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08 0301 Comment Number 1

W, . Masd, Direstor
Pblic

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.

2. 0. Box 72¢
Poctland, OB $7207-0724

June 6, 1996
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U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O0. Box 23706

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

RE: Parsons) s on ic Envir st
on Storage and Mlpo.iuon of Weapons Usable Nt.“c Materials.”

1 am writing to voice concerns I have -!tcr being informed that the
sbove PEIS includes durning t in t as a
disposal option. I am faxing this aocc-ont to your office in order to
moet the filing desdline and will meil a printed copy.

1 have not raviewed the PEIS, but would like to iaclude my comments,
a8 follow, into the official record. Due to the nsturs and scope of
the ijesuss involved, 1 also request that the Congressional Record of
the Subcommittes Hearing, cited below, be included as an addendum to
this cossant document; specifically as the Record’s testimony may be
Televant to any proposal involving a change in the current status of
the WPPSS 91 reactor facilities at the Hanford Reservation.

f also would take this opportunity to request (1) that a copy of the
above PLIS document series be sent to me at the above address, and (2)
that I dbe included on the meiling list to receive all future documents
relating to this project.

I1f you review the Department’s records, you will see that in the
1990’s 1 was & consultant to several health and state agencies about
several projects at the Hanford Reservation. In that capacity I
testified hafore state legislative committees snd working groups,
sdvised public health departments, provided research services for
citizens® forums and interverors, and restified before a Congressional
Sub-Cosmittee about ronverting tha MPPSS-1 nuclear generating plant.

while 1 sgree with the Fncapsulation option for short term storage,

followed by Deep Storage dispossl once the technology has been proven;

1 very strongly object to “"processing” this now inventory of fissile

materizl in power reactora bacause of the current lack of techmical

knowledge, the history of poor operationsl safety in this srea of

nuclear energy, snd the creation of additional low-level and high- 1/08.03.01
level waste streams that such a project would anur.@/
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Several yesrs ago 1 wes asked to testify before a Congressionsl Sub-
Cosmittee about a proposal to convert the wPPSs Unit #1 at the Manford
Resexvation [1/]. That project was a poorly-conceived plan to salvage
the canceled WPPSS #1 powar generator at taxpayet’s and ratepayer’s
expanse Dy taking experimantal theory and sceling it up as » full-
scsle operstional WEU testbed despite the Dapartment’s Own peer review
finding of its own in-house cechnical feasibility studies that warned
of ™...sn outstanding safety lssue, the problea of in-vessel re-
cxiticality.” (2/).

The idea of burning s MOX fuel mixture, while certainly achieveble, is
not sdvisable for several ressons. Although these ressons are valid
regardless of vhere the project is sited, a siting of the reactor 1/08 03.01
option at the Nanford Ressrvation would pose ecaditional hazxdship on A
the papulstions and environment of the Northwest: cont.

1. In order to fabricate MOX fuel, the £is3ils product (3} muat be
transformed from their curreat states, formulated to the desired
level of enrichment, stabilized and then fabricated into new fuel
sssemblies. Thig process slome increaseés the probabilities of
adding to the current WUV inventory and poyes Security risks
during several stages of processing.

2. Manufacture of MOX fuel assemblies also will produce new waste
streams that will increase the quanLity of wastes by several
tises the volume corgrently sssociated with these same inventories
in their present states. Although much of this waste will be
=low level,” these pr will rily also generate & new
voluma of TRU wasies, with the special handling required by those
TRU waste streams. Our waste managemant efforts should be focused
on veducing the current inventory of hazardous and/or radiologic
wastes; not on a search on how Lo Create new wastes.

2/06.01.08

3. 1n the past, projects such as these have depended on the use of
new resctors or the sodification of existing tacilities to burn
the new fuels. The time needed to complete construction of new
tacilities, or the modificstion of an existing plant, would be
much greater thsn the time needed LO construct an encapsulation
facility and begin the vitritication/encapsvlation process. ¢4
the United States sincarely sants to Iemove plutonium from the
sctive SHM inventory, then the Encapsulation alternative would
accomplish this gosl such faster and at a greatly-reduced cost
than would the reactor optiom.

3/08.03.01

4. cost, of course, is yet snother factor that must be considered
when deciding the disposal options. The MOX-fueled resctor plan
would undoubtedly require an outlay of several billion dollags to
achieve the goals of even a mediocre *burning” option. 1n my
experience, based on several years of rescarch, the Department
has never completed 2 significant project of similar scale within
the time)ine and budget estimates stated in its’ studies, nor
those specified In contracts with its’ nndors@/

4/07.01.00
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06 01 08 Comment Number 2

The environmental impact of the MOX fuel waste streams is presented in
Chapter 4 and Appendix H of this PEIS.

080301 Comment Number 3

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

07 01 00 Comment Number 4

Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, was provided in a
Technical Summary Report for disposition beginning in late July 1996. This
information will be integrated into DOE’s decisionmaking process.

sasuodsay puv
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120000 Comment Number §

s. Transportation issues also must be examined on seversl levels:
Firsy, based on the “per-tonne-mile” coste for shipping the MOX

components to the fabrication facility, and then shipping the 4/07.01.00 Comment noted.
aspewdlies to the reactor; and then at a 9reatly-increased “per- e
tonne-nile” costs for transporting the irrsdisted fuel assemblies cont.

fram the resctor to » disposal facility -- assuming that such a
facility sxists by the time the reactor has been built.

6. Speaking of disposal facilities, ten yesrs sgo we had more than
70,000 Wetric Tonnes of irradiated fuel assemblies that the
Departwent wanted to bury at Manford’s prop BSIP Repowitory,
Meactor physice being what they are, it is ressonably ssfe to
assume that during the past ten years meny of these s reactors 5/12'00-00
continued to generate waste for which tha Depsrtaent does
not have 3 home. We should clean up this existing letha legacy
before constructing s new plant to generate even mors waste.

SIAd 10Ul S|PUIID I]ISS1
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The argument can be made that oacs the MOX-fuel ssaemblies have Deen
irradisted in a reactor, thet the plutonium content 3s much safer from
terrorists than in its present form. This is only marginslly correct
due to the dangers associated with separsting the $Mf from the fission
products. It §3 my belief that the additional steps needed to change
the 531 from its’ existing form through the final disposal (hopefully
in 3 gry burial vault somewhere within Hanford’s Rsttlesnake Mountain
above the existing weter table) is much more hazardous. costly and
time~consuming than {3 justified.

I sense the re-emergence of a dangerous pattern in this project as it
has been descrided to me. Many of us mistakenly believed that when
the Department ceased its mejor production-orfented operations at the
Hanford Reservation that its future efforts would focus on the
resmdiation of the reservation’s contaminated sites.

Instesd, this proposal seeme to be & replay of past efforts to salvage
flanford’s reactor operations infrastructure st the expense of the
public’s health, wealth and safety:

1. As of Januery 199¢, Manford’s TRIDEC infrastructure organization
still wanted to t the abandoned WPPSS-1 Power Reactor to a
tritiam production reactor. This proposal was the subject of the
1986 Congressions]l Subcommittes hearing cited above.

2. As of the present date, wany of Lheye same plsyers have dropped
the latest WPPSS-1 convetsion plan in favor of using the FFIF as
8 tritivm production resactor.

The above instances are cited only as examples of the continuing use

of the loca) industrial/business communities in the Tri-Cities area to

keep reactors operating at the Hanford Reservation. A far detter

option would be to channel thesc support efforts from existing and/or 1/08.03.01
new redctor operations and to the immediate decontamination of the WV

Hanford Icumtlma‘ cont.
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The Dapartment should concentrate on rebuilding its image and increase 1 2 Comment Number 6
its level of public trust instead of pursuing the reactor option. Any
attempt to use the reactor option without first demongtrating a “good Comment noted.
gaith” effort to dispose of the current wastes at Hanford i3 morally 6/01.02.00
indefensible end would call attention to the Department’s 50-year
history of having a “business as usval” mindset regardiess of the

poblic’s vishes. 08 03 01 Comment Number 7
Ten yesrs ago Michael J. Lawrence, DSDOE’ s Richlend Operationd Office

"a bragged sbout the awou f high 1l 1 x ha
Deon’ condensed d:ﬂng TN »'.“fposn:-e ot sf.':y ‘:'.:.‘.::.i“?;nf The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the

that entire effort had reduced the Reservation’a volums by lezg than ili M H M : %
the amount produced by & single dsy’s operation of the PUREX Flant, Immobilization Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable

and that figure only sccounted for high level liquid wastes, thus fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and

fgnoring the other waste streams genezsted by the PUREX riant.
mis mindset intensified during the 1380°s, snd we in the Norchuest economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

vividly recall seversl of the Nanford Reservation’s more infamous
projects:

1. The unnecessary restart of the PUREX Plant in 1983 to process
target fuel assesblies that really had never been needed for
pational defense purposes:

2. The $200 million dollar “Head Shed” wodi(ication project to
enable the PUREX Plant to rep fuel blies from civilian
POWer Teactors:

3. Nanford’s failure to meet INPO reactor operating standards:
q. USDoE’s on-going refusal to comply with NRC safety regulations:

5. he $70 million dollar expenditure to retrofit the N-Reactor’s
safety systems only after the Chernobyl-4 Reactor explosion;

6. The Department’s attempt to violate the NPT by converting the
WPPSS-1 Reactor from a cosmarcial civilian power rsactor to a
Department —owned tritiom production reactor;

7. The adoption of “ALARA” radiation dose “goals” for occupational
exposures instead meeting the ICRP's established dose limits:

s. The insane desire to continve FEIT operations when all reason
dictates its’' decommissioning, not 1ts’ modification.

met is not s plaything. 1t is time to inclate this meteria) from the
enviromment without furthexr delay. Encapsulate it and then bury it 7/08.03.01

withoyt first irradiating lw,

Sincerely;

sasuodsay pup
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cited References:

[3/) “Potential Conversion of wppss ) Commercial Wuclesz Powerplant

to a Production Reactor.” Overwight Rearing before the Sub-
committes on General Oversight and Investigations of the
Committes on Interior and Insular Affeirs, Rouse of Representa-
tives, 100th Congress, 1st Sassion; held at Portiand, Oregon,
12/07/1906; Serisl Wo. 100-42, U.§3. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C., 19¢0.

Inid., page 63.

“1904 Manford Reservation Wsste Generation Abstract.” Public
Safety Resources Agency, Portland, OR, 1986
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RASK, WILLIAM C., LAKEWOOD, CcO
PAGE 10F 4

Comment Form

These comments apply W the following document:
_x_SmgeandDispotiﬁonanlPﬂs

NAME: (Optional) William C. Rask
ADDRESS: 10295 W, Warren Ave. Lakrwood, CO %0227
TELEPHONE: (303) 928-9651

mtollovms cotenants are in regard 0 the Jong-term ofg-mhnudisamedinm:
Storage and 'spodﬁondWms—UnblePbsih i PEIS, dated February 1996.

Itroduction

Sutyhxsndnm-ulphiyhmm' m&wwmﬁhlmummﬂ
cootrol and hiliy. safcguards and ity. a3 well as public and worker for at Jeast
mmwmmumw-m Stored Weapons S -~

the figuration, the D further desires to
wum'smmmmmlr&kymmmnh.m-
effoctive. technically feasible, and timely manncr.

considering the qﬁmmmmw(ﬁ:
'f;:{nm-u::omm hciliﬁunDOEliu - :‘Smg 5 :a e tor
new
increased . and cost effectiveness with less environmental Fumu
the mwmv,mmnum.mdcmuum
by the of whie Disposition is considered issoe (o be decided by &
— Joint s, el
The Conocrs
relatively simple for interim storage plmonhninnimnmmlenlosmaha
mﬁwnpol (i wonal) ""cou_uolmdmﬂbﬂily.ufetymd

1/01.04.00

2/01.00.00

3/14.00.00

ST RS AR D

01 04 00 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy utilized a screening process to select the
alternatives which were analyzed in the PEIS. Safety, timelines, cost, and
environmental impacts were factors considered in the screening process and
continue to be considered in DOE’s decisionmaking process.

01 00 00 Comment Number 2

Both storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials are
important domestic and international issues. Decisions made in the United
States can influence decisions in Russia, and possibly other foreign nations,
and should result in international progress and cooperation to reduce the
global nuclear danger.

14 00 00 Comment Number 3

The use of existing facilities at non-DOE sites for storage was considered but
eliminated in the screening process. The reasons for the elimination include
cost, environmental, safety, and health concerns, and public and institutional
acceptance. In the case of a Department of Defense (DoD) site, the additional
costs and regulatory requirements for support facilities such as radioactive
materials analytical laboratories, radioactive waste treatment, and nuclear
material processing facilities associated with long-term storage could be very
high. Furthermore, the public and other Government agericies would express
concern over creating another DOE nuclear site when several are being
phased out.

sasuodsay pup
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Safeguards mldhumfndlhwﬂnm‘im‘mndndmhmymm

This would require & 100% isspection and verification of the phutoium form snd that i

loaded 1o cach PCV and vessel I addition to smodard Dy oy thats

plosondum conld be ; 4 and verified by the Department and IAEA. and/or Russia trough a

or -

S of in minuteman silos should be licensed by the NRC. t re;
ey ot et soodtions 404 reqbeiraes il s .

kebolders and statc g that the phuoain hnmangmﬁmmkwm:mkmm

the ities or the eavi

mm:nkyhbmw“hdnlpandmmohhmwﬁdhqmm
- the cost effactiveness snd implcmentation could be Mwmumm
concept if utilized in Russia also — a sigaificant impr for the timeliness of
mmu-aum-mnuw-amus would also be realized by the
Russian utilization of their similar assets, thus bettering out relative positions in

safety and oonproliferation.

The Eavircoomental mpact
Potential cultural and
X inm OWTDWMMBNM

within the silos. There would be negli i 0 ComMmity services
mnm«mﬁm 'lhevmldhnohpnmw ..’;:."‘:,mﬁ,... 3/14.00.00
rescurce impect with q for this would be less cont.
than the TPA. Thpou-hl b ] justics impects would be redo ed

dmwﬂmﬂymﬂkhhmb@mmﬁumﬂ
. sctivities. b could be x> 4 from §
Itl e ve
mﬂw verification activities. DOE mﬂcped: rupam cleanup missions
Tbehywmmdhcnmndmolwuxmmw
public and pationsl health and safety, and transportation. For
Mmﬂmmhmkﬁkdhmmﬂhwmu igible
mhmdﬂkdmuﬁd%,mmoﬂpnﬁr behcﬂity

Techgial D .

A minueman $ilo is basically a hardened concrete structure structure exsending spproximatety $0-feet
me:lz-foud&nm mmmmwnumdu
mmmw&mmham 28-fect in d
lndzzvfeﬂhuh. mnﬂ:mdmrhudsmwvlm&swell-uthhe. The on-site
iavach supp Y were housed oa shock isolation tables in the opca bay
m‘muﬂem&

mmmmmwm Yy are designed and d 10 SUrvive
t

detonstion of a nuclear weapon in very close proxi 1o the silo and it subsequent
deployment of the wespons system. Thnmmm:hockﬁvmnzmg';mn:dmohnum
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REYNOLDS, ROBERT, VICTOR, ID

PAGE10F1
Comment ID: P0023
Date Reccived: April 18,1996
Namc: Robert Reynolds
Address: Victor, ID

Transcription;

1 want 10 voice my opposition to anyone bringing any nuclear waste into the State of Idaho. | 1/08 03.01
That's all ] got to say. el

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

sasuodsay puv
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RICHARDS, MATT, SAN DIEGO, CA
PAGE 2 OF 12
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Mr. J. David Nulion Page 2

gics for Pu disposition, including the PC-MHR. Of equal significance, this criterion would
have allowed for a single, ~1GW, plant (PC-MHR or LWR) to complete the dispositi issi
(~50 mt of surplus weapons-grade Pu) over the expeciced opersting lifetime of the plant. In other
words, the p ial envi i imp would be limited to those for a single plant.

In Ref. 2, the DOE changed the timeli iterion to “require that the disposition be able
10 start within about a decade and be abie 10 be complcted within sbout throc decades.” The reason
siated by DOE for adopting this more urgent schedule was input from the public and stakeholders
“relating 1o the urgency of taking action siemming (rom the “clear and present danger' associatcd
with these ials.” H this ing is not supporsed by the DOE's own guestionnaire
dnuepomdinAppendiaAochfJ(iecﬁp.landZ.llkenfmmR:f.Z). From Fig. 1, five of
the nine criteria received higher rankings of “very img " than given (o imeliness. From Fig. 2,
the ranking of timeliness relative 10 the other criteria indicales clearly that the questionnaire
dents viewed timeli as being of dary imp

P

Other factons also do not justify forcing the Pu disposition mission (o a more urgent schedule.
According 10 the deaft PETS, the DOE also proposes to provide a long-term, 50-year storage sysiem
for Pu and HEU declared 10 be non-surplus. The non-surplus material is categorized into naval
nuclear fuel, strategic reserves, material for weapons R&D, and progr i isls. The DOE
acknowiedges that some of the non-surplus maxcrial could be classificd as surplus material in the
furmre. Mlmdkpuiﬂwminion,ilhﬂkdydmswpluundm-wplmmluillwoul.dbe
stored and scoured at common Jocations. For Pu being stored and secured at a given location, it
would be sbsurd 10 determinc that material classified as surplus posex a “clear and preseat danger.”
while ial classificd as plus does not pose a similar risk, particularly when the
classification boundary could change over time. The “clear and prescat danger™ argument docs not
justify adoption of the more urgent disposition schedule, since fissile material of potentially

k lassificati plus or non-surplus) will be in storage for time periods cxceeding the
more urgent disposition schedule.

The DOE acknowlcdges that the risks for theft and diversion of fissile matcrial are greater
in Russia than in the U.S.. because of the less stable political climate in Russia. Perhaps the
justification for the more urgent isto age the Russians 1o adopt a similarty urgent
scheduic, thereby reducing the risks of theft and diversion. While plausible, this strategy is not
contistent with desires exp d by the Russi The Russians have actively encouraged
development of the PC-MHR for Pu disposition. As part of a private, cost-sharing initiative with
General Atomics and [ Russi g and scientists ace p ly working on the PC-
MHR design. At the recent Third Intemational Policy Forum: Management & Disposition of

Nucl apoas N ials (Lansd Virginia, March 19-22, 1996) high-level Russian
representatives confirmed their strong support for continuing development of the PC-MHR. Despite
growing imermational suppont, the DOE has sctively discouraged this private initiative. From Fig. 2,
it is intesesting 10 note that the crilerion “Influence on Russia and Other Countries”™ was rated as
being of hat greater imp than timeli

Finatly, in its 1995 report on reactor-related options for Pu disposition (Ref. 4), the NAS
vicwcdthcmmuchedulcnn“verynvencmnnim“lh&didnolpmvideluueful basis for
comparative evaluations. For compuring the vacious reactor oplions, the NAS assumed that 50 mt
of Pu would be p d over the inal lifeti of the

1/07.00.00

2/07.03.00

07 00 00 Comment Number 1

The data in the referenced figures were presented as received; however, some
respondents reacted to the timeliness statement that “The technology concept
should be demonstrated within approximately 20 years and disposition
should be completed within approximately 50 years.” These respondents
ranked our stated definition of timeliness low indicating that 20 and 50 years
was too long and it was important for DOE to start and finish earlier. Also,
public comments received through questionnaires, including comments to
this document, continue to support the importance of starting disposition
within approximately 10 years and completing within approximately 30 years.

07 03 00 Comment Number 2

Comment noted. The U.S./Russian approaches need not necessarily be
identical.

sasuodsay pup
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Mr. J. David Nulton Page 3 Generally, the goal is to complete disposition within 25 years after the ROD. & ‘§
“The impacts of adopting the more urgent Pu disposition schedule are clear: This schedule will include the use of reactors (if selected as a disposition 5.’1 2.
+  Advancod, deepbum reactor technologics, including the PC-MHR, are eliminated from further alternative) to irradiate the MOX fuel, meeting the Spent Fuel Standard, 8 '§'
consideration. thereby fulfilling the purpose and need of the PEIS. The Deep Burn concept ;Sj o
+ The required numbor of ~1 GW, plants i incrouscd from one 10 wo, und the associaied is not necessary to meet the purpose and need, and would require either more & ;
«n pacts ace time, more reactors, or both. N
« Thep ial for strong i ional cooperation on Pu disposition and proliferati i ]
fuel cycles is hampered. %
The first impact supports e current Administration’s policy to cuntail development of nuclear 12 00 00 Comment Number 4 v
energy and climinate devclopment of advanced The second impact would tend to fuvor S
non-reactor, vitrification/immobilization options relative 1o reactor options, which is also consistent H 5
non-reacta, vitiication m,mm:pdk*;'f’m ive e — w‘:ow . .ms:s‘:wd o Comment noted. See Appendix H of the Final PEIS. g_
D@ but it clearly works against the most top-level objectives associated with the Pu disposition &

10 is apparent that the decision to adopt a more urgent Pu disposition schedule is based more
ou political and institutional objectives in the U.S. and less on real issues associsied with Pu
disposition.

Recommendation: The PEIS should be cxpanded to inciude a flexible schedule that can | 3/07.01.00
accommodate disposition of Pu over the expected reactor lifetime, and advanced, deep-bum reactor M
options should be evaluated as past of the EIS process. The “clear and present danger™ argument is

highly subjective and open to a widc range of interpretation. This argument should not be used to | 1/07.00.00
eliminate alematives thal roquir only a hat longer sheduie than ly dictaied by DOE. cont

2. Final Wasic Foan Charscieristics

An important issue for any Pu disposition stratcgy is the suitability of the final waste form
for p disposal. Resp to the DOE questi ire (Ref. 2) ded additional
criteria thut should be used to screen Pu dispositi logics, including several criteria retaicd
1o final waste form characseristics. During the screening process and preparation of the draft PEIS,
DOEpveIinlemidenﬁonloﬁmlwmformchmcﬁuics,otmmnmeannmlvolumo(
high-level wasic p ) by a disposition altemative.

4/12.00.00

Volume alone is a poor measure of the environmental impact of the final wasie form. In fact,
nln;uvolmmybemlﬂtihm.ﬁmlhadilmhnofhl(mﬁduﬂPuiflhcmisspemfuel)
provides greater resi 10 diversion and reduces the potential risk of underground criticality.
Also, the geologic repository loading density and required reposi y land area arc o incd by
decay heat load of the spent fucl and not physicul volume. For the PC-MHR, the annual volunx: of
spent fue! would be ~10 times that from a ial LLWR or Pu-disposition LWR (PD-LWR), on
meqniv:lullelecu'iedamgybcsi:,bmthcmquimdlmdmfotPC-MHRspmlmelwwldbc
abowt onc-half that required for LWR spent fuel. The greater volume of PC-MHR spent fuel is a
consequence of the low power density of the PC-MHR core. which helps to provide inherent,
mehdown-proof safety during normal operation and hypothetical accid Approximately 83% of
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14 00 00 Comment Number 5
M. 1. David Nulton Page 4 The Advanced Deep Burn Reactors Option, including MHRs, was considered
ihe PC-MHR spent fucl volume is high-purity, nuclear-grade graphit, which by iself would be in the screening process. Notwithstanding the many potential benefits of their
classificd us Jow-lcvel waste. The high-leve] waste is confined to the fuel compacts, and the bulk use., the techni 1 1
et e e e T e e e Th \ Cél immaturity wquld cal! for cost'ly and lengthy developmf:nt
would destroy nd degrade weapons-grade plutonium well beyond the commercial LWR spe fuel and demonstration efforts to bring them to a viable status. The Screening
siandard. The final waste form would be rend P i 1o proliferation, would be . . - . .
coniained eflcivly for geolgic time periods by mulipl layes of highly corosion-essan 5/14.00.00 Comnmittee decided that the increased Pu burn-up offered by this option
ceramic coatings (Refs. S through 7). and would be well suited for p | in a geologi ; : .
T eabits o . WAty eeisam 1o comosion, (el ) and osk] scroe 15 an wgul.d not co%nnterl?alancc its cost, schedule, or technical risks, and therefore,
sdditional proscctive overpack aficr permanent disposal. The long-term cnvironmental impacts of eliminated this option from further consideration.
disposal would be si ty reduced, and p | high q would
heehmnned. ulcludmgmovayofspun ﬁ-elcmutauoobunh for weapons (i.c., the Pu minc
issue would he eli § caused by scvere climatic changes
andlor mm:md sc-smvc aclmly Gie. much lus reliance would be placed on the geosphere for
), and icality. With regard 1o these issues, PC-MHR spent
fuel would be a nearly ideal wastc form for permanent disposal (Ref. 9). 5/14.00.00
g reactor jogies for Pu disposition, the DOE has determined that the Cont.

In

commercial LWR *spent fuel standard” was a sufficient end point. The basis for the spent fucl
sllndan‘l swms form the 1994 NAS study (Ref. 3). The NAS recommended that “options for long-
term disposition of F ium should seek 10 meet a “speat fuel standard’ - that is, to make
this plutonium mghly s inaccessible for weapons use as the much larger and growing stock of
plutonium in civilian spent fuel.” The NAS and DOE have recognized that high levels of radiation
arc the primary basrier (o diversion of Pu in spent fuel and that this barricr decays over time. The
NAS mledﬂm"lonlmmupuons mllbemededlommpmhfmumdlhpowdbylhe
entire global stock of pi icularly as the radioactivity of speat fuel decays,” and that

“options for reducing these risks include phuxmem of spent fucl in geologic mposuones. or pursuil

of fission options that would burn existing ium stocks nearly pictely.

Without pafmnngpop:rlﬂymthe DOE has d ined that geologic disposal will
provide the y In justi mspmﬁnlmmmmﬁsmln
Ref. 2 that “there is a ptlh forward au.blmhed by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (of 1982) for
d:spxmlofspmlfuelmlnuned logic repositocy, where geologic barriers will reduce the reliance
on “This conclusion is lawed for the following reasons: 4/12.00.00

cont.

+ Therc is no consensus among cxperts that isolation of spent fuel (or immobilized Pu) in a
geologic repository would provide adequale long-term safeguards. |t is imp lorulizelhu
the NAS siudy (R:I' 3) makes no judgements and draws no

ided by g lati According to the Yucca Mountain Total Syslcm Pm‘onmncc
Asscslsmenl (Ref. lO) and to the 1995 NAS report (Ref. 4), the eventual loss of institutional
I and human i ion is sdered 10 be a credible scenario for assessing long-term
performance of a repository. An International Atomic Energy Agency (JAEA) advisory group
concluded (Ref 1 l) thal LWR speat fuel * does not quahfy as being mecovenblc at any point

pnunoor in a geol asa'p

7 Y. nndthul feguard shouldno(bcu:nnmawdonspmlfuel" lnnmcemmpon (@)
(Rel. 12), the U.S. Congress Office of Technology A (OTA) exp “concerns =)
about Jeaving plutonium in a repository that might be mined sometime in the fuure for the 5
purpose of making wcapons.” This samc concemn was raised recently by an American Nucleac S
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Society (ANS) Special Panct on Protection and M of Plutoni (Ref |3) Dunnp
presentation at a recent DOE workshop (Ref. l4)Peunon luded that
will pmvnd: -mmwof ﬁmuenmemlfor nuclear explosives for mu;hly 200,000
years.” These raised i dently by NAS, IAEA, OTA, ANS, and others provide
monuumfumfwdevehpmgld:mnmgymwhxhﬁmkmmdsmdmmyed
belfore g sposal, since safeg Is cannot be guaranteed for
moflhoumndsotym

+  Evenif it were d ined that geologic di | does provide ad 4 fe d
there is fy no p i ,fmspuufud mdl!mulhedmnctposnbﬂxlylhu
.mluymﬂmbemhbkfwmym 'Ihpolkmleomvmyuocmedwuh
the Yucca Mountain repository project has slowod p L . Aficr spending more

mmszhlmmhumnbeenmdummnumofwmmmhmpubbfudupmd
of commercial spent fuel. In the Ref. 2 screening report, the DOE acknowkdges “the
wemendous cost and time being taken to evaluate the suitability of Yucca Mountain as a mined

geologic high-level wasie repository.”
¢ Mized-oxide (MOX) spent fuel from a PD-LWR would be significantly more attractive for
diversion than commercial LWR speat fuel, pasticularly after the radiation field has decayed to

lower lcvels. According o the 1993 DOE Pu disposition study (Ref. 15), a PD-LWR MOX
wfmlmﬂywmldmnupw”kgofmmh which is enough Pu to
fi up to 4 weap For atypical ial LWR spont fuel sssembly
wumm-ljk;ofmllqullnyha A PC-MHR spemt fue] clement would contain only
-0.25 kg of much lower quality Pu. in addition 10 incressed diversion risks, the high Pu content
dPD-LWRMOX:peuﬁnlmldhmnmhnpnmdchpohmﬁdmm
y londing gics. Additional p ng of MOX spent fuel may be required to
lowerlhe?ndensity

Other issues associated with unprocessed LWR spent (uc! as a permanent waste form are
poor long-term contsinment provided by mctal-ctad fuel rods within metallic canisicrs and the

ial for underground criticality b of the relatively high ion of fissile ial
in LWR spent fucl (especially in MOX speat fucl). According to the Ref. 10 performance
ussessment, a large fraction of LWR spent fuel would become exposed within several hundred to
scveral th d years b of the cxpected failure of Zircaloy cladding and corrosion of metallic
canisters, and the only remaining basticr (or release 10 the accessibie environment would then be the
wmﬂm.pobpc media. The effectiveness onhubnmer for lon; time periods is uocetum and
could be iy d by unfi cvents, includi and § d seismic
activity. hmmykfthmCmmSumummﬂmemlmm
1995, John Cantlon, Chairman of the Nuclcar Waste Technical Review Board (NWTRB), stated tha
the NWTRB “has repeatedly urged the DOE to develop a robust, Jong-lived waste package that will
work logether with other cngineered barricrs and the geology & the site 10 provide long-term
isolativn of the radioactive waste from the accessible environment.” Cantlon stated also that “the use
of such waste packages can help imp fidk mthelong—tempwfwmomtm-lay
mdthufuuhmelwanmgoﬂhcl’mlny Other experts on disposal of high-level radionctive wasie
h-veaawdmar Ie)uu “any strategy of isolation should emphasize the near-field containment of

fides, a fi imarily of waste form or w-uep-ckagcperformm and that
strupudmmlynoldyonlon;mvdnm I, or dilution, implicitly p relesse and

P
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movement of radionuclides.” In a recent report (Ref. 17), the NAS concluded that the most harmful
! of radi lides from a geologic repository could occur well afier 10,000 years, which
further underscores the noed 10 provide cffective near-field i of radioauclides for geologi
time periods. Other potential benefits of superior near-field contai arc less required geological
ch ization of the candid. itory site and greater likelihood that & given site would be

P

found accopiable.

R ly. B and Venneri propased jos in which fissile material disposed in a
geologi pository could lly assume ble critical i ) leading to
supcreriticality and large energy relcascs (Ref. 18). The Bowman/Venneri hypothesis has becn
heavily criticized, on the grounds that the jos arc highly comrived, based on idcalized
assumptions, and are highly improbable (Ref. 19). For LWR spent fuel, the Bowman/Venneri
Wmhﬁgﬁlyw.mpb;klimwmmwfﬁcietﬂimfotem
highly improbable scenarios 1o accur. In the Ref. 19 critique of the Bowman/Venneri hypothesis,
it is statcd tha design choices could reduce the p ial for ground criticality, includi
“dilution of fissile material” and use of “highly durable ceramic waste forms.”

Final waste form charactristics (snd not just ncar-term di ) will
the overali schedule for achicving effective disposition of pluonium. Phutonium disposition using
deep-bum reactors like the PC-MHR could satisfy long-term guards requirements without
relying oa the availability of a geologic repository or the ination that the repository would

provide the needed long-icrm safcguards. This is & very significant advantage for deep-bum reactors
that has been completely overlooked during the DOE screening process. PC-MHR spent fucl would
u.wmmmmmmmmpmﬁmylmummm

afier p disposal. If future gencrations could respond to the DOE questionnaire, they would
undoubtedly rate final waste form ch ristics a5 the most imp iterion for ing high-
fevel radioactive waste forms, including thosc g d from disposition of surplus plutoni
Rocommendation: Final waste form istics and long-& i ! imp should be
given a high peiority when cvaluati hnologics for Pu dispositi Ad d sechnologics that
produce clcurly superior p waste forms and have the potential to climinate long-texm, high-
rios should bc g »s pant of the EIS, panticularly if the schedulcs for

meoting these toch log are not significantly Jonger than thosc for more established

logies and if the p ial for strong intemational collaboration exists. The PC-MHR would
cleacty meet these conditions.

3. Misceilancous Comments

| { Borosilicals Glas for Vitrificali

The vitrificati 1y ive proposed in the draft PEIS would invoive manufacturing
borosilicate glass logs containing Pu and high-level waste. Recent cvaluations have raiscd
significant issues that may preclude borosilicate glass as a host phuse for immobilization of
plutonium. These issues include potentinlly poor long-term durability in a geologic repository and
the posential for underground criticality. These issues received considernbl ion during a rocont
DOE Piutonium Stabilization and Immobilization Workshop in Washington, DC (D ber 12-14,
1995). Since weapons-grade Pu consists mostly of the fissile isotope Pu-239, with a balf-tife of
~24,000 years, the time over which the wasic ins highly radiotoxic and is of for

| 4/12.00.00
cont.

5/14.00.00
cont.

sasuodsay pup
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underground criticality would likety exceed the expected lifetime of the glass. Scientists % Argonne
National Laboratory have been devclaping s more durable glass for Pu immobilization (Ref. 20).

Recommendation: DOE should acknowledge the potential problems with borosilicate glass and
evaluse alicmative glass forms during preparation of the EIS.

According to the draft PELS, the DOE wil) ider ek llurgical us un
option for Pu dispositi El {lurgical was derived from pyroprocessing
technology developed for reprocessing liquid metal reactor spent fuel. In its 1995 report (Ref. 4),
the NAS evalusted pyroprocessing as an option for Pu dispositi The NAS d ined that
peyroprocessing has several disadvantages that “effectively rule it out as a serious competitor for the
near-term p dispositi i " The NAS naiscd concerms with regard 1o the maturity of
tbe iechnology, the size of the facility quired to plete the dispositi ission, and suitability
of the final waste form for permanent disposal.

Recommendation: In light of this evaluation by the NAS, the DOE should provide stronger
Justification for inuing (o cval ‘ flurgical as a viable option for Pu
disposition,

Co-tedpmiclawmmmiduedbylheDOEnmaltcm-ﬁvewnlefmn{or
immobilization of high-level waste, and progr were cond d at Pacific N
Laboratory and Ouk Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) in the carly 19805 (c.g., Refs. § through 7).
The feasibility of coating high-level wasie was establishcd ORNL, and couted panicles were
Judged 10 have by far the best perf ial of the candidate al| ive waste forms,

For plutonium immobilization, the more cxtablishcd processes developed for coating nuckear
fuel would be more applicable. One concept for a pluonium-immobilizution, costed-particle waste
form would be similar to a gas-cooled reuctor fuel clement, Kemels composed of zircon, zcolite,
or altcroative materiuls and loaded with plutonium and neutron poison would be coaled in a
Nuidized-bed coater. The comted particles would be loaded into holes within 2 graphite container.
The costed particles could also be consolidated into compacts prior 1o loading into the graphite
cuntainer. To provide additional diversi i vitrified high-level waste could be placed into
some of the holex in the graphi i The graphi i would be loaded into metal
canisters. The proposed coated-particle plutonium wasic form would offer a pumber of advantages:

(i) The waste form would be well-suited for both long-tcrm interim storage and permanent
geologic disposal. The ings would provide defense-in-depth to ensurc that the plutonium
and ncutron poison remain together for hundreds of th ds to millions of years and 1o ensure
that the plutomium docs not migrate theough the geosphcre to the accessiblic
environment.Providing this extra of i should i the confid of

fatory X keholders, and the general public in long-term integrity of the waste

foem.
(i) The gruphite, which is also highly corrosion resistant (Ref. 8). would provide structural stubility
for very long time periods.

6/05.01.08

7/05.03.08

8/14.00.00

SO

0501 08 Comment Number 6

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

0503 08 Comment Number 7

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

14 00 00 Comment Number 8

During the screening of alternatives for inclusion in the PEIS, various
immobilization forms were considered. The decision was made to include
immobilization in ceramic and glass forms. The specific ceramic form was
not identified. R&D is both on-going and planned to support the disposition
alternative(s), which would include pilot facilities for processes (such as
ceramic coated particles) and materials, as necessary. Decisions on
disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and input,

R S A

bty o 1 S

EETRPONER S P S e o

.

SIAd 10Ul SIDUID 3]1551.]

21qus}-suodvap Jo uomsodsiq puv a8v.o1g

QS -




NI T P TN & . - MRS

RICHARDS, MATT, SAN DIEGO, CA

PAGE 8 OF 12
08 02 00 Comment Number 9
Comment noted. The alternatives analyzed in the PEIS were determined
through a screening process that included public input on the selection
Mr. ). David Nuiton Pagc 8

criteria. This process was not politically or institutionally biased.

(i) Because containment is provided by the coatings and structural stability is provided by the
gruphite, Ihe canister design would be very simple and incxpensive.

(iv) The intcrim storage period could be extended for very long time periods, which may be

y if u repository is not available or if other options arc pursucd for permanent
disposition of plutoni if Y, the radistion barrier could be replenished by loading 8/14.00.00
sdditional vitrified high-level waste into the graphite containers. cont.
(v} The technologies needed for all components of the waste form are fairly well cstablished, and
the dixpositi ission could be pleted within the lime constraints imposcd by DOE.

Recommendation: DOE should evaluate the proposed coated-particle waste form for Pu
immobilization as part of the EIS process.

Ingenull lhdxcvelh&DOEhnsnumpulned(lfmcumpled)meElSpmcmmo«derlo

suil sp ) objectives of the current Administration. These actions are
certainly not eumulem with the intentions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The 9/08.02.00
DOE hus taken similar actions with regard to the PEIS on tritium supply (Ref. 21). | strongly e
uge you 10 ider the that [ have provided in this letter. The DOE should put the
hnology cvaluati ssaciated with the EIS p back on a level playing ficld.
Sincerely,
A~

Matt Richards, Ph.D.

cc:  The Honorablc Randy Cunningham
Representative, California S1st District
227 Cannon Housc Office Building
Washingion, DC 20515

Mr. David Alberstein

Director, Defense Reactor Projects
General Alomics

Power Reactor Group

P.O. Box 85608

San Diego, CA 92186-9784
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01 04 00 Comment Number 1

The process and justification for selection of technologies evaluated in the
PEIS are described in a separate Screening Report prepared by DOE. A
number of alternatives involving placement of materials below the earth’s
surface were considered including emplacement in the sub-seabed and
injection into the earth’s magma. There is little data available to support these
options and the retention of Pu in these media is questionable. A major
concern would be the environmental impacts of any release of Pu materials
following emplacement. Furthermore, the time and cost of developing these
technologies would be significant and the outcome uncertain. It is expected
that regulatory requirements would be extremely difficult to achieve,
particularly if international waters were involved. Therefore, these types of
technologies were eliminated from consideration.
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CO,

—;
Rocky FLaTs CrTizexs ADVISORY BOARD

An Advisory Board to the U.S. Department of Energy

Recommendations on the
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on
the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials

May 2, 1996

Geoeral:

nf:tyofvortmnndthcpuhhcu-dthe grity of the envi nlonglhe
comidors.

surplus and surplus Pu and HEU, thus
unplﬂnalm; us. non-pmhfmuun policy in a way that positively involves other countries.

. Al! ctivit i ‘wi\h p blc fissile is should be subject 10 cxicrnal,

External Regdm of Nnclur Safcty. Having external regulation should help assurc
availabibity of funding.

. D@mldpmvidcforfullzuuic, icipation in all decish garding the storage and
isposition of " "

. AnyopuwanOE:bcumddpmmﬁehnhhmdnfayofmcpuMmmdlhc
workers,

A.,_mmx_mx_mn_snmm
+  Reduce or eliminate the necessity for any futurc processing or handling at Rocky Flats or at
another site.

+  Make the Pu as prolifcration-resistant as possible.

«  Putthe Pu in a form saitablc for disposition.

Surplss Flutonium:

«  Should be regardod as » proliferation liability.

Storage:

+  All siorage options should result in prolifcration-resisiant material

+ DOE should consider other Pu storage containers besides the 50-year can.

9035 Wadeworth Parkway Sulte 2250 » Westminstez, Colorado 80021 » 303420-7855 * Fax 303-420-7579

+  DOE should reduce of fissile materials to a minimurm, thus p "f“‘j""'"“’ l 1/10.00.00

. D(ﬁmumdwcmmd{mmmfnwlcupmhfmum Furthcrmore, the U.S. l 2/01.06.00
d dod in Dy b l”SWD()EstwyCommmacm ‘ 3/01.06.00

| 4/08.02.00

assure the integrity of the cavironment, and protect futurc gencrations. l 5/08.03.00

6/01.00.00

7/01.06.00

8/01.01.00

10 00 00 Comment Number 1

The human health risks of material transportation associated with the
proposed Pu storage and disposition alternatives are evaluated and presented
in Section 4.4 of the PEIS. The more detailed description of the methodology
and supporting data for the analysis is presented in the Appendix G.
Transportation of radioactive materials between sites includes health risks for
both normal operations and accident conditions for the public and workers.

01 06 00 Comment Number 2

The United States has taken steps and continues to work domestically, and in
Russia, to dismantle weapons, stabilize weapons materials, improve storage
capability, and improve materials control and accountability. Storage and
disposition actions considered in this PEIS will continue these efforts in the
United States for the long-term. DOE is also working on a joint technical
working group with the Russians to evaluate, and hopefully expedite, similar
efforts there. The United States is promoting and making provisions
domestically for IAEA inspections of surplus materials. Efforts are also under
way to develop means of verifying classified materials.that, because of their
shape, cannot be inspected and verified using more conventional means.

0106 00 Comment Number 3

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

08 02 00 Comment Number 4

Comment noted. DOE is committed to full public participation in the NEPA
process. Public meetings for scoping and receiving public comments on the
Draft PEIS were held throughout the United States near the sites potentially
affected by the Proposed Actions. Numerous methods of providing public
comments were used such as mail, fax, electronic bulletin board, telephone,
hand-ins, and transcripts from the public meetings. Further, separate from the
NEPA process, DOE made available to the public the results of the technical,
cost, schedule, and nonproliferation analyses. DOE also accepted comments
on these documents. The results of these analyses and the environmental
analysis as well as the public input will be considcred in reaching the ROD.
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Disposition:
* DO shad promot d pport 3 o s nrnaioo)dloge on dsidonol | 9/01.06.00

| 10/08.00.00

- DOE should release all cost study information for the MOX fuc] option in time for public
review and comment before relcase of the final PEIS.

¢ DOE should fusther h the deep borehol
safety, and health uncertaintics.

«  DOE should analyze other wechnologies.
Proceasing:
«  DOE should reduce ing and handling of fissile matcrials 10 the absoluic minimum, thus

processin,
ptotect'mglhehullhmdufclyo‘mnkmmmepubﬁc,uwelluu:in(cgriryonhe
environment at sites whese pe ing, storage, of disposition work vccurs.

hnology. and focus on environmental,

11/01.00.00

12/01.02.00

»  Processing should put the Pu in a form suitable for disposition.

. lmmﬁliﬁng?umﬁcbcﬂopdwfumgc.bmb@ﬂwﬂdﬁrﬂmmﬂyn
i bilization technologics to ensure proliferation-resistant material.

13/08.03.01

+  DOE should consider vitrification and ification as the preferred op and it should
d ine their comyp jve merits for putting Pu in proliferation-resistant, disposition-ready

form.

¢ DOE should dcvelop small-scalc vitrifi
y o ve the toch logy, 0 as to determine

or ceramification pilot plants in as many sites as
pro whether
can be accomplished in a single step.

stabilization and immobitization | 14/05.01.08

QUESTIONS REGARDING INFORMATION ON ROCKY FLATS

. Tublcl.‘2.7.9-l.mb.onpa¥e 4-341 states that the “annual natural background radiation
Ievel at RFETS is 353 mrem for the average individual,” Since we no longer live in an
mvimof'mvﬂhukgrq_dndhﬁmhvd.‘dmldn\dﬁsmnfawmu

age annual nackgr level” resulting from natural background plus fallout 15/09.09.07
from heric nuclear explosions? Accordingly, the ing in the table referring 0 “percent of
natural " should also be comrecied. Finally, the text needs 10 provide a source for
the 353 mrem figure.

2. Table 4.2.7.9-2 on page 4-342 gives numbers for “50-year fatal cancers® in the Rocky Flaus
workforce. The space for this under workers “involved” in Pu operations is blank,
the space undet workers “not invol * is 1S. Then the table gives a total for all workers of 16 16/09.09.07
50-year fatal canccrs. How can this be? Is it true that more-cxp d work peri only A
a single fatality while those less exposed experience 15?

RFCAB Recommendations on the Storage and Disposition PEIS page 2

08 03 00 Comment Number 5

Comment noted. The results of the environment safety and health analyses
included in the PEIS will be considered in reaching the ROD.

010000 Comment Number 6

Comment noted. Each of the commentor’s points are part of DOE’s purpose
and need.

01 06 00 Comment Number 7

Comment noted. Nonproliferation is an integral part of the purpose and need,
in this regard, DOE has prepared a nonproliferation analysis for public
comment, which will be considered in reaching the ROD.

010100 Comment Number 8

The 50-yr container would meet the criteria for safe storage of Pu metals and
oxides. Other existing containers may not meet these stringent criteria, and
developing new containers may be costly and require a considerable amount
of time. However, this does not preclude the development of new containers.
Proliferation resistance will be an integral part of storage decisions. Analyses
of the cost, schedule, technical, and Nonproliferation Policy impacts are
described in separate documents and will be considered in DOE’s decision.
The Draft Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-
Usable Fissile Materials Storage and Plutonium Disposition Alternatives
was made available for public review in October 1996.

01 06 00 Comment Number 9

The Department of Energy has established a joint technical working group
with Russia to evaluate options for disposition of Pu. A report on disposition
options evaluated by this group was issued in September 1996. DOE is
pursuing joint technical demonstration opportunities with Russia. It is hoped
that these activities will help focus and expedite disposition efforts in Russia.
DOE has also engaged the other nations of the G-7 to collaboratively address
this global issue.
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08 00 00 Comment Number 10

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.

010000 Comment Number 11

During fiscal year 1997, DOE plans to continue to expand a range of small-
scale tests of Pu disposition technologies to remove any uncertainties in
viability. An assessment of the geology and safety of boreholes is being
performed. Should the Borehole Alternative be selected to implement the
Proposed Action, siting of boreholes would be conducted, and more detailed
analyses of the borehole characteristics and environmental impacts would be
performed as appropriate. A reasonable range of technologies has been
analyzed in detail in the PEIS, and some variants have been noted. The Final
PEIS has been expanded to discuss one of these variants (Can-in-Canister
Variants, Appendix O); further analyses of technology variants will be
included in tiered NEPA analyses.

010200 Comment Number 12

The Department of Energy is committed from a health and safety,
environmental, and cost standpoint to keeping both material processing and
handling at a minimum. Both the Pu conversion and pit-disassembly and
conversion processes would prepare the material for the particular disposition
technology(ies) selected in the ROD.
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08 03 01 Comment Number 13

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.

050108 Comment Number 14

If the Ceramic Immobilization Alternative is selected in the ROD,
maximizing synergy between stabilization and immobilization activities will
be an important goal.

0909 07 Comment Number 15

Detailed natural background radiation information was presented in the
Chapter 3 of the PEIS. This information includes the sources and values of
the natural background radiation. Radiation from the weapons test fallout was
also included in Chapter 3. In general, the radiation from the weapons test
fallout is only small fraction of natural background radiation (<1 mrem/yr vs.
>300 mrem/yr, respectively).

09 09 07 Comment Number 16

The noninvolved workers are those workers onsite but not directly involved
in the alternatives. Generally, the noninvolved workers comprise most of the
total onsite workforce (about 98 percent). The involved workers are those
workers who are directly involved in the alternatives (No Action). The fatality
difference in this table is the difference of the radiation latent cancer fatalities
between the noninvolved workers and the involved workers. There are many
more noninvolved workers (about 6,000 in RFETS) than involved workers
(about 100 for No Action). The average dose for the involved worker is about
twice the average dose of the noninvolved worker.
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Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission, Inc.
Jmmen 8. Bume. PL_ Todusical Advissr
2510 Mille AL, Lukowond, OO 28213-1313; V/Fax (303) X37-8038. FMDPEIR DOE. 529

J. David Nulton, Director, NEPA Complisnce & Outresch
U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786, Washington, D.C. 20026-3786 '

Re: Public comment on DOE/EIS-0229-D
Thank you for the opportunity to present oty comments on the Storage and

Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Muterials. Please excuse the late reply. 1 was
waiting to review the complete document, which has not yet arrived.

The tochnical adequacy of the Summary d ot is Jent, h , there is
mdln'nﬂvﬂh“bmldbe idered. A private stakcholder has submitted 2
conceptusl design type Ahemative to provide the engi ng and a specific site for the
ﬂmpnﬂdqomonoﬁﬂmemdwﬂnmmuuhfromﬂnkoekyﬂm
| Technology Site. The prelimi Juation by RFETS is * An advantage 1/14.00.00

thummhlmmhuoﬂ'mednpodnhummumwdmdw-pomm
Mtlndn*.l mm:;::dedﬂm%%mdn(}euednnl.l{ydmlow
i, and E. i rmagmxxm(heDOETed\twdAppmwhDommt
(050425 Rev.1, 4/88). See stiached
RFCC agrees that the RFETS is not suitable for the dship and manag:
ofnudeuwumemnpawmlmd:pendmdw ials, including the ge and
of -""ﬁmlemnemh,dmunownomdprmdymdmg
10 the DFNSB. Amorecompdlmgfnﬂforymhdpndnﬂhaemﬂmdxmbe
removed at the earficst date, bocause sbout two million people in the surrounding metro- 2/08.03.00
Denvauuuememmuﬂdmger munafcaongefwhmmmdonpmxnmtywnh
and ive materials and the simult
decommissioning operations. Also, the cost of a temporary D&D program to strengthen
nongebdldimorhﬁldncwmwhhlhewmnmﬁpgeohbomnmillionlday,
would deplete the budget and perpetuate the danger indefinitely.
The Proposed Alternative for a New Offsite Facility near RFETS for the
dupo-uonofnnw-nemdth:nfclmuunnongeoﬁpeunlmlwmatermlsulogxul
feasible, cost effective, and would incurs less risk than sny other alternatives evaluated to

date. It also provides for near term compliance with requi of the *Settlenent

Agroements and Compliance Orders on Consent No. 93-04-23-01°, which compels DOE

and its contractors 1o implement the Mixed Residue Reduction Program in a timely and 1/14.00.00
adequate manner. cont.

In conclusion, RFCC requests thet DOE include this Alternative in the final EIS to
allow implementation of this plan, providing of course that it is also selocied as & preferred
alternative in the final Acceierated Site Action Plan being cvaluated by RFETS.

Thank you for your consideration. Sincerely,

é S. Stone, PE. Copy to Mark Silverman, Manages, DOE/RFO/RFETS

14 00 00 Comment Number 1

The recommended alternative would not meet the basic goals of the purpose
and need described in the PEIS. The described alternative provides only
interim storage and would add an additional site to the DOE complex, while
one goal is to reduce storage and infrastructure cost. Further, the goal is long-
term storage. The described alternative also does not meet the goals for
disposition as described by the “Spent Fuel Standard.”

Should a decision be made to provide “interim” storage for the RFETS
materials, that decision will be coordinated and integrated with the decisions
ffom this PEIS.

08 03 00 Comment Number 2

In accordance with existing agreements, DOE is moving toward the removal
of all weapons-usable fissile materials from RFETS. This is the reason that all
alternatives for long-term storage in the PEIS include the environmental
impacts of the removal of the materials from RFETS.
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ROGERS, GORDON J., PAsco, WA
PAGE 1 OF 2

UnRed States Department of Energy

NAME: (Opcionah _CZaroow . Roaces /L Roasres

ADDRESS: _ /102 N. Roao %, Parco , WA T930(-274

TELEPHONE: (JO1) S £7- 7407

1/01.06.00

2/08.03.01

3/08.03.01

4/08.03.01
5/08.03.01
6/08.03.01

3/08.03.01
cont.

01 06 00 Comment Number 1

Comment noted.

08 0301 Comment Number 2

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.

080301 Comment Number 3

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

080301 Comment Number 4

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

080301 Comment Number S

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

080301 Comment Number 6

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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ROGERS, GORDON J., PAsco, WA
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« Thankl fo Lo opprilanaly 7 armsmon.

11 00 01 Comment Number 7

Funding for all alternatives under the Fissile Materials Disposition Program
will be through the Government budget process. This program will be funded
independent of the Environmental Management Program.

110101 Comment Number 8

Comment noted.
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RUDDY, KAREN, AMARILLO, TX

PAGE10F1

Date: Tue, 23 Apr 1996 0400
Subject: FORUM Form - incoming

serial_no ~ 162
MailTitle = FORUM Form - incoming

name = karen ruddy

title = Researcher/InformationScicntist
company = Amarillo College

addrl =

addr2 =

city = Amarillo

state = Texas

zip~T19109

phonc = 806 353 0552

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

All system go! It is important to coptinue the program for Pantcx and 1/08.03.01
Amarillo, Tx. o

END comment

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of
Pantex. Decisions related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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08 03 01 Comment Number 1 3o

8 X

Comment ID: POOIS The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new Y '§

Date Received: i1 18, 1996 . > . ...

Nee: ;:.p:m..my missions at INEL. Decisions on the storage and disposition of weapons- ; 2
Address: usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical 8 §'
Transcription: and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input. ;’1 S
lmmﬂlymmyship:muofmywlminloldahoofnnykind,lndlwa\lldlikclosec a E
the whole INEL out there be dismantied and taken out of the statc. 1don’t believe we need it 1/08.03.01 )
here, and | am not happy with what's been going on out there for years. Thank you very much. _g
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RYSKAMP, JOHN M., IDAHO FALLS, ID
PAGE10OF 1

NAME: (Optiosal) 20N 11 RyYsSicamne
ADDRESS: _[$ colimMop)s ToAwe FALLS 1D ®3Yol
TELEPHONE: (208 524-4627

My M;LP«JI eailis QL}-w—-pu 4
n!~r,;3_ Ligts Waten Renilos smd foeducs

1/08.03.01

2/01.03.00

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

010300 Comment Number 2

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.
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RYSKAMP, JOHN M., IDAHO FALLS, ID

PAGE10OF1

o

1/11.01.08

11 01 08 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s suggestion to
keep the tritium production mission separate from the Pu disposition mission.
The separation of these two missions is the DOE’s current position. However,
the Multipurpose Reactor Option was preserved as an option for future
consideration.
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RYSKAMP, JOHN M., IDAHO FALLS, ID
PAGE10OF1

16 00 00 Comment Number 1

All acronyms used in the Final PEIS Summary are included in the Acronyms
and Abbreviations section of the document.

United States Depariment of Energy 16 00 00 Comment Number 2
NAME: (Opticaa)) Joun M RYSKhAMP " .. . . . .
ADDRESS: {89 COMMANS IpAne FALLS ID 23YO) A lowercase “I” was used as an abbreviation for liters in order to maintain
TELEPHONE: (2% S2Y4 -4 677 consistency with other DOE EISs currently being prepared. This abbreviation

is consistent with the Style Guide used for this document.
1/16.00.00

09 00 08 Comment Number 3

Figures S-39 through S—44 in the Summary of the Draft PEIS reflect the total
impacts for each of the Reactor Alternatives. The x-axis key on each of the
graphs identifies the number of reactors that were used to determine the total
3/09.00.08 impact. Therefore, the bar charts reflect the impacts for the number of reactors
identified.
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SALINIS, EUSTOLNE, JR., RICHLAND, WA
PAGE10OF 1

Unhu Siml D”lﬂm.lll of !mr"

NAME: (Optional) E“’rol-w .(ﬂuuw J——

TELEPHONE: ( f21) 9%J]-§20w

ADDRESS: £ ot g e Lot}

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for new
missions at Hanford. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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SALISBURY, DIANA, SARDINIA, OH
PAGE 1 0F 6

Apcil 9. 1996

Davia Nulton

U.S. Department of Enecgy

Office of Fissile Material Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Re: COMMENTS SUBMITTED ON THE DRAFT FOR STORAGE AND
DISPOSITION OF FISSILE MATERIALS

Dear Hr. Nulton:

The Department of Energy |lsts two categories for the
disposition of flesile materlals: long term storage ana
plutonium disposition. Alternatives presented to the public
from these two categories are undefined and probable to be
*hybrids* from many options. Under these circumstances. it
is nearly impossible for the public to offer comment on the
agency s most probable actions and to foresee consequences
of thodse actions. Public health and safety should be the
agency's highest priocity in the selection of alternatives
tor the management of fisslle materlals. Restoration of
public trust wouid logically follow from such a priority
system.

The agency detflnes "long term" as fifty years. The "no
action" alternative would be logically Interpreted to mean
that the agency intends to leave fiaslie materials on-site
with no actions implemented to protect the public, workers,
and the environment from contamination by these materlals.
This alternative does not appear to be reasonabie or have
serious merit tor agency consideration.

Upgrading of existing facllitles should be fully explained
to the publlic. "Partial consolldation® should be clearly
defined as to what materlals are being consolidated, where
potential sites for consollidation have been identified by
DOE, in what amounts, and with what future agency
intentions. Agency terminology of consolidation with no
future Intentions "at this time" is not llkely to inspice
confidence from the public regarding the agency s openness.

The consolidation alternative poses many unsolved technical
problems and rlsks to the publlc. Transportation of this
matecrial to centralized or regionalized sites wouid contain
risks from exposure to workers, communities along
transportation routes, commercial carriers, and the "nhost”
communities of the storage facllitles. It would appear tnat
the consollidatlion alternative has inherent potentiat
provlems and that reduclng risks of "smaller® disasters
cannot be reasonably accomplished by consolldation ot
materials In one or two sites for °larger” disastecs.

1/01.04.00

2/08.03.00

3/02.01.08

4/02.00.08

5/09.00.08

01 04 00

Comment Number 1

The PEIS evaluates two Proposed Actions: long-term storage of weapons-
usable fissile materials and the disposition of materials declared surplus to
national defense needs. Long-term storage is not a disposition option. Long-
term storage has three alternatives analyzed in the PEIS: Upgrade at Multiple
Sites, Consolidation of All Pu At a Single Site, and Collocation of Pu With
HEU At a Single Site. Disposition has three categories of alternatives: Pu
Burning in Reactors, Pu Immobilization in a Glass or Ceramic Form, and
Emplacement of Pu in Deep Boreholes. It is possible that a hybrid alternative
involving more than one disposition option could be selected in the ROD. It
is also possible that the same site could be chosen for storage and some
disposition activities. The PEIS (Chapter 4) reflects the cumulative impacts of
these activities. Cumulative impacts are also provided in the Summary.

08 03 00 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s suggestion
regarding the criteria that should be used in determining the Preferred
Alternative for the storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials. The criteria, along with other input provided through the public
review process, will be presented to the decisionmaker to support the ROD.

02 01 08 Comment Number 3

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, security, health, and safety improvements would
continue under the current management direction to ensure that the
environment and the people are protected.

sasuodsay pup
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SALISBURY, DIANA, SARDINIA, OH
PAGE2 OF 6

PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION:

Two of the three alternatives presented by the agency for
plutonium are immnobilizatlion and reactor use. From
conversation on or about April 2, 1996 with Cheryl! Moss of
the Nuclear Energy Institute. the alternative of plutonium
used for nuclear reactor fuel |s being promoted by some
interests as a one time run-through with disposal afterward.
Both alternatives postpone. but do not eliminate the probiem
of thatpaProven technology exists for repository disposal.
*Recycling® as a one time run-through for use as nuclear
reactor tuel does not eliminate the probiem of waste
disposal and containment. It merely postpones deallng with
the problem.

It would appear to me that asking the pubilc to pay for
reactor conversion for a one-time run through to extract
energy from thls material before disposal is not well
considered use of pubilic funds. (THE CINCINNATI ENQUIRER,
*PLUTONIUM MAY BE RECYCLED,." Saturday, March 30. 1996. Copy
enclosed)

.the clviilan nuclear power industry clearly 1s
Intcrcstnd in the materlal, especially Lt the government
provides It free and pays for reactor conversions.
<IBID.)

The third alternative, deep borehole, has no proven merit
and no realistic posalbility that a mite could be selected
with public approval. The concept of public approval shoulid
be Inherently part of the agency’s declision in disposition
of materials und ite man . The agency has offered
assistance to local and state governments in lts spent
nuclear fuel EIS. The agency has suggested that DOE wouid
ofter assistance to state and local governments to site
necessary facllities, 1f opposition from the public required
assistance, to law enforcement personnel. 1 would
respectful ly request that the agency offer assistance to the
public to meaningfully participate in the agency’'s
decislion-making process rather than offer assistance to site
tacilities over public oblections.

The agency has defined "long term" as fifty years. Given
the current lack of alternative with )ikellhood of succeas
tor even this time period, the most preferred alternative
may well be continued research for a dlisposal methoq with
probabllity of containment from the environment.

Consequences of miscaiculations and human error in the
disposition of fissile mateclals are icreversiple. |
respectful ly ask the agency to consider the long term

6/01.02.00

7/08.03.01

02 00 08 Comment Number 4

The Final PEIS describes the storage alternatives, with sections explaining
the approach for each site including locations and quantities. The intent of the
storage alternatives is to provide safe, secure storage of the surplus materials
until they can be processed for disposition, or for long-term (up to 50 years)
storage of the nonsurplus materials.

09 00 08 Comment Number 5

The risks to workers and the public at DOE sites and communities along
transportation routes are considered in the decisionmaking process. Other
areas of potential impacts include biological, cultural, air quality, water, and
socioeconomics. All were given consideration before the Preferred
Alternative was selected and will be considered in reaching the ROD.

0102 00 Comment Number 6

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 7

The Department of Energy has an on-going national dialogue effort to obtain
input to its decisionmaking process, cross-cutting various programs, to
achieve fully integrated decisions.

The timeframe of 50 years for long-term storage was deemed appropriate
when considering the lifecycle of a facility. Anything beyond that period
would likely be considered speculative in the NEPA sense. Research and
development is both on-going and planned to support disposition
alternative(s) if selected, the ROD would include pilot facilities.

SId 10Ul S[PUIIDI 3115514
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SALISBURY, DIANA, SARDINIA, OH
PAGE 3 OF 6

3

imp)lcatlions of ite actions in Record of Decislon beyond the
f1fty year time period. Glven the present pressures from
development Interests on the agency for specliflc actlons ana
funding to for those actionsa, 1 request that the agency
consider “preferred altecnatives" for the protection of the
publ lc heaith and safety. Please see attached letter ot
Macch 12, 1996 from Mr. Steven Carter of Chlo Valiey
Reglonal Development Commission to the DOE regarding
distribution of funding allocated to the agency tor site
remediation at the Portsmouth Gaseous Dlffusion Plant
located in Piketon, Ohio. It would appear that public tunads
for agency projects determined to be necessary for the
public health and safety under National Environmenta! Pollcy
Act are conslidered potential sources of revenue for the
siting of development projects.

The agency I8 too frequently percelved as a funding source
for development interests and quasi-governmental entities.
The only long term and consistent interest in agency
declsion-making process comes from the directly affected
publlc. It Is the public that bears the rlsk, pays the
cost. and llves with the long term consequences of agency
decisions.

Thank you for any consideration glven my commente on this
vitally important issue.

Reppectful ly subml!tted,

Cr‘:éﬂm‘&nf

7019 Ashridge Arnheim Road
Sardinia, Ohlo 45171
(513) 446-313S telephone an

tax

cc: The Honorable Rob Portman

enslosures

7/08.03.01
cont.

sasuodsay puv

SIUWNI0(J 1U3WWO))




rapt Y1 123025 01 AUIOL
LeN,0 *W padon dnoxf
‘2INNSU] AV 183D
NN 1taud A )0 JRIOY [Mue]
pies  sajod uonsiapiioaduoy
vonensiupe 01 Alenuod (1ang
v sv) wwooiyd daund 0) S
un0d TLINOI PMOM 1] "IN[EA
swos sy wnmamd 1 Buey
-3t 3q w SAVRIS AN L.
‘SuRSSRY A} S [[am
st sueadosng G 01 sulis Juoim
T puas pue ‘VONRIIJN0IE JeIoNU
o sasu ) Bunepas o Ayed
ffe13A0 s Uone o)

aaey jey) SANA ) Juowy
SUOISIALOD J01DEIS
10} shed pue 321 1 SIPL0Id WA
-ui3408 A1 1 Afrinadel ‘eUNeW
21 ut PAISIINUI 1 KRS Anisnput
J3a0d se3dNU uRIAt) X)) Ing
*3Beson o ind
uayl pur ssef ur pasEdUd St WNA
01N yym 11 5393034 ¥ — UONED
LI BUTIRIIEX St OR|E PUt IPIIP
0 134 sey _._l__.:&u_v E IR L}
puweydwa szy A0 S
‘suadKa Jeadny 01 Jupod
e ‘woliedppow Jopeda ANy 4|
-3ANe(3 Yiim Syuerd 1amod JEIAONY

21 0) 121uN02 08 PINOM 11 PUIUC
my wamoind I O SN
‘33013t
JR3ONY 0 530181380 salvw v 0)
1amog erudap pue ) ARG
nqng LwozIY Y} 07 Jamog nd
+1030) ‘wI0u]| W '07) VORIPY YiEIm
-UOLIWO?) “RUTIOIEY) KLON W1 '07) 42
-m0gd AN 1T 1831IuL PassIsdxy

> 601 3y jo Aue 18 posn
2q w3 PINOD [RLIIINW TRy [ PO
wamoiyd-waein PAXW B 0
wouond ) UIRY 01 1 PRI
-un> Juiaq suondo g Juowy
‘vononpald peajsem
PUT spEAYIEm DI WKL) J3A0 13|

whteIngd JO U0l 2y Vel ds0ul o
tesodsip 3yl Lo PP Ul IRAK Y
Jo pud a3 AQ P13 st LIed0
[21%y  £aejardag  A%saug
oa
ST PIAIIA S1 NN ueprUe) v
AP PIUIRIQO SIWIWAIOP R
-urdap o1 Burpoade uawiedag
sauyg ) A pasapmuo> Buidq
1 Y1 LY 1331230 PIRsRdxd Jaey
23010234 183U ;¢ Munesado saw
“wunn samod Q) URNUIIG
‘JeuTw Speidsuadeam Junaas
SIRUNLIAL 10) 3wsed sdumgl ew
PINOY 1 pM1sOM 3le $MLD Ing
SHMNIN S J0 1S ) ayFeed
Sy [3N) J010EI) [ELLIMLWOY OV
wansoinpd Jxpy PO U SLOL WINY 01
(esodoid y — NOLONIHS¥M
31§ paAnoIEY N
LY343IH 3507 'H \Q

jony se snjdins 3sn pinod $101083J JEIONN

8_952 3 Aeu umuoq

TO6R61 TOC 10WVN AR IVS

€ # INAKHOVWILY

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable

Fissile Materials Final PEIS

9 40 $ A9Vd
HO ‘VINIGYVS ‘YNVI( ‘A4NdSIIvs

NOILVN

3-834



e8¢t

SALISBURY, DIANA, SARDINIA, OH

PAGE S OF 6

OHI0 VALLEY REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

A Regional Partaership Dedicsted 1o Ihe Deveigpment of Southern Onoo
March 12, 1996

U.S. Department of Encrgy
Enviscomeotal Information Center
FY'98 Prioritization Comments
505 West Emmitt Aveaue, Suite 3
Waverly, OH 45690

Dear Sirs:
Thank you for the ipvitation to attend the February 26, 1996, Public Stakcholders Meenng

inviting input into the U.S. Deparoment of Encrgy's FY'98 Envi ] Managemeat
Budget far the Portsmouth Site in Pikcton, Ohio. Our written commeots follow

1)) It -has been our understanding in listeaing to public comments from
Thomas Grumbly, Assistant S y for Eavi ] Manag during
his prescotation at the March 1995, DOE Worker Transition/Local

Go Co in Washingt D.C. that he encouraged local
go and C ity ReUse Organizations 10 request & p ge of
DOE Site Eavi | Manag: t Budgets for usc in Community

Transition Planning/Projects.  The Ohio Valley Regional Development
Compmission requests 10% of DOE’s Portsmouth Environmental Budgct 10 be
utilized for projects prioritized by - OVRDC and its Community ReUsc
Organization, io addi 10 future req! for 3161 funding through the DOE
Office of Worker & Community Transition. It is our expectation (o request
this percentage of DOE's Por h Eovi | Manag /Project
budget for the forthcoming fiscal ycar. Local goveraments bave authonty and
responsibilities under the National Environmeatal Protection Act 1o exercise
review of federal en 1 B prog affecung  local
jurisdictions, and we plan to assist local governments io this cffort:

2) It is cvident that the FY 98 ADS/RDS Development Process did not schicn
stakebolder ioput during the initial Fall-Winter 1995 development stages of
drafting project and covironmental clean-up priorities for the Ponsmouth and
Oak Ridge sites. It is our und ding tbat stakebolder aput will be
solicited duning these carly developmental siages in future planning/budgct
years, and we offes our assistance in planniag such future mectings.

k) We have garding the Manag! t Evaluation Mamix (MEM)
which was developed to prioritize environmental projects by a ranking aod
sconing process. It is not evident to the Obio Valley Regional Development
Commission how the catcgory percentages for Public Safety & Health (25%)

. Sitc Personncl. Safery & Hcalth (15%); Environmental Protccnon (15%).
Comphiance (12%): Mission lmpact (15%). Mortgage Reducuon (15%). and
Sﬁﬂ g_ult_uul. _l:cogqrpng»g_}}i) were armived al, by whom. aod with what

. A »  rationale” Iis our thought that cven with personncl safety maining procecdures
in place that the catcgory of Site Personncl, Safety & Hcalth (15%) should
have as high a categury percentage ranking as Public Safety & Heabth (25%)

sasuodsay pup
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SALISBURY, DIANA, SARDINIA, OH

PAGE 6 OF 6
U.S. Department of Energy OVRDC

FY"98 Prioritization Commeats Page 2

It is also the C ission’s opinion that the g 50% of p ge ranki
should be divided up equally among the other ﬁve (5) catcgories including an
increase in the percentage rl.nlnng (to at least 10%) given to the category of
-,¥> social, cultural, and economic values. TTi5 2150 Giif opinion that where mitigation
is pom'ble. that cost factors ch'_ [ude appropriate amouats of funds to safeguard or
wacted social, I, and ic values.

4) I( u owr obuvmon that the entry points for stakebolder input during the
M Budget Process do not correlate well among the

Novembu' 15, 1995 ““ADS/RDS Development Process” aod "ORO - Specific
Process™ transparencies in  the “Environmental Managemeat Risk-based
Prioritization Public Presentation,” and the “Public Participation in Fiscal Year

1998 Environmental M Budget™ pamphl

'8 L

Thank you for this opp ity to address these req and issues during this pqphc
comenent penonl Ovenul! the proposed DOE budgﬁlpro]ecl prioritization process is a major
improvemeat in that it does involve local governments, citizens and affected stakeholders in the
evolving multi-billion dollar cavil | cleanup missions at DOE sites throughout the nation.

Sincerely yours,

Sﬁ»ql/ Cox‘b\/b‘,

Steven T. Carter
Economic Development Director

. ec: Gene Gillespie, Portsmouth DOE Site Office
Thomas Grumbly, U.S. Department of Eaergy

Dan Neff, Governor's Office of Ap‘plhchll

Randy R [¢ ity Relse Organization Chai
Ohio EPA
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SANFORD & ASSOCIATES, NASHVILLE, TN,
CHARLES S. SANFORD
PAGE 1 0F 4

SANFORDS

2ASSOCIATES

mxm-—m\) Noshville. Termessee 37212

Charles S. Senford
9 April 1996

. Merk Blawer, Ph.D.
Tetra Tech, Inc.

5203 Leesburg Pike
Ssite 900

Falls Church, YA 22041

Ref.: DOE Osk Ridga Eavironmeatsl Report (ES/ESH-31
Re.: DOE Draft PEIS Stockpile Stevardship and Mana

Dear Hr. Blauer:

At the public nmaeting ia Osk Ridge on April
record contains our stataments of dimagreenent. Ple
enclossre ss substantiacion of my pesition that DOE
12) bhas sonitored”™ airborne emjesions. Your 1
you to deny their existeace. Please review
enclosere and assist me in correcting the public
clarification is necessary in order to disseminate
timely information far public discussion.

The DOE Hanford Enginecering Loboratary's HE.
modéel has used =sesi-infinite planc™ for calculat
of alrborne radioactive hazardous wvaste. The
computer disperaion aodel used at D0 Oak Ridge
naemi-infinite plume”™. Please comsent on the ca
enission losding for these models a» it relstes
average theoretical dose veraua aa actual cumulativ

It you can scknowledge that there is m Egeolr
snd valley” prefereace Ffor plumes with their airb
1 s, then 1 believe that we can deduce
acc ation 1s slong the stresms which are withi
here accssvlation of haz-vaates occurs downvi

temperature causes air poilution particulates to s
Bast Fork Poplar Creek Drainage Basin, The S

stressed vegetstlon. [Hence, the East Forkx Popl
Beetle infestation caa be directly linked to

airborne pollstents. Confirmation of this thesia ¢
stomic sbsorption ssalysis of the infested tree sto

iafrered aerisl photographs of the area vhere s
conopy cover reflects » diffcrent solar wavelength

one.

V1, p. 3.6)
gement

Znd the public
ase accept the
Osk Ridge (Y-
nforaation led
the refereaced

record. This

sccurate and

RilZS coaputer
ing dispersion
Hanford GENII
is bascd on @
lculated oans
to an anavol
o dose.
sphical "ridge
orne pollutant
hat bilosphere
n the vallays.
nd from the I-

2% site along the East Fork Poplar Creek. The pluma’s decrassing

ettle into the
ctate Forester

(privats conversation) has stated that Pine Jeetlea attack

ar Creek Pine
waterborne and
an Ya =msde by
ck. Historical

comparisca cas de made by correlating tree riag growth with

disaased tres
than & healthy

1/09.10.08

2/09.03.05
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09-10 08 Comment Number 1

The radionuclide emissions in this PEIS are assumed to be from single or
multiple stack releases other than ground mass loading emissions. For stack
releases of radioactive material, “semi-infinite plume” models such as GENII
are appropriate for estimating radionuclide dispersion in air and subsequent
human health effects. Also, the GENII code is widely used in DOE and NRC
assessments of radiological human health effects at operating nuclear
facilities.

09 03 05 Comment Number 2

The dispersion characteristics of an air pollutant plume depend on the source
characteristics (release height, exit temperature, exit velocity), terrain over
which the plume is emitted, the meteorology of the area, and the mixing
height. There is no geographical preference for plumes with airborne
pollutant loadings independent of the environmental parameters previously
delineated.

The commentor’s information relative to the conduct of atomic absorption
analysis and historical studies of color infrared aerial photography to assess
stressed vegetation is noted. Analyses to address possible impacts resulting
from existing operations not related to the Proposed Action at ORR are not
within the scope of this PEIS.
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SANFORD & ASSOCIATES, NASHVILLE, TN,
CHARLES S. SANFORD
PAGE2 OF 4

Since public acoping wmectings and comment meetings

@fedix.fie.com); and other relevant program contact personnel.
Please believe me to be cordially yours.

encl.

Sincerely, /_
xc. DOE ORR
EPA-4
DOE/OR Site Specific Advisory Board
Senator Bill FPriat
Senator Fred Thompson
Congreasman Bob Clement

inter-related, and since preceding DOE Records of Decision are a
precursor to current Programmatic Environmentasl impact
Statements; then this comment lctter should be applicable to not
only the current PEIS, but it should also be capable of improving
deficiencies in past meerings and past docusents. Please forwvard
this letter and your response to: T.S. Tyndell, government
information coordinator, Federal Information Exchange (ttyndell
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CHARLES S. SANFORD
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OAK RIDGE RESERVATION ENVIRONMENTAL
REPORT FOR 1992

VOLUME 1: NARRATIVE

Project director
F. C. Kornegay

Project coordinator
D. C. West

Technical coordinators

L. W. McMahon J. B. Murphy L. G. Shipe
Oak Ridge Y-12 Plant Oak Ridge National Laboratory Oak Ridge K-25 Site

Coordinating editor
W. S. Koncinski

Date Published: September 1993

Prepared by
Environmental, Safety, and Health Compliance
and
Environmental Management Staffs
of the ’
Osk Ridge Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge Nationsl Laboratory,
and Oak Ridge K-25 Site
managed by
MARTIN MARIETTA ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC.
P.O. Box 2008
Oak Ridge, Tenmessce 37831-6285
for the
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
under Contract No. DE-AC05-840R21400
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SAVANNAH RIVER SITE CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD,
SAVANNAH, GA, BOB SLAY
PAGE 2 OF 3

Savannsh River Site

CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD

Recomemendation No. 20

May 14, 1998

1. As sl fuposiion opiions require for Ris 1 10 frgt focum on
Nmmwmmdhmm‘m

2. The proyr Ne impact ren) hat here are A0 SigNk-
cant dfiarences In e posalbis heatth effects between interim sorage options ot the verous 1/08.03.00
feanibis locafions. It fhis 15 e 0ese, Pren the cholows of loceBons should be made primery
on hebesh of y snd cost

3. Fasmg associsted with e woristion of phutoniksm sre primerly Serived from the possiily
dwmmmnmmmmmmwbn 2/10.00.00
mmmmhmammmn Rl
Wugthoed of sctidents. Thi buing twm cave, ship: ol p sles shouk be
scoapiuble in any chernmive 1hat provides the necessery sefety, sacurty and cost efectve-
e

4. Ve do rwk beleve $wi desp boveholes shouki be pursved s a diep withon opon
(8) % would fece sulreme policel cbelecies, 3/08.03.01
©) Rwouls be difioult 1o be cartein et 8 ing event stne thelt covid Aol
daveiap over contries ghead, andt

) Rmighn preciuds 1he PoSSIe AAUFS rECOVErY Of TW PRADAILM 83 & st

& The cholos of a Mined Oxdde (MODQ apSen for he dispoafion of weepans phuohiure should | 4/06.02.08
tnckude T conederstion of veing S r0acR0rs 18 & 0B STt Mbaie.

[ & mmwmmummw-uwwubm
e viiicplion gnd reactr ontone. However, # 12 uPYtonaie whether thig ie Bn eriely

MMhMowmmm umwmuwuol 5/01.04.00

118 PIOGFM MR DO The FVMREZINON Of Ak Tt p nd for we,
mmmmaummum mmdnm
Fual Stendard eon be e d bx of the -]

I CAD hsmnnbion €20

et Ny 10 SR

08 03 60 Comment Number 1

Comment noted.

1000 00 Comment Number 2

The human health risks of material transportations associated with the
proposed Pu storage and disposition alternatives are evaluated and presented
in Section 4.4 of this PEIS. The more detailed description of the methodology
and supporting data for the analysis is presented in the Appendix G.
Transportation of radioactive materials between sites includes health risks for
both normal operations and accident conditions to the public and workers.

080301 Comment Number 3

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.

06 02 08 Comment Number 4

This alternative is addressed in the PEIS.

010400 Comment Number 5

The Department of Energy, 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 Deep Burn Reactor Option and the
Accelerator Option. It was judged that the Spent Fuel Standard is adequate
since it would convert the weapons Pu to a form making 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.

The Department of Energy concluded that the shorter disposition time
achievable with more mature technologies was more desirable than the
greater Pu destruction that could only be achieved over a much longer time
period through the use of Deep Burn Reactors and Accelerators. The NAS
also adopted the Spent Fuel Standard as the most acceptable form for
conversion of weapon Pu.
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SAVANNAH RIVER SITE CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD,
SAVANNAH, GA, BOB SLAY
PAGE3 OF 3
0803 01 Comment Number 6
Reoomrton e 39 ¢ ¢ The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for SRS.
" W Dot weste Eurupe 008 ormar Soviot slaws bebng corTied (o e M0 ooy Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will

PhADNIUM'S Snargy valus, The benatt of the Unfied Stales, § deciernd nuciewr wespons powe,

etng an SN osinzt i b1 9t best, UNCerEen. be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies,

national policy considerations, and public input.

+ In%e United Ststes, security for and y of the COUrtry's INoram MNeg of iy
mmmdmuﬁummm-mmm
Wi Intemesonal Aloma Enengy Agency (JAEA) sefeguerds.

. MNMMWMMMMMWMMM
nnmwmmmmnwm.mwm
questions with » kng term guologic repoaicry.

5/01.04.00

Therefors, sy p h MMMMWWMQ cont.

mnwwmmmmmmm.mmm

fatrcaor Dt bum y high of p 90 well 33 ONeS Tt 80 not
oanersis phiorium. The apdons o d in e PEIS have the sdvaniego of sambishert
fogy erd, p orric oos In e rer .

However, es o aplions, which are 1ot Sed 10 e Spent Fuel Standend end which con-
WMMBMW&

« Tmveyp tong serm ceneée of sup wosne o

« The envinmenial snd supply uncertainiies of fosel Rusts.

¢ The of 9 cing the country’s schnology In 8/ res of polantially grest
fstrs Importencs.

7. uummmmmmmnu-wmu

@epmalion progrem el ts sucirs, S0, and cot #ectve, T SRS CAB supnars snd 6/08.03.01

wuknmes Such b SCHEn.
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| mn against the storage of plutonium or any type of storage of muclear materials at the Pantex

Plant in Amaritlo. The Amarillo Chamber of Commerce does not speak for all of us. 1am a

World War IT veteran and retired and have lived in Amarillo for 25 years. This is to let you 1/08.03.01
know that a lot of the people in the city and in the arca are not for any storage of nuclear
materials at the Pantex Plant. Thank you.

w U
L SCoTT, RICHARD G., AMARILLO, TX 5’ S
B 2.3
® PAGE1OF1 ;%
N3
08 03 01 Comment Number 1 3 -
m .
&m& ::fy’f 1996 T}?e Pcpartment of Energy acknowledges the co.mmanor's opposition to new : '§
Name: l‘l;m:m missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable 3 2
) M,o'nm fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and 8 §'
- economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input. RIS
Transcription: E <,
a4
§
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SEATTLE WOMEN ACT FOR PEACE/WOMEN STRIKE FOR PEACE,

SEATTLE, WA
PAGE10F 4

JOEN ACT Fon PERCE, imen STRIKE FOR PEACE

SEATTI R WOMEN ACT POR PRACT: / WOMIN STRIKE FOR PRACT
1. CENTRO LA RAZA 2524 16T SOUTIH SEATTLE WA 96144
1206) VWK FAX (208 ST 303, T-MAR. ACKILIPRU.WARITNGTON POU

SEATTLE [y

Phutonbiaem Dispomition PE IS Sopes Al C gcerm

The U85, Dept. ol Tmergs . (DO ) 1 cond ¢ 4 Proy Em I lmpact §
(PFIS) in dotermmime: v hiat 1o do wath “srplus ™ pl T brom b Hod T (Stemuge and
Taspessatien of Ueapems-? oM Freade it e S orammian | wveey amma it Inipact Statementy.  1XOF »

considering shermauves fir the <orage (skrave alteniatives are i addrexsed here) and disposition of plutonium.
and has agrocd 1o take comments and discusa s PEIS a1 he Phatoniom Roandishle in Scantke on Apal 3.
Furthor commmants can b adhdrossaed fo the TR0 it May 7

The pond aens is that plidomuim is heme semaoved Feom nweapons - e process of disammament ha
hegun. The had news 15 that keeping ¢ M oot al weap and the emvi is a formidable task. 'ne
are gowng 10 meet cur obligatons under the Nuckear Nonprohiteranon Trean: i work toward disarmament. the
phavetiom snckpilte from dismantied neammns will grow. so we must snahze bow ko effestively deal with
plutoninm, Unferiunatety. thix PFIS s 130 in an indequate areaiysis that docs mt tacilitate informed public
perticipation and of principles  DOL- 1~ s id I s that crhale pl disp
problana, 16 is very Importent that eversone csncernetl about nuclear proliferation, Hanford. or the
emvironment. participate in this process.

The Poshione With MO

The s A plutonntn i nuclear 1eacioes s ome ol i dispendi | e dered in the 1118
First the phanrum would by blended ks 4 mixat plukonium dioxide. and uramum dioxide. oe MOX and then
et casihl s Bk MON b porwrats chadtrate, This alicinative is stironghy opmosed by mam people
cowmcenit with ko weapoas nekasl vaolieoiee

Plokamim an MON van -0l b shvered mis pachear weapoas. The Intomatenal Ak Frvees
Assucateon (LAEAL compadors MON 1o b ol "dwset use™ m nuckear woapons. This means that in the storigd
and trampan and use m reactws MON must b sovtirnd and handled ax seapans material.

Using MON i rena ax apasnt saked LS. Nogpediligaion_pojuy . Prosschont Clnbon Tas statad that
“The United States does ot encourape the civil use of plutonisum and. accvding iy does not itselt cngage in
reprocexsing Jow either muckear pov ey o mackear exphmaive prrposcs.” (8ept. 1990 Developng MON
would deasticaliy alter this pedicy . and encouraye other conntnes 10 further develop phitonum use in reactors.

WOMEN STRIER POR PIACE
MATHIAL LECNA 1TV E (ATR-B

TR MARYIANR AVP UK Y
e

1/01.06.00

2/08.02.00

3/08.03.01

4/13.00.00

5/01.06.00

01 06 00 Comment Number 1

Comment noted.

08 02 00 Comment Number 2

The Department held eight public meetings to present the information
contained in the Draft PEIS and to receive public comments. These meetings
were advertised in a variety of ways to encourage full public participation. All
comments submitted received equal consideration.

08 0301 Comment Number 3

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

130000 Comment Number 4

While the Pu is in the MOX fuel form, it is owned by the U.S. Government
and would be subject to high standards of safeguards and security. The
utilization of MOX fuel for Pu disposition is consistent with the President’s
Nonproliferation Policy. The surplus Pu in this form would be inspectable by
IAEA, as appropriate.

sasuodsay pup
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SEATTLE WOMEN ACT FOR PEACE/WOMEN STRIKE FOR PEACE,
SEATTLE, WA
PAGE 2 0F 4

s Y iy g0r. A MON
bhrmoafmlm \\mldh\‘hbthnll of & Current hqlm adapwd Thise o -m.—l'vdommﬂanmd.uamn
as vet endhsclrced. P fhy pl from around the country would be brought to a Hanford MOX.
Tabnication taciin

| £06.01.01

Abso. hacause there is curremthy no 1S MO tabrication facility. the PEIS assumes that if an eusting
brght water reactor in the LS. were 10 use MONX fuel 2 “henely supph™ of \IOX fisel w\ouldh\nnbunughl
whike an LS. (abrication faciliry is developed. Thes means DOE vwonid send US. plusonsum 10 Enrope wiere
MOX el would hdnvlofwlaodﬂun sent back 10 the 'S, reaztors \PEIS Summary pp. 15. 32).

l 7/06.01.08

MOX in eommercial reacions 1s 2 Goncem, Bacause MON 13 a direct use weapons grade fuel. its use in 4/130000
commercial reactors would hm mam utility sucieas snergy plants mo de facio weapoms facilities, Increased :

security 10 prevent diversion of plutonium would he required cont.

High Laval g 10X s Jikaly: . c Spems Foul
generated from MOX reackors is supposed 10 20 10 2 waste repository. The Dy P bas
bean fraugix with difficuln. There is no g that a suitable ] _‘ullmfmn‘nmh'hlnd
wase penerated from MOX reactors. Sanply stating that it will go 1 a repository. which does not vet exist, is
not good encegh. Hanford. as well as other sites in the nuclear weapons complex may end up with this wasse if
4 repository is not availshle.

8/12.00.00

Omdm-lnPUSuwau-duCL\mm\mdngthﬂSthmu
then be responsible for the waste d from the reactors. This
phutonium (as does any aln ¥ nmprhuma\IO\anlomdﬁmEuop)hmﬂmm
 dangerous precedent for the LS. 1o give up control of weapons material 10 other countries. and it brings np 2
question of faimess | Why should Camadian citizens take plutonium. and waste that they did not develop™

9/01.03.00

| 10/01.04.00
| 11/01.06.00

“ednﬂddacyhnmnmdmhmnmudnmmunmmm
this in the L. S. we can also take a leadership rols in ng an ona) indusiry and commerce in
mmwumhaﬁm»w

Immobitization s should be-vig v purssed bacause thess technologies provide the
mmmnmmmummmmmrnmormmw
gies should de & d shared and with other countries. Meamwhile. storage of
should maintain ph nunpu\mh-mblu wnd im0 wespons. This
mmmmu-mmuhamu

12/08.03.01

This PEIS lacks credibility hecause DOE has not furthered informed public panticipation in the process.
or adherad 10 basic principles of npermnens.

2/08.02.00
cont.

0106 00 Comment Number 5

The President’s Nonproliferation Policy states the United States will not
recycle Pu. Burning weapons-usable Pu in reactors does not utilize the
recycling process because the Pu in the spent fuel from this process will not
be extracted for reuse in new fuel. This is consistent with U.S. policy since no
Pu is being recycled. After a once-through fuel cycle, the Pu would be
converted to a nonproliferation form as spent reactor fuel.

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

06 01 01 Comment Number 6

Comment noted. Hanford, along with other sites, is included as a
“representative site” in DOE’s consideration for analyzing a MOX fuel
fabrication facility.

06 01 08 Comment Number 7

Comment noted.

120000 Comment Number 8

The Department of Energy’s recently released Program Plan for the Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management Plan continues to maintain a year 2010
startup date for the NWPA-HLW repository. In the interim, the Fissile
Materials Disposition Program has established that each alternative be
evaluated assuming the entire inventory of material forms can be stored
onsite until an NWPA-HLW repository is available.

010300 Comment Number 9

Should the CANDU Reactor Alternative be selected with the ROD,
agreement from the Canadian Federal and Provincial Government must be
obtained, and a Canadian environmental assessment with public involvement
must take place prior to implementation of this alternative.
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SEATTLE WOMEN ACT FOR PEACE/WOMEN STRIKE FOR PEACE,

SEATTLE, WA
PAGE 3 0F 4
DOE wcretively sobicad the suclear mdustry i purst of MOX. [n December. 1993, DOE mchaded i 0104 00 Comment Number 10
& Request For Expressons of Inserest tor Trittum Producnon. a solicitaton in pursuit of conwnercil reactors that .
onld tke 1 wac MOX. This actor. aken berwoen the Phusonium Disposition PELS Scoping Hearings and the 13/08.00.00 Comment noted. In accordance with NEPA, the PEIS evaluates a range of
Mﬁﬁmm‘ﬂnnmbup-ﬂxmmmmmhe?ﬂs Notuntil March 29.1996 were . - .. . o
E xpressacms of Imerest (EOFs) rebeased. This o a substantial furtherance of MOX despite the reasonable alternatives for the disposition of surplus Pu. The disposition of Pu
aamooem-um.mmnmnu No EOI process has been followed for anv of the other . . - - . .
Ao EU| rasportses tom wtlities 1w AKX ses ova fromm. tha (laphumgton in reactors using MOX fuel is considered a reasonable alternative and is,

Pulac Power Supphy Syssem (IPPSS1 0 use \IGN at the iV\P 2 reocior sued 3t Hanford

therefore, analyzed in the PEIS.

Cost studies and mowproliferation studies sre gowng on cutside of thws PELS process. Since these studies will | 14/08.00.00

«ffect the outcome of the PEIS. they must be mads publich available 30 that citizens can make informed

comments on the PEIS. Grvem that the nesd for action on plutamum dispostion is hased upon proliferation

concems.(PELS Swrmnary. S-1 1o 54, and PEIS pp.1— 10 1-61. there is an appalling lack of consideration of I 15/01.06.00

Mﬁ“mmmﬁﬁ Also. full cost analsis of MON_ inchading cleanup costs of a MOX C
Cabrication facility. med MOX reacor sites. and the costs of a muitable repository. should be done and svailable | 14/08.00.00 omment noted.

for public commaent. as should cost estmates for all other ahermatn e cont e

010600 Comment Number 11

DOF. shomid cxaund e comment periced and hold bearings 0 additional kocapons Additional .
naeded for the public 1o fully conider the PELS. aapecially with additonal cost and nongro - 08 03 01 Comment Number 12
mmaﬂ:hhtlln sonal & For le actions at Hanford should require 16/08.01.00
h\n\mimwu‘b.-m-t(numiuuhmht)mmm“.' = 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 13

The Preferred Alternative for Pu disposition as stated in the Final PEIS,
includes Reactor Alternatives. Should a Reactor Alternative be selected at the
ROD, DOE would issue a Request for Proposal to interested parties to solicit
MOX fuel fabrication facility design and construction proposals.

08 00 00 Comment Number 14

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, was 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 2 8
1996. Each of these analyses along with the environmental analysis and g EJ
public input will be integrated into DOE’s decisionmaking process. ey S
n
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SEATTLE WOMEN ACT FOR PEACE/WOMEN STRIKE FOR PEACE,
SEATTLE, WA
PAGE 4 OF 4

01 06 00 Comment Number 15

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

08 01 00 Comment Number 16

At the request of several organizations and individuals, the public comment
period was extended to a total of 92 days. DOE held public meetings for
scoping of the PEIS, as well as to provide information and to receive
comments on the Draft PEIS as part of the NEPA process. Also, there were
separate meetings to present DOE analyses of the nonproliferation aspects of
the storage and disposition alternatives. Each of these sets of meetings were
advertised in a variety of ways to encourage full public participation. DOE
was also invited to participate in meetings held by local groups concerning
the management of weapons-usable fissile materials in Seattle and Portland.
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SEEWALD, WILLIAM H.
PAGE 1 0F 2

080100 Comment Number 1
PANTEX WORKSHOPS April 22, 1996

Statement by William H. Seewald 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 impacts on

the public review process. This request was based upon a need to hear how
proce"s: it these documents were related to one another and to avoid requiring public

Combining thess three documents info a single opportunity for public input togethor ; ;

m"mn:m oo malera has baen avaiiable doet fustios 1/08.01.00 attendance at several meetings spanning several days. The Draft PEIS and

et 1o the NEPA process itsai, nor 0 the people and agencies e wish to make reference documents were made available in advance of the public meetings.
reasoned responses (o these documents. At least in the case of the Stockpile

Stewardship as well as the Storage and Disposition, the documents are substantive

enough to require careful analysis. it is also an unavoidable conclusion that the hearing 01 02 00
process envisioned by NEPA has been transtormed by DOE into a format they teel they

can more effectively control — that being the workshops. There is nothing wrong with ] - . N
workshops per se, but they do ot mest the govemment's ful responsibility ta the It is true that the long-term storage decision 18 related to the decision on

Given the time allotted and the amount of information to be ooveroq in lhes? “work-
shops,” remarks wil have 1o be briet and abrdged. However, notwithstanding the
voluminous issues of great concem, some reference musi be made to the

Comment Number 2

blic. That any of us at atl are standing here 10 give tastimony is only the resut of . . . . L. i o

oot ngY O o manese of mdivicais 0 acs down any obstacies (o gt dnspos‘mon, e§pec1ally w1t.h regard to timing which will impact the storage

their concemns into the public record. capacity required, and siting which should reflect the experience base and

One overriding point must bs made regarding the Stockpile Stewardship and existing infrastructure at a particular location. DOE is confident that a

Management document even though one also m":eﬂ 'wk;;tl!‘e w"‘t:al:vt'hlmpﬂd ot all decision can be made on disposition technology(ies) at the ROD, based on
. R hat one of the significant prei s compelling much o : - )

"‘,"" ""m;'::;‘pm” s the :‘:;,,o,‘,n,ﬁ, attempt by the government 10 justity the available data and environmental, technical, cost, schedule, and

continued operation of all three of the major DOE weapons iaboratories, Los Alamos, nonproliferation assessments completed to date. DOE is conducting small-

Sandia, and Lawrence Livermore. The redundant laboratory capacity buitt during the - ' = .

ook wer 10 spur compeatition can now only be characierized as 21 obscene abuse of the scale tests and demonstrations of some Pu disposition technologies to remove

1ax-payers pocketbook. That such a political decision gets made in Washington is uncertainties in their viability.

certainly no surprise, but it is incumbent on afl of us to demand accountability in these
decisions, to refuse to acquiesce in expedient political decisions as weil as those that
are based on bad science or a disregard for the natural resources of the Panhandle.

01 0000 Comment Number 3
The Storage and Disposition document with its potentially momentous effect on our
area is tragically flawed in three important areas. Number one, it doesn't really live up As deﬁned in Chapter 1 (Figure 1.4’_1) and in the Summary (Figure 5-1) of
1o the second part of its title. 1f long-term storage decisions are to be made, it seems o he D ft P S A ) - ‘
absolutety essential that they be informed by a least a fairly concrete sense of the 2/01.02.00 the Draft PEIS, Pu in the strategic reserve 1s not surplus.
method of disposal as well as where that will happen, the time trame, and & reasonable

consideration of the processes themsetves. Secondly, this EIS, as with the others .

under consideration today, does not make & realistic distinction between strategic and ‘ 3/01.00.00 01 06 00 Comment Number 4
surplus piutonium. The effort to maintain two thirds of all the plutonium ever produced

in the U.S. a3 "strategic” evidences a Jass than serious commitment to disarmament as ‘ 4/01.06.00

well 85 giving rise 10 the suspicion that some effort to generals commerce in plutonium Comment noted. The amount of Pu determined to be “strategic” is beyond the

is superseding the security need to immobilize this dangerous substance. Thirdly, this | 5/09.00.04 scope of this PEIS. The Secretary’s February 1996 Openness Initiative Q
announced the amount of surplus Pu which supported the basis for the §

quantity analyzed in this PEIS. 8 5

Q_ -

> S

09 00 04 Comment Number 5 % 8

Comment noted. S §
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SEEWALD, WILLIAM H.
PAGE 2 OF 2

document sets out options that would obligate plutonium processing, generating al
kinds of new nuciear waste streams that have never existed at Pantex before. The
document gives little or no consideration to the effects on Panhandle agriculture. Just
the threat of contamination from these activities could devastate the marketability of our
products. h furthermore remains unconscionable that apparently considerations other
than the water needs of domestic and agricultural usage seem to preciude the realistic
designation of the Ogallala as an aquifer efigible for the fullest protection of federal law

and policy.

The Site-Wide EIS, an effort brought about by citizen lobbying of the Dep of
Energy, has not really been in the public domain long enough for a detailed
consideration. Unfortunately, the substance of the document itseif may require much
less time than the gravity of the issues warrants. There is again no consideration of the
most basic industry of the Panhandle, agriculture. The agreement to evaluate
alternative storage sites for pits, specificalty Department of Defense sites seems to
have been an insubstantial one sincs that site is not included in the actual storage EIS.
if, as implied in the analysis, Manzano mountain becomes ineligible because of the the
threat such a facility represents to Albuquerque, what are we 10 make of the
govermnment's concem for the residents of the Panhandie?

Sad to say we hear more about jobs than grave issues relative to safety and the
protection of natural resources. But the best way absolutely to protect jobs in the
Panhandle, whether in agriculture or at the Pantex Plant itself, is to keep the plant from
becoming the next Rocky Flats. When that happens the only jobs will be for nuclear
wasle handlers and the state regulators who can only step in after the damage is
actually done but who have no federalty mandated authority over many of the
processing functions being proposed. On top of the Ogallaia Aquifer is the wrong place
for long-term storage of plutonium, nuclear waste facilities, or any kind of plutonium
processing.

5/09.00.04
cont.

6/09.04.08

0904 08 Comment Number 6

Potential impacts to groundwater quality are considered to be minimal at all
facilities due to hazardous materials/waste handling and treatment/disposal
Federal and State requirements.
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SHENNUM, MARY L., AMARILLO, TX

PAGE1OF1
2237 Peachiwee Suest 0104 00 Comment Number 1
Amarillo, TX 79109
May 7. 1996 . L. . .
One of the screening criteria used for selection of reasonable alternatives to
s ot Flie ] be analyzed in the PEIS is technical feasibility. To the extent possible, DOE
:;oﬂw will use existing and proven technologies for construction and operation of
;-nhmx s, D C 20026-3786 the storage and disposition facilities in the Proposed Action. Should new
technologies be chosen for Pu disposition, DOE will demonstrate them prior
Desr U. $. Deparomens of Brergy . .
Offics of Fissile Materials Dispositive: to implementation.
Myuhhommiqm“uh%nmwhtaﬁ:mp
and Dispositicn Progr i 1 Tmpact for Weapons-Usable Fissile
Masrials. 1 undersund tat I also comment he Pomx Simwide Eaviroamepul Impact
Stussment. lmunhhuy:lhuw;.mn comments based on the 090004 CommentNumberz
Mpmbmlmmnkw&ndmnwmhu
Teun Pasbandle. 204 1 betievs 0t oo 0% Ois comcarn  Possiblies oo e stopeition 1/01.04.00 Current and future operations at Pantex are not expected to affect the water
o s e e e gl bergelludbugerygha Pebaps the best quality of the Ogallala Aquifer. However, since this aquifer is being depleted
L dni 4 3 ’ul“' | o o 2 d . . - .
=d :‘x'u;n. sives whare they are cumrently stored. Thia cowld ressh in a3 ecooomy of funds in (that is, the current withdrawal 1s exceeding the current recharge), Pantex
| etn b et s being made o bex rocers regerting 136 — operations contribute to the depletion of the Ogallala Aquifer and are
- is to ensare resu] storge . .
Gupouiion of Mgkl weciens mateia if e bext loms are Dot able 1o be analyzed in the PEIS. Also, current and future operations at Pantex are not
renched at further be mecassary te imsure the eafet; and . . . . .
tity of our Penkandle resi te O Ogallala Aquifer 34 the expected to impact the soil used for agriculture and farming in the Pantex
largest and most fresh-water resource in The Usiwed St Isat this very important .
-.w-hmvmmdummu,ﬁ—hmmm ooe in region.
fowr Panhand) smp d ie Texas sgricultare. The Govermmem could be aware that
thess are MnuWh.mmm-wM
residents e also botom-line eware of this, speaking on the iswwe or not Our oewspaper reflocts 2/090004
w—wﬂwmmu-ﬁu—ummmn-mw e
in probubility. tial pr =1 d iz, Hes in folly evaluating tbe
cavironmennal impect of swring more plmoninm here o working with it bere in sny way thar will
M“mmmnwnﬂdm Thare is an sirport here, accepting
115, 3 Osr mea resid are prond of the Panhasdle with good reason!
We have besn 3nd sre pemmiotic citizess.
mhmhhmdmummmwmnmw
-mmm-«mw«mmd-hmmmu
m-h-quwkmkaumgd(-whq-npu—hm-min-n 1/010400
Peowz). Fisding the best disposition for oeclesr rial should be P before many BN
mwmmnﬁmﬂham&muummwﬁ-nm n cont.
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1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

1/08.03.01
cont.

2/08.03.01
cont.

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Immobilization Alternative. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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SIERRA CLUB NATIONAL NUCLEAR WASTE TASK FORCE,
TALLAHASSEE, FL, ELLEN WINCHESTER

PAGE 1 OF 2
0909 08 Comment Number 1
Eflen Winchester, Ediior The health impacts from proposed Pu storage and disposition facilities during
Nuciear Wasie Briets, Slema Club . . - .
2405 Delgada Drive normal operation and potential accidents are analyzed and presented in the
TW?% Final PEIS. The results include the radiation dose and latent cancer risk for
M e Gomplance & Outsach the MEI, population within 80 km (50 mi), and the involved workers and their

applicable radiation limit. The radiation doses are regulated by individual
dose: not collective population dose. Proposed 10 CFR part 834 (see S8 FR
16268) would require an ALARA program and would generally limit the
potential annual population dose t0 100 person-rem/yr from all pathways
combined for DOE activities. This requirement does not imply that the

radiation dose for the MEI could exceed the respective regulatory limit.
Actually, this is an additional radiation limit to the exposed public.
J dose

mwmmnummmwmhwnn(somdmwmmmm
pcmmpory-u.' mwwum-wuam 100 person-
mwmwmhmwmmmwmwwhmwﬂdwwm 01 06 00 Comment Number 2
rposed) o4 s 0o 1109.09.08

In contrast, the widely accepted BEIR Report of the National Academy of Sclences - Burning weapons Pu in reactors does not utilize the recycling process because
e G Bt P b e Ireversiie e Faprisiesoy o oaton tize T i an 80 the Pu in the spent fuel from this disposition action will not be extracted for
'f',:‘,%',,"”‘w "."':,"',:,":‘,‘,gm""“; ""m'm””“'xﬁ%;m reusc in new fuel. The Reactor Option will utilize a once-through fuel cycle.
N s et i i 8 smad mwa“o,}'m‘;ih's m&mﬁ:g: Spent f}lel will be disposed of with other Cf)mm'ercial reactor spent fuel. This
spread the dose thinty in & large poputasion. is consistent with U.S. policy since no Pu is being recycled. Pu would arrive

Socondey, wih regard o he dependance on MOX for waste wiriester and Py burmup. at the reactor in the form of fresh fuel which could not be used in weapons

mmm:unpslsmammabndusmmmwm7 ¥ 30, . . .
s le & major SR I our NO-OHCT ing polcy ore *;t:v y ovony | nt kom Ford 1o without extensive reprocessing to extract the Pu. Necessary safeguards and
Clinton. w as placleod ﬂ‘“‘i{ because would . . . .
Mmmmmmmwmmxwmmmm 2/01.06.00 security during the MOX fuel fabrication process and at the reactors would
thmd.mmmmPEmeuWMUW be ided
nﬁnmmhmammp@hm»mmuw«mm provided.
reprocessing is ptable as a step —‘-p.mummmohpwmdmgm
mwmmv nuswmummwmuoxwmwmrmmmm
world be partcytarty poor.
0104 00 Comment Number 3
e T U T
. m . .
":.mmg:aud.m!mma DOE hande the resultant spont uel? is 1 DOE's expactabion The spent fuel produced from burning MOX fuel in reactors would be A
B P evoral Gocaces m:u:;;gmn' e P m Temoghory has been ey 3/01.04.00 essentially the same as spent fuel currently produced by commercial reactors. g
m&m‘“ﬂﬁ%“&mﬁ . v bo bl This spent fuel would 'cvcntually go to a permanent geologic repository as in 3
ficartsed. the case of commercial spent fuel. Although it is true that no permanent 2 3
repository has yet been licensed, this option would displace spent fuel that ; -]
would have otherwise been created by commercial reactors. 8 R
< =
Q
S 3
8 =
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01 06 00 Comment Number 4

The President’s Nonproliferation Policy says the United States will not

., onthe other hand, tha MOX spent fusl is reprocessed in & lengthy recycling effort . ! o )
harvest and bum the remaining pu.mpouqusmumm;mmnz.u,: recycle Pu. Burning weapons Pu in reactors does not utilize the recycling
16 $1ored as f of wit be ro:o::od ﬁm":ome. u-v:'o:g):ny addressed in v?: PEIS. 1";.:' 4/01.06.00 process because the Pu in the spent fuel from this process will not be extracted
m;mw' ants eepecialy e ’.‘:“.dm'“m’:,,'“,.':.,,,.,.;,';‘.:m. s for reuse in new fuel. This is consistent with U.S. policy since no Pu is being
bbb ptaivabsgntly & grester voluma of highly radoactive wastos recycled. After a once-through fuel cycle, the Pu would be converted to a
A ol e pubic has 1o it of DO a8 they ot nonproliferation form as spent reactor fuel.
ways 10 leoiate fissle matorials. Nmmmmmhwmmmu
hdmuwmwmﬁfh?. Msurpbuomddymmmdbu
oy by not ol m:;ye\;m enough to pht i critcaity. Nevertoless, 5/08.03.01 08 03 01 Comment Number 5
mnm-mxmwwmmm)nemmwm.
Mheties s camgas (it possire ariraronS romotaBre] et sy )t around The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to
e broedoad i o MOX fuel fabrication at European facilities. Criticality controls will be
On the whole. the p in 9 criicaiity risks seem equally hazardous, A fue ) rop : y
:m DOnE opts ()t ':z'v Pu wﬁd:";m from lzduu. would first ':zh m provided in the technical details of the alternative(s) chosen for both storage
e Dopatumst wap oo o 2) 1o camy out reposted cycies of buming and reprocsssing MOX and disposition. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
T 3 “ 6010200 fissile materials will be made based upon environmental analysis, technical
.} be that such hazards reduced in vitrifying Immense amount of already 2. . . . . . . ..
mm"?u on hand in the PANTEX plant and Rocky Flats, which could presumably be and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
fabricated into MOX.  However, since the overall bumup of Pu in MOX is a siow process
wmm-w-mmm.mhmmwmww
the 1)-238 In the mix), and more high level waste is being produced, buming the stockpled Py
does not appear 10 be the perfect way 1o refieve te US of s embarrassment of Py riches. As 010200 Comment Number 6
mm.lmunmnmmdmgmwmmumcwwmm
radioactive Pu as it is for the unvitrified stockplies. . .. . .
o The Pu disposition process would not involve reprocessing. In the case of
b commented on the bore ahernative because it unl} . .
obea ,.',L?m"“m Yor an m;"&"; fraction of the tight DOE Mg::’?m% J‘:,’Z MOX fuel burning in reactors, the Pu extracted from the weapons-usable
ol avor 8 Long Torm S1ormne shemmate. Mooy o ahe preitpelipsood e 7/08.03.01 fissile materials (not spent fuel) would be made into MOX fuel and consumed
poeste, DOE shound Soncanai o v s el nelt et in reactors in a once-through cycle. The MOX fuel would displace uranium
assure to fukure peopios e abiity to Maintain control of their fissile inheritance.

1 would lighten the burden of those heirs of our rapid indusvialization and wartime faith
in tachnology i the US Department of Energy would be a world leader in phasing out the use of
nuciesr energy, with Its of high and low level wastes, unless problems

accumulation
of both their long term isolation and short ferm custodianship can be soived.

Sincerely, .
£l I onekeate-

Ellen Winchester

for the Sierra Club National Nuciear Waste Task Force

oxide fuel. The spent MOX fuel then would be disposed of in a geologic
repository like other spent fuel from reactors. In the case of vitrification, the
vitrified Pu would also be disposed of in an NWPA geologic repository.

08 03 01 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.
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SIERRA CLUB, VIRGINIA CHAPTER, VIRGINIA BEACH, VA,
ROBERT F. DEEGAN
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& | When we try to pick out anything by itself,
5 we find it hitched to everything else in the universe.
Jofn Msir

”

Wisy

June 7, 1996

U.3. Departweat of Energy

office of Fissile Materiala pisposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20028-3786

Thank you for this opportunity to comsent on the
Prograsmatic EIS on Storage and pisposition of Weapons-
Usable Fissile Materials. Plemse 2dd my name to the
sailing 1ist for all future information on the PEIS.

The alternative of MOX reactor fuel to dispose of
plutonium should be discarded. Using electric utility
reactors for this purpose would be particelarly unvise
and ralee problems of reactor safety in the steadily
aging stility reactors. Moreaver. the NOX reactor fuel
would add to reactor site security problems and nuclear
waste disposal problems.

Yours respectfully,

kil 2 W

Nuclear Maste Issues C airwman

Py

Wt -

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

1/08.03.01

sasuodsay pup
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SmMs, LYNN, PORTLAND, OR
PAGE10F 3

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

As far as I know USA is the only country considering publie
comment on this extremely important and historic decisionmaking
concerning the worldwide dilemma of plutonium disposition. The
inclusion of the pudlic voice is certainly at least one step in
the right direction, for after all, the bomb and its horrific
legacy was created in the first place to protect and defend
Democracy.

I hope the voices of the ordinary public, as distinguished from
the industrial, commercisl or political public, will carry great
weight. The nature of this problem is so profound and eternal
that it is absolutely necessary to reach bayond the scientific,
technologic, political and economic considerations. We must
contemplate what decision will be wise, what will reflect the
best nature of humankind and what will set the stage for the
possibility of a r ble and sanageable vision of the future
for generations upon generations upon generations to come.

¥What a task to comment upon. The multifaceted dilemmas, the
complexities, the inability to estimate and predict consequences
and situations and technology availability into tens of thousands
of years into the future make policymaking quite overwhelming,
Yot a path must be chosen. The day of reckoning as best we can
with the legacy we have created has begun.

Certainly we cannot store plutonium for a long term, but in the
short term it is necessary to provide funds for Plant security,
road and storage bunker maintenance, upgraded radiation detection
equipment and alarms. To choose a long term storage option would
indicate & stockpile policy that indicates we will value and use
Plutonium, which is a dangerous signal for the development of a
rational and comprehensive world policy.

**1 believe the option to use plutonium in MOX plants is eqQually
dangerous and URWORTHY OF IMPLEMENTATION. In the first place
policymakers and utility compenies rsjected this concept some
Yo2rs ago. Not only would we have to construct processing
facilities, but we would bave to assume the risks associated with
fuel fabrication and assume the costs of licensing, transporting
and safeguarding connected with this, let alone contending with
the actual accounting for the amounts of plutonium in blended
fuels and spent fuels plus the attendant disposition problems
associated with the creation of more radicactive waste stresms.*=

1/08.02.00

2/08.03.01

3/08.03.01

08 0200 Comment Number 1

All comments provided to DOE carry equal weight. The comments will be
analyzed and responses provided as part of the Final PEIS.

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Reactor Alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all
reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning must be considered.
Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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The Science and Global Security Disposition of Separated
Plutoniunm position paper states that “commercial recycling of
plutonium raises troubling BCONOMIC AND SECURITY issues. Even if
plutonium is considered a "free good" (so nons of the costs of
reprocessing are charged to the cost of the MOX fuel), a utility
using MOX will incur a cost penalty of $200-$500 per kilogram of
MOX, assuming a uranium price of $40 per kilogram...this cost
differential implies a cost of recycling 100 tonnes of weapons-
grade plutonjum in MOX of about one half to one billion dollars.
Extra inspection effort and physical security would also have to
be extended to reactors using MOX fuel.” This is a very
expensive option in more ways than ons.

It is obvious that the nuclear industry would welcome a second
wind and a whole new generation of plants to extend this sagging
industry, but our plants are aging, the true and comprehensive
health, envir tal and ic costs of nuclear power are
becoming more svident. The whistleblowers are crying to be heard
and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is fast losing credibility
with the public. Using the MOX option would be a bad decision.
It would promote the siphoning of research and development monies
away from long neglected RiD for alternative, sustainable energy
resources. Using the MOX option would indicate to other
countries that this sort of recycling, sort of distorted wise use
is acceptable. How then could other countries ever be persuaded
to stop any civilian use of plutonium? The MOX option creates
more radicactive waste, maybe not quite as usable for a terrorist
bomb, but none-the-less it is a bomb, a terrible relentless
assault upon the environment virtually forever. It is not
acceptable. Any union of "military special nuclear material
waste” with some kind of civilien, utility, industrial use for
squeezing risky, costly energy dollars out of it is appalling and
alarming and should be immediately withdrawn from the options
1ist!}

There may be no such a thing a safe, securs and environmentally
sound storage and ultimate disposition solution. If
vitrification is shown to be workable in this country it may
provide a possibility of isolation from the environment and the
bhands of man. Immobilized disposition in a borehols pending
finding a suitable site seems to make sense if security is
assured.

salf it is true that a focus of the U.8 nonproliferation policy
is to establish nuclear reductions, then it should be noticed
that every nuclear power plant produces plutonium in spent fuel
and it should be esphasized that Plutonium should be declared a
waste, a liability and should be named illegitimate.**

4/01.06.00

5/08.03.01

0106 00 Comment Number 4

Using surplus Pu as MOX fuel in reactors is a one-time event. This approach
to Pu disposition is not planned as the beginning of a Pu fuel cycle. In the
United States Pu will not be recycled, but will be used as a once-through fuel
cycle and the spent fuel will be disposed of. Fuel will not be recycled to
extract residual Pu for reuse as fuel. If Pu is not extracted for reuse, it will not
be available for reuse in weapons.

08 03 01 Comment Number 5

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
borehole disposition using the Immobilization Alternative. Decisions on
disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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It is true that this problem sncompasses everyone from now on.
We need more than intelligence, stra Y, interdepartmental and
international cooperation, more than equate technology and
sufficient funds, we need vision and wisdom and at this time it
is those elements that also must be formulated and articulated.

It is time for a national comprehensive review to examine,
coordinate, update and articulate an jintegrated nuclear policy.
The U.8. has a chance to lead the world in the right direction in
these serious undertakings and policymaking and we all pray we do
& good job.

Respectfully submitted,

Stamta

L Sims

3959 NB 42
Portland, OR 97213
(503) 287-6329

6/01.00.00

010000 Comment Number 6

The purpose of the PEIS is to evaluate environmental impacts of alternatives
for storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials. The PEIS
does not cover the much broader issue of an integrated nuclear policy in the
United States.
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0803 01 Comment Number 1

June 7, 1996

J. pavid Nulton The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the

Oftice of Tissile Materials Disposition Reactor Alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all
Washington, D.C. 20026 ‘ reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning must be considered.

Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based
upon cnvironmental analyses, technical and economic studics, national
Dear Mr. Kulton, policy considerations, and public input.

As the deadline approaches for the formal comment on the DPEIS
for the Storage and Disposition of Fissile Materials, I can not
help again considering the snormity and complexity of the
problem. Although I have already outlined opinions in a prior
statement, I must now reiterate my strong opposition to the
reactor alternative, even in combination with other options.

Mot only would the reactor alternative legitimize plutonium in a
commercial circuit, sending a message of its "value" to other

countries, but that option would also create more streams of 1/08.03.01
wastes, an unacceptable consequence. Moreover, once a system for
such "reprocessing” is in place, it is naive to believe that it
would ever end. It is a situation similar to “being a little bit
pregnant®. Rither we choose to enter the dangerous plutonium age
or we don't. Now is the time for historic and perhaps
unalterable decision making.

Do not choose the reactor option for any part of "disposition"”.
Mankind cannot manage it at this time.

Sincerely, -
o Ao
Lyon Sims

3959 NE 42

Portland, OR 97213
(503) 287-6329
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08 03 01 Comment Number 1 S
S X
The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new & \g
missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable ; 2.
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and 8 §'
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input. ;g S
P
a4
S
May 3, 1996 .g
Q
3
U.S. Department of Energy @
OfTice of Fissile Materials Disposition <
P.O. Box 23786 @
Washington, D.C. 20026 s
1)

d to the of plutonium at Pantex.

ag

[am

(23

Cerumly you can find a place wherc lhcte will be less damage 10 people, crops, the water table, 1/08.03.01
portation routes when radi is released than the Panhandle of Texas. MV

| know that this must be stored somewhere, but please. Not here.

'imcetely.

DONS L
6614 Roxton
Amarillo, Texas 79109
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SINGLETON, DONNA
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May 4, 1996

United States Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P. O.Box 23786

Washington, D. C. 20026-3786

I am opposed to the storage of plutonium and any
other nuclear waste at Pantex. I feel that the risks
to our water and agricultural products are too

great.

I realize that we’ve gotten ourselves in a dilemma
aind theve probably isn’t anywherc to put it
Surely, though, more research will indicate a site
which is less a threat to the nation’s breadbasket.
Here at Pantex is shortsighted and
unconscionable.

Sincere.y,

Bun‘.us A«‘ o

Donna :Sin'g]eton

1/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition 1o 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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SLAGGLE, NORBERT, SHAMROCK, TX
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Comment ID: PO034

Date Received: May 1, 1996

Name: Norbert Slaggle

Address: Route 2, Box 83
Shamrock, TX

Transcription:

Just wanted you to know I oppose any further expansion of Pantex. Would urge you really to go
the other direction. The agricultural impact a di could have would be terrible, not only on
the water supplics in the Ogalatla, but also in the contamination of land all around the arca.
Agriculturc should come first. The location of nuclear weapons and storage should be in arcas
wherc there is little or no agriculture or not as nearly productive as agriculture is in the
Panhandle of Texas. 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 analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input. Potential
impacts to groundwater quality are considered to be minimal at all facilities
due to hazardous materials/waste handling and treatment/disposal Federal
and State requirements.
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SMITH, DORIS
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April 22, 199

To e United Statx Department of Eoargy
Offica of Fissle Mutarials Disposition
P.0. Boa 29796

Waskiagwa, D.C. 20026-3786

h-b—-&yhnﬁa.’ﬂlpﬂlukwuﬂwhmm;mwkiungmlylﬂm
grassrocts Amarica. Being cascerned with the presarvation of rural America, | s saricusly troubled by the Programumatic
&Muwwh&m-dmwinﬂonpmﬂDivpmma-o{W-pon-Uuhk
Fimile Mutorials.

vaulilr—'i-h—lb.-nnuk.-nn,h-rh-mp-d' ition of the il itios of surplus
ﬁﬂ*ﬁh“wm_(ﬁ)dﬁﬂymmmm,lhﬁmﬁilﬂmnﬂl-ﬂxloddmuva

hmhmhhp‘ibﬁmdm.it“mri“lmlnuofm—nﬁm'lmhh
’I-.-i--nl‘-niuv-h-d--v-uh-w‘l-huu—zo,mmplu—ehoh.hplmmn‘u-m-lodyFhurlnl,
Colorado; Haaford, Wmhisgion; Los Alamos, New Maxico; Savamash River, South Caroling; and the Idabo Natiooal
Engicsaring Laborstory.

Before 1999, platonines pits wors mever stored o Praisx. However, with the closing of Rocky Flats, Pantax is the interim
morage site for et Jeast 12,000 pits. Now this documsmnt proposes oot oaly sioriag plutoaium pits, but other mors uodesirable
forms of plutoarem.

Ouce sared at Pactea, Qs site is being considered for » p pit i ioa facility 10 cut the pits and process
Mihﬂﬂwlﬂmmmwmﬂh‘mdﬁ:ll-:ilitylo-ilplulmillnwilhnnmull
Ionh-'udoliﬁhnlmﬂx);m:lulp-umbu-m)loxf\‘d,ph‘mpolmnlhdhvlllb-r-ﬂoﬂ,
s well a3 sorage of sll te mized waste geoersied {rom all thase processes. It is p ing of p jum which bas i
mbw.ﬁmhwh%mwuﬁuﬁhaimh.“ioldol.luclnupptobhm.

This documcnt siatas thers would ba faw Regative cffects from doiag aay and all of tbose sctivities ot Pantes. What the
docugwent fails 1 addreas ix the impact on the good of our sgriculturl products. Ag is the oos iodustry which
has consistestly sustained the Packandls for decadcs.

mmdﬁ.hﬁnhhmpﬁmqwﬂmﬂwﬂmenuPMk. The meat products sod cereal grains
producad here are shipped througbout the world; 25% of the Natioa's beef is produced and processed bers. The quality aad
Mdh—mmﬂhplwhjmywilhlhlilingol'meupwn?nm. Without productioa
agricolturs this pert of Tesas would cemss 1o exist, Whaa oae of every four people is cmployed in sa agriculrure celated job. e
Joss 4o this High Plains trade area of those jobs would creats uatold problems.

A secoad issus the docwment fails 10 sddrem is the Jocation of Pastas sbove the Ogallala squifer. 1ba sourcs of groundwater for
the plaias of Teass aed sevea oxbar Midwestors food produciag staies. With high eaplosives, chemicals, solvests. and

L i Pastax has d the fise grainad Jayer of water bearisg tands above the Ogallale aquifar. With the
dowaward migration of the rocharging waters, how loag will it be befors the Ogallals itself will be cootaminated?

Waler and agriculture are the real wealih of ibs Texss Prabandic. Withow! thea tbers would be no “Texas Pashandle.” We
m“ﬁﬂnﬂc&hmmﬂwhwhuy\n} Food is tbe most important commodity we have - it
mast be prowecied.

Not all alterastivas for siiag thess procemcs af other sites were anatymd in this document. Before choosing e preferred
alternstive, other optioas nead 10 be considered. Thiﬁ-goltbu:miiouuhnm-mumi.hududm-mnuivd.
m-vuu—mtthmjmvimmupu—mmwumwmum-lwdpmdmmgn.im.

The Panhandie is 100 valusbis 10 be used s 3 phatoaium stocage, processing aod waste facility-

%&w)jﬁ . #. . édrl«/x
o o Bt AL 2 B s :
f"’,f‘,,/z N Aty ot aglh e i Ppossic

1/09.00.04

1/09.00.04
cont.

2/08.03.01

M-112

09 00 04 Comment Number 1

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

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

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

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

080301 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition 10 new
missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
cconomic studics, national policy considerations, and public input.
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SMITH, DORIS BERG, AMARILLO, TX

PAGE 1 0OF 2
12 03 00 Comment Number 1
Comments for PEIS Public Hearing on
Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fisstle Naterials © Asnoted in the PEIS, TRU wastes will be stored at the disposition site(s) until
R = T it b geologic disposal is available. The products from the Immobilization
Doris Berg Smith Alternatives would also store the immobilized Pu product until geologic
In a Democracy the voice of the people is important in any . diSpOSﬂ] 1s available
decision-making policies regarding how our government will manage .
surplus nuclear materials and what forms of disposition are being
considered. At this time it is vital that all the right questions
are asked to protect the natural resources of this area for the
future generations of not only the Texas Panhandle and the State of
Texas, but of the world.

Hany 1ssues come into play in this very over-arching discussion.
Not the least among them the cost to us the taxpayer to produce
these documents and to find them flawed in many ways. These
Documents are lacking important information in many areas that make
it virtually impossible to even begin the discussion.

The over-all cost to you and me, reighbor, for implementing the
expensive options characterized in these documents are not prudent
or wigse. Why is the Department of Energy so intent on building rew
Pesearch, Development and Testing facilities when the entire world
is looking to the U.S. for leadership in an extension cf the Nor-
Proliferation Treaty, and a zero threshold for a Comprehensive Tes:
Ban. Instead the Intent seems to be continue to build and test!

in the SSM-PEIS the scenario for these options, in a downsizing of
the nuclear weapons complex, alone s expected to exceed £30
Billion within a decade. These proposed new facilities are
expensive! In this time of tight budget constrainte, we the
grassroots pecple should be imploring osur Congressional leadexrs to
=top all this massive spending on projects which lead to a build ¢p
in nuclear weaporns. Hcw many weapons do we reed before we say,
“That's enough?" How many nuclear warheads have we used?

It ts time now, with the downsizing, to realily actively pursue REAL
L  NSIZING. Do we want to continue to drag cur csuntry intc
{.zther indebtedness by continuing nuclear weaspens grolucticn?
What is5 the real reason behind pouring dollars into Defense - are
we trying to keep war and war games going in the pretense that this
is the way o build peace and to achieve economic development in
rural communities across America? This ls a 'sunset !ndustry', my
friends and neighbors, and needs to be managed as such.

What will the DOE and "wWe™ do with all the waste that will te
generated for at least the next 20 years? There are nro licenzed
facilities to accept the wastes that are piled up on facllities
throughout the DOE Complex at this time - why generate mcre thar

reeds to be generated. 1/120300

We are now faced with storage and disposition of surplus fissile
materials, every optlon concidered has tremendous waste =treams
attached to any optlion. Where will this waste go? [t seems quite
evident that the site that creates thc waste, keeps the waste.
Will that saddle communities acrcss this country with the ecorcnic
and environmental problems of hosting waste treatment, storage and
precessing facilities?

TX-066
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SMITH, DORIS BERG, AMARILLO, TX
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In the PEIS's where were the impacts to the present agricultural
economy which has bullt and sustalned this area? Why were the
risks to this economic stronghold not assessed? What will happen
when we no longer produce food for people, where is our priority?
Are bombs more important than food? We in agriculture strive to
produce quality,wholesome food for the world population -one farmer
feeds in excess of 131 people, yet the industry across the road
from us builds bombs to annihilate people. Where (s our sense of
morality and respect for life?

The documents fall to address the issue of the locatlon of Pantex
over the Ogallala Aquifer. Water and agriculture are the real
wealth of the Texas Panhandle, without them there would be no
*“Texas Panhandle”. Food is the most lmportant commodity we produce
- it msst be protected.

Not all alternatives for siting the processes for storage and
disposition were analyzed - {f Manzano Weapons Stcrage Site at
Xirtland Alr Force Base has facility that could stoze 30,00 pits,
why was it not further characterized in the other documents?

We =ay to you DOE, we want no stcrage of surplus plutonium at
Pantex because 11t {s dangerous and will lead to plutonium
processing which results in additional waste generation &nd
storage.

No processing of plutonium at fantex since every plutonium
processing facllity has created large amounts of contamination
which has adversely affected the workers and the publlic.

No waste 3isposal facilities at Pantex becauvze we must preserve and
protect the Ogallala aquifer.

Histcrically the plutonium at Pantex has been in pit form, now with
thesze documents all of a the nation’s weapons-usable plutonium rot
in active warheads wil] be stored at Pantex - plutonium will come
to Pantex from Rocky Flats, Colorado; Hanford, Washington; Los
Alamos, New Mexico; Savannah River, South Carolina; Nevada Test
Sits; and the !daho Naticnal Engineering Lab, We find this
unacceptable to an agricullural productive area.

No nuclear power reactors at Pantex - there i{s no need to construct
them and the use of MOX fuel in *hem will not destroy the plutonium
- it only creates more plutonium.

Please 3o not turn the Texas Fanhandle, known for its deef and
cexeal grain groduction, into 3 plutonium waste site. You have
created enough cf thesce tragic land problems acrtoss: the United
States - the is rno need to create ancther one here. It is very
much like putting poison in your cereal bowl! When this area
becomes contaminated - what have we gained?

2/09.00.08

3/01.05.00

4/08.03.01

5/09.04.08

4/08.03.01
cont.

09 00 08 Comment Number 2

Any radiological and chemical releases resulting from the Proposed
Alternatives would be within regulatory limits. Therefore, the quality of
agriculture in the Panhandle would not be jeopardized, and agriculture-
related employment in the Panhandle region would remain unchanged.

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

Current and future operations at Pantex are not expected to impact the soil
uscd for agriculture and farming in the Pantex region.

01 05 00 Comment Number 3

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

080301 Comment Number 4

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.

09 04 08 Comment Number 5

Potential impacts to groundwater quality are considered to be minimal at all
facilities due to hazardous materials/waste handling and treatment/disposal
Federal and State requirements.

SIFd 1PU1 S|P 2]1sS1,
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SMITH, FRANK WHITE, BOULDER, CO
PAGE 1 0OF 4

Mr. Thomas Grumbly , UnderSecretary of Energy June 2, 1996
Dept of Energy. 1000 Independence Avenue, S.wW
washington, D.C. - 20585

Ref: Enclosures
My dear Mr. Secretary:

Budget limitations promise 10 kill progress at Rocky Flats, so the
former weapon silo proposal is an option for you to consider in the
draft PEIS on Storage and Disposidon of weapon-usable fissile
materials. It is a budget-maker that could save costs of both storage
capacity and security until a disposition facility is on line, and should
be in our interest to reduce our cost for plutonium securlty in Russia.

An Environmental Impact Statement on Storage and disposition of
weapon-usable Fisstle Materials fail;s to propose observable US. and
Russian storage of pits from weapon dismantlement and stabilized,
canned weapon-usable fissile material now poorly-held at Rocky
Flats and at Pantex. | propose feasibility study of their storage in
Minuteman silos, until our surplus fissile materials can flow to
disposition, not wasting U.S. or Russian silos by implosion.

1 am writing to the President and Speaker and others, asking for
feasibility study of Minuteman silos .. to capture great potential
budget savings (sllos having been found feasible for inert storage), as
economical, hardened interim-storage sites already in place in both
the United States, and in Russia.

Minuteman silos here are such unique assets, young enough in their
design-lives to furnish the U. S. and IAEA secure and accountable
storage on both our own store of pits, and the stabilized canned
inventory to flow from Rocky Flats. Perhaps with Russians witness of
our sealing silos here they will match us, with silo storages witnessed
there, until future means of disposition are in place and agreed upon
for both inventories. I believe you should expect the Russians to also
recognize stlo storage as a budget-maker, with costs of both facilities
and guarding them militarily a least controversial method for both
nations for adequate defense and security, under [AEA oversight.

My references show that some 1,000 Minuteman silos were bullt,
and Nightline recently reported only 138 wasted so far by implosion;
they were shown robust, hardened, and easily servicable for loading
missile~conformat casks of pits and canned fissile lnventory, using
Alr Force missile-erection vehicles servicing sites today.

1/14.00.00

2/15.00.00

14 00 00 Comment Number 1

The use of existing facilities at non-DOE sites for storage has been considered
but was eliminated in the screening process. The reasons for the elimination
include cost, environmental, safety, and health concerns, and public and
institutional acceptance. In the case of a DoD site, the additional costs and
regulatory requirements for support facilities such as radioactive materials
analytical laboratories, radioactive waste treatment, and nuclear material
processing facilities associated with long-term storage could be very high.
Furthermore, the public and other Government agencies would express

concern over creating another DOE nuclear site when several are being
phased out.

15 060 00 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

sasuodsay puv
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898-¢

And please note that Warren AFB’s silo-squadrons in Colorado-
Nebraska-Wyoming were studied in the EIS cited for Peacemaker,
which found the silo locations benign, most importantly as lacking
seismic risk, but also benign on all other environmental parameters.

1 am a Rocky Flats stakeholder on Plutonium and HEU vulnerability
here, and have found that because of treaty requirements, your
Manager has not pursued feasibility study of former weapon silos.
Pits, however, are at the DoD/DoE Interface, and both Departments
have the duty (and need) to economize weapon dismantiement-and-
storage in both the United States and Russia. Both should search out
the most affordable means of addressing the holding of fissile
materials in secure, monitorable and economical interim storage.

SIAd 1puld SIPUIDI 3115814
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Minuteman silo infrastructure interim-storage may well help you
workaround the probable NIMBY contest(s) against interim-storage
options inside the Weapons Complex, since remote silo sites, to their
rural neighbors, are risks no greater than at present from armed
weapons in their silos, to which they have become accustomed:

¢ inert-gassed storage of pits and 50-year canned inventory, in
a particular slio that now holds an armed weapon would in fact | 1/14.00.00
reduce specific risk to its neighbors; and cont.

» the population at risk around inerted silos used for storage of
pits and 50-year canned inventory, is greatly less than urban
populations at risk in Denver and Amarillo, and thus justify
silo interim-storage.

Storage of fisstle materials in metropolitan Denver upwind of more
than two million people and a seat of government, and the storage of
pits in targetable, unhardened surface bunkers, already at storage
capacity on Pantex, near Amarillo's population .. per the O.TA
reference, fully justifles feasibility study of the former weapon silo
alternative, for inerted Interim storage of fissile materials in facilities
kept under military surveillance of the highest order by the Air
Force..

And In Russia, silos are also likely located far from metropolitan
centers as well, a compelling point of mutual interest and
justification which, if silos are found feasible, could easily lead to the
mutual abandonment of treaty-required silo implosion.
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Mr. Secretary, | have no need-to-know, but the several others listed
below do have the need  learn that engineering, security, risk and
cost feasibility of weapon silos are in fact not feasible. And they will
be eager to hear of the Finding which, if positive, will save budget
resources for many other pressing needs than interim-storage, under
the severe budget limitations facing Defense and Energy.

Now finally, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on long-term
Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials, under
Dr. Canter’s leadership, does not look outside DoE sites for storage
options, but has recognized Denver’s 2.3 million people at risk, and
on-site storage at Rocky Flats terrorist-targetable. 1 hope you will
direct the proposed feasibility study now, so that it will have been
considered in the Secretary’s Record of decision that will flow from
draft DoE/EIS-0229-D, written without any off-site storage option.
And naturally enough, the proposal is an inert-gas storage option
against the new on-site storage facility you committed t© bulld here
for the Rocky Flats inventory of casked, canned, stabilized inventory.

You agree in principle, | am sure, that the feasibility of using former
Minuteman silos, in cooperation with the Alr Force, should not be
overlooked for interim-storage, with near-term silo availability also
assured for better security in the weapons-dismantlement program.

N~ 7
Wﬁ% Frank White Smith

At your disposal, and red- 285 Mohawk Drive
badged for Rocky Flats Plant Boulder, CO - 80303

Coptes to: Prestdent and Speaker, Sec. O'Leary and Perry; House
Members Schaefer, Schroeder and Skaggs: Senators Lugar and Nunn;
Gov. Romer and Lt. Gov. Dr.Schoettler; Dr. Canter and Wm. Rask, DoE

3/01.01.00

010100 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy’s Proposed Action for storage of weapons-usable
fissile materials includes moving the weapons-usable Pu out of RFETS and
into one or more designated storage facilities at the selected storage sites. The
planned schedule calls for these long-term storage facilities to begin
operation in the year 2005. Interim storage of various nuclear materials at
RFETS is addressed in the RFETS Interim Storage EIS.
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010600 Comment Number 1

- Snake River Alhance

The purpose of the PEIS alternatives, including the Electrometallurgical

OV 1751 Bowse 1D #3701 - 2008f 384°914) . . . .
D dem dee Kamhem 1D si340 denlThE T Trea'tment Altf:rnatlve and the Reactor Al.tce,rnallvej using MOX Fuel, is to
provide potential paths forward to make this Pu as inaccessible for weapons
use as the much larger and growing quantity of Pu that exists in spent nuclear

June 6, 1996 fuel (Spent Fuel Standard). These alternatives would convert Pu to a much
Mr. J. David Nuhon more proliferation-resistant form for disposal in a geologic repository. While
Director : . .

DIt EPA Compliance and Outreach the residual Pu_could be. recovert.:d through the reprocessing before disposal,
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition such reprocessing of this form, it would be technologically difficult, costly,
U.S. Department of Energy . . .- : .

PO. Rox 23786 and would involve high radiation exposure; thus, theft or diversion would be
Washingeon , DC. 20585 highly visible and no more likely than retrieval of the Pu from the much larger
By FAX: 1-800-820-5156 inventory of spent fuel produced over many decades of commercial reactor

Dear Mr. Nultor: operation.

The Snake River Alliance is an jdaho-based citizens organization that has
served as the citizen monitor of activities at the kiaho National Engineering
Laboratory for the past 17 years. We have 1.200 individual, family, and
business members, most of whom live in southern Idaho. On their behalf,

1 offer the following comments on the Storage and Disposition of weapons
{Isablc Fissilc Materials Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Starement.

The Snake River Alliance’s primary concetns are:

‘e Disposition Draft PEIS Might Actually Promote Proliferation

Some of the alternatives in the Draft PEIS do not reduce the risk of

proliferation. In fact, two of the proposed disposition options might

encourage further proliferation throughout the world. President Clinton’s

Presidential Decision Directive No.13 directs the United States to eliminate 1/01.06.00
stockpiles of highly-enriched uranium and plutonium to reduce the global e
risk of proliferation. Two of the three proposed disposition technologies do

not necessarily climinate these stockpiles from being used in a2 bomb,

Electrometallurgical reprocessing and placing plutonium in a reactor only

recycle plutonium. Part of the problem is the stored weapons standard
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ysedt in the Disposition PEIS is practically interchangeable with the spent
fuel standard. DOE claims that the spent fuel standard will ensure that
stockpiled materials will be rendered inaccessible The DOE also defines
undcr the spent fucl standard spent fucl as a resource. By this logic,
stockpiled material-plutonium and HEU might still be considered resources
also. This is the case under the electrometallurgical treatment process
alternative and the reactor category. Both technologies do not
permanently dispose of the stockpiled marerial so that it can never be
used again. Plutonium and HEU under both proposed categories could be
recycled to be used in a bomb. Even if disposed material is never recycled
in the US., it sets the wrong example for the rest of the world. If the US.
does not permanently dispose of stockpiled marerial, it makes it more
difficult for the US. to implement global policies with other nations to
reduce the world’s stockpiles of bomb grade marerial.

Even a worse message would be sent if DOE chooses to implement the
reactor category in the Disposition PEIS. For one, it dirertly violates the
Presiclent’s directive that the “United States does not encourage the civil
use of plutonium.” Using plutonium or 11EU in a reactor only encourages a
plutonium-based economy in the U.S.; and for the rest of the worid also.
Potential bomb-building countries will find it far easier to justify the use
of plutonium-based reactors under the guise of a civilian program because
of the precedent set by the US. It would be far more difficult for the U.S.
to discourage potential new bomb building countries from abandoning
their own plutonium reactor programs if the U.S. cannot eliminate its own
use of pluronium in a reactor program.

The DOE should use the Nuclear Waste standard in order to ensure that
the disposition program meets the President’s own directive. DOE should
remember that a major reasan we are dealing with the mess of stockpiled
materials in the first place is because it applied the spent fuel standard to
irractiated reactor material. So long as we consider spent fuel as a
resource, there will always remain the possibility that spent fuel could be
one day reprocessed again in order to extract the plutonium and the HEU
for bomb building purposes. It is not unreasonable to think that the same
type of logic that justified reprocessing spent fuel in the past is now being
applied 10 plutonium and HEU in the Disposition PEIS. So long as these
materials are defined as “resources,” DOE cannot adequately carry out the
mission of forever ensuring that these materials cannot be used in nuclear
bombs.

The Disposition PEIS Docs Not Justify Disposal Alternarives

The Disposition PEIS ruled out a number of technologies because it was
found that certain technologies just could not make it to the table as
working proposals for the draft Disposition PEIS. A number of deep

2/01.04.00

3/01.06.00

4/01.06.00

5/01.04.00

6/01.05.00

0104 00 Comment Number 2

Technologies that meet the Spent Fuel Standard will convert surplus fissile
materials to a form that is inaccessible for reuse in weapons. HEU is
considered a resource if it can be blended down and used in fresh fuel for
nuclear reactors. Although Pu can also be used in fresh fue! (MOX) for
nuclear reactors, it is not generally considered a resource because uranium
fuel can be produced more economically. The cost of burning MOX fuel in a
reactor, although not as economical as all uranium fuel, is somewhat reduced
because of the revenues produced from electricity production. However, HEU
and Pu are not considered resources after they have been burned in reactors
and have achieved the Spent Fuel Standard.

The Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative would place Pu into a glass-
bonded zeolite (GBZ) waste form that would be sent to a geologic repository
for disposal. The Pu under this alternative would not be used in a reactor.

0106 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.

01 06 00 Comment Number 4

The President’s Nonproliferation Policy states the United States will not
recycle Pu. Burning weapons-usable Pu in reactors does not utilize the
recycling process because the Pu in the spent fuel from this process will not
be extracted for reuse in new fuel. This is consistent with U.S. policy since no
Pu is being recycled. After a once-through fuel cycle, the Pu would be
converted to a nonproliferation form as spent reactor fuel.

Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be made
based on environmental analyses, technical and economical studies, national
policy considerations, and public input.

0104 00 Comment Number §

The spent fuel that would result from burning weapons-usable fissile
materials in reactors is not considered a resource, nor is existing spent fuel
from domestic commercial nuclear reactors. Reprocessing of materials that
mect the Spent Fuel Standard is not proposed under the disposition effort.
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geologic alternatives such as “Injecton Into Continental Magma™ or
“Emplacement in the Sub-Seabed™ were found to be “Immature and “very
immature.” There certainly is no dispute that a number of similarly ruled
out options are indeed immature. Butitis then even more difficult to
comprehend why those technologies that made it to the draft are any more
«mature” than those that were ruled “immature.” The Disposition PEIS
does not provide an adequate background nor are there any

010500 Comment Number 6

The process and justification for selection of technologies evaluated in the
PEIS are described in a separate Screening Report prepared by DOE and in
Chapter 2 of the PEIS. A number of alternatives involving placement of

accompanying studies that elaborate why alternatives like the deep-bore 6/01.05.00 materials below the earth’s surface were considered, including emplacement
hole option are mature. It would not be that daring to assert that the cont. . s . . ’ s 1

current disposition proposals are indeed “immature” also. The deep-bore in the sub-seabed and injection into the earth’s magma. There is little data
hole suggestion has no associated real world experience thai can at all available to support these options and the retention of Pu in these media i
justify whether it will ever be an adequate opton. The sume also applies . pp ) op ¢ n ) u _the € dia is
10 the reactor category and the electrometllurgical rep;:lesslnﬁj proposnll. questionable. A major concern would be the environmental impacts of any
Nox a single disposition option has truly been tested in world terms. It . . .

is safe to‘slay that it is imorﬁ;mreomosy 1o go ahead and proceed with release of Pu materials following emplacement. Furthermore, the time and
technologics that have not been tested. . . ..

What s more troubling is the inability or the unwillingness of DOE to cost of Fievcl(.)pmg these technologies would bF significant and the outcome
:]dequa‘elyan_lt_x:ip:‘te all of th;[rlxsxmlrg impacts ;)f is d:epnositionfm - uncertain. It is expected that regulatory requirements would be extremely
ternatives. e disposition PCLS claims that il and w any of e . . 3 R .
disposition technologies are implemented, any unforeseen impacts will be difficult to achieve, and that these would be internationally sensitive

addressed by future site specific PEIS’s. ‘The Disposition PEIS should . . . .
Sdress any impacts associated with disposition technologies now, not particularly if international waters were involved. Therefore, these types of
later. To implement a disposition option with 2 wait and see auliude is 7/01.02.00 technologies were eliminated from consideration. Although the Borehole

simply unacceptable. If there any impacts concerning any of the
alternatives, they must be addressed in this document. Either DOE is not
providing the whole story in the Disposition PEIS, or it understands that
the breadth of this PEIS at this point is wruly in the immature stage.
Whatever that answer might he, DOE doces not address the artual impacts
of any of these disposition technologies. There is simply not encugh
information to go on to make a sound decision about plutonium and IIEU
disposition.

Specific Concerns About the Flectrometallurgical ‘I'reatment
Alternative at Argonne-West

There are major contradictions within DOE policy when it comes o dealing
with materials that are potential proliferation risks. In one instance DOE
states that reprocessing to generate fuel for a reactor is an incompatible
option for disposition because “during reprocessing 1o separate Pu from
spent fuel to fabricate more fuel, there are stages in the processing and
handling when weapons-usable matcrials arc more vulnerable to theft or
diversion than the stored weapons standard.” Despite this kernel of truth,
the DOE has decided 1o go ahead with a reprocessing technology whose
original purpose was to do exactly that-generate fuel to be used ina

Option considered in the PEIS is less mature than the Reactor and
Immobilization Alternatives considered, it was found in the screening process
to be mature enough for inclusion as an option in the PEIS. It was also
recommended for study by the NAS in their 1994 study on the Management
and Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium.

0102 00 Comment Number 7

The PEIS analyzes six DOE sites for many of the facilities, and generic sites
for some facilities such as the borehole complex. All facilities are described
in terms of their conceptual design. The intent of the environmental analyses
is to provide a bounding condition for the impacts, which would be sufficient
for comparison of the alternatives at this time. Once the disposition
technologies have been selected for implementation, DOE would invest in
more detailed facility designs, testing and demonstrations, and appropriate
site-specific tiered environmental analyses to help determine which site or
sites (and which location or building within each site) would be used for
disposition. To conduct detailed designs and analyses at various sites for all
the technologies at this early stage is not necessary at the programmatic level.
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The Alliance recognized this contradiction in fts comments addressing %a
the Electrometallurgical EA Demonstration Project in April 1996: 3
f)
mns!otmzﬁinn?;::rtf:ﬂy imoe:s:;gnmi(l’?:a:\::;tnr pro:‘ram 08 03 01 Comment N“mber 9 g
Since it was in large part spent fuel reprocessing that led to 8/11.00.08 , . 3
cancellation of the IFR, Argonne has been trying to g‘xask the and The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposttion to the 8
program ince. In fact, the National Academ Sciences . . . .
the Secm;vre; ;’nﬁcnergy are among those whgr have stress?d that Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative. The GBZ logs will be disposed of g
plutonium separation was the intended use of the technology when it : : - -
was purt of the Integral Fast Reactor. ina geologlc re.posnory, thereby meetl.ng the Spent Fuel Standard. The 2
electtometallurgical treatment process will not “reprocess™ the Surplus Pu, ?
It is illogical for DOE to proceed with a project like electromerallurgical . .. . . >4
reprocessing that generates materials that are serious proliferation risks but rather convert it to a GBZ. Decisions on disposition of weapons-usable &
and then possihly go ahcad with the clectrometatiurgical reprocesser at __— . . . .
ANL West as a treatment foe plutonium disposition also. In fact, DOE Is 9/08.03.01 fissile n?alenal‘s will pe based_ upon cr.wnror?mental analyses, technical and g
using the current Hectrometallurgical Demonstration Projecas cconomic studies, national policy considerations, and public input. S
justification for possibly using ANL-West as a treatment site for 3
disposition. In other words, it is using a reprocessing technology.‘whichA
DOE admits is a serious proliferation risk, in order to champion disposition | 10/01.06.00
to ;‘;’_‘i" B g the 10 the rest of the world—that 01 06 00 Comment Number 10
n, is sending wrong message (o the res wi ;
it is all right 1o reprocess as long as it is for environmentd management . A .
reasons. “S};lot:lgasthestored:upons standard is practically ldem!ci:lkto Electrometallurgical treatment was considered a reasonable alternative after
{he spent fuel standard, DOE will continue 10 run into contradictions like completion of the screening process and scoping for the PEIS. The NRC
In 1gthe e ive impacts of the proposed acdons, the PEIS recommended successful demonstration of the electrometallurgical treatment
lists those site-specific reviews that support the proposals in the ) ) R . L R .
Disposition PEIS: process prior to implementation. Upon making the decision on disposition
Acional site specific environmental reviews are currnly being technologies, DOE will demonstrate these technologies before their
prepared by DOL. A listing of these reviews is provided in "I'able 1. . ion. . . .
B I particular, the site-specific, sitewide EIS's being prepared cover lmplementau(?n The clectrf)mctallurglcal process in not reprocessing Pu, byl
continued operations for some of the sites evaluated in the Storage rather converting the material to GBZ logs. These logs will be disposed of in
and Di PEIS. (1- . , .
4nd Disposteion PES. (1-9) a geologic repository, thercby meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.
The document that is listed that supports actions for INEL is the
Ellectrometallurgical Treatment Research and Demonstration Project at the
fucl Conditinoning Facllity at ANI-West Environmenial Asscssment This is 11/11.01.08

an EA, not a site-specific EIS like the rest of the documents in the table, It
is disingenuous at best to pass off the EA as anything but an EA. Tirst, the
Electrometaltlurgical Demonstration Project cannot sufficiently support the

11 00 08 Comment Number 8

Comment noted.

1101 08 Comment Number 11

Site-specific NEPA reviews are listed only for purposes of information and
for use in assessing cumulative impacts; there is no intent or suggestion that
the Electrometallurgical Treatment Demonstration EA is an EIS. Should the
Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative be selected in the ROD, further
site-specific environmental analyses would be performed.
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actions that take place in the Disposition PEIS. Its intent is to deal with the
reprocessing of a limited amount of spent fuel. Second, the
Hectrometallurgical EA only examines a demonstration project. Jt does not
address the environmental impacts of disposition or the current waste
management abilities of ANL-W to handle the significant increase in waste
that a disposition alternative would undoubtedly bring. Third. all of the
other supporting documents inTable 1.4-2 are CIS’s, most of them site-
wide EIS’s that attempt to address the major impacts associated with waste
management missions at the other defense sites. ‘Ihere is a major
difference between an EA for a demonstration project and a site-wide EIS.
An EA, especially the Electrometallurgical EA, cannot adequately address
associated impacts let alone justify that 4 mujor action like dispusition can
be sufficiently supported at the INEL site.

Besides that, the current PEIS does not elaborate upon how much
potential plutonium could be disposed of at ANL-W, whether these wastes
would remain in a consistent form (as was a concem of the NAS), and
Argonne’s actual storage capabilities. All of these impacts needed a far
more serious study before the electrometallurgical treatment process
should have even been considered as an option.

‘I'he Disposition PEIS Limits Comments on the

Bectrometallurgical Treatment Process

Possibly one of the most fundamental principles behind the NEPA process
is that an PEIS like this must solicit comments from any interested
individual or group that has a vested interest in the PEIS’s outcome. These
comments mold the final outcome in the Record of Decision. The Alliance
believes that the ability to comment about the future impacts of the
clectrometallurgical treatment process have heen severely compromiscd-if
not totally nullified-by the completely insufficient analysis of the
electrometallurgical treatment process in this PEIS. In fact, the actual
electrometallurgical treatment process is not analyzed within the PCIS.
‘Ihis is evident by the fact that it is not even cited as source in the
references section.

A large part of this might have to do with the obvious fact that the DOE
did not complete its evaluation of the current Elecirometallurgical EA
draft proposal by the time the PEIS was distributed.  DOE cannot excuse
itself from this mere circumstance by stating that, “The National Academy
of Sciences recently completed an evaluation and draft report on this
subject. The results of this evaluation will be considered in the preparation
of the Final Starage and Disposition PFIS.” Well, that just docs not cut it
DOE does not maintain the privilege or the right to withhold ane’s ability to
analyze a proposed project's impact. If the EA is not completed by the
time of the PCIS's publication so that the pubtic cannot make sufficient

| 11/11.01.08
cont.

12/05.03.03

13/01.04.00

14/05.03.08

15/11.01.08

16/08.03.00

050303 Comment Number 12

The Electrometallurgical Treatment Demonstration EA is not being used and
should not be construed as justification for Pu disposition.
Electrometallurgical treatment, which would be performed at any site, is a
reasonable alternative for Pu disposition and is analyzed since all reasonable
alternatives must be analyzed under the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA.

0104 00 Comment Number 13

The PEIS evaluates the disposition of approximately 50 t (55 tons) of Pu for
all of the alternatives considered including the Elcctrometallurgical
Treatment Alternative. The product of electrometallurgical treatment would
be a GBZ material capable of disposal in an NWPA geologic repository for
an indefinite period of time. If this alternative is selected, onsite storage of the
waste forms would have to be provided pending availability of an NWPA
geologic repository.

050308 Comment Number 14

More specific information and clarification regarding the basis for analyzing
the Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative is included in Section 2.4.4.3
of the Final PEIS. The data input for the environmental analysis for the
Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative is reported in reference LLNL
1996b.

11 01 08 Comment Number 15

The Environmental Assessment for the Electrometallurgical Treatment
Technology was in preliminary draft form when the PEIS was ready for
distribution. A review of the preliminary draft indicated that there was no
evidence to support the rejection of the Electrometallurgical Treatment
Alternative as a reasonable alternative for Pu disposition from the
environmental perspective. Section 2.4.4.3 of the PEIS describing the
Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative was revised to provide the results
of the NAS report and to include the decisions made from the
Electrometatlurgical Treatment Demonstration EA.
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comments about a proposed project’s impacts, DOE should realize that this
particular project cannot be anatyzed in this PEIS. And even if DOE does
include the conclusions made by the NAS on the Electrometallurgical EA
demonstration projoct in the final draft, DOF is then confusing reprocessing
a set amount of EBR-11 fuel rods with the proposed electrometallurgical
treatment of plutonium scantily described in the Disposition PEIS. One
would think there is a significant difference between reprocessing spent
fuel and treating surplus plutonium. If DOL proposes to clectrorefine
plutonium while adding cesium-137 as a radioactive barrier in order to
create a new waste form at ANL-West, DOE simply must evaluate that

acuon as a new and unique impact. Not only that, DOE should also evaluate
the cumulative impucts that the current prupusal to electrometallurgically
treat plutonium and the Blectrometaliurgical Demonstration Project might
have together upon the whole INEL complex in a separate PEIS.

DOE Fails to Analyzce the Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed

Action

Under the proposal to build a MOX reactor or evolutionary MOX reactor at
a current DOE site, the DOL properly analyzes the various impacts site by
site. tor instance, the customary NEPA checklist of Land Resources, Site
Infrastructure, Air Quality and Noise, Water Resources, Geology and Soils,
Biological Resources, Cultural anx Paleontological Resources,
Socioeconomics, and Public and Occupauonal Health and Safety are all
applied 1o euch site on @ case by case, individual basis. But when we get to
the most important checklist item for this PEIS, “Waste Management,” the
DOE chooses to analyze this impact generically. Rather than looking at the
waste management impacts at Hanford or Savannah River for example, DOE
provides a generic analysis of the possible impacts for all of the sites. In
one turn, DOE analyzes each site as if they have unique concerns, but then
states that the waste management impacts can be applied to each site as if
the waste management capabilities and the associated impacts are the
same for every sight. DOE knows better than this. Certainly Hanford has
different waste management concerns than Oak Ridge or the INEL. ‘To
claim otherwise illustrates that DOE is not actually willing to elaborate
upon the impacts in this Disposition PEIS, or DOE just does not know what
the impacts might be. Either way, the Dispusition PEIS over and over
again fails to analyze all of the cumulative impacts for each particular
disposition altemative.

This is exacerbated by the fact that in the Disposition PEIS, one site
might host more than onc disposition alternative listed in the PEIS. For
instance, one DOE site could end up vitrifying plutonium while also
implementing a separate program to burn plutonium in a reactor. The
Disposition PLIS does not even Jook at the magnified impacts that would

16/08.03.00
cont.

17/09.11.08

18/01.04.00

080300 Comment Number 16

The Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the Environmental
Assessment of Electrometallurgical Treatment was approved on May 15, 1996
after the public comment period and public meetings. The
electrometallurgical treatment process is analyzed in the PEIS as a reasonable
altcrnative for Pu disposition. The PEIS has a different purpose and need from
that of the limited demonstration for treatment of Experimental Breeder
Reactor (EBR)-II fuel. Should the Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative
be selected in the ROD, further site-specific environmental analyses will be
performed, as appropriate.

091108 Comment Number 17

The waste management analysis assumed generic greenfield facilities for the
disposition alternatives and Consolidation and Collocation Storage
Alternatives to meet programmatic requirements for total storage capacity
and disposition throughput. For the Upgrade Storage Alternative, site-specific
facilities were determined to meet site-specific storage requirements. The
resultant waste generated from each of these facilities was added to the
existing site No Action waste being generated and compared to site waste
management infrastructure (storage, treatment, and disposal capacities). Each
site with a clear adequate capacity or lack of capacity to handle a particular
waste stream was highlighted in the waste management analysis. In the site
selection process, DOE will consider the experience and current waste
management infrastructure of all the sites. Coordination of all waste activities
being proposed at each site is being done by DOE’s Waste Management
Program. The cumulative impacts section of the PEIS has a site-specific
analysis for waste management of storage alternatives. A generic disposition
cumulative impacts section was added in Section 4.7 of the PEIS for the

- disposition alternatives. Site-specific disposition waste management

cumulative impact analyses will be performed in future tiered NEPA
documents, as appropriate.
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occur if two or more alternatives are implemented at one DOE site. Waste

management concerns should not just address what types of wastes will be

generated, but how each site can accommodate future storage of wastes on

top of the wastes that are alrcady managed at all of the affected DOF. sites. 17/09.11.08
These decisions cannot be made in a vacuum. Past expertise in dealing cont

with similar waste forms should be considered in this analysis. If and .

when DOE decides upon a course of action, the PLIS that justifies the action

has to take into account past experiences. For instance, if DOE decides

upon collocation, the final PES must fully examine past experiences of the

Oak Ridge and Pantex complexes in their struggles to deal with

consolidation of their stockpiles of materials. I mistakes were made in the

past, DOE cannot deny that these problems could arise aygain o impact

various sites. In September 1994, DOE found over 1,300 violations or

noncomformances for the handling and storage of HEU at the Oak Ridge

Reservation. DOFE's infrastructure has not changed dramatically since those

storage problems were identificed at the Oak Ridge Reservation. I

anything, spending for the DOE has been on the decline since September 19/09.02.08

1994. The same infrastructure that allowed these problems to occur is the

same infrastructure (with fewer resources at hand) that will be

implementing a disposition policy. Hence, problems that have occurred in

the past could arise as problems in the future.

Conclusion

The Snake River Alllunce would like 1o emphasize that we believe the
disposition of weapons-usable material is an extremely important mission
for this country to embark upon. Disposing of this material so it meets a
spent fuel standard is at least a step in the right directon. But rather
than implementing options that arc discussed in the Draft PFIS, DOF should
direct itself 1o action that would remedy the current problem at hand. The
construction of a pilot vitirification plant to demonstrate the safe
stabilization of plutonium residues, for example, would not preciude DOLC 20/08.03.00
from implementing other strategies considered in the PEIS. 'The
implementation of such a project would instead send the positive signal
that DOE is resolved to address the disposition problem as well as
addressing current pressing environmenal and health issues.

In conclusion, the Department has a significant amount of work ahead
before it can produce an adequate Draft PEIS on the storage and
disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials. The document at hand is
wocfully inadequate and flawed. At this point the Department should
provide another opportunity for public comment after the concerns
previously mentioned in our comments have been adequately acidressed in
a revised Draft PEIS. Nothing less than a fully sufficient NCPA analysis

T DS R — e e i

0104 00 Comment Number 18

The possibility of more than one alternative being selected for disposition is
discussed in Section 2.5.2.1 of the Draft PEIS. The Final PEIS identifies the
impacts associated with a hybrid alternative consisting of more than one
technology. The Final PEIS also examines combined impacts for storage plus
disposition for the Preferred Alternative.

09 02 08 Comment Number 19

The Y-12 Plant currently stores HEU in several facilities, all located within
the Plant’s PA. Category I and Category II quantities of HEU (as defined by
DOE Order 5633.3B, Control and Accountability of Nuclear Materials) are
stored in Material Access Areas (MAAs). Within each specific MAA, the
HEU is stored within properly designed and built vaults or vault-type rooms.
These existing storage facilities meet current security and ES&H regulations
and requirements. Under the No Action Alternative for ORR, DOE is
committed to maintaining these facilities to ensure safe operation for the
balance of the facilities useful lives. For the other reasonable storage and
disposition alternatives, compliance with all applicable ES&H requirements
is an integral and important part of each storage or disposition facility design.

080300 Comment Number 20

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for a
vitrification pilot plant. Decisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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SOUTHWEST RESEARCH AND INFORMATION CENTER
PO. Box 4524 ARuguergue, NM 7108 $03-193-1882  PAX: $03.262-1084

June 7, 1996

United States Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear People,

These comments are in addition to oral comments made by Don
HKancock in Amarillo, Texas on April 22 and to the letter signed
by SRIC and numerous other organizations and sent to Secretary
O'Leary on May 6.

SRIC strongly believes that the Draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PEIS) on the Storage and Disposition of
Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials is fatally flawed and must be
substantially revised and reissued for additional public comment
before it can be used for decisions about storage or disposition
of fissile materials,

Safe and verifiable storage and disposal of surplus plutonium and
highly-enriched uranium i3 onc of the most urgent.and significant
international security matters of cur time. However, precipitous
decisions about disposition based on inadequate technical, cost,
and proliferation information will likely exacerbate existing
deficiencies in handling of fissile materials, thereby making the
difficulties of implementing any decisions even greater.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) dictates that DOE
present a credible and accurate discussion of reasonable
alternatives in its review of this issue. Further, the potential
conzxequences of an inappropriate decision compel DOE to
demonstrate better than its normal quality of NEPA performance -
ensuring particularly that the nonproliferation and cumulative
impacts of its decision are soundly addressed. The current Draft
PEIS meets neither of these standards.

Regarding disposition, it i{a clear from DOE’s research bias
toward mixed oxide (MOX) fuel and reactor technologies that the
draft PEIS and DOE's policy are being driven by the desires of
the nuclear industry to gain politically and economically by
receiving government subsidies such as free fuel for existing
reactors and federal funding for new reactors. The NEPA process

should not be hijacked by such pork barrel politics.

1/08.00.00

2/01.02.00

B e o N e N

08 00 00 Comment Number 1

Although DOE is committed to public input and openness, DOE does not
contemplate additional public comment on this PEIS. Public comments have
already been received in scoping and public meetings. The comment period
for the PEIS was extended to 92 days; in addition, technical, cost, schedule,
and nonproliferation analyses were released for public comment.

0102 00 Comment Number 2

The alternatives analyzed in the PEIS were determined through a screening
process that included public input on the selection criteria. This process was
not politically or institutionally biased.
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010100 Comment Number 3 3
Given the difficulties in making and 1-€gmntinqugi:;c>oixgion P\ s
4 th t decade or more, e real p n S
i’ﬁﬁ:f—i‘.’:foa:i tc:u:.:n fissile materials will be their storage, 3/01.01.00 Comment noted. E
whether DOE considers such storage “interim® or “"long-term.* 2,1 S
Thus, an adequate draft PEIS should provide a comprehensive look S =
at all reasonable alternatives and their environmental impacts. 01 04 00 C tN b 4 Y '5
n .
I. However, the draft PEIS ia seriously defictient in its omme umber ~ =
consideration of alternatives: Combined foi d (P he M WSA iginall m Q
- -

* it fails to consider all reasonable alternatives for the 9m‘ ine slorage o p1ts and non p?t lfa“ ¢ Manzano was Orl‘gm? y %) E
long-term storage of weapons-usable fissile materials, eliminated as a reasonable alternative in the Draft PEIS. After considering )
particularly plutonium pits. Currently, in the Pantex i A X R Q
Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement, the Department - separate storage of pits from non-pit Pu, the option to store these pits at the S
acknowledges that interim storage of pits at Department of g
Defense (DOD) facilities, specifically at Kirtland Air Force Manzano WSA no longer appears unreasonable. The Manzano WSA was o
Base’s Manzano Weapons Storage Area, i3 a reasonable alternativae R K ) A 1
vhich sust be analyzed in the EIS. The DOD is also a cooperating evaluated in the Pantex EIS and Section 2.1.3 of the Final PEIS. The Final <
agency in that Pantex EIS. The Draft PEIS rejects this . . i N t
alcernative for long-term storage of pits although it is clearly PEIS was revised to clarify the consideration of the Manzano WSA for 8
Lotein. DOD facllities Sheuid be iaciened ro oTeersalSl, cires bined d a description of the WSA was included in Appendix P. x

nter . .
and DOD should be a cooperating agency in a revised and re-issued combine slorage, anda CSCI‘lleOn ofthe was included in ppen X £ "
draft PEIS. . . . .
The draft PEIS (p. 2-§) briefly dismisses the Manzano site 4/01.04.00 Other non-DOE sites '(lnf:ludlng DoD sites) were cons@ered in the Screening
because of the need to provide long-term storage of plutoniua in Report, and were eliminated because of cost effectiveness, ES&H, and
Raneting Pivtoniuk oe T piy fLouhconcemme” sascciiced ik blic/institutional h iding ad
metropolitan Albvquerque sfas. = ovevel. cont ihuing. storage or public/institutional acceptance concerns, with no overriding a vantages
pits for longer than the 5-10 years considered in the Fante : 1sti 1 F 1 1
Gealt Eis i3 clesriy both s ressonsbis alcermative pud iy ey compared to existing DOE sites already safeguarding nuclear materials,
likely to occur in any case. Thus, the draft PEIS msust include i i 1
23 8 reasonsble srorye sicernitit. Raving pite stored inmoir Under these circumstances, DoD was not included as a cooperating agency.
form and storing other plutonium in non-pit forms in a separate
facility or at another site.
Of particular interest i3 the ability of the Manzano Weapons 020008 Comment Number 5
:to:aqengn to st:;e pits for lonqet'th:x; 5-10 years. Since the
raft P states at 3 new storage facility would have to be
built for long-ters storage at any of the DOE sites, the The PEIS assumes that all surplus Pu at Hanford, INEL, Pantex, SRS,
poss ty that the existing Manzano site (ana potentially other
Dop siten) could be used for pit storage (even F not suieaple RFETS, and LANL has been transformed to a stable form that meets the DOE
or other forms of plutonium) must ully considered. . O .

Standard Criteria for Safe Storage of Pu Metals and Oxides (DOE-STD-

* It fails to consider alternstives for storage containers for . oy .
plutonium. Only one contalner, which is not yet certified, is 3013-94) for materials greater than 50-percent Pu. Stabilization of the
analyzed in this document despite the fact that this containar is 5/02.00.08 . . s . .
fot appropriate for storsge of plutonium in all of the variety of material and the impacts are not within the scope of this PEIS. The material
forms in which it currently zesides throughout the complex. A . . . . .
range of adequate containers must be examined in order to ensure would be stored in containers consistent with the transportation of the
that plutonium stabilization and storags can be done safely. . . . . .

materials on or to the site. Containers analyzed for storage of pits include the
FL container (currently certified) and the AT-400 (currently under review for
certification). Material would not be moved and stored in the AT-400A
container without proper certification. Other containers were analyzed for the
transportation of other Pu materials (for example, the BUSS R-1 cask for As
and the MO-1 for MOX fuel).

e -
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¢ It fails to consider alternatives that would promote full
international inspection of all surplus plutonium and highly
enriched uranium. Such an alternative must be considered
reasonable since it is expressly included in the President’s
Nonproliferation policy (p. A-2). Analysis of the alternative
should include the ease or difficulty of such international
inspection at various sites. For exsmple, how could
international inspection be done in Zone 12 at Pantex, the area
designsted for many long-term storage activities, which will also
continue to be the weapons assembly/disassembly area, and which
presumably would not be open to internstional inspection? Are
DOE sites which do not have a Defenass Programs mission more
easily opened to international inspection? How could DOD sites
be subject to international inapection?

I1. Tho draft PEIS is also severely deficient in its analysis of
environmental impacts:

* it fails to conaider fully activities associated with
the processing and interis storage of plutonium and highly
enriched ursnium that will be required to transition this
material from its current status at various sites around the
complex to the preferred form(s) for long-term storage. The
draft PEIS seems to presume that such processing and repackaging
receives comprehensive NEPA coverage in some other document (s).
That is not the case. Instead, the various existing NEPA
documents considering interim stabilization and storage are
incomplete. There has been no comprehensive analysis of the
stabilization and storage issues, an analysis that should be
included in the PEIS.

* It fails to consider comprehensively all of the existing
surplus plutonium. Some of the existing surplus plutonium is
not, in fact, $included in the PE1S, although the draft PEIS says
it is (p. 1-2). For example, some of the 11.9 metric tons of
surplus plutonjum at Rocky Flats has been inappropriately
excluded {rom the draft PEIS. Some of thesze materials are being
analyzed in the Draft Eavironmental Assessment for Solid Residue
Treatment, Repackaging, and Storage, DOE-EA-1120, March 1996.
That EA is not even listed in the draft PEIS as a related
document (p. 1-8). The table on that page also is a vivid,
though incomplete, description of the fragmented NEPA process
that DOE is engaged fin.

A related matter is that for the disposition alternstives, all
material is assumed to be in a form suitadble for shipping (p. 4
779}. However, the environmental and worker impacts of
processing those materials into such a form is not included in
the draft PEIS, nor in any other NEPA document.

6/01.06.00

7/01.01.00

8/01.00.00

9/10.00.00

01 06 00 Comment Number 6

The discussion of inspectability by the IAEA is shown in Chapter 1, pages
1-5 and 1-6 of the PEIS.

010100 Comment Number 7

As described in Chapter 1 of the PEIS, DOE has an ongoing program to
stabilize non-pit materials containing Pu and miscellancous uranium
materials to meet the requirements of the Plutonium Vulnerability
Management Plan. The NEPA coverage for stabilization of the weapons-
usable fissile materials is beyond the scope of this PEIS, since the PEIS
addresses only separated materials. The management of materials
stabilization activities, including any NEPA analysis that might be required,
is being conducted under the DOE’s Environmental Management program in
accordance with DNFSB Recommendation 94-1 Site Corrective Action
plans.

01 00 00 Comment Number 8

This PEIS addresses the storage and disposition of separated materials
including residues (of greater than 50-percent Pu by volume), scrap, and other
materials that have been stabilized. The processes and facilities required to
achieve stabilization are addressed in other NEPA documents. A discussion
of RFETS residues and their treatment appears in Chapter 1 of the PEIS.
Reference to the Solid Residues Treatment, Repackaging, and Storage at the
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site Environmental Assessment, and
FONSI is included in Section 1.1.1 of the PEIS.

10 00 00 Comment Number 9

Under the No Action Alternative, DOE sites with surplus Pu (Hanford, INEL,
Pantex, and SRS) would continue to store Pu-bearing materials in storage
vaults and other similar facilities. All Pu materials will be stabilized and
repackaged, as necessary, to ensure safe storage. The cleanout, stabilization,
and storage of readily retrievable Pu materials are being addressed in several
NEPA documents (for example, the Plutonium Finishing Plant Stabilization
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EIS at Hanford, the Pantex EIS for Pantex, the Interim Management of

* In its analysis for various sites, the draft PELS focuses

only on the particular area of the site that would be used for Nuclear Materials EIS at SRS, and the RFETS Interim Storage EIS) as well
storage or disposition, rather than comprehengivel ooking at . . . .

the other activitics at & sics chan could affect storsge. oo 10/11.00.08 as DNFSB Recommendation 94-1 Site Corrective Action Plans. Therefore,
disposition. For exaaple, at Pantex, it fails to discuss how the . . . .

on-going weapons activities in Zone 12 could conflict with the impacts from these actions are not included in the PEIS.

plutonium storage.

® The analysis of environmental impacts at all sites is

Severely limited by the “pre-design” information regarding 11 00 08
buildings and facilities (p. B-1 and C-1}. The draft PEIS tries

to excuse this flaw as regards disposition decisions by stating “/11 0008
h i U a-1). . . . .. ... . .
ﬁm'.:v:'g,'.iéﬁqdﬁﬁé::ZZ.’,.'.’,{%;"E;:‘.’:.“,‘,;:’i;ﬁ:‘fté‘:.qz,1;0 the . Discussions of ongoing and anticipated activities at various DOE sites and
i he . el . .
fmpacs of '.’:oi:‘;i“.’ﬁﬁ,‘.".?‘éﬁ'oi::i':i’{,:’x‘ﬁg‘L‘i proposes missions how these activities would affect the environmental resources at the sites are

of Sach fite must ba fully considered. given under the title “Cumulative Impacts” in Section 4.7 of the PEIS.

Comment Number 10

SIFd 10Ul SJOUAD piss
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* The environmental impacts of particular activities,
specifically related to plutonium conversion and MOX fuel

facilities, are grossly underestimated. For example, the draft Ongoing assembly and disassembly activities at Pantex occur in bays, cells,
convarsion o The baseline e ironmentar ﬁ:::?:‘.m Bperacionnn™™ | 12/09.00.08 and special purpose facilities. Storage activities would occur in building
?EEE;EE::E: :ééz?gzsgskgf:zgﬁzgﬁ_?S;FI.SE{,;:E%:&EZEEJSZ' 12-66, a new consolidation or a new collocation facility. Building 12-66 is
Possibility of future problems. currently being used for warehouse activities, and the use of it would not

* It falls to irclude in its analysis of disposition conflict with assembly and disassembly activities. Storage activities at Pantex
eposal of Biyhopiovorteas Tnificant impacts resuteina g ine, are currently being done in Zone 4. Appendix Q has been added to the Final
econonie. ue 9-?’1".?:ﬁ:i::::n:ff“g:;cs3‘:::1;:? the drafc PEIS PEIS to describe storage of RFETS pits in Zone 4. Zone 4 has adequate
HOX. fuer Tained by the Wetional Seclository disposal of spent 13/09.11.08 capacity for pits currently at Pantex and RFETS.

Reactor Options study of plutonium disposition. For instance,
DOE fails to consider the higher thermal pover of MOX spent fuel
and its implications for the cost and safety of a high-leve} 1
vaste repository. The failure to consider issues raised by the

NAS study is all the more egregious because the DOE has 1100 08 Comment Number 1
repeatedly stated that it would be guided by the NAS studjes on

plutoenium disposition. DOE should also carefull address the 1 1t 1 1 ili
Potentially greater consequences of an acesamms o odress th | 14/09.09.08 For disposition without the conceptual design of a facility, there would not be

loadad with MOX fuel. A more thorough analysis of MOX use would ; H 1 1l
Taine signiticant eancemneoun o ST analyais of HOX use vould a detall.ed estimate of the various gfﬂuent relea.lses from the f'amlnty, and hence,
no basis for a more detailed environmental impact analysis of the releases.

reprocessing and long-term U.S. policy regarding reliance on the ’ 15/01.00.00
plutonium fuel cycle.

s The site ‘specific snalysis i3 often wrong. For axample, page For long-term storage, analysis of the existing and anticipated activities at
4-727 states that at Pantex "no groundwater would be withdrawn M 1 1 M 1vity +
for the project from the Aquiferc for €onstraction ema ohoroeron l 16/09.04.04 each candidate site and the potential impacts of these activities on the various

of evolutionary LWR. That atatement 1s, of course, totally wrong

environmental resources at the site is given under the title Cumulative
Impacts in Section 4.7 of the PEIS.

09 00 08 Comment Number 12

An evaluation of disposition alternatives was completed for representative
sites. These representative sites have been identified for the analysis of the
range of environmental consequences. These sites include Hanford, NT S,
INEL, Pantex, ORR, and SRS. Additionally, some disposition facilities
(specifically those involving the deep borehole complex, generic MOX fuel
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fabrication, and use of existing or partiaily completed LWRs) do not lend

since all water for construction and operation of any such i 1 1 1 1 art 1
e ALl e T vould come from the ogallals aquifer, Just as 16/09.04.04 lhemselv'es' to specific site analysis at th1§ time. Therefore, generic site
all water currently used at Pantex comes from Ogallala wells. cont. characteristics have been developed for environmental evaluations of these

* The accident analysls for various scenarios 1s seriously 1lities i cite- 1 16 1 N
srtorataned. “"Tor onarple. the SvALuSCion basis sccident in'a HOK facilitics. DOE will conduct site-specific ticred NEPA analyses in the future,
fuel fabrication facility is a 10-kilogram plutonium source at 1 - 13 citeo M : fetire
T faDcat o e eran roleased (3, M-289). Given the as required, that will utilize site-specific environmental characteristics before
inexperience of U.S. workers, the uncertainties about design and H Tt1 M 1e te_ H H -
randiing, the lack of regulatory requirements, and the far larger a disposition site is selected. Site-specific environmental analyses for Pu
quantities than 10 xilograms of plutonium that would be in the 3 1t H H H .
B Siven time, o more severa accident scenario wich disposition will be addressed in the next tiered NEPA documents.

a much larger source term and larger relesases must be included.

SRIC also does not feel that an adequate basis has been 17/09.09.08 . . .
e blished to exclude several “anle ’?e”:dz:;?g"r:" i ‘ The National Laboratories, which developed the data reports that were used
cident scenarios™ for a MOX facility (p. M- . e analysis . . .
B e ired Lo include larger SOurce term amounts and more ‘ to develop the environmental impacts related to Pu conversion and MOX fuel
sevare accidents which relesse larger volumes of plutonium- facilities, did use previous Pu processing experience. Laboratory experts used
Similarly, the same 10-kilogram lutonium source is used ‘for . . . . . .
"dd"ty'cm"i" for .dpmtonh’;,. convarsion taciitey (o M- their knowledge of the physical, chemical, and radiological properties of Pu
369) . Once again, SRIC does not agree t at there is cre e . . - - Al . .
analysis to Justify exclusion of "beyond evaluation Dasis® {0 determine potential release fractions during normal and accident situations,
accident scanariof nox that more serious accidents are not ) and worker and population exposures. This knowledge also included process
« The positive environmental and nenprolifaration effects of parameters such as the quantity of the material at risk, process flow rates (for
international inspection and other transparency measures are . vy .
iSnii.a 1o the draft PETS. 'rh; document says tl;at sone of the example, the quantity of Pu that could be stabilized or converted into MOX
ials included "may be subject® to ateral or internationa .
Tra\:;:z:i:n ?;.UI—S) . ?lovov:r, reqular international inspection 18/01.06.00 per year), and the number of workers rcqu1rcd.
would dramatically increase the confidence of people worldwide
regarding the status of surplus weapons-usable fissile materials
and that the U.S. ia not using such materials for weapons-related
activities. 09 11 08 Comment Number 13
« It contains no cost estimates and no detailed design . . o ) ) )
fnformation on buildings and facilities. Such infornition s The NAS report on the disposition of Pu was used in the screening cvaluation
necessary both to identify reasonable alternatives and their ) )
environmental impacts. But that information will Bov process to form the basis for options evaluated for both long-term storage and
be available to the public until wall after the public comment i - g
period on the draft PEIS ends. SRIC believes that such disposition. The NAS report established a Stored Weapons Standard and
information is essential to the public discussion and must be 19/08.00.00 .
aade available with the revised draft PEIS. Indo.c.!, in the Spcnt Fue] Standard used in the PEIS
Final EIS on Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy
Concerning Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel, the . . . . )
Department did snalyze and compare costs of alvernatives, Appendix H of the PEIS provides a comparative analysis of the various Pu
Similarly, in the draft Stockpile Stewardship and Management ) g ) ) .
PETS, DOE/ETS-023¢, February 1996, DOE used cost projections s 2 waste forms for potential disposal in an NWPA-HLW repository. This
major determining ‘factor in assessing alternatives. 1 e l d h th l h ) o< fMOX ) d
analysis includes the thermal characteristics o versus uranium oxide
fuel.
O
S
09 09 08 Comment Number 14 3
[wTL)
The event description, probability, source terms, and the human health g 2
impacts from the potential accidents for the evolutionary reactors using UO, >
) .. . - T a R
fuels are presented in the PEIS. The similar analysis for the existing, partially < =
W completed and evolutionary LWRs with MOX fuels are conducted and 3 3
l SRS
00 included in the PEIS. 8 =
o0 Y @
W
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* It neglects to provide any analysis of the proliferation
impacts of the various alternatives considered for the long-term
storage of plutonium and highly enriched uranium and the
disposition options for plutonium. The proliferation impacts are
crucial factors in any decisions to be made regarding these
weapons-usable materials and, as such, they must be examined in
the PEIS. Once again, DOE 15 ignoring its own NEPA precedents
whers proliferation has been a key element in NEPA documents.
(Nonproliferation concerns were included in the Final PEIS for
Tritium.) MHere too, the DOE has failed to consider the issues
raised in the 1994 and 19393 NAS studies on plutonium disposition.

Further, the possibility of international verification
{tranaparency) and conformity to international safeguards must
waigh heavily in DOE’s final decisions about storage and
disposition. When the environmental impacts, prolifaration
risks, and the total costs of MOX are fully considered, we
believe that the Department would reject that alternative. Since
other means to safely handle excess plutonium exist, the proposed
use of MOX as & means of plutonium disposition should be flatly
rejected as unreasonable.

111. Other comments

1. A positive comment is that the metric conversion chart (p.
xxvii) and metric prefixes (p. xxviii) are helpful. They should
be regularly included in other DOE documents.

2. The numerous references cited in the text but not included in
the reference list are a significant problem. SRIC had to make
several calls to the Office of Fissile Materials and talk with a
contractor before being informed that the reference cites werae in
error. Likewise, numerous references are several years old and
obsclete. The fact that more recent analyses are being done and
may ba included in the final PEIS (as SRIC was informed) is not
helpful in analyzing the draft PEIS. Since apparently additional
time is needed to complete more up-to-date documents, revising
and re-issuing a draft PEIS would allow those more recent
documents to be used in the preparation of the draft PEIS.

3. Another example of the sloppy work is in the table of
contents of Volume 1, which omits more than 100 pages of the
document! Section 2.5.2 on Disposition alternatives and its 119
pages is not even listed in the table of contents. And section
2.6, the prefarred alternative is listed as being on p. 2-159,
when in reality it is page 2-258.

4. The draft PEIS ahould describe the size and subject matter
contained in the classified appendix (pp. 4-771, 4-781) so that
the interested reader could have a better idea of how essential
it i{s to the overall understanding of the issues relevant to the
drafr PEIS. If the classified appendix is necessary to gain a

20/01.06.00

21/08.03.01

22/16.00.00

23/09.00.08

24/16.00.00

25/10.03.00

01 00 00 Comment Number 15

The nonproliferation aspects of each alternative evaluated in the PEIS were
addressed in a separate nonproliferation analysis issued by DOE in late 1996.
If the use of MOX fuel in reactors is selected as the disposition approach, the
MOX fuel fabrication plant would be shut down at the completion of the
disposition mission. Furthermore, the spent fuel from the use of MOX would
not be reprocessed; therefore, residual Pu would not be separated.

09 04 04 Comment Number 16

The statement cited concerns the perched aquifer beneath Pantex. It is correct
in noting that no groundwater will be withdrawn from this aquifer. The text
in Section 4.3.5.4.4 of the Final PEIS was changed from “near surface
3quifer” to the ““perched aquifer.”

09 09 08 Comment Number 17

The accident scenarios for Pu storage and disposition, including the accident
frequency and the source term released to environment, were developed
based on the best available information. Although not all potential accidents
were addressed, those that were postulated have consequences and risks that
are expected to envelop the consequences and risks of an operating facility.
Some of the “beyond evaluation basis” accidents were analyzed in the PEIS.
It is believed that no other credible accidents with expected frequency of
occurrence larger than 1.0x1077 per year are anticipated that will have
consequences and risks larger than those described in this PEIS. The
background information for the accident scenario development is
documented in the respective data reports prepared for the Pu storage and
disposition program by National Laboratories.

01 06 00 Comment Number 18

Analysis of the Nonproliferation Policy impacts of all the PEIS alternatives,
including international inspection, is presented in a separate document to
support DOE’s ROD. This document was available for public review in
October 1996,
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PAGE 7 OF 9
08 00 00 Comment Number 19
full understanding of the environmental impacts of any l 25/10.03.00
altecrnative, that should also be stated in che draft FELS: cont. In the interest of openness and more informed decisionmaking, DOE released

on the storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials.

$88-¢

I1V. These concerns make clear that the Department has much work
to do before it can produce even a minimally adequate Draft PEIS

Until a revised draft PEIS is issued for public

comment, a final PEIS is {ssued, and a Record of Decision is
released, the Department cannot make programmatic decisions

regarding long-ters storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials.

5. sS4 he draft PEIS fer i - . .
3 enenie fully descrive dons Mot A Prosid be vsed co | 26/08.03.00 Technical Summary Reports to the public as soon as they became available.
1 1 ti . . . . . - -
e rcpristeness and -:ff;n:?n;hﬁa?ihﬁﬁéigec:ﬁgnf°mm on the Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, were provided in Technical
6. while real cost and design information is not availabl Summary Reports of both storage and dis osition in the summer of 1996.
¢ : 4 g x i 10! n T e, the
[} EIS b h i . . H s . H
n::e:s:’ry statement :?’m:‘:ﬁ;:c:??.u:."é: fiic.::‘f;n:fm?ftu Results of the nonproliferation analysis were made available in the fall of
i h h mbe d . . H .
e N e M ovions point, O o the socioscononics 1996. Each of these analyses along with the environmental analysis and
analysis for Pantex (pages 4-202 to 4-206) makes 2 numbe r [ : . . " [ .
Snqualified, and Sotaily incredible, T e *Even though the public input will be integrated into DOE's decisionmaking process.
actual jobs required for construction and the actual operational
jobs are unknown, the draft PEIS includes precise numbers (a 27/09 08.08
range for both gircct :nd indirect jobs would be :OI‘Q technically -
appropriate) . he draft PEIS also contains specific amounts
about how the regional economy. lnciuding unemployment, would be 01 06 00 Comment Number 20
affected by the upgrade, consolidation, and collocation
;}f:;;'::r:; t:"gh:‘;};‘;‘::}:qigczggmg;'ggl';gge;gt;gg g‘;:éigﬁg In addition to the environmental analysis of the storage and disposition
certainly exist in Ebe L frece capioyment, the fact chat alternatives identified in this PEIS, DOE conducted technical, schedule, cost
_ ;;;g‘agz“:;";ﬁg?:vgigggﬁ’ ey At T e mot and nonproliferation analyses to assure an adequate basis for a ROD. These
stated. analyses were published as separate documents and were made available to
T e e decade PEIS e supposed to discuss oty the public for review and comment beginning in July 1996 for the technical,
ignores that reality. Among other things, it assumes current 3 1
dgnores ChAC Teal it omte conditions. 1t also assumes current cost, and schedule analyses and October 1996 for the nonproliferation
permitting requirements, even when permits have a considerably analysis
shorter lifetime. TFor example, the draft PEIS assumes continued 28/09 00.08 ’
open burning and discharges to playas even though those actions e
e e Ly O it izans who. want o liminate cpen The United States has placed some of its weapons-usable materials under
ot M e e b0 to unlined ditches and PAd et To prase JAEA safeguards and is continuing efforts to make more available to IAEA.
out open burning and discharges into unlined ditches and playas. 1 18t 1 1 i
O open B aave scenarios are included in the Pl b4y DOE is also assisting Russia with efforts to create new storage capacity and

to establish new control and accountability capabilities for existing storage
facilities. Through these efforts, there is hope to encourage greater
international commitment to IAEA inspections.

08 03 01 Comment Number 21

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.

16 00 00 Comment Number 22

Comment noted.
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However, SRIC urges DOE to continue activities which can

prepare the Department to makes its best possible decisions. We
want to be explicit that we do not believe our concerns need to
delay the construction of a pilot plant for the immobilization of
Plutonium wastes by vitrification. Construction of a pilot plant
is not programmatic, and therefors doss not require NEPA analysis
in a programmatic document. Moving forward with a pilot
vitrification plant will signal the Department’s resolve to
disposition plutonium rather than to stockpile it, as well as to
address some existing environmental, health, and safety issues.

29/08.03.00

Moving forward will also provide additional information about the
Particulars of immobilization of plutonium in glass; information
that would be useful in preparing an adequste draft PEIS. And,
since the Department already realizes that some of its plutonium
will not be a candidate for conversion to MOX fuel under any
circumstances, construction of a pilot vitrification plant will
enable the Department to address at least some of this material
in a timely and effective way.

Sincerely,

fe I 4

Don Hancock

09 00 08 Comment Number 23

‘The most current data available was used for the analyses and development of
sections in the Draft PEIS prior to its publication. The Final PEIS has been
revised to reflect updated data and additional information received since the
publication of the Draft. References to this updated information are reflected
in the reference chapter of the Final PEIS.

16 00 00 Comment Number 24

Comment has been noted. Changes were made to the Table of Contents and
are reflected in the Final PEIS.

1003 00 Comment Number 25

The foreword acknowledges the Classified Appendix and includes a brief
description of its content. The technical factors discussed in the appendix are
classified.

08 03 00

Between the issuance of the Draft and Final PEIS, DOE has obtained
supplemental information from a variety of sources in addition to the
environmental analyses. One of these sources is the public. Further
information was obtained from technical, cost, schedule, and nonproliferation
analyses performed separate from the environmental analysis. The
information provided by all of these sources was used to determine the
Preferred Alternative and will be integrated into DOE’s decisionmaking
process. The ROD will describe the basis for the decision.

Comment Number 26

09 08 08 Comment Number 27

The socioeconomic analysis is based on the best available data. DOE
National Laboratories have developed manpower estimates for the
construction and operation of each of the Proposed Alternatives. Employment
multipliers from RIMS II, developed by BEA, are used to estimate total

SIdd 1puld SIPLSIDRY 2)1551.4
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employment impacts. The approach used in the Draft PEIS is a widely
accepted methodology for estimating the potential impacts of public and
private sector projects on regional economies. The job estimates are used to
determine whether a project can be accommodated in a regional economy
without stressing the available labor and housing markets. For Proposed
Actions involving downsizing or termination of existing missions, the
multipliers are used to estimate total job loss for the affected region.

09 00 08 Comment Number 28

Future activities in the PEIS are analyzed by projecting and modeling current
environmental and economic conditions and data. This analysis does not
project current permitting requirements nor postulate possible additional
regulatory requirements which may arise that could have an affect on future
programs at analyzed sites.

08 03 00 Comment Number 29

The Department of Energy recognizes the commentor’s support for an
immobilization pilot plant. However, the need for NEPA analysis of such a
pilot plant will be determined dependent upon the disposition alternative
selected.

sasuodsay puv
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Mexico, my number is (505)262-1862. I have several pages of comments that I wanted to fax in,

bart this line doesn’t seem to work 83 a fax line even though it was advertised and is included in

the cover sheet of the PEIS as being a fax line as well. So, my comment is that it should also be a 1/08.02.00
fax line, and I have faxed my comments to the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition at the 202

mumber and expect that they'll be fully considered. Thank you very much.

J,  SOUTHWEST RESEARCH AND INFORMATION CENTER, 2L
%  ALBUQUERQUE, NM, DON HANCOCK <N
PAGE10OF 1 ; °§
83

08 02 00 Comment Number 1 s

Q

Dute Received.  06/12/96 Comment noted. &g
Comment ID: POO4S o
Name: Don Hancock XTI
Address: & S
Transcription: P

: S,

This is Don Hancock at Southwest Research and Information Center in Albuquerque, New “ s
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Comments of
SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY
Amarillo, Texss
to
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Re: Drafts
Programmatic Envil nal Impact S 14
for Stockpite Stewardship and Msnsgement, February 1998

Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operstion of the Pantex Plant
and Associsted Storage of Nuclear Wespon Components, March 1998

snd
Storege and Disposition
of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materisls, February 1996

Msy 7, 1998
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PAGE2 OF 9

Southwestern Public Service Company is the investor-owned electric anergy
provider to the Pantex Plant, near Amarillo, Texas, and to approximately 367,600
other customers {(about one miltion persons) in the Panhandle and South Plains of
Texas, eastern end southeastern New Mexico, the Okishoma Panhandle, and
southwestern Kensas. SPS through the past several years has been an attentive
and active participant in United States Department of Energy public information/
participstion activities related to DOE nuclear complex planning.

1. SPS actively supports the interasts of Pantex and Pantex employees — so
long as those interests are coincident with protection and improvement of
environmentsl conditions in the Pantex region of influence and with prudent and
rational national defense policies and strategies.

2. At this juncture In the proposed and appropriste downsizing of the
nuclear complax, we again strongly encourage the Department and Administration
to predicste all sctions related to the nuclear complex on the conservative
sssumption that at least rogue-state or terroristic nuclear sggression against the
United States is probable.

U.S. vigilance and nuclear preparedness are key to coexistence with mad
nations and persons.

In turn, the Pantex Plant is, uniquely, a key to economically efficient

continuing nuclear preparedness.

SPS’s turther commaents today on the three major draft environmental impact

statements under review intentionally are brief. We forego repstition of comments

filed with the Department in the past, and concentrate on issues of particular

relevance to appropriate future missions for Pantex:

- e it

SIHd 1vul S]OMAD P 2115511

2]qus)-suodpapg fo uonrsodsiq puv 28v401g




168—¢

SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY, AMARILLO, TX,
WILLIAM T. CRENSHAW

PAGE 3 OF 9
080301 Comment Number 1
3. Fundamental to DOE’s further consideration of the roles Pantex should
play relative to the changing missions of the nuclear complex is the unequivoasl The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of Pantex.
racognition thet even accumuistively, thers would be NO significant adverse 1/08.03.01 Decisions related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon
environmental impacts from retention and potential expansion of the variety of environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
missions possible for Pantex. considerations, and public input.
The summaries of the relevant draft EISs do not report this fundamental
conclusion explicitly; rather, in some instances, the uum:\p:mt misrepresent that 09 00 08 Comment Number 2
conclusion, reporting, instead, sffectively minuscule environmentsl potentialities Based on comments received, the Summary of the Draft PEIS was revised.
that are characterized asz “adverse” only becsusse they do not equate to measurable 2/09.00.08 The bar charts providing the comparison of impac[s for both storage and
“banefita.” We suggest the rote language of EISs should be expanded to recognize disposition were deleted from the Summary. The related text was revised to
effectively neutral outcomes (not merely “beneficial” or “adverse” consequences). clarify the Comparison of impacts and to delete reference to “adverse”
impacts.

However, the underlying draft statements themsslves are conclusive in
regards to the actual insignificance of “adverse” potential impacts of expanded
missions at Pantex. Moreover, DOE and consultant representatives in public

meetings in Amarlilo publicly and explicitly ack ledged that fundamental

conclusion (see, especially, transcript of Aprit 23, 1998, morning discussions).

Because the Department, through its representatives in Amarifio on April 23,
committed to highlighting, in the subject Final Environmental Impact Statements,

this fund ! and irrefutabl clusion about the actust insignificance of any
asdverse envi i imp of k d miwsi at Pantex, Southwestern wiil
not enumerste and rebut the litany of potential environmental concemns reflected in
the EISs.

5. (However, wa do request that the Department inciude in the record
“dockets” for these EiSs the comments by SPS relative to listed potential

environmental concerns recited in the draft Tritium Production-related EIS of 1995.

sasuodsay puv
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In those comments, SPS rebutted the overly sensitive, generally not really site-
spacific but knee-jerk and lilinformed, and frequently insccurate characterizations
of environmental “concems” about expanded missions at Pantex. Clearly, those
earfier characterizations of possibly “adverse” | pecially those reiated to
uses of ground water, now are rejected by DOE. Nonetheless, s replete record
supportive of the Depsrtment’s April 23, 1996, publicly articulsted jusion that
NO significant adverse impacts would resuit, is sppropriate.)

2/09.00.08
cont.

6. Southwestern endorses the Department’s “preferred alternstive” for
continuing assembly, dissssembly. and pit reuse functions at Pantex. This
“preferred aiternative” is environmentsily sound, and economicatly appropriate.
Transferring these functions to the Nevada Test Sie would be highly questionable
in both regards.

7. We strongly encoursge the Department to retsin high explosives
functions st Pantex {rather than relocsting those functions to Los Al and
Lawrence Livermore Isbs). There would be negative environmentsl impacts, of
course, sssocisted with transfer of those functions to the fabs — impaects related to
construction snd expansion of the lasbs’ facilities, for ir Those i ] 3/15.00.00

P

would not occur st Pantex, where facilities siready are svailable and in use for
these very purposes. Additionally, there would be vic waste iated with
such transfers; simply put, it would be more expensive - by DOE’s estimate, $50
million more expensive - to move the functions than to retsin them where they
presently sre performed.

Too, high explosives functions should be retsined at Pantex because under
the sssembly/dissssembly preferred siternative, Pantex would be required to
continue to have high explosives capebilities sufficient to handle disposition and
disposal of current inventories and those anticipsted from nesr-term dismantling --

1500 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. However, this issue is addressed in the Stockpile Stewardship
and Management PEIS.
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again, retaining the high explosives functions st the present site would eliminate

"

the r ity of duplicating them el .

Finally, high expiosives functions should be retained at Pantex because,
should future need arise for new wespons production, it will be critical to hsve the

high explosives facilities st the D production/ bly site — which site,
demonstrably, should be the Pantex site.

8. The snvironmental and related socio- ic impacts of new g
and disposition functions at Pantax (as outlined in the Fissile Msterial programmatic
EIS) certainly suggests Pantex in fact is the prime candidate for those functions -
sspecially the storage functions (both those refated to reserve weapons grade
plutonium and “excess” materials, for which Pantex alresdy has facillties and
demonstrated expertisa).

Clesdly, the facilities and expertise for storage ere existent st Pantex: the sita
provides storage for over 8,600 pits, and hes FONSI {Finding of No Significant
Impact) suthority to house 12,000 pits. With slight modifications, the site likely
could “FONSI-out,” following an snvironmental assessment for 20,000 pits.
Equally clesrly, Pantex is well prepered to store some 21.3 metric tons of the 38.2
tons of the nation’s “excess” plutonium - the 21 .3 tons sre in place st Pantex
now. Apparently, onty slight expansion would be necessary to securely store the
remasinder.

Fund: ntal to this Jusion, 100, sre tha obvious synergies of collocstion

of assembly/disassembly sctivities with ity on-site 9

In fact. as @ result of the (sitogether sppropriate) decisi 1 to continue
bly and o bly at Pantex, sil plutonium functk including ge and

1/08.03.01
cont.

£
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disposition, logically flow to Pantex. Incurring extraneous and unnecessary, and
high, costs for redundant activities at separate sites would be imprudent.

9. Pantex is the nation’s premier nuciear complex production facility; it is
imperative that the “production core competencies” presently at the site not be lost
or diluted by transfer of management (or production) functions to the labs.

SId |ould SJOMIAITH 3]15S1
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The Department indicates that “stewardship core competencies” must be
preserved, perhaps at the lsboratories - and the Department seems to indicate that
may mean sscrificing “core production P ies” existent at Pantex. It would
make better sense to maintsin the stewardship competencies by visits or residency
at Pantex, than to lose the prod: P ies that have evolved there.

Transferring bly and di bly functions to any site inexperienced in
weepons production end, likely, incapsble of significant weapons production, could
prove disastrous should the nesd for sn augmented nuclesr arsenal arise {or when
such need arises). Please, do not eliminate or significantly diminish our nation’s
most sffective weapons production facility’s competencies.

Relative to disposition siternatives, Southwestern Public Service Company
notes that electric power and energy that could be used in immobilization and
vitrification, or in processing for oxide fue!, would be priced very competitively at
Pantex. (We refer the Department agsin to our comments, relstive to electric
supply and costs, in the Tritium Production EIS inquiry.) Wae are confident that 1/08.03.01
Southwestemn'’s position as & low-cost producer will encourage the Department 1o cont.
choose Pentex as the most cost-effective site for disposition activities.

10. DOE always should seek the most cost-efficiant alternatives for the
nuclear complex’s operations. Generally, the most cost-efficient alternatives, rather
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related to capital investmants, transportation, training, security, snergy utilities,

ate., will be those avsilable to the nation st Pantex.

Wa request — we are tempted to demand -- that {air and open cost
comparisons among the aitemative sites for each function be used in analyzing
sttes, and that such accountings be shared with the publics that have demonstrated

in the h pk

11. South n must spacifically reject the conclusion in the Storsge and

Disposition draft EIS, under Phaseout, page S-21 (smphasis supplied), as it would
apply to the Pantax region of infiuence: “All of the regionsl economic sress

surrounding the DOE sites would experience a joss In employment with phaseout.
However, compared 1o totsl employment in these areas, the loss of jobs would
have no or negligible impacts at ali the DOE sites.”

in fact, the impact of Pantex smployment in the region of influence is highly
significant to the region. Measured in terms of total payroll, Pantex is by far the
area’s lergest employer. The reasonable job multiplier developed by Dr. Ray
Perryman at Southern Methodist University, a muitiplier of 3.87, applied to the
some 3,500 employees at Pantex, suggests the site is responsible for a total of
over 13,500 jobs. Employment related to Pantex represents over 12% of the jobs
in tha Amarilfo metropolitan area.

Incidentally, the three subject EISs inconsistently analyze the indirect jobs
created in the region by Pantex employment: The site EIS assumes 1,85 indirect
jobs for each job at Pantex; the stewardship and management EIS assumes 1.18;
the storage and disposition EIS, 3.51 (by for, the most consistent with Dr.

Perryman’s, which is the same, regional-axperience-based multiplier employed by

tha Amarillo Economic Development Commission).

1/08.03.01
cont.

4/07.02.00

5/09.08.04

07 02 00 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy issued a Technical Summary Report in July 1996
that included cost comparisons of the disposition technologies evaluated in
the PEIS. However, the report only provided generic costs for each
technology rather than site-specific costs. The differences between sites for a
particular technology are relatively small except where existing facilities are
available that could be used to offset overall cost. Available facilities were
taken into consideration in developing the Preferred Alternative in the Final
PEIS and will be considered with other factors in the ROD.

09 08 04 Comment Number 5

Phasing out the storage facilities is the only Proposed Alternative that would
eliminate jobs at Pantex. DOE estimates that only about five direct jobs would
be lost due to the phaseout of the storage mission. Although any employment
loss would be undesirable, the loss of five jobs would have no impact on the
local or regional economy.

The number of indirect jobs generated or lost due to the Proposed Alternatives
was estimated using the RIMS II model developed by BEA. The employment
multipliers used in RIMS I are available for all of the candidate sites and lend
consistency to the socioeconomic analyses.

The documents cited evaluate the impacts of different activities which would
account for some of the difference in size of multipliers used. For example,
this PEIS assesses the impacts of storage alternatives at Pantex, differs from
the types of activities assessed in the Stockpile Stewardship and Management
PEIS (for example, weapons assembly/disassembly). These activities require
different supply and service inputs and rely on different support industries.
Therefore, the employment multipliers are likely to be different. The Pantex
EIS uses a slightly different methodology and analyzes activities not limited
to the Fissile Materials Disposition mission. This difference would account
for disparities in the size of multipliers used in the two documents.
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Certainly, we consider a potential 10% to 12% reduction in metro-area

employment a major ioss, and by no means a “negligible” concern. Wa strongly

5/09.08.04

urge the Department to correct the socio-economic impact portions of all three EIS cont

documents to accurately reflect the impact of Pantex employment in its region of

influence.

SIdd DUl S|PV 2118814
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12. Unlike other nuclear complex sites, for instance the notorious Rocky
Flats, Henford, and Ssvannah River sites, and ves, Los Alamos, Pantex has not had
radioactive materials contemination problems. The nuclear complex-related
operations at Pantex, in fact, apparently are the best-managed, relative to 1/08.03.01
protection of the environment, in the nuclear complex. Partially to reward the cont.
superior, environmentally benign, history of the site, and certainly to capitalize on
superior snvironmental performance, the Department should retain and expand the
technically competent operations at Pantex.

Public support for retsntion and expansion of the Pantex operations has baen
nurtured by the facifity’s performance over many decades. Just as the public here
has respected that performance, so should the Department.

Moreover, the Department must surely gnize in the ding pubfic
support Pantex enjoys still further advantages to retention and expansion of the
missions st Pantex.

In summary, the criteria for evaluating the altternatives and arriving at the
most suitsble Record of Dacision — the criteria of environmentsl impact, cost, and 1/08.03.01
technical fessibility -- support retention and expansion of nuclear complex missions cont.
st the nation’s premier production site, Psntex Plant.
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Southwestern sppreciates the opportunity to participats in this important

Aanisi

making pr , and welcomes questions and dialogue, directed to:

William T. Crenshaw

Environmentsl lasues Analyst
Southwestern Public Service Company
(806) 378-2120
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Storage and Dispu'hlou of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic

Envir rapect St (PEIS) Public Comment Form
Name (optioaat): Toshue 59, ar
Address (optional): ie3 ' Awerr N
Scasels WA SHAC

Pleass write down comments and drop this form in the marked boxes before you leave
These forms mllyt:"wbmmdto the Deparmment of a2 part of the formal comment on
‘PEJS 1f you arc unable W complete this form tonight. written comments can be mailed to°

Deparunent of Encrgy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box n.’D“C 200263786
Washington, D.C.
or, you can call this wil-free number to leave comments by phone: 1-800-820-5156. Comments must be
submitted by May 7, 1996
Bn:rxy mﬁd\nnypuo{uchmloguuopﬂumfordupos of
— ble fissile - iy 2 “no sction alternative” v:'g‘xch
vundminlon.m muemunzh Pl:a:wnnedcwnymcoumumonrhefoﬂmn;
three types of options for dispotal and the storage option.

1. Materials immobilization/Vitrification - Immobilize fissile materials by mixing them with glass, glass
bonded 2eolites, o ceramics. .

to shc  Aadiga,

- i i d at least 2.5 miles deep, in
LMM‘M scerials would be disp Admuymom:dﬁepborehole or materials

sta could be
could be immobilized first, and then deposited into the deep
: i (D)

I B

she U3 1k of pletaaiuna

unnmnmldbemdelmnMOXhulroru:

3. Reactor Opum Surplus plutonium/highly enriched pile

destroying by wonamqjorponmofdnmpom

- 14 continue existing siorage practices for : s
at current DOEI;SIO“ . that storage at one of more of the designated sites.

Thir petien does Alulmn 4o _solw dhe  cuckns  st0nay

n
w::&m—unble fissile (0975

o lemamh . T4+ el dies “iortle e frosct 2 b Poton;) -
Abee of  Sehotose . The DNE mud ACT  Aud AR7 " Conemm

___.._b__a;;_g'g'(mrgu Rratsres -
v

1/08.03.01

2/08.03.01

3/08.03.01

4/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

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

08 0301 Comment Number 4

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to
continuing or long-term storage. Decisions on storage of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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&b SPIKE ENTERPRISES AND TABOR GROUP, SAN ANTONIO, TX,
S TADEO ZYWICKI

Washington, IC 20026-3786 comparison of impacts and to delete reference to “adverse” impacts.

S1rs end Mesdamesj

R
2 S
L
PAGE 1 OF 3 N
&
08 03 00 Comment Number 1 S S
Q -~
C
SPIKE ENTERPRISES . Comment noted. &3
and :’ 8
TABOR GROUP g §
ial Justi o
The cm;’;’o‘;’u}?;s‘;‘;:;” stice 09 04 04 Comment Numbel‘ 2 ; >
San Antonio, Texas 78228 . B m Q
Telephone. 2104315747 + Facsimile: 2104315700 Al 29, 1996 Based on comments received, the Summary was revised. The bar charts = ;“’
TADEO “SPIKE" ZYWICK) providing the comparison of impacts for both storage and disposition were )
United States Department of Energy X . 1Y
Offton of Piasele Materiels Disposttim deleted from the Summary. The related text was revised to clarify the 3
o g
3
Towr responsibility to sslect the safest measures of our E
1/08.03.00 N
Nuclear sys tem to preserve ouwr nation from dire consequances.
A nost fundamental need as Water is in danger. The various squerirm
are in danger even to the present generation. Now claarly must you 2/090404 '
Plan ahwad for future dangers and needs,

T trust that the work of disnovery 1s going to creative
thinkers who muat of necessity break the mold of past bungling end

secure us the advanced clear thinking of community Service.

Thank you, Sincerely
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SPIKE ENTERPRISES AND TABOR GROUP, SAN ANTONIO, TX,
TADEO ZYWICKI
PAGE 2 OF 3
We need your energy and commitmenc.
FOR Here's how you ean join i
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. mmlwl:‘):hnly
s & defining tiome for our and friends hd
I children and for our naticn. Stand far Children.
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parents, s community leaders, and 2- w*:-d';;“m
as citisens, will shape our children's for children on June | tn
future and our nedon'’s future. On Whshingeon, DC, the bigges the
June 1, every American who cares imgact. So tell 10 friende, Make
about children must stand up and coples of this flier end distribuce
be counced. them in places where people yo
«every dey ~ grocery soves, barber
The June 1 Stand for Children will shops, coffes shops, malls. Pt
be a day of family and communiry an announcsment In yout con-
renewal, celebration, and commis- gregation’s bulletn, your school
ment to children. It will be a dey w ot organization newsletter, and
dedicate gurselves to positive action, the local paper.
as famnilies, Ceisens, and communides, .
and a3 a national community, to do 3_:_*'”0"”"‘"‘“‘"
more w make sure chat no child is = ase forming all over
lef Amarics t help poople come
behind. wogecher in Washingwon on June
1. Call o email us to find o
what's going on in your area.
4. L‘"M‘"bmow:‘i“."‘ STAND POR CITLOREN can help
bus or 2 ven or 4 cae convoy Cull 1800230120 e 2140095, o
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‘wock wich your Children's for Seand for Children. s &
Action Team to make S =
your forts e moccesfl. STAND g =
Call ue o 18002331200 or FOR X S
202.234-0095, or e-mail us & a S
seandinfo@mallback.com w o 8
ot wared, m:c-—-—:c..;g < £
1-800-233-1200 M_130 % (% _
[ %)
] 8
Y




!L—_lu&s:glg
3 Y gy 0L
18 KoV 31 U0 UiBieq s Busyiey

VOT1CET008-T 1% ‘wwopmpmtao

Supmiopus Jo 10y wediecs & 204 ‘mosd
3 SINURI00 g M pus ‘riopmpdao

100] U ‘0t ‘feuopwa o0p
P 208 &g pesapus

NIYQTHD

YOd
ANVLS

\2IpRp waswod
mo Jo sprvpome Buia w91
dipmon yoey o gy
UpTRp 3004 U
i dafl up W s
oo papeiMnpu Suows  \g|
"proveed
11 J0 nawamanps oxwus
P ) ruopsu ] Suouss g |
VRS DSy
P34l 20 pewnqe
Priodas am ubpip (e
1009 0 00 dosp uaipinp (09
Lamncd

0 420q 8 seqe 099°L
raumey

dq poamy e vaipmp gy

E3psury u dep Lieag

URJP|IYD JN0 JO) YInous
Bujop 1,us| BpIWY

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable

Fissile Materials Final PEIS

£ 40 € 99vd

DIDIMAZ 0dav],
‘XL ‘OINOINV NVS ‘dN0d5) YOV ], ANV SASIAJHALNT IS

3-902



£06—¢

STAND OF AMARILLO, AMARILLO, TX,
BEVERLY E. C. GATTIS
PAGE10F2

Statement of Beverly E.C. Gattis
President, STAND of Amarillo
April 22, 1996

Representatives of the Department of Energy are here for the next two days to
educate the public about its plans for the future. There are voluminous documents
which Panhandle citizens can read, if they $o choose, and some of us have at least
started that task. | will confess to a growing sense of anger at how deficient those
documents are.

The Panhandle stands to be greatly affected by the choices the DOE will make about
plutonium storage, processing and disposition, yet citizens are given documents which
only talk in generalities about operations which can change Pantex into a plutonium
processing sWuns.

Pantex could become the site which blends plutonium and uranium together to make
nuctear reactor fuel. It could even be the site for a new, experimental nuclear reactor.
About none of this can we get sufficient information.

Technical analyses will be available later. Cost analyses will ba available later. We
do not have access to the information necessary to render an informed opinion, and
the Department fells us that is how it will be. For instance, DOE defends the absence
of cost information by stating that NEPA does not require a federal agency to supply
cost analyses in a draft document. To that, | say *So what." Such information is
necessary to the discussion and 8o must be made available.

The same applies to technical information. It is not possible that the Department has
80 little information that it can not give a clearer description of what the operations for
dismantling pits and processing plutonium will involve. And no citizen should be
satistied with bei in the position of guessing.

9 putin e pos ™ 1/08.00.00
All in all, the Department is wasting the time and good efforts of Panhandle citizens
who care about their region. It is putting on a show of gathering public comment, but
& is withholding information which the public needs and deserves. DOE is managing
the public, not empowering it.

The decisions which these documents address are too important for us to allow the
Department to go forward in this manner. Whether it is the case that the Deparntment
has the missing information yet is not revealing it, or whether the information is not
complete, in either instance these draft documents are fundamentally deficient. The
public deserves better. The law expects better. And the future must be based on
something better.

There is difficult, important work which must ba done with plutonium and highly 2/13.00.00
enriched uranium if we are to control the theft of nuclsa.r weapons-useable materials e

08 00 00 Comment Number 1

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.

1300 00 Comment Number 2

Comment noted. DOE will implement the Proposed Action in compliance
with all applicable environmental, safety, and health regulations, and will
pursue external regulatory oversight to the extent practicable.

sasuodsay puo
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STAND OF AMARILLO, AMARILLO, TX,
R BEVERLY E. C. GATTIS
PAGE 2 OF 2

6—¢

and stop the spread of nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, it is the kind of work which
has left trouble and cortamination every place it has ever been done.

it is clear that the Department could name Pantex to do some of this processing and
disposal work. [t is STAND's position that the Panhandle is too valuable to be tumed
inlo a piutonium processor, fuel fabricator, nuclear reactor and nuclear waste handing
site. But even more, it is STAND's position that no matter where this work is done,
this time it must be well planned and executed. STAND will not accept anything less
than forthright, complete information and good science for the sake not only of our
region, but for the rest of the nation.

2/13.06.00
cont.

3/08.03.01

TX-061

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

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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STATE OF COLORADO, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND

ENVIRONMENT, DENVER, CO, STEVE TARLTON
PAGE 1 0F 2

oy

. STATE OF COLORADO _

Phere (303 32-2000 Dewes, Colorado 807201716
003} L1470

May 7, 1996

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20024

FAX: 1-800-320-5156

Comments on the Draft PU PEIS

The PEIS approaches risk from a standpoint that DOE has adeq dministrative and #
controls to prevent accidental or catastropic releases of plutonium or other dangerous materials
Thus, the risk assossments prepared by DOE always conclude that there is no incremental risk from

any given action.

in the approxi ly fifty years of operation at Rocky Flats, two fires breached the containment
systems and released phutoni ination into the envi At the time of each incident, it
was believed that administrative and institutional {s would prcvent such an incident.

At Rocky Flats, phatoniumn and other materials are currently under the most dangerous conditions in
the lifetime of the facility. In order to correct these conditions, actions will be taken that are non-
routine and difficult to plan adequately. Thus, the overall risk at Rocky Flats will increase due to the
uncenainty associated with these actions, and with the worsening conditions of the current storage

The ares surrounding Rocky Flats is rapidly shifting from rural use to residential. The impacts of a
release from Rocky Flats are significantly magnified over past conditions of the conditions a1 other
DOE sites. Therefore, any alternative that deisys the removal of plutonium from Rocky Flats has a
significant increase in potential risk to the public.

Furth projected delays in the | of Rocky Flats plutorsum have already impacted Site
budgets. Ui inties in the schedule for decision making and implementation of the PELS have
deflected funds for envi j cleanup and other risk reduction activities into projects related to

additional plutonium storage at Rocky Flats. Some PEIS alternatives result in quicker decisions
and/or phutonium removal from Rocky Flats, which allows storage funds to be allocated to other nisk

1/09.09.07

2/07.00.00

09 09 07 Comment Number 1

For Pu storage at Rocky Flats, the PEIS analyzes No Action and phaseout of
Pu storage at RFETS as part of each of the “action” storage alternatives.
Under the No Action Alternative, Pu would continue to be stored at the site in
existing facilities. The health risk from potential accidents from these storage
facilities is assumed to be the same as the existing conditions, which is
analyzed in this PEIS and, in addition, documented in a Safety Analysis
Report. For phaseout, the health risk for potential accidents from these
storage facilities should be better than the existing conditions.

The Department of Energy is currently pursuing stabilizing and repackaging
of weapons-usable fissile materials (including those at RFETS) and placing
them in safe, secure storage in accordance with the corrective actions
identified in the Plutonium Vulnerability Management Plan. The RFETS
mission is to transition from a production-dominated site to an environmental
restoration, cleanup, and waste management-dominated site. DOE 1s
committed to implementing all actions at RFETS in a safe and
environmentally sound manner without delays which could create an increase
in potential risk to the public and workers.

07 00 00 Comment Number 2

Comment noted. Decisions for projects related to additional Pu storage at
RFETS will be integrated and coordinated with the ROD from this PEIS.

sasuodsay pup
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STATE OF COLORADO, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND
ENVIRONMENT, DENVER, CO, STEVE TARLTON
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CDPHE Comments
PU PEIS

Page 2
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Thank you for the opportunity to commen on the PEIS for Storage and Disposition of Weapons-
Usable Fissile Materials. You may direct comments or questions to: Steve Tarlton, Mansger, Rocky
Flats Program, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, 303-692-3015

Sincerely,

Fevr

Steve Tarhon
Manager

Rocky Flats Program

cc: file




STATE OF FLORIDA, DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS,
TALLAHASSEE, FL, RALPH CANTRAL
PAGE1OF1

08 01 00 Comment Number 1

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

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT ¢ HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ¢ RESOURCE PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT

TAWTON CHILES JAMES F. MURLFY
Covarmer Socretery
May 22, 1996

Mr. Bert Stevenson

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
1000 Independence Avenue SW

Washington, DC 205B5-

RE: Nuclear Waste Disposal Siting - Storage and Disposition
of Weapons - Usable Fissile Materials - Draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement - Statewide
SAI: - FL9604090228C

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

The Florida State Clearinghouse has received your
notification of the above-described project, and has forwarded it
to the appropriate state agencies for review. In order to
receive comments from all agencies, an additional fifteen days is
requested for completion of the review. Therefore, the clearance 1/08.01.00
letter due date for this project will be extended from May 24,
1996, to June 8, 1996, If all comments are received prior to the
axtended date, every effort will be made to forward the clearance
letter to you at an earlier date.

Thank you for your understanding. If you have any questions
regarding this matter, please contact Ms. Keri Akers,
Clearinghouse Coordinator, at (904) 922-5438.

Sincerely,

N$od o,

Ralph Cantral, Executive Director
Florida Coastal Management Program

RC/cc

2740 CENTERYVIEW ORIVE ¢« TALLAHASSEE, FLORIOA 32399-21059
NORDA KIS AREA OF CRINCAL STATE CONCERN SOUTH ADRIDA RICOVERY OFACE CREEN SWAMP LA OF CITICAL STATE COMCERN
aooma PO S 82 RELD OFFICE
7% v . S 212 0N, 366 St 155 Lot Scommarien
Moo, Flads n Mam, Farids 131530002 Dutr, Fluvics 130304641
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STATE OF GEORGIA, DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES,
ATLANTA, GA, HAROLD F. REHEIS
PAGE 1 OF 1

Georgia Department of Natural Resources
205 Butier St. SE , East Floyd Tower, Atienia, Georpia 30334
Convninmore

Lonics G Barrett,
Harckd F. Rehals, Draciey'
Pretaction Divisien
May 6, 1996
Mr. Greg Rudy, Acting Director
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U. S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 23788
Washington, D. C. 20026-3786
Dent Mr. Rudy:
m-ocm-wvaOEnMcrmww proced we have n an
of the Draft f Impact on Disposition of

Weapons - Ussbile Fissile Mltodds (DOE/EIS-0229-D). We appreciate the opportunity to
provide input into this important decision.

The draft document contsins a number of sit ives for the di: ition, storage, snd

of surplus pk i We nate with » great desl of interest thet DOE has not
chosen a preferred altemative nor a facility for the implemantation of a long term solution to
the plutonium problem. nnmnmmsmmwsn.mym.m\ncmfmm

'udnpmhdodkmlum:m- B of the and
i stthe S h River Snoondlhopo(nmld for contamination of

nonm of plutonium st this facility is moeownblo There may also be simiar environmentally

dwates that supplies ol of South deep bors hole disposal and/or long term ‘ 1/08.03.01
lhimiting conditions at other DOE facilities in the United States.

Ouwr technical steft has tha ives in the Draft Statement and concurs
with the Nati A y of Sci (NAS) regaeding the use of the spent
fusl standard. In perticular, it that a di i system based on once-through iradiation

of mixed oxide M in an existing kght-weter vneiov which is designed to sccommodate this

type of fusl. best mests the NAS derd. While wa gnize that public concern will arise

with the selection of sny slternative. the use of plutanium in & resctor s fuel reprasents the ’ 2/08.03.01
best potentisl for protecting public health and safety in the long term.

In conclusion, wa appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this important
natonal issue. We support the selection of an alternative that meets national security
abjectives in a safe and erwironmaentally sound manner.

Smrﬂdy
Harold F, RM?M

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

08 0301 Comment Number 2

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

S1dd jould S|DUAIDY 3]15S1.]
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STATE OF IDAHO, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, BOISE, ID,

GOVERNOR PHILIP E. BATT
PAGE1 OF 5§

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
v.0. 80K SITIS
SOIIE 83720-0034

PHILIP K. BATT
) GOVERNOR

Testimony regarding the
. Draft
Fissile Materials Disposition

Mooday, April 15, 1996
Idshe Falls, Idabo

Mtthovunmotthcpulmafldaho,hppmdswm

greetings.

m&dmmummmﬁnﬂwm. .

catat Impact S

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

(208) 334-2100

Depanument
Mlmwmwﬁpwhhmwmofmaklw:r. To those of you
whnh-venwdedmdimmm«dwday'luwaina.lanmdwywmywam

Thhmhnumedmemxdwueﬁﬂyymagowithbiad:m_hi@hopamd
hmmawmwmmmwmuyumm.
Md\emtﬁummdindnwdﬂrnwemmwcpudforwhnwdowith

ThaDOBitmd:uinsdmlnmmmmnﬁplomvimmnamlimpw
statements. Namotmmmmwmmmnoﬂwmmonm

will

Drat Fissle Materials Disposition Pro

ketbook. Whatever decisi lremdc.ililimponlﬂldulDOElinm.

what to do with what are ially surplus war
wemwhavemeoppomnitymuhﬁymdndomuydcddemtmdowhhmeunnplm
Cold War materials.

hnpadmnme.ithh:pmm OE fisten to what Idahoans have to say. Many fear
Myandodinmwiudommm Othery fear what it will do to their

Mmmmmﬁmuﬂmnmmmmwﬂ.
certain degree of inevitable con 15y, this p is_moppommi:ytop'uwﬁm)"deddc

sasuodsay puv
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STATE OF IDAHO, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, BOISE, ID,
GOVERNOR PHILIP E. BATT
PAGE2OF S

016-€

'anmducuunduoonndamonmdnbnﬁﬂmlcmmsponuon
Pro | Impact St include plutonium and highly enriched
uranivm. As a nation, we must do something with these materials to make them safer and
protect oursolves from the potential for misuse.

A

08 03 00 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. The INEL and five other sites are being evaluated in the
PEIS as potential storage sites and as representative sites for disposition

Under the draft PEIS, DOE officials are ty alternatives.
reprdmgwmwdownhﬂueby-pmdm mannrms ldamnuthnelong-
for plutonium and highty d uranium: de facilities at

mﬂnphmwmﬁduthemnnzplmomumulmyenw ndco-lomephnommn
and highly eariched uranium. The six candidate storage sites are: the Idaho National

Engineering Laboratary, Hanford Site, Nevada Test Site, Oak Ridge Reservation, Pantex
Plant and the Savannah River Site.

Under the terms and principles of our agr ic waste material is
tpenﬂcuﬂyprohibnedﬁununmngldahowmlammmﬁuhtyforthnmmxdu
d and op Oncs the | is brought to Idaho, it has six
monunwbemlddzobéoretreamudnmmlnvevmhmnxmmmu
treatment  Transuranic waste is that waste d with p ium and other
radioactive elements.

The state of Idaho considers gap plutonium material brought to Idaho to be
ic waste and therefore covered under the agreement.

Ph : =21 h

isa more than 100 nanocuries
ofdpha-ﬂmmngmnmnmcmpumﬂxw-hvugrwermmmympamof
waste.! Surplus plutonium is a waste b it is DOE's stated purpose and intent to
treat this material so that it can be made proliferation resistant pending its ultimate
disposition in a geologic repository. This EIS proposes to treat the phutonium by
vitrification or MOX fuel fabrication. If DOE prop to construct and operate either of
these treatment facilities in Idaho, then Idaho will hold DOE to its obligation under the
agreement — treatment within six months of receipt and shipment out of Idaho within six
months of treatment.

Both federal parties and Idaho agreed to act in
good faith to effectuate and fully support this agreement. There was no doubt that the

! Unized States v. Philip E. Ban, Civil No, 91-0084-S-EJL, Oct 17, 1995, definition section sites
“transuranic waste ax “defined as set forth in Speat Nuclear Puel EIS, Volume 2, Appendix E.

1/08.03.00

1/08.03.00
cont.

Final decisions on materials storage and disposition will be based upon
programmatic cost and policy considerations, as well as the environmental
analysis. Consistent with efforts to foster the cooperative spirit that DOE
wants to see continue to grow out of the agreement with the State of Idaho,
DOE will not make final siting decisions regarding the storage or disposition
of offsite weapons-usable fissile materials at INEL without first discussing
the matter with the State of Idaho.

SIAd 10Ul S|P ASSIo
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STATE OF IDAHO, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, BOISE, ID,
GOVERNOR PHILIP E. BATT
PAGE3OF 5§

080301 Comment Number 2

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

Wofmwmmmmeyoundmbfwhowmﬁmdbnng
radioactive materials into Idaho and when these materials would leave.

Our agroement does allow DOE to request s modification of the agreement if a

National Evironmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis results in the salection of an action 1/08.03.00 technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
that conflicts with the terms of the agreement. IfldahodomuyeewnhDOE.lhecoun cont . t
can decide whether DOE"s proposal is ble. In this case, shipping large q : input.

of plutonium and highly enriched umn for 1mIdllm1mkeslﬂ:!lelemetndu
clearty unceasonable given DOE’s other options.

Idaho has just 4.5% of the nation’s plutonium and 10.1% of the nation’s
declassified highly enriched ursnium. In contrast, Tennesses has 66.4% of the declassified
hghlyuviahadunnmmdemsbu“l%oﬁhomon:phmum'hwﬂdm
1o make sense thet if DOE wants to simply it holdings of these ials,
mmmmmmlmmnmm-mwwmon

I::lalmum':lcn'agal’nnu-.lnrtllmtq’"IL Again, if DOE merely wants to bring
- and highly enriched uranium to Idaho for “long term storage” in violation of the
agr t, that is ptabl

Idaho must be and will be ever vigilant. Under mry administration, I assure every
M:homdmwevdnmmommumm.mthavsyhlghenmndm As past of that

efton,thenuoﬂdahozbmnonof" i I Quality 1y issued 61 notices of
violation at INEL.> Pr ng Idaho's envi is an sbaolute must.

Having said that, let me add this. Myndmmmmonmﬂseeksuw;ob:mdncw 2/08.03.01

missions for INEL. Just recently I came out in strong of U
,-‘ ion at Idsho’s National Engincering Lab ,.Ivnll x md:od\er:.
i g Idaho's Congressional Delegation, to seek new projects that provide quality jobs
for eastern Idaho. I jon this b I believe that INEL scientists and engineers are
some of the very best in the nation. | am confident that they can safely handle any material
sent to them,

Radioactive material carries with it 8 Jot of emotion. 1 believe the state’s position
addresses the fears of many. We want INEL to be clean. Wuw-myowopemlonnobe ‘
safe. We want 10 soe nuclear wasto go to safe g i
disposal. w.mmm,Mnmmmwmmmem
for indefinite “long term " does not achieve that objective and does not mect the
lpiitorleuuofﬂnwﬂmwmnhedhnyw‘

D of Energy Nationa) G A handout, “D of Esergy Nuclear
muwammmmmu 1996." Relovant graphs actachod.

* For more haformution, contact Deve Pisarskl, Bureau Chief, Eafoccement Burean, Idabo Divisioa of
Eaviroamental Qualiry, 208-373-0502,

k)
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Inventory Summary - Plutonium

(99.5 Méhic Tons- MT)

Sowrce: Secreiary OLenry anvonsced on Febewary & 1V96
hat the actwrd inveneney of Pu is 99.5 MT
Neote:  The Pantes (TX} and DOD Sites cutepory incindes Platewboon st croesevtly i Proste Spovific wents anel b seiman e dovstiod.
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08 03 01 Comment Number 1
State of Idaho " "
OVERSIGHT PROGRAM _ oo o ROBENT . FERGUSON Tl?e I?epartment of Ener.gy. acknowledges the commeptor s qpposxtnon to new
900 . Shyine, e  » i o, 1D £3802 - 2048292000« FAX) 0WAZ8.2008 missions at INEL. Decisions on the storage and disposition of weapons-

TGN P’ G5, 10 89700 RIS 0400  FA) 0TS 0420 usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical

and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
May 7, 1996

SIAd 10Ul S|PV 2)15S1

21qps)-suodvag fo uonrsodsiq puv a8v.101g

Mr. J. David Nulton 02 00 03 C N b 5
Department of Enerqy

office of Pissile Matarials Disposition omment Number
PO Box 23786

¥ashington, D.C. 20026-3786 The Department of Energy is considering several sites for the long-term
RE: Stat. f Idaho C it the Draft St ¢ Di iti 181 1 1 1
o Wespansvecbie Tioetle Meter s prcorage and Disposition storage of Pu and HEU. The decision on a site or sites will be based upon the

Environmental Iapact Statement, DOE/EIS-0229-D results of environmental analyses, information from technical and economic

Dear Nr. Nulton: studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

'mank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced
our are both general and specific. These
conont. supplement Governor Batt’s testimony, which was read
into the record at the public mesting in Idaho Falls on April 15, 10 00 00
1996. A copy of this testimony is attached. ’

Comment Number 3

GENERAL COMMENTS The human health risks of material transportations associated with the

atorage of weaponsousable Plesile matoriete: I raras i 1/08.03.01 proposed Pu storage and disposition alternatives are evaluated and presented
these materiale, 01 location for the long-tera atorage of in Section 4.4 of the PEIS. The more detailed description of the methodology
With regard to the storage of weapons-usable fissile materiala, and supporting data for the analysis is presented in the Appendix G.
EaTerial handling exportonce mor e avapatinte pimaren i, ' Transportation of radioactive materials between sites includes health risks for
NETently Srored st the THEL auh TeaPIIT uTNDle fieeile muterial 2/02.00.03 both normal operations and accident conditions to the public and workers.

as Pantex, have historically managed the nation’s nuclear
stockplile material.

In addition, because most of this material is currently stored at
other sites, consolidation at the INEL would require extensive
shipping ca-paxgnn Not only would there be numerous shipments
to the INEL, but weapons-usable fissile material would have to be
shipped back to weapons fabrication sites when needed by the 3/10 00.00
complex. §o many shipments of proliferation-sensitive materials MV
would qrcatlx increase the risks of sabotage along transportation
routes ditionally, the large number of shipments required
would increase actual and potential snvironmental impacts from
both normal operations and increased accident risks. This in
turn would defeat the purpose of the EIS .

Investigate * Evaluate ¢ Report
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with regard to the disposition of excess plutonium, the State
endorses vaste management approaches esigned to put the excess
plutonium into a form that {s proliferation-resistant and that
can eventually be disposed of in a geologic repository. As such,
the State supports the alternatives tor fabrication of mixed-
oxide fuel and vitrification with high-level waste.

As stated in Governor Batt’s testimony on this EIS, Idaho
considers any plutoniua transported to ldaho for long-term
storage or disposition to be a transuranic waste. Therefore, any
plutonium brought into the State would be subject to the terms of
the October 17, 1995 sesttlement agreement between Idaho and the
DOE. Accordingly, transuranic waste brought into the State must
be treated within six months and taken out of the State within
six months of tresatment.

Even though the EIS did not evaluate specific sites for the deep
borehole alternative, it is worth noting that the INEL would not
be a suitable location. The INEL is situated over the Snake
River Plain Aquifer, a sole source aquifer that supplies more
than half the water used in the State. In addition, tha Snake
River Plain ls volcanically active, wvith lava flows occurring as
recently as 2000 years ago. The borehole alternatives would
involve drilling through the aquifer and emplacing plutonium
waste in the geologic strata beneath it. Becasuse of the
potential for contaminating the aquifer and because the
underlying strata is not w.,.ancient, geologically stable
rock..." as specified on page S-13, the State does not consider
the INEL to be a reasonable site for such an alternative.

A final general comment regarding the Draft EIS is the need for
more ewphasis on pollution prevention and waste ninimization.
Because these measures reduce the environmental impacts of
proposed actions and are required by law, the EIS should
recognize and describe what will be done in this regard. It is
suggasted that the Final RIS contain a section describing
pollution prevention and waste minimization techniques that will
be adopted for each alternative. o

SPECIPIC COMMENTS
P, 2-20, para. 2

This paragraph states that ANL-W "is the only INEL facility that
currently stores weapons-usable Pu® and l1ists 4.5 t of Pu at the
ZPPR and FPMF facilities at ANL-W. w»plutonjum: The First 50
Years®™, DOE, Peb. 1996, 1ists (p. 20) 4.0 t of Pu at ANL-W and
0.5 t at INEL (including (p. 76} 0.4 t of sxcess weapons grade Pu
at the INEL). This apparent discrepancy should be clarified; ie
weapons-grade Pu stored at the INEL other than at ANL-W? If so,
is all of the excess Pu at ANL-W, or is some of it elsevhere at
the INEL?

4/08.03.01

5/08.03.00

6/08.03.01

7/04.03.00

8/09.00.08

9/02.01.03

08 03 01 Comment Number 4

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

0803 00 Comment Number 5

The Department of Energy acknowledges Governor Batt’s position on the
settlement agreement and his interpretation of its meaning. Any decision on
storage or disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials in Idaho will
include consideration of the Settlement Agreement along with the
environmental analyses in the PEIS, technical and economic studies, national
policy considerations, and public input.

080301 Comment Number 6

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.

04 03 00 Comment Number 7

Comment noted.

09 00 08 Comment Number 8

Waste minimization is the reduction, to the extent feasible, of radioactive and
hazardous waste that is generated before treatment, storage, or disposal of the
waste. Pollution prevention fully utilizes source reduction techniques in order
to reduce risk to public health, safety, welfare, and the environment, and
environmentally sound recycling to achieve these same goals. Each DOE site
is required to have a Waste Minimization and Pollution Prevention Awareness
Plan. To report progress towards their goals in the plan, each site prepares an

sasuodsay puv
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B, 3-116 to 3-118

A discussion of groundwater contamination at TAN and vadose zone
contamination at the RWMC should be added.

P._3-140, para. 4: app. J

This paragraph regarding spent nuclear fuel (and subsequent
paragraphs on high level waste, transuranic waste, and mixed
waste) and appendix J should be revised based on the 2/6/96
amendment to the Record of Decision for the Programmatic Spent
Nuclear Fuel Management & INEL Environmental Restoration & Waste
Management EIS reflecting the settlament agreement with the State
of Idaho and the 10/17/95 federal court order.

Emission rates for SO, at INEL show increases (from the no action
alternative) of 79 percent for consolidation and 9% percent for
collocation, presumably dues to potential increased coal
combustion, as indicated in tab. 4.2.3.2-1 on p. 4-129. Howvever,
modeled 3-hour average ambient S0, concentrations show increases
of only 18 and 22 percent, respectively (increases for longer
averaging times are similar). How is this possible if all
smissions were modeled as coming from a single point source, as
described in the text accompanying these tables?

P. 4-777 to 4-784 (see 2180 app. G)

Only total potential fatalities from transportation activities
are presented for each altarnativa. A breakdown between
radiological and non-radiological, and between incident-free and
accident scenarios would be useful in reviewing the analymis, in
putting radiological impacts in perspective, and in assesasing the
effect on total predicted fatalities (and the uncertainty
thereof) of various input parameters.

B. G-2, para, 6

Please provide references for the rates for nonradiological
impacts.

Appandix M, General comment

The final EIS should provide an explanation of the subtitle
*"Evaluation of Composite Set of Accidents.® 1t is not clear what
is actually meant by this category.

"Pive" should be changed to "nine"™ to be consistent with the
accompanying tables and figure M.2.6-1. Also, NRF is indicated

10/09.04.03

11/09.11.03

12/09.03.03

13/10.02.00

14/10.00.00

15/09.09.08

16/09.09.03

Annual Report on Waste Generation and Waste Minimization Progress. When
planning for the construction of facilities by 2010, it will be necessary to
consider currently available technology while providing modular, flexible
designs that can incorporate process improvements as they become available.
In accordance with Executive Orders 12856 and 12873 and DOE policy, the
facilities that would support the long-term storage or disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials would be designed for waste minimization with an
overall operating philosophy of pollution prevention. This waste
minimization program would contribute to decreases in waste treatment,
storage, and disposal costs and lower health risks to workers and the public,
Technical approaches are being sought to optimize the number of production
operations required, increase the use of nonhazardous chemicals and
environmentally benign waste-producing chemicals, increase the use of
recyclable chemicals and materials, and implement the new design or
redesign of existing processes and products. Some criteria useful in
determining successful technology include improved processing yield,
reduced quantities of scrap, reduced waste and processing of by-products,
reduced use of hazardous chemicals, positive return on investment, and
continued product quality. This information is contained in Section E.1.3 of
the PEIS.

020103 Comment Number 9

The Secretary’s briefing states 4.0 t (4.4 tons) of Pu is at ANL-W and 0.5 t
(0.55 tons) is at INEL. The PEIS was corrected to indicate that 4.0 t (4.4 tons)
of Pu is at ANL-W in the Zero Power Physics Reactor and Fuel
Manufacturing Facility (FMF) facilities and 0.5 t (0.55 tons) is at INEL at the
ICPP facilities. There are 0.4 t (0.44 tons) of surplus Pu at the ICPP facilities
as indicated on Figure 1.1.1-1. The remaining Pu is not considered surplus.

09 04 03 Comment Number 10

A discussion concerning the sources of contamination at these areas and
remedial actions for the contaminated groundwater was added to Section
3.4.4 of the Final PEIS.

SIAd 141 S|OUIIDIN 2]iSS1
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F

as a release point in fig. M.2.6-1 on p. M-41, but no NRF
information is included in the tables; why?

P. M-38, para }

Why were 1986 metaorological neasurenents used? Moras recant
GRID III data should have been available.

wpour® should be changed to "six" to be consistent with the
accompanying tables and figure M.2.7-1.

P M-174. tab. H.3.4-43

The exponent Or power of 10 is missing from the total hazard
index for a worker at 100 maters; it should be "-1."

P. M-207, tab M.3.4-76

The exponent or power of 10 is missing from the total hazard
jndex for a worker at 100 meters; it should be "-5.7

. M-227 Lo N-228

No indication is given on the type of meteorology being used in
the MACCS computer code. Does the neteorology meet 95% accident
neteorology, and if eo, what are the conditions?

P. M-228, para 4

The uninvolved worker location is quite a distance (1 km) from
the scena of the accidents. Uninvolved workers can be as close
as 200 to 300 meters depending on the location of a building in
relation to other facility structures. 1000 meters is a distance
that could be related to collocation of tacilities. Distances in
closer proximity for uninvolved worker locations should be used.

. M-229 to M-276

source terms released to the environment with up to four or five
significant figures for imprecisely defined hypothetical accident
scenarios (for example, "146.39 g Pu®, last line in tab
M.5.2.1.1-1; there are several other similar examples) imply a
level of precision that would seem to be dAjfficult to justify.
These source terms are probably order of magnitude astimates at

best . )
o

oo K-321. £ab. M.5.2.5.1=8

Accident descriptions need to be provided for some of the
postulated accidents listed in this table.

l 16/09.09.03
cont.

‘ 17/09.09.03

\ 18/09.09.04

19/09.10.08

20/09.09.08

21/09.09.08

22/09.09.08

23/09.09.08

09 1103 Comment Number 11

The appropriate sections within the PEIS have been revised to reflect the
amended ROD that was published on March 8, 1996 (61 FR 9441).

09 0303 Comment Number 12

Criteria pollutant emissions at INEL, including sulfur dioxide, were modeled
from actual stack locations using operating permit data on stack height, stack
diameter, exit velocity, and exit temperatures as presented in Section F.1.2.4.
The facility emissions for the Consolidation and Collocation Alternatives
were modeled from a centrally located single point source.

The pollutant concentrations presented in Table 4.2.3.3-1 were determined
based upon the maximum annual average emission case. The emission ratcs
presented in Table F.1.2.4-1 were changed to reflect the maximum annual
average cmission rates which correspond to the modeled concentrations. The
emission rate for sulfur dioxide for the actual annual emission rate is 202,000
kilograms (kg)/yr (445,000 pounds [1b)/yr). The maximum annual average
emission rate for sulfur dioxide is 1,700,000 kg/yr (3,880,000 Ib/yr).

1002 00 Comment Number 13

The human health risks from the transportation of radioactive materials
between sites includes both radiological and nonradiological impacts to the
public and workers. The categories of calculated risks include
nonradiological accident impacts to the public and workers, nonradiological
normal operation impacts to the public (air pollution), radiological accidents
to the public, and radiological normal operation impacts to the public and
workers. The transportation sections of the PEIS have been clarified to
explain that many impacts are neither radiological nor cargo-related. The risk
to the public for radiological accidents is an order of magnitude less than
cither nonradiological accidents or radiological exposures during normal
operations.
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10 00 00 Comment Number 14
Cashwell, ] W., K.S. Neuhauser, P.C, Reardon, and G.W. McNair,
Plenss Sontamrasly g:;:fé:":r"cg;:dé;gig.m.?:;;; 525-2600" Transportation Impacts of the Commercial Radioactive Waste Management

Program, SAND85-2715, U.S. Department of Energy, Sandia National

8incerely

SIAd 10u1] S| apssty
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; Laboratories, NM, April 1986, pg. 167 (SNL 1986a:167).

Robert N, Perguson 09 09 08 Comment Number 15

Administrator s s . . .

enclosure The “evaluation of composite set of accidents” was included in the Draft PEIS

ce: Ann Dold, wamager with the intent of provndlpg a more completc 1‘mderstandmg (?f the accxdgnt
Alan Merritt, Environmental Scientist analyses; however, public comments raised issues concerning confusion
Jerry Downs, Environmental Scientist [ . « : .
Si:;“.‘.i;‘f‘.‘“:f;i.if;..";?.,‘,:i‘ci'.‘{m"‘ caused by this information, therefore the evaluation of composite set of
Kathleen 'h"ovor, Deputy Attorney General accidents” was deleted in the Final PEIS,

Jeff Schrade, Special Assistant to the Governor

Ssnator larry Craig

Sanator Dirk Kempthorne

Representative Mike Crapo 09 09 03
Representative Helen Chenowith

Delbert Parmer, Chairman, rt. Hall Business Council

R Twitch 11, DOR-ID NEPA C 11 Offic . . .
Files 370 NEPAEIL miscel laneousy iance er The text and tables in the Final PEIS have been modified to reflect the

consistent case.

Comment Number 16

090903 Comment Number 17

At the time the meteorological data was collected at the site, 1986
meteorological measurement data was the best available data to use in
radiological assessment models. No significant change would be expected
even if more current data were used.

09 09 04 Comment Number 18
The text and tables in the Final PEIS have been modified to reflect the
consistent case.

09 10 08 Comment Number 19

The numbers are correct in the Final PEIS.
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Testimony regarding the
Draft
Fissile Materials Disposition
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Mosday, April 15, 19%6
Idahe Falls, Idahe

ints the of
w.&um_uwmuwabww: To those of you
mmmpﬂ&mwm—lm,‘nmln-\dmmuym
grectings.

hmndmmm&mmmn@:math.
Mhmhmuﬂihmnmmmpwdhmwbm
the Gal wests stroams that corme sbosst through mclesr aceivity.

thMMh—mwmﬂp\cmm
mmmxmmm.ummuﬂmm-ﬂm.hum
Draft Fisalle Matdriale Dispoaltion Pro ke A | Inapack will
bﬂﬂ“ih“hmmh*m“h-,.mﬁ
what your decisions will do 10 the emviromment. Othars fear what &k will do 1o their
pockatbook declsions ars meda, it ia importans that DOR Ksten.

mmmmmmquhmumm. .
uﬁ-mdmm,ﬂap_h.wﬂynmm
Mwhﬂ“n-—dﬂym'{rm Rather then using them in war,

090908 Comment Number 20

The MACCS code used 50-percent meteorology data for accident risk
assessment. The reason to choose the 50-percent meteorology data was that
no 95-percent data was available for some sites. To be consistent for all sites,
the average (about 50 percent) meteorology data was used for all sites.

09 09 08 Comment Number 21

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

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

09 09 08 Comment Number 22

In order to provide information to the public and decisionmakers, the human
health risk and latent fatal cancers are presented in the 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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09 09 08 Comment Number 23 ‘3, S

8 =

The products under consideration in the Draft Fissile Materials Disposition Section M.5.1.3.3 has been added in the Final PEIS to describe the &g

P E I Impact Statement inchide phutomium and highly enriched . . i o . R

uranium. M.mmm“ thing with these 18 10 make them safer and methodology and techniques used in the analysis of facility accidents. The 32

protect ourselves from the potential for misuse. accident scenarios were developed to cover the full spectrum of potential 8 §'

Under the draft PEIS, DOE officials are ly coneidering several opti accidents, The quantity of material at risk, radionuclide releases, probability .n?’ S

regarding what to do with these by-products. m&:ﬁ?ﬂs:dmnﬁumbng- £ id . . . SN

storage altematives for phtonium and highly enriched uranium: upgrade facilitios at of accidents, and input data have been estimated to calculate accident g s

mmmmdmmmnphmmnldndemndwbwephnomum consequences N

and bighly earick ; hid age sites are: the Idaho National : g

Engineering Laboratory, Hnnﬁ:rdSin,denTeaSne,O:kMgeRmv:mPama . .. . . .. . [

Plant and the Ssvannah River Site. For the disposition alternatives the accident descriptions are brief due to the 2

conceptual nature of the design at this time. However, more detailed accident &

analyses will be included in site-specific tiered NEPA documentation for the g

disposition alternatives. %

Under the terms and principles of our agreement, transuranic waste material is
wmmmmm.mthmmﬂu

P Once the sl is brought to Idaho, it has six
Mhtobehldahobdnmndnmluwmﬂmnmoﬁhuﬁe
teatment. Transuranic waste is that waste contaminated with plutonium and other
radioactive alements

The state of Idaho idery gry phitoni jal brought to Idaho to be
ic waste and thereft d under the

4

Plutonium is a transuranic material becanse it coataing more than 100 nanocuries
of alphs-emirting transuranic isotopes with hatf-lives greater than 20 years per gram of
waste.! Surplus phutonium is 3 waste because it is DOE's stated purpose and intent to
treat this matexial 30 that it can be made proliferation resistant pending its ultimate
disposition in a geologic repository. This EIS proposes to treat the plutonium by
vitrification or MOX fhel fabrication. IfDOE p to and either of

i (4

these treatment ficilities in Idaho, then Idaho will hold DOR to its obligation under the
agroement ~ treatment within tbx months of receipt and shipment out of Idaho witkin six
months of treatment.

violatiop of the spirit of our agreement. Mmmmmwmwm
good faith to effectuate and fully support this agreement. There was no doubt that the

! United Stetes v, Philip B Basr, Civil No. 91-0054-S-EIL, Ot 17, 1993, definition section sites
“tranguramic wasts as “defined as set forth in Spent Nuclear Puel EIS, Vobeme 2, Appendix E.
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