ:ﬂityonthepntofﬂnuﬁhdsmuuullhcymnrim Contrary to other comments,
none of the members of the study fecl that the United States or Russia would usc the material to

make wespons.

(o3 [Preparcd statcment of American Nuclear Society rop ive (see hed)]
C:  [Preparcd siatcment of Ken Dobbin (see attached)]

C. [Prepercd statcment of Larry Haler (sce attached))

C: | Prepared statement of Max S. Power (see aftached)]

C: R fissioning uses existi gies. It offers the fastest, lcast cost route and
can achieve effective electric ratc farcs. This would be a win for the Northwest. DOE already
hnmwﬁhﬂomzvﬂh?mﬂlthuhingtmlewﬂm&ﬁdﬁty. The
Bonneville Power cmployees on sitc can do all of this work. DOE should take into
consideration the benefits of our relationship.

17/08.03.01

9/08.03.01
cont.

WM-001

06 00 08 Comment Number 14

It is true that Pu can be extracted from spent fuel. However, the Pu is not
considered weapons-usable until it is extracted from spent fuel. The goal of
the Fissile Materials Disposition Program is to render the Pu to a state in
which it is not directly weapons usable, like Pu in spent fuel.

010200 Comment Number 15

The National Environmental Policy Act requires evaluation of all reasonable
alternatives. Reactor use of the MOX fuel containing surplus Pu is a
reasonable alternative for Pu disposition and, therefore, has been analyzed in
the PEIS.

090908 Comment Number 16

The human health impacts from potential accidents are presented in this PEIS
for all of the proposed facilities including the facilities in the Borehole
Option. For each of the anticipated accidents, the impacts analyzed include
the cancer risk to workers and the maximally exposed individual (MEI), as
well as the potential cancer fatalities for the regional population up to 80 km
(50 mi). The anticipated accidents analyzed cover a wide spectrum of the
potential accidents including those that have large consequences but low
probability, such as criticality accident (a nuclear reaction) and earthquake
(catastrophe). The anticipated accidents include an analysis of the initiating
events, materials at risk, source terms, probabilities, and consequences.

08 03 01 Comment Number 17

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Existing LWR Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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[Note: The follawing two reflect an exchange between two members of the public] The environmental impact of the MOX fuel waste streams is presented in
C:  Thanks for the opportunity o speek and for exiending meetings 1o the Portiand sod Chapter 4 and Appendix H of this PEIS.

Seattle arcas. lmmnmmormn&mmwwmﬂmm Asa
. Plrysician, the woxicity of phutonium is important to address. Phusoniam is extremely hazard

The inhalation of a very small quantity will cause cancer. Howevee, plutonium oxides are more

mparaibis e o 1 for, therstorscaie 1o ale, The seplcst pes 0106 00 Comment Number 19

M’"'m“ﬁ:'@"m""d::; tber optioas being smmeccod or ey ?m":';:"" © Comment noted. The NAS report is included in the decisionmaking process.

year waste problem that DOE has not yct been sbie to solve, The Unitod States can not consider 080100
hmopﬁon'hDOBhnuddtMﬁemmm Post haste and

Inwenational Atomic ight are when dealing with this issue. To - C .
mwmmwmc :wwhm&m " At the request of several organizations and individuals, the public comment

' Waste dispom is a politca ditia by e hat period was extended to a total of 92 days.
do not understand.

Comment Number 20

C: mww&wmawmlmmwy It requires DOE

to open up the process to public input. Otber reasons for my sttendance would be that | have

live and worked in this area for a long time, which hes bled me to develop a lot of experti

on how 10 deal with fum and plutoni The ity of our country is the most important

driver of these decisions. Nauoﬁfcﬁimhmagoodwdbmﬂ'mmilbm&n

it is 90 suve the world. lhw-mjaiminﬁ:nwlylm 1f the United States takes

the Jead, phutonium could be burned in bocal reactors. Other health and environmental related 19/01.06.00
jobs noed 10 be addressed. mwmmmw“hmbacdkm;me bt
Amctican Nuclear Society provision is a fine y; and the National Acsdemy of Sci .

peogram. The tritium propossl for the Fast Flux Test Facility is great. DOE is not going very
fast and the public should demand faster action. Lmuf:mcidm-,cwﬂmhnmi;ht,

C: The timing on the completi of the draft Progr ic Envi ! Impact
St and the clomure of the period is 100 short to be able 10 provide responsible | 20/08.01.00
comments. The comment period should be extended.

sasuodsay pup
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C:  DOE needs to be financially sound with their decisi The draft Progr

Envi t Impact St should not just cxplsin how to store and dispose of the material | 21/01.03.00
and bow to keep even with Russia. I do not mind giving a couple of million to the Russians if

that is the best usc of the money to help alleviatc this problem.

Evening Mecting
Summary Session

010300

Comment noted.

Comment Number 21
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TRIDEC

TRI.-CuiTY

!NDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMERT CouNCTC

901 N. Calornde « MWA”’“J“US.A -(sanus.mm-rumnsm- 1-800.TRI.CITY

COMMENTS BY
SAM VOLPENTEST, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT
TRI-CITY INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

TO
US. DOE
PLUTONTUM DRAFT PEIS PUBLIC HEARING
APRIL 11, 1996

ON BEHALF OF THE TRI-CITY INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL (TRIDEC),
WE APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO OFFER OUR COMMENTS TO THE U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PLUTONTUM DRAFT PEIS PUBLIC HEARING ON
STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATERIALS.

TRIDEC IS A 33 YEAR OLD NOT- -FOR-PROFIT ORGANIZATION WITH OVER 550
MEMBERS THROUGHOUT THE MID-COLUMBIA REGION OF WASHINGT ON STATE
OUR MISSION IS TO PROMOTE THE ECONOMIC GROWTH, DIVERSIFICATION OF
THE HANFORD SITE AND DEVELOPMENT OF OUR REGION. OUR MEMBERS
INCLUDE AGRICULTURE, BUSINESS, EDUCATIONAL, HANFORD CONTRACT ORS,
LABOR, PORT DISTRICTS, THE MAJOR CITIES AND OUR TWO COUNTIES OF
BENTON AND FRANKLIN. WE ARE DESIGNATED AS THE TRI-CITIES “ONE VOICE"
FOR THE COMMUNITY BY THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY.

WITH THESE COMMENTS, WE WISH DOE WILL STRONGLY CONSIDER AND
EVALUATE THE FOLLOWING ISSUES:

* THE PROCESSING AND TEMPORARY STORAGE OF EXCESS PLUTONIUM OR
WASTE SHOULD NOT BE SEPARATED.

* THE FINAL DISPOSITION OF PLUTONIUM CANNOT BE EVALUATED
WITHOUT CONSIDERING THE POLITICALLY EXPLOSIVE ISSUE OF THE SITE
SELECTED FOR STORAGE OF THE WASTE.

= 'HANFORD IS A FEDERALLY OWNED SITE WITH FACILITIES,
INFRASTRUCTURE AND SECURITY PROVEN AND IN PLACE AND HAS
EXPERIENCE IN ALL ASPECTS OF PLUTONTUM TECHNOLOGY

, 22/01.02.00

l 23/08.03.00

0102 00 Comment Number 22

Comment noted. For Pu disposition, the end state of all the alternatives
described in this PEIS call for ultimate disposal in a geologic repository. Prior
to shipment of the spent fuel or vitrified Wwastes to this geologic repository,
onsite storage is planned. For the Existing LWR Alternative, the utility
company operating the LWR would be responsible for storage of the spent
fuel while the Canadian utility company would be responsible for the spent
fuel in the CANDU Reactor Alternative.

08 03 00 Comment Number 23

The PEIS discusses the potential final disposal of the spent fuel if a Reactor
Alternative was selected and the final disposal of the immobilized “logs” if an
Immobilization Alternative was selected. There is no final disposal
requirement for a Borehole Alternative. Both the spent fuel and the logs
would be placed in the NWPA-HLW repository. This would take place
whenever and wherever that repository is located.

sasuodsay pup
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« AN EXPERIENCED WELL TRAINED WORK FORCE IS IN PLACE OR
AVAILABLE TO UNDERTAKE A PLUTONTUM MISSION.

« SELECTION OF THE “PLUTONIUM BURN™ OPTION COULD USE EXISTING
AND AVAILABLE FACILITIES AT HANFORD. THEY INCLUDE FFTF - WNP-2
AND/OR WNP-1 - AND THE COMPLETED BUT UNUSED FUELS MATERIAL
EXAMINATION FACILITY (FMEF).

S1dd |ould S|DIIIDJ 31551
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I WILL BRIEFLY COMMENT ON THE ABOVE ISSUES:

ON SEPARATION AND INTERIM STORAGE, WE BELIEVE DOE MUST TAKE AN
OVERALL “SYSTEMS™ APPROACH TO THE PROBLEM. INTERIM STORAGE MUST BE
BASED ON ACCEPTABLE WASTE FORMS WHICH IN TURN WILL DEPEND ON THE
DISPOSITION OPTION. FOR EXAMPLE, IF THE DISPOSITION OPTION IS TO “BURN"

THE PLUTONTUM AS MIXED OXIDE FUEL IN LIGHT WATER REACTORS, THE 22/01 dzoo
WASTE TO BE STORED IS SPENT FUEL. INTERIM STORAGE THAT IS NOT AN it
INTEGRAL PART OF A WELL PLANNED DISPOSITION PLAN WILL BE POLITICALLY cont.

DIFFICULT, IF NOT IMPOSSIBLE, TO SELL TO THE PUBLIC. NQ ONE, INCLUDING
OUR TRI-CITIES, WANTS TO BE THE STORAGE SITE FOR THE PLUTONTUM WITH
NO CLEAR AGREED UPON PLAN FOR ITS ULTIMATE DISPOSAL.

WE SINCERELY URGE DOE TO ADOPT THE “PLUTONIUM BURN™ OPTION FOR

MANY REASONS. FOR EXAMPLE, THERE IS NO NATIONAL POLICY AS TO WHERE 9/08.03.01
TO STORE OR HOW TO DISPOSE OF THE MATERIAL. THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF e
SCIENCE LAST YEAR STUDIED THE ISSUE AT GREAT LENGTHS AND CONCLUDED cont.

“THE ONLY FEASIBLE AND ACCEPTABLE METHODS WERE TO “BURN" THE
MATERIAL IN A POWER REACTOR AS FUEL OR DISPOSE OF THE MATERIAL IN
SECURE DEEP BORE HOLES. AT A RECENT PLUTONIUM WORKSHOP, TOM
COCHRAN OF THE NATIONAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL. ENDORSED THE
USE OF THE MATERIAL AS REACTOR FUEL WITH DISPOSAL OF THE SPENT FUEL
RODS AT YUCCA MOUNTAIN. THE ABOVE SCENARIO PROVIDES OPPORTUNITIES
FOR THE POSSIBLE USE OF EXISTING HANFORD FACILITIES SAVING THE
TAXPAYERS MILLIONS OF DOLLARS.

OUR. EVALUATION OF THIS ISSUE HAS IDENTIFIED MANY OPPORTUNITIES FOR
POSSIBLE USE OF EXISTING HANFORD FACILITIES IN A PLUTONTUM DISPOSITION
PROGRAM WHICH INCLUES THE FOLLOWING:

« USE OF THE FMEF AS A PROCESSTNG FACILITY FOR CONVERSION OF THE
METALLIC PLUTONTUM TO AN OXIDE FOR SAFE STORAGE. 1/02.00.01

cont.

o USE OF THE EXISTING FMEF AND PFP PLUTONTUM VAULTS FOR INTERIM
STORAGE OF THE PROCESSED PLUTONTUM. ADDITIONAL STORAGE
FACILITIES BEYOND THESE WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR THE MISSION. THE
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FMEF COULD PROVIDE THIS ADDITIONAL STORAGE REASONABLY AND
ECONOMICALLY

¢ UTILIZATION OF THE FMEF AS A MIXED OXIDE FUEL FABRICATION
FACILITY. THERE ARE NO OTHER PLUTONTUM FABRICATION FACILITIES
IN THE UNTIED STATES. THE FMEF HAS THE CAPACITY AND INSTALLED
EQUIPMENT TO PERFORM THIS MISSION, WHICH WAS ITS ORIGINAL
DESIGN FUNCTION.

* DISPOSAL OF THE PLUTONIUM BY “BURNING" IN THE FFTF EITHER ON A
DEMONSTRATION OR PRODUCTION BASIS. THIS COULD BE COUPLED WITH
THE WNP-2 PROPOSAL FOR THE OPERATION OF THAT REACTOR WITH A
MIXED OXIDE FUEL.

* GOVERNOR LOWRY SUFPORTS THE BURN OPTION IN THE STATE OF
WASHINGTON.

WE STRONGLY BELIEVE THE DRAFT PEIS IS DEFICIENT AS IT DOES NOT
EVALUATE THE COMBINED USE OF HANFORDS ASSETS FOR THE “PLUTONIUM
BURN" MISSION. THESE ASSETS INCLUDE FMEF-FFTF-WNP-1 AND WNP-2. WE
WILL SUBMIT A MORE DETAILED ST, ATEMENT SUPPORTING THESE OPTIONS
UNDER SEPARATE COVER. WE REQUEST THAT THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
EITHER REVISE THE CURRENT DRAFT PEIS OR ISSUE A SUPPLEMENT TO IT WITH
AN OBJECTIVE EVALUATION OF THE HANFORD SITE “BURN™ OPTION
CONSIDERING THE UTILIZATION OF THE AVAILABLE ASSETS BEFORE REACHING
A DECISION.

THANK YOU FOR CONSIDERING OUR VIEWS ON THIS VERY CRITICAL NATIONAL
ISSUE.

1/02.00.01
cont.

24/01.02.00

24/01.02.00
cont.

010200 Comment Number 24

Liquid metal reactors were not included as alternatives for Py disposition in
the PEIS due to the longer time and greater cost required to complete their
construction. The FFTF, on the other hand, is an existing reactor and could be
used for Pu burning. However, the limited capacity of the FFTF would limit
the rate at which Pu could be dispositioned and would require a much longer
timeframe for disposition than that which could be achieved with the reactor
options addressed in the PEIS.

The Department of Energy is in fact considering the FFTF, pursuant to the
ROD for the TSR PEIS. The ROD (December 1995, 60FR 63878) for the TSR
PEIS addressed the FFTF for tritium production as follows:

A private group has recently suggested that it purchase the FFTF
from DOE and DOE then contract with the private group to make
tritium at that facility. In the [Tritium Supply and Recycling Final]
PEIS, the use of FFTF was considered and dismissed as a long-term
tritium supply option because the amount of tritium that it could
produce would only meet a percentage of the steady state tritium
requirements, and it was not reasonable to rely on operating the
facility far beyond the end of its design life. However, DOE will
evaluate the presentation made by the private group to determine
whether the operation of the FFTF might be able to play any role in
meeting future tritium requirements. If any changes are warranted to
this ROD following that review, or further NEPA documentation is
required, DOE will take appropriate action.

The Secretary of Energy has requested a review by the JASONS Panel
(eminent academic scholars and scientists) as part of the evaluation of tritium
production with the FFTF. Should the outcome of this evaluation lead to a
DOE proposal to restart the FFTF for tritium production, additional
environmental analyses would be performed as appropriate. If the FFTF were
to be restarted, a substantial portion of the surplus Pu that would be used for
MOX fuel could be used to fabricate FFTE driver fuel, thereby achieving the
Spent Fuel Standard for Pu disposition through irradiation in the FFTF.
Further description of the FFTF has been added to Appendix N of the PEIS.

The FMEF was a candidate storage facility under the Upgrade Alternative for
storage of weapons-usable fissile materials.
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AMERICAN NUCLEAR SOCIETY

Position Paper Abstract - Disposition of Plutonium
hort-

1. We strongly support conversion of all plutonium released from weapons
stocks to a form in which it is protected from theft or seizure by intense
radioactivity (the “spent fuel standard®). Place immediate emphasis on
protecting stocks as securely as when they were active weapons. We urge
that higher priority and attention be devoted to assuring that this
standard is being met.

2. We recommend prompt implementation of the reactor frradiation option for
disposition of surplus U.S. and Russian weapons plutonium, employing
available reactors in the United States and Russia, or in third countries.

3. The time schedule for both initiation and completion of conversion should
be shortened.

4. A1l released plutonium in the United States and Russia should be placed
under international safeguards as early as possible.

Longer-Term: Civil Plutonium

5. Energy demand, especially for electric power, is increasing steadily in
the developing countries. We cannot and should not wish these countries
to forgo the benefits of abundant energy that the industrial world has
enjoyed for so long.

6. The use of nuclear energy will take place primarily in industrialized
countries, making fossil fuel resources more accesible and affordable for
use in the developing world.

7. Current proven reserves of reasonably priced uranium are insufficient to
support a long-term, major contribution of nuclear energy to meeting world
energy demand. Breeder reactors can overcome this Timitation.

8. The issue of the proper level and structure of development on the breeder
and other advanced reactor systems calls for further assessment. We urge
that this be undertaken.

9. The recent U.S. dectsion to stop all development work on reprocessing and
the breeder should be reversed.

10. The development of permanent waste repositories is essential, since these
will be needed for either spent fuel or fission product waste disposal.

11. We see no need for international uniformity in selection of fuel cycle
options.

12. The IAEA should place increased emphasis on containment and surveillance
and other nonaccountancy safeguards measures.

13. The IAEA should be called on to review the adequacy of national measures
for protection of nuclear materials against subnationa) threats.

14. It is essential that the IAEA be assured of the financial, technical and
manpower resources and the political support necessary to carry out its
increasingly vital tasks.
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Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissie Materials
Draft Programmatic Environmentat Impact Statement

Good evening. | am Larry Heler, Mayor of Richiand. { aiso serve as Chairmen of the
"Henford Communities,” an interg I organization that rep the
imerests of cities and counties most directly affected by Hanford. As you are
concluding a long day of mestings, let me da rhat belated wel to the
Tri-Clties!

Ilun-m-dmmlmldlhtorndutdlnnwhhyou. We will be
submitting written within the month .

Eovark 4

The Programmatic mp St or PEIS, on Storage and
mmwwmmmn«mmmancmm
Richisnd and the other local govemments in this arsa. Hanford, directly to our north,
is identified as one of six DOE candidate sites for long-term storage of weapons-
usable plutonium. Two of the disposition sitermatives noted in the PEIS are
particutarly well suited to Hanford.

w-mummmwmmmmlmmm.
Howsver, we do have some misgivings. Nearly haif of all Hanford workers live in
Richisnd. 1 am d about their health and safety, as well as their economic
welt-being. Public safety iated with port of radiosct! fals through
our communities is a factor we must consider. We must aiso safeguard the quality
of our netursl snvironment.

Beyond thiese tangible & we are h that our ity not be perceived
bycdmhdnhdﬁchﬂMnndemdlmmm. As
mshmmwﬂmnmm,mmmm
enterprises into this area to remsin viable. Positive community image is critically
important to our economic diversification efforts.

Our i | written P to this PEIS will be carefully developed. We have
W-WMMmemmmdmm“m.
, and socioeconomic impacts of a new ph it ission for Hanford

mmmmwﬁsm,MmmnMoﬂrw
ing board riew their work and recommendations by the end of the month.
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Washington D.C. Public Meeting Ora] Commeats - April 17 & 18, 1996
Public Meeting Comments
DOF. Headquarters
April 17 & 18, 19%
Afternoou Meeting- April 17, 1996 ]
Plenary Session
C: Moﬂofﬂleumofmxlwmnuiﬂnmkyﬂmhconﬁdandnlplumd
P s A decisk needs 10 be made to treat this material a3 & waste: it is toxic 1/01.00.00
and not a resource. The material needs 1o be put into a form that ders it prolife :
23 quickly as possible. The options pr d in the Storage and Disposition draft Programmatic
Eavi } Tmrpect Sta are not viable options to obtain this objective. Geological
positotics arc nol available and disposition options arc ible. The mixed oxide fuel option
has many flaws. Mixed oxide fuel: 1) 1s more costly than uranium; 2) Creates an opportunity for 2/08.03.01
theft of pl i 3) P that the ial can be deposi d in Yucca Mountain; 4)
Generates heavy plutonium that may be atractive 1o other govemnments in the future; snd 5)
Needs 10 be safeguarded against criticality conditions. The risks outweigh any resource
iderations. The c} lurgical | 3/08.03.01

hnology option should be rejected. DOE needs
further rescarch before the vitrification and ic technologies can be considered visble. The | 4/08.03.01
nmwmmhwim-mbkfmnfmwwmmmdmdmuw.oodfm ‘5/080301
50 years. mﬁm&mfmmmﬁmmfuﬁmwﬁmoﬁmmmm. e

| 6114.00.00

mmmmﬂmmwmmmmummm
. sonal diab

Afternoon Meeting
Breakout Session

C: The draft Programmatic Envi | Impact pr to appear
k 3 that results from this fragmentation is that
hensively add d in the Storage and Disposition draft

g 3 i ] jmpact Sta or add d in sy of the Programmatic

Eavi i S The use of electrometallurgical treatment as & reprocessing

d to as “pyrop ing.” should have boen copsidered under an | 8/08.00.00
instead of an Environmental Assessment. Another arca that

3

| 7/01.00.00

£

7
||'wn

m
k

needs more attention from DOE is in their of tribes as DOE should notify
m’hesru'd.ingindleumofpropodlaiviﬁawlyinw, onag {

‘ 9/08.02.00

govemnenlhnﬁ:.solhlimp-cuofthcncﬁommbemicwdapinnuuﬁu with the
individual tribes.

01 00 00

The materials at RFETS would be stabilized under DOE’s Environmental
Management Program before they are packaged and shipped to the storage
site(s) pursuant to this PEIS.

Comment Number 1

08 0301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
disposition alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all
reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning and immobilization
must be considered. Suitability of waste forms for disposal in a geologic
repository has been analyzed and is included in Appendix H of the PEIS.
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 3

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

0803 01 Comment Number 4

Research and development is both on-going and planned to support the
disposition alternative. If either the vitrification or ceramic technology is
selected, the ROD would include pilot facilities as a means of learning more
about these technologies.

080301 Comment Number 5

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
continued storage of surplus Pu (No Action Alternative). The materials would
be stabilized and packaged for the long-term storage timeframe. Decisions on

sasuodsay pup
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Washington D.C. Public Meeting Oral Comments - April 17 & 18, 19%6
C: The Shoshone Tribe is againgt pyrop h ',,belng 4 ‘(o"' of
nuclear matcrial because it can be used to sep lnghly iched And from
spuumn:lnrfuel lldmldnmhceomdmednmdwnmvemtheSwmdDuposmon
draft Prog i | Impact St

C: 1 would fike 10 sce DOE develop an outline for nonproliferation like the outline used in
the Jong-tcrm storage and disposition impacts fact sheet. Thefnudxeclomlmcgoud\mugh
some of the categories addressed in the draft Pr Envi tal Impact St It
mukmﬁdfamﬁw&vclwlmfmﬂmnmwmmmof
-m!mwhlchwouldwﬂmunmpmhfammmpmmnmuymgmbemnd. This
wmﬂdbcuscfulloDOEcvmbeyondmcStongemansposuondnnhmuuc

i | Impact S

C: DOE should provide the public with draft copies of the other analyscs being preparcd in
parallel with the Envi I Impact S and broaden the public support and
involvement in the decisionmaking proccss.

C: lrep'elﬂulbeMlllhrmedmmeelwork. We sued DOE in an effort to have an

i of their proposcd activitics and to get public involvement in the process
i ‘by" ional Envi 1 Policy Act. We have found the fallout of this actioa is

whalweull “participation prolifcration,” and unfortunately a further fragmentation of the

issucs. For example, the increasc of waste resulting from the differcat programs is being

addressed separately and not cumulatively. We, therefore, feel that the National Environmental

PohcyAc(pmutsndﬂmotmngulsDOEsmeofopm inded primarily b the
current approach is not addressing of various actions and is not comprchensive.

C: 1tis hard 10 on one Eavi { Impact St when they are all
interrelaed.

C: It is important that the Federal G ch going epidemiological studies of

impscis within a 10 mile radius of the various sites.

C: We are making a gic mistake d izing the lex. There is no “New
World Order”. RedChmnsthchrgeslcommmmmlzm mdBomYell.nnmlysoonbc
removed from office. | think history will show that it was wrong to downsizc our military.

C: Somc of what might be called frags i hasinfac!' nproved the efficiency of DOE

activities. The Disposition of Highly Enriched Uranium E d Impect St tisa

prime example. 1t was a good idea to handie highly ennched uranium separately from

plutommn becausc it wu more lppmpnll: to address disposition of weapons highly enriched
and

r ¥ L I

3/08.03.01
cont.

10/01.00.00

11/08.00.00

‘ 12/08.00.00

| 13/09.10.08

14/01.00.00

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

14 00 00 Comment Number 6

Comment noted. The United States currently has a joint effort with Russia to
assess the technical feasibilities of the various Pu disposition alternatives
including plans for joint demonstration of some of the technologies. The
success of this joint effort would provide the basis for negotiation with other
nations.

01 0000 Comment Number 7

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. However, consistent with
U.S. policy not to reprocess spent nuclear fuel, the spent fuel from burning
MOX in reactors will be disposed of in a geologic repository along with other
domestic spent fuel.

08 00 00 Comment Number 8

The Department of Energy’s evaluation of the electrometallurgical process
for purposes other than disposition of fissile materials is outside of the scope
of this PEIS.

08 02 00 Comment Number 9

The Department of Energy recognizes the special status of the American
Indian tribes in relation to the Federal government. DOE has issued specific
guidance for full involvement of tribes in the NEPA process. Further, DOE
has prepared a detailed listing of the tribes that could be affected by Proposed
Actions. All of the tribes on that list, and others who have indicated an interest
in storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials, have been
notified about the PEIS on a regular basis.

SIAd [Pl S[PUIIDH 3]15S1d
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Washington D.C. Public Meeting Oral Comments - April 17 & 18, 1996

C: Today's Washingion Post had an article on the danger of nonproliferation. It appcars that
even the draft Progr ic Envi | Impact S p is adding to the threat
because it delays appropriste actions being made in an cfficient and direct manner and thercby
increases the risk of others getting at it.

15/08.03.00

C: Ina Jecture at Stanford University, Professor Wolfgang Stohl of Germany summarized the
resutts of an Electric Power Research Institute report on European countrics in the nuclcar
business, He stated that mixed oxide fuel is commonly used there under cven difTicult
conditions. The European impression of the United States’ policy is that we have our head in
the sand and necd to control, rather than ignore, the technology.

16/01.06.00

Afternoon Meeting
Summary Session

01 00 00 Comment Number 10

Comment noted. DOE will use analyses to assess domestic and international
policy impacts (including Nonproliferation Policy) and the Proposed Action
described in the PEIS to support the ROD.

08 00 00 Comment Number 11

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.

08 00 00 Comment Number 12

The combining of meetings was done at the specific request of the public near
several DOE sites and was not considered to have any negative impact on the
public review process. This request was based upon a need to hear how these
documents were related to one another and to avoid requiring public
attendance at several meetings spanning several days. The Draft PEIS and
reference documents were made available in advance of the public meetings.

09 10 08 Comment Number 13

The Federal Government, as well as other local governments and interested
organizations, has conducted or sponsored relevant epidemiology studies for
various sites analyzed and considered for Pu storage and disposition
alternatives. These studies are described in Section M.4 of the PEIS. In
addition, any site selected for a storage or disposition alternative will continue
to have an extensive environmental monitoring program to ensure that any
releases associated with normal facility operations will not impact human
health.

sasuodsay pup
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Washisgton D.C. Public Meeting Oral Commeats - April 17 & 18, 199%

Mormniag Meeting - April 18, 199¢

Plensry Session

C: Regarding the new DOE policy on integrated hearings particularly from a budgetary
standpoint, the integration of hearings may be useful and i ing. H , this integrati
has made the opportunity for the public dialogue more difficult and less substantive. The
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statements become longer and more technical a3 they
progress throughout the National Envi I Policy Act p Greenpeace docs not like
this format.

Morning Meeting
Breakout Session

C: lunno(ayingﬂmtheUnitGdSmaaddetp.eily.juslﬂmwemiliutheaiaingcxem
capacity. lludllhkemmmmymhhﬁldum,-\dmximlymduﬁﬂm
years to complete the whole process. mUﬁwdsnlaisﬂmlooungnntmty-fmym
time frame. During this twenty-five year time frame, the foreign excess capacity could be used
to eliminxte the materials.

C: Other comments [ have are: 1) The statement in the document that s “mixed oxide fuel
hhiﬁmflcililymnihcbtﬁh".Mdimudmmayinﬂudofml)'ﬁuuwiﬂbem
inuenain:pmzﬁadwilhorwimmmin;mimdouideﬁwl. The waste forms will be
th:.ne:3)Cmdili\ouldbcp‘vmtodiq)luemofuﬂmfmllhumldhwlobe
mined, milled, eariched, fabricated, and d; 4) Mixed oxide fucl will usc excesa tails; 5
There will be no impacts on shipping, the same of ial will be shipped to the
renaonnisnow;&)'l‘hcm'uoropdoninheonlyowummdmatheﬁnilemun;nm
reactor option casures closcly reaching disposition as defined by the spent fuel standard in the
doam;mdl)ﬂtedounnemneedxmﬁnﬂmcxphinﬂutplmmimnmddbereoovered
from immobilization and vitrification.

C: Tnbluinﬂndoumen(imonecﬁyshownnincminmemo\morwfml. Also, if
the number of blies being ported is the same and DOE transports the maicrial in a
menfcwcmuwimmem,ilwmddm!omelhefmliﬁushmddgodown.

C: Many environmental and nonproliferation org: would like to preciude the
foreign option. The use of international phstoaium facilities are antithetical to the United States
policy. ‘I'In!iuopun‘sh-vemgecnvm:lpmblm There are serval questions to be
answered before foreign industries can be used, The use of forcign industries is a proliferation
risk. | am concerncd with the safety issues of hipping the plutoni H . this does not

17/08.02.00

18/06.01.09

19/06.01.08
20/09.11.08
21/09.11.08
22/10.00.00
| 23/08.03.01
| 24/05.00.08

20/09.11.08
I cont.
l 95/10.02.00

26/01.06.00

| 27110.00.00

010000

Comment noted.

Comment Number 14

08 03 00 Comment Number 15

It is critical that DOE make good, sustainable decisions on the important
issues related to the storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials. Part of making good decisions is presenting the decisionmaker
with the environmental impacts of taking action based upon a range of
reasonable alternatives. Therefore, the time and money used in determining
the potential impacts on our environment is well spent. The value of informed
decisionmaking outweighs the risk of delay caused by the study.

01 06 00

Comment noted.

Comment Number 16

08 02 00 Comment Number 17

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

06 0109 Comment Number 18

Europe is moving toward a balance between the capacity to fabricate MOX
fuel and the capacity to utilize MOX fuel in reactors. Additionally, Europe has
excess separated Pu stores which they intend to use as MOX fuel as the fuel
fabrication infrastructure and reactor infrastructure permits. Therefore, use of
European reactors for consumption of U.S. Pu-source MOX fuel would
merely displace the use of separated European Pu and result in no net

SIAd 191 S[PL2IDRY 2]issiy
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Washington D.C. Public Meeting Oral C: - April 17 & 18, 1996

scem to be a concern (0 DOE. The cost and lime frame is immense, DOE needs 1o get on track
and not be sidclined with suggestions of using forcign industries.

C: There is an urgency to this problem. DOE could the public that the problem is
being solved if the mixed oxide option is chosen. DOE should not preclude any option cven if it
is controversial. The foreign option should be considered if it is the quickest way to get on with
the job. I support the mixed oxide option.

C: As the population grows, you can project the need for future energy and the life
expectancy of current facilities. New capacity will be needed in the future, Energy Information
Agency projections show the electricity need and market.

C:  There is no indication of the 5 idcred for the environmental impact on
global change. Mfathequiomofwbeﬂwtbuenmdformgy-lhemisyu.
dmwaphimﬂuwﬂnnud!hwghlhemﬁnwdmmhofd&emﬁy. Present facility life
ﬂmdmewﬂlbelhemedforncwfncilitialnd/ovup.cilyoflhismmrill. The carbon
dioxide reloase number should be an i P factor for cvaluating the opti { understand
ﬂuifplnunimisnbﬂiwforumimninpv&mplmulhnﬂmwmﬂdbenom
environmental changc on carbon dioxide from a global climate change, However, ifa plant is
p-ﬁallycompleledotm-dv-udp!mlispmonlim,lhemwxldbennﬂchngeintheww

C: Mﬂmhhelhuhmpeofmulti-pmposmﬂminﬂwfmﬂhwmc
Eavi | Impact St

[oH There huve been numcrous documents which have looked at overseas facilitics regarding
nonprolifcration and the develop of National Eavi J Policy Act d Should
there be any consideradion of overseas facilities, | would hope that the nonproliferation concerns
are included in the assessment,

Q: Hmdecmnminioningmddecannmhudmoombemeonsidaedfonﬂopﬁmmh
as processing facilities, deep boreholes, vitriﬁuﬁon,ndruaomwhcnm:cofﬂnxopﬁom
willnolhvedeeumuinnimmddeeommiﬁoningmmidedwilhlhun? Is DOE
muwmwmmium:mwwpﬁn;mmhmwmwmu

technological lead that the United States is aband: ing its right to participate in nonproliferation
issues in the world? (Nete: No resp was provided at the at the eting to these questions.)
C: 1 am concerned about cost information ilability and the period ending
before this information is available. This scems to ci the whole National

Environmental Policy Act process. The driver for this is not nonproliferation, although you
(DOE) imply that nonproliferation should be the driver. The point of the National

18/06.01.09
cont.

| 28/09.00.08

29/09.03.08

| 30/01.00.00

26/01.06.00
oont.

31/07.00.00

32/05.01.08

33/08.00.00

e <o

reduction in world inventories of separated Pu. Hence, the statement that
Europe has no excess MOX fuel 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 fuel fabrication. Therefore, the
United States may not be able to rely on the use of existing European MOX
fuel 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
cote 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 01 08 Comment Number 19

Comment noted. DOE is considering the construction of a new facility for
MOX fuel fabrication using surplus weapons-usable Pu, but also considers
the conversion of existing facilities for MOX fuel fabrication with surplus
weapons-grade Pu. Table 2.4-1 of the PEIS provides a brief description for
variants, including “modification/completion of existing facilities for MOX
fabrication.”

091108 Comment Number 20

The MOX fuels designed for serving Pu disposition would not stay in the
reactors’ cores for recovering their full economic values. The MOX fuel cycle
for the purpose of Pu disposition for each refueling would be shorter than the
current typical commercial nuclear power plants. The data developed for this
PEIS assumed that the MOX fuel bundles would be removed as soon as the
fuel had been irradiated to the point where it had met the Spent Fuel Standard.
This assumption, resulting in a greater amount of spent fuel from the reactors,
was used in order to bound the impacts for spent fuel generation and storage.
Also, it would dispose of the excess weapons-usable fissile materials as
quickly as possible,

sasuodsay pup
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Washington D.C. Public Mecting Oral Comments - April 17 & 18, 199

Envmmmenud Pohcy Act is public input; therefore, all of the information needed to make
lc and ve should be available at the same time. Other DOE

Env:mnmennl Impact Statements have shown the lifcration in the d

and this one does not.

ip

C: Prior National Environmental Pohcy Act documents inchuding the Forcign Rcsem:h
RuclorSpentNuclarl‘ud-_. I Impact St and the Envi

on El llurgical Ti all incorporated specific sections on proliferation.

C: The Russians have a different problcm, they do not have light water reactors. They have
mixed mononitride reactors; and there are some advantages to them. DOE should consider this
option.

C Mixed oxide fuel is used in reactors. However, experience relating 10 the use mixed
oxide fuels in reactors is not in the private/public domain, so the public cannot analyze it. The
information on mixed oxide fucl tochnology should be made available to the public through the
National Environmental Policy Act, if DOE has access to the proprictary technical information.

Morning Meeting
Summary Session

No summary session

33/08.00.00
cont.

34/14.00.00

36/08.00.00

DM-001

091108 Comment Number 21

The Avoided Impacts section of the PEIS (Section 4.9) has been updated not
only to include avoided human health impacts from mining, milling, and
enrichment operations, but avoided air quality impacts, avoided waste
generation, and other avoided environmental impacts. This section includes
the displacement of uranium fuel by MOX fuel.

10 00 00 Comment Number 22

The intersite transportation for existing LWR includes only transportation of
material to pit disassembly/conversion and Pu conversion sites and
transportation of material to the MOX fuel fabrication site since
transportation from the fuel fabrication site and spent fuel transportation is
already occurring. For the partially completed LWR, all transportation steps
are included (to pit disassembly/conversion and Pu conversion, to the MOX
fuel fabrication site, to the reactor, and to the repository) since no
transportation is currently involved for the partially completed reactors (not
in operation).

080301 Comment Number 23

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.

05 00 08 Comment Number 24

The recoverability of Pu from each of the disposition alternatives is discussed
in results of nonproliferation reviews which were published in fall 1996, and
are included in the decisionmaking process. This nonproliferation report is
included with other supporting documents in the DOE Public Reading
Rooms.

SIHdd 1puld S|PV 2115814
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1002 00 Comment Number 25

The number of fatalities is based on several factors including the radiation
environment of the package, the type of package used, type of vehicle,
number of miles to be traveled, and the type of roads to be traveled. The PEIS
evaluates the transport of MOX fuel assemblies and the associated blendstock
to the fuel fabricator and then to the reactor site. After the fuel assemblies
have been burned up in a reactor for the transportation analysis, the MOX
spent fuel assemblies are assumed to be identical to uranium spent fuel
assemblies. The same vehicles and packages will be used and all factors are
assumed to be identical.

01 06 00 Comment Number 26

The two disposition alternatives that would involve foreign industries are the
CANDU Reactor Alternative and the Existing LWR Alternative using foreign
MOX fuel fabrication. In the former case, Canada as a nonnuclear weapons
state, would burn both U.S. and Russian Pu in heavy water reactors. This
alternative would require final approval from the Canadian Government. Both
the U.S. and Canadian Governments would oversee the operations which
would comply with domestic and international inspections and the
Nonproliferation Policy. In the latter case, MOX fuel fabrication in existing
European facilities would be conducted for a limited period of time pending
availability of a domestic MOX fuel fabrication facility. The shipment and
handling of Pu and fabrication of MOX fuel would likewise be conducted in
accordance with international inspections and safeguards regimes.

10 00 00 Comment Number 27

The use of British and/or French facilities to produce MOX fuel is a viable
option, and therefore included in the PEIS. Their facilities are readily
available and currently producing nuclear fuel; this is a clear short-term
advantage. Measures would be taken to safeguard materials throughout the
production cycle. Nuclear industry-owned ships, specifically designed to
transport radioactive materials, could be used to ensure appropriate safety and
security of the cargo. Although cost is not the principal factor, there is little
reason to believe that cost would be significantly higher for this method
versus other MOX fuel production options. If this method is considered
further, a cost analysis would be conducted prior to implementation.

sasuodsay pup
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09 00 08 Comment Number 28

The scope of this PEIS is to analyze the environmental impacts at each
candidate or representative site as described in Chapter 3 of the PEIS. The
general approach and specific methods for assessing environmental
consequences, along with estimated results and potential cumulative impacts,
are presented in Chapter 4. The information and environmental analyses are
intended to address all significant issues raised during the scoping process.
The general environmental impact on global change is beyond the scope of
this PEIS with the exception of transportation. There is a description of the
ir;npact on Global Commons in Appendix G.

09 03 08 Comment Number 29

The net outputs of carbon dioxide using MOX fuel in an existing operating
reactor, a partially completed reactor, or an advanced reactor during operation
would be similar. The construction involved with completing a partially
completed reactor or constructing an advanced reactor would produce a net
gain of carbon dioxide. On a global scale, the gain would be minimal. The
production of electricity from any operating reactor would significantly
reduce carbon dioxide emissions relative to a similarly sized fossil fueled
power plant.

01 00 00 Comment Number 30

Comment noted.

07 00 00 Comment Number 31

Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, were provided in Technical
Summary Reports of both storage and disposition beginning in late July 1996.
D&D costs were also included, where appropriate, in the cost evaluations
included in the Technical Summary Reports.

05 01 08 Comment Number 32

The United States is strongly committed to participation in nonproliferation
issues. The United States is fully engaged in the IAEA, and the President has
committed to offering surplus fissile materials for IAEA safeguards.
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08 00 00 Comment Number 33

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.

140000 Comment Number 34

During the screening process (o select reasonable alternatives for evaluation
in the PEIS, several advanced reactor options including mononitride reactors
were considered. However, because the technology of the mononitride
reactors needs further development which would involve time and cost, this
option was considered less reasonable than other reactor options using
existing or more mature technologies.

08 00 00 Comment Number 35

All of the source material used in preparing the PEIS is available to the public
in DOE Public Reading Rooms or upon request to DOE. DOE has used open,
publicly available information to the maximum extent possible. No

commercial organization’s proprietary information was used in preparing the
PEIS.
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