w

\O
[\
E=N

STATE OF MICHIGAN, STATE REPRESENTATIVE, LANSING, MI,
KAREN WILLARD

PAGE 1 0F2
HOUSE OF : REPRESENTATIVES
. OSTRCTY LM" 0 el ASSNITANY RLOOR LEADER
v S T

SR curn,
Lasael, saCIaGeN w81d
LY T
vam o

T 0 mCas AT

U.S. Depurtaent of Energy

Office of Fissilc Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
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presented in the reactor category of disposition alternatives in the above cited PEIS.

lthnryunduunliqﬂuocoﬂhnuuwsiubdn‘wmiduedbyubqnm
iuhehavymendinDaﬁhnUnnﬁm(CANDU)mononmeMo(un
Huron near Kincardine, Ontario. Tt is also my understanding that the phutonium-based mixed
oxide fuel used by these reactors may be refined in Washington state and to the
CANDVU site, possibly through the state of Michigan.

I represent the residents of Lapeer and St. Clair countics, located in the lower Thurab
region of eastern Michigan. Mydimiuisinclo-epmximiytomemosiluinlﬂ:hipn'l
lower peninsula which serve as ground p b jons b the United States
and Canada: The Bluc Water Bridge between Port Huron, Michigan, and Sarnia, Ontario; and
the Windsor Bridge/Tunncl sysiem between Windsor, Ontario, and the City of Detroit. The
two major highways into Port Huron, Interstates 69 and 94, each run through the area |
Tepresent.

Mymlkﬂmﬂy%md&dmﬁuwﬂmﬂm
M.whﬂhmhﬁkdh@ymhngmk.mymﬂhnw&immmm;h
denscly populated areas of the U.S. and, particularly, the state of Michigan. If nuclear fuel is
1o be transported through Michigan (o Canada on our Imerstate highways, it will have to travel
Mﬂmhmwolhnmoflmmmmml&‘mﬂmm. Bagle
M.Jm.mm_mmmmwmmm)umlm(um.
Flint, Port Huron). Additiomlly, the 1-69 corridor runs the length of my House district,
through Lapeer and St. Clair counties.

1/10.00.00

10 00 00 Comment Number 1

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

For emergency response circumstances, all shipments will be coordinated
with appropriate State and local officials. If requested, DOE will assist
appropriate officials with response plans and, if necessary, resources in
accordance with guidelines established in DOE Order 5530.3. DOE has
developed a Radiological Assistance Program, also outlined in DOE Order
5530.3, to provide assistance in all types of radiological accidents. Regional
Radiological Assistance Program plans include coverage of the States and
provide guidance for maintaining and executing emergency response plans.
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Office of Fissilc Materials Disposition
Page 2

Realizing that the CANDU option is onc of just several the Department is considering,
1 would strongly urge the Department to consider the above described transportation
routes through the U.S. to be wmacceptable, Especially, [ ask you to consider that from the
Western U.S. there are many access points to Canada that do not involve international
waterways, bridges or unncls. The environmental and security risk factors involved in

transporting this highly volatile mlear fuel more than 2,000 miles over ground through some 1/10.00.00
of the most denscly populased areas of the U.S. and the state of Michigan are deeply cont.
ing. | stromgly d that the Dep look carefully into altermative

methods of transportation, including ground transportation from the processing site in
Washington state through Canada to the Ontario reactor site.

Thank you for the opportunity to express my views on this important health and safety
issue.
Sincerely,
} 1
o )
“Lavn i dice
N VAT 'S

Karea Willard
State Representative, 82nd District
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DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
Capitol Comples
Carson City, Nevedn 89710
Fax (702) 687-3983
(702) 68740635

June 7, 1996

]. David Nulton

Director, NEPA Compliance & Outreach
U. S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Re:  SAI# 96300140: State of Nevada Comments on the U.S. Department of
Energy's Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on the Storage
| Disoosition of W, Usable Fissile Material

Dear Mr. Nulton:

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to review the Draft Storage and
Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Programmatic Eavironmental Impact
Statement (PEIS). As you might recall, in October 1994, the State of Nevada
submitted detailed scoping comments on the Notice of Intent (NOI) for this PEIS.

The following comments on this Draft PEIS focus on national issues relevant to

the storage and disposition of fissile materials, as well as on local issues pertinent to the

Nevada Test Site. We conclude with a summary of these national and local issues.




STATE OF NEVADA, DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION,
CARSON CITY, NV, JULIE BUTLER
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010000 Comment Number 1
N Comment noted. Consideration will be given to the link between storage and
DOE Scorsge and Disposison FEIS Juse 7% N SATpecore0 disposition in the decisionmaking process.
NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE

Over the past six years, State of Nevada officials have consistently and
deliberatcly participated in the review of Department of Energy (DOE) plans and
programs concerning the management and disposition of DOE-controlled radioactive
waste and fissile materials. We have offered substantive on a variety of
proposed actions including the NOIs for the now defunct Reconfiguration PEIS and
the “active” Pantex EIS, as well a5 lengthy comments on the Idaho Spent Fuel PEIS,
the Envi | Manag PEIS, the PEIS for Stockpile Stewardship, and the
NTS SiteWide EIS. In all of these we have consistently tried to embrace a
national perspective while acknowledging that DOE must address local issues and

concerns in order to achieve workable decisions concerning the long-term

g and disposition of nuclear wastes and fissile materials.

In previous comments, we have stated that the federal government must first
develop a preferred alternative for the permanent disposition of special nuclear
materials like plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEU), before selecting sites
for interim or long-term storage. Specifically, we stated that "DOE should link long-

term materials consolidation and management with options for final materials

disposition.”’

In reference 1o surplus plutonium, we concur with the National Academy of
Sciences’ finding that disposition options for this long-lived material will take decades 1/01.00.00
ro carry qut. Therefore, we believe that to reduce the risks of fissile material

! Lmu:danwa,l”)hnlnhnl.boux.smtorNWlﬁ.hMr.Hdeumr_Dwmy
Assistane Secretary, Office of Weapons Complex Reconfiguration.
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DOE Storage and Disposition PEIS June 7,199 Nevada SAL # 96300140

proliferation, 2 major policy concem for the country and the world, DOE must link
plutonium storage and disposition functions at as few federal sites as possible. Taking
such action would reduce the overall risks to public health and the enviroament.
Linking plutonium storage and disposition functions would also diminish the
socioeconomic impacts caused by risk and stigma issues typically associated with
transporting nuclear marerials and radioactive waste on public highways.

Given our recent participation in numerous briefings 20d meetings with
Department officials, however, we believe that DOE will not seriously consider 1/01.00.00
linking surplus plutoni age with materials disposition. In essence, this means cont.
that DOE will likely segregate the decision process for long-term {50 year) plutonium

1 e i

storage from the nine sep p position alternatives
in the Storage and Disposition PEIS (see attached). Unfortunately, adopting such 2
strategy will result in the federal transportation of plutonium-bearing materials
through dties and communities throughout the country. We contend that such a
campaign will not be acceptable to the public.

1 4

For example, if DOE selects the “No Action Alternative” for long-term storage
of surplus plutonium at the six existing DOE sites’ assessed in the PEIS and thea
decides to adopt a plutonium disposition strategy such as Immobilization’ and Reactor

! Hanford, WA, Los Alamos, NM; Rocky Flats, CO; Pamcx, TX; Sevamosh, SC; and INEL, Idaho.

} Yo primary imawhilization technologies indhude vitrificstion (i.c., imto glam) and ceramic
immobilizstion. Vitrification is the technology of choicr for trestment of the estimated 100 million
gallons of defense high-level waste in storage st DOE's Hanford and Sevannah River sites.
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10 00 00 Comment Number 2

Historically, the risk from transporting highly radioactive materials is low.
DOE Scorage aad Disposicion PEIS Jume 7,199 Nevadh SAT# 56300140 This is because safety is built into the packaging. There has not been an
accident release of radioactive material which has caused injury or death
during more than 40 years of DOE shipment activity. Perceived risk is beyond

Burn', surphus plutonium-bearing materials will be continuously transported for many

years between several DOE sites. While DOE's risk analyses for the routine the scope of this PEIS. The potential risks from the transportation of materials
transportation of radioactive waste and fissile marerials always scem to demonstrate for each alternative are evaluated and presented in Section 4.4 and
lirtle or no impact in terms of accident fatalities and latent cancer desths, these analyses 2/10.00.00 Appendlx G.

routinely faﬂwddnsthcpemdvedﬁskimmvhichiuvit:blywillmﬂtfmm

these transportation activities.

09 08 08 Comment Number 3

Risk Perception: Large scale ship of plutonium-bearing materials along the
nation’s hi;hwzyundraillins.especizﬂythmxgh large urban areas, will cause
signiﬁcamadvemndoeeouomkmdcuhunllmpaazevmifnowddmnocwr.

The socioeconomic analysis estimates impacts to employment, income,
housing, and community services. These impacts are estimated using
standard methodology, and can be quantified and compared across sites.

Typically these impacts will manifest as negative stigmatizing sock effects.

Research® has demonstrated that nuclear-related activities such as radioactive material 3/09.08.08 Addressing “risk perception” issues would be highly speculative and not
transporation have the potential to result in significant socioeconomic impacts. These quantifiable. Furthermore, it would not be possible to compare alternatives in
impacts originate in intcnse negative perceptions and avoidance bebavion by the a consistent manner.

public. Public and media interest in “things nuclear” makes it almost certain that these
negative perceptions will adversely affect 2 community’s quality of life and

+ 1

q y its ial, residential, and business investment opportunities.

¢ mm:&:nwmﬂmhmamm&mmﬂx To achieve this,
mﬁmg—hmmlﬂﬁdhmh_wmusmmwho-d
the CANDU reactors owned aad operaind by the Conadian gomerament. Using wespons-grade
p}u-hnpunnﬂy&_DOE'tPuuphumeDOEmldpmuummphm
-piu'mmun.wmoamonuwmymkw-mduﬁ
DOE sites evalustad in the PEIS. This fresh fuel would in tur be bursed ot an existing 3
m,ﬁ&n&ﬂw_\mdxhhnmhbqwaﬂymm(m
anquiced) DOE reacior.

5 State of Nevada, Nuclear Waste Project Office. WMNWPO-SEO‘&J%O“-OJ;MM}-
9.
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There is also considerable uncertainty about the federal government’s abiliry to
safely manage radioactive materials, and because of this, the public has developed 2
very strong aversion to “things nuclear.” Given this legacy, along with the
inevitability of associated negative risk perceptions caused by the transportation of
nuclear materials, we are disappointed that this Draft PEIS fails to address risk

1ol (.

perceptions issues and their r p to p ial negative soci ic impacts

as part of the NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) impact analysis process.

Accordingly, if DOE adopts a proposed action and implements a Record of
Decision that results in a fragmented approach between the management of long-term
plutonium storage and a final disposition strategy, then the Department should be
prepared for widespread public controversy and litigation leading to additional and
costly NEPA documentation. Such action, of course, will be driven by the public's
aversion to the “excessive® transportation of plutonium-bearing materials o the
nation’s highways. And any accidents or incidents that occur during the shipping

campaigns will only serve to exacerbate the situation.

Cumulative Impacts: If plutonium storage and disposition are not lidated at one
or more federal sites, DOE’s decision process could result in a deficient analysis of
cumulative impacts to the human and natural environments. This situation could

intensify as other “programmatic,” department-wide NEPA decisions are made that
cover the treatment, storage, and disposal of other waste forms® at the same sites

selected for long-term plutonium storage and disposition.

. Civilian and defense spent rescior fucl, mined waste, low-level waste, specisi-Case wans, ek

4/15.00.00

5/10.00.00

1500 00 Comment Number 4

Risk perception is a subjective issue that varies from person to person. DOE
does not attempt to quantify risk perception in order to provide an objective
environmental impact analysis.

1000 00 Comment Number 5§

The maximum number of shipments of radioactive materials for an entire
campaign, regardless of the alternative selected, is very small (about 0.03
percent per year) compared to the number of hazardous material shipments
made nationally. Furthermore, the DOE safety history record is excellent.
There have been no injuries or deaths caused by the release of radioactive
materials in over 40 years of DOE shipments. While a transportation accident
1s possible, it is highly unlikely that there would be a release of radioactive
material due to the stringent safety standards required for the packaging and
operations.
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STATE OF NEVADA, DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION,
CARSON CITY, NV, JULIE BUTLER

According to the analysis of socioeconomic “benefits” presented in the PEIS, it
is clear that the Reactor Burn Alternative along with the need for developing a MOX
—
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As DOE is aware, decisions concerning materials storage and disposition will
play a key role in determining the potential cumulative environmental impacts and
radiological human health risks at the federal sites selected for such activities. How

PAGE 6 OF 14
11 00 08 Comment Number 6
. Comment noted. The cumulative impacts of various potential actions at the
DOE Storsgs sad Dispicion PEIS June 7199 Neda SATS 96300140 DOE sites arc analyzed in Section 4.7 of the PEIS. In response to public

comment, the analysis of cumulative impacts has been expanded for the Final
PEIS. The Final PEIS, including public comments and cumulative impacts,
will be considered in the DOE decisionmaking process.

DOE chooses to address the timing of these decisions in relationship to other 6/11.00.08
department-wide programmatic NEPA decisions that pose similar risks is not at all 08 03 00 Comment Number 7
o . ) L

i:;:ﬂh:? mwm::::::xm then a‘:d ::‘::::,::a;tr::m The Department of Energy is not required to prepare a cost-benefit analysis.

will likely not be acceptable to the public. However, if one is prepared and it can help differentiate between the
alternatives, it would be included in the PEIS. DOE has determined that a

Cost-Benefit Analysis: State officials also believe that a cost-benefit analysis should be cost-benefit analysis is not needed on the storage and disposition of weapons-

developed to support 2 programmatic decision concerniog which techaology is usable fissile materials, since there are a number of factors that distin guish the

event "f’ede“‘: for plutonium di 'd; ion. The N 'l 'F“"f;‘ ;P‘”f" Aa alternatives from each other.

requures ag to & enyv al costs of a pl’DPO action

against the action’s ic and technological benefits” According to the Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, was provided for public

regulations of the Council on Environmental Quaity concerning cost-beneit, *an comment in Technical Summary Reports for both storage and disposition in

environmental impact statement should at least indicate those considerations, 7/08.03.00 the summer of 1996.

including factors not related to environmental quality [cost-benefit], which are likely
t0 be relevant and important to a decision.™ Selecting 2 disposition options) for
surplus plutonium is clearly a major programmatic decision that will have significant

cost implications.
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(Mixed Oxide} fuel fabrication facility will generate the greatest economic impact

SIAd 10Ul S|P opissiy

21qps[]1-suodvagp Jo uoisodsiy puv 28v.10ig

when compared to the other disposition alternatives under consideration. Yer,
without a general assessment of comparative life-cycle costs for the various disposition
technologies, the public is unable to determine the long-term costs/benefits of selecting
one alternative over another. Because the Reactor Burn Alternative could have
significantly different life-cycle costs impacts in comparison to the other disposition
technologies, the Final PEIS should at least contain an informal cost-benefit analysis,
The Final PEIS should also discuss the relationship between the cost-benefit analysis of

the various dispositi hnologies and any unquantified eavi I effects such
as reactor decommissioning, the generation and disposal of mixed, low-level, and solid
wastes, etc. 7/08.03.00

cont.

Under the current Administration’s guidance, DOE has initiated several
“openness initiatives” aimed at both expanding and soliciting public participation in
the Department’s decision making process. DOE has also demonstrated a certain
sensitivity toward assessing the costs associated with other major programmatic
decisions’ involving the production of nuclear materials and/or disposition of nuclear
waste. However, these analyses were specifically excluded from the formal NEPA
documentation process and were generally reserved for internal use to support DOE’s
NEPA decision making process. While justification for excluding a cost-beaefit
analysis for these other actions remains questionable, because of the high cost
associated with the Reactor Burn Alternative, there is a clear and obvious need to

’ See US. Deparcment of Eaergy, 1995. it it
DOE/DP-0134, and U.S. Depurtment of Eneryy, 19%, Analysis of Stockpile M. Al
February 1996, Albuquerque Operations Office.




¥ Ahhough reaccor-based plutonium burn-up technologies will bind weapons-grade plutonium in 2 form
that meets the Spent Fuel Standard, such techaol ses will not dlimi all of the pl isatopes, Q
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(NTS), would be “inconsistent with the NTS withdrawal.” As you know, in comments

on the NOI for this PEIS, we suggested that certain institutional constraints that

STATE OF NEVADA, DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION,
CARSON CITY, NV, JULIE BUTLER
PAGE 8 OF 14
010200 Comment Number 8
Comment noted. The purpose of the Proposed Action for Pu disposition is to
convert the surplus weapons-usable Pu into a form that meets the Spent Fuel
DOE Scorage and Disposition PEIS June 7,199 Nevada SAL #96300140 Standard. In the case of MOX fuel use for reactors, the fuel would be used in
a once-through cycle without reprocessing. It is true that MOX fuel in reactors
provide a general analysis of costs and benefits of the nine disposition alternatives 7/08.03.00 would not consume all the Pu. However, meeting the Spent Fuel Standard
presented in this Draft PEIS. cont. would make the residual Pu in the spent fuel as difficult to extract for weapons
use as that in commercial spent fuel.
In a related marter, State officials do acknowledge that a decision to adopt the
plutonium burn option using any of the reactor alternatives will have certain national
and international policy implications. On one hand, agreeing to participate in the 09 01 02 Comment Number 9
*Plutonium Fuel Cyele” - albeit imited o defense related] purposes - presems 23 A review of the four Public Land Orders was conducted in 1983 by the
obvious conflict with U.S. policies that support the non-proliferation of special nuclear i R
materials.” Alternatively, by not choosing the plutonium burn-up option, the U.S. 8/01.02.00 Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in accordance with the Federal Land
could undermine certain international objectives aimed at reduciag the stockpile of Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). The BLM District Manager
weapons-grade plutonium held by Russia a0d other nuclear countries. In any event, concurred with the conclusion of the review that NTS lands were still being
while these national and international policy considerations cannot be ignored, neither used for the purpose for which [hey were withdrawn.
can the selection of a plutonium disposition option that will *bust the budget,” given
other DOE program priorities that must compete i a time of no-growth budget cycles The Department of Energy 1s committed to ensuring that all future activities
{or the foreseeable future. at NTS are conducted in compliance with FLPMA and Federal land
withdrawal policies. DOE will consult with the Department of the Interior to
LOCAL ISSUES = NEVADA TFST SITE ensure that the appropriate process is followed to enable DOE to fulfill this
commitment.
On page S-20 of the PEIS, as well as in other sections of the document, it is
stated that certain alternatives, such as consalidation of Highly-Enriched Uranium
along with an estimated 38 tons of weapons-grade plutonium at the Nevada Test Site 9/09.01.02
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directly affect the Nevada Tesk Site should be analyzed if the NTS were to be
considered for any major projects such as loag-term storage and/or disposition of
fissile materials. Specifically, we stated that “DOE must resolve certain administrative
constraints that limit uses of the NTS {and that] such restraints are contained in the
Public Land Orders that suthorized the land withdrawal for the site.” We are pleased
hat DOE has finally acknowleded that stigulated facilicy- .

ined in the Public 1 and Orders for the NTS withdrawal.

Because it appears that NTS will probably not be selected as a preferred
alternative for either long-term storage or fissile materials disposition, we have
purposely forgone a detailed review of the envir !i P din the 9/09.01.02
dnft PEIS. However, if the final PEIS includes any propoud actions for the NTS, cont.
DOE must acknowledge that the Public Land Orders' for the NTS do in fact limit the
use of the site to weapons testing and related research and development facilities only.
When the Nevada Legislature ceded its jurisdiction to the public lands that now
comprise the NTS, it did 30 on the basis of these stipulated uses. And, although many
believe the lands comprising the NTS are federal lands, they are in fact public lands
that have been withdrawn for a specific national defense purpose, and that purpose

SIdd 19Ul S]PMIIDW 311551,
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does not include long-term storage of fissile materials, nor development of any major
disposition technologies such as plutonium immobilization and/or MOX fuel
fabrication and reactor bumn-up of fissile materials.

' Public Laod Orders 308, 1662, 2568 and 3579. Buress of Land M: - ®LM), 1934. C

of Withdrzwaks, Departmen of Eergy, Nevade Tess Site 431034, (This file is Jocared a the BLM State
Offfice in Reno, Nevads.
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1f, in the unlikely event that DOE selects the NTS for one or more of these
activiies, then the Department must propose a path forward in the Final PEIS and
Record of Decision that specifically addresses actions concerning altering the mission
of the NTS. Formally altering that mission, moreover, must include 2 process for
seeking approval from the Nevada Legislature to use the site for purposes other than

nuclear testing.
CONCLUDING SUMMARY COMMENTS

As mentioned above, we are providing a list of specific summary comments that
cover both national and local issues of concern. We would appreciate DOE's careful
review of these comments and their consideration during preparation of the Final

PEIS for storage and disposition of fissile materials.

o State officials in Nevada believe that DOE should link long-term fissile
materials consolidation and storage with options for final materials disposition. This
means that the proposed action presented in the Final PEIS should support 3 decision
that co-locates long-term storage with one or more of the plutonium disposition/
treatment options. Linking long-term fissile materials storage and disposition will
reduce risks and risk perception issues iated with the y transportation
of fissile materials on public roads and highways throughout the country.

© A prolonged shipping campaign of plutonium-bearing ials along the
nation’s highways, especially through large urban areas, will cause significant adverse
socioeconomic and cultural impacts even if no accidents occur. Hence, if 2 proposed

action is put forth in the Final PEIS that results in prolonged shipments of fissile

08 03 00 Comment Number 10

It is recognized that the decision to locate any of the alternatives at a site
would require coordination with State and local officials on a variety of areas
including the mission of the site.

01 00 00 Comment Number 11

10/08.03.00 Comment noted.

11/01.00.00

2/10.00.00
cont.

4/15.00.00
cont.

sasuodsay pup
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materials, then DOE must address risk perceptions issues and their relationship to

P ial neg ic impacts as part of the environmental impact analysis 4/15.00.00

process (i.e., as per CEQ 1502.1 and 1502.16). cont.

©  Decisions concerning fissile materials storage and disposition will play a
significant role in determining p jal lative envir l impacts and
radiological human health risks at the federal sites selected for such activities.

Accordingly, in presenting a proposed action in the Final PEIS for long-term storage

of surplus plutonium, DOE must address the impacts of such a decision on other
existing and pending department-wide programmatic NEPA decisions that pose
similar risks at the selected site(s); we also contend that such an analysis must apply to 6/11.00.08

those sites where it is obvious that a decision will be imp d for one or more of cont.

the technologies being considered for materials dispositions (i.e., immobilization
and/or reactor burn).

©  State officials strongly believe that a cost-benefits analysis must be developed to
support a programmatic decision concerning which technology is eventually selected
for plutonium disposition. Clearly, under the regulations of the National
Environmental Policy Act (CEQ 1502.23), DOE is authorized, and we believe

d of costs and benefits for the 7/08.03.00
competing plutonium disposition technologies. Moreover, because the Reactor Burn cont.

I3

obligated, to present an informal, bal

Alternative will have significantly higher costs and potentially more profound

environmental impacts than the other disposition technologies, a cost benefits analysis
is clearly warranted and should be included in the Final PEIS.
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©  If DOE selects the Nevada Test Site for either long-term storage of surplus

plutonium or the development of any new facilities to support plutonium disposition

{e.g-» MOX Fuel Fabrication), State officials contend that the Department must 10/08.03.00
proposc a path forward in the Final PEIS and Record of Decision that specifically cont.
addresses the facility-use restrictions contained in the Public Land Orders for the NTS

withdrawal.

Aggain, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft
Storage and Disposition PEIS. If you have any questions about these comments, please
contact me or Mr. John B. Walker, Nuclear Waste Praject Office at 702-687-3744.

Sincerely,

ol Bt

Julie Butler, Coordinator

Stare Clearinghouse, DOA/SPOC
JB\jbw
oc:  Governor Bob Miller
Nevada Congressional Delegation
Perry C Dept. of Administration
Robert R. Loux, NWPO

Harry Sw Deputy A y General

Lew Dodgion, Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
Affected State Agencies

Leo Penne, State of Nevada, Washington Office

John Thomasian, NGA

Terry Vacth, Joseph Fiore, Don Elle, DOE/NV

Carol M. Borgnrom DOEHQ\NEPA a
Ann Morgan, State Director, BLM S
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Uregon
DEPARTMENT OF
Juoe 7, 1996 ENERGY

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

P.O. Box 23786
Washingten, DC 20026-3786
The Oregon Deper of Energy appreci PP y 1o comment on the Storage

MWMWmUnbkakammﬁhme
Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0229-D). Our detailed comments on the draft are attached.

mwmmdwmrummdummmmm

will result in creating more waste at Hanford, or will delay Hanford ch d

that the Final EIS consider only Deep Borehole, CANDUvamﬁamnwuhewum

alooeornmﬁamnmmh:yklevelwmunn;m ‘can in can” process. Support for this
is included in the h

Onc other substantive issuc was raised by a broad cross section of Oregonians. That issuc is
that each of the potential sites be treated equitably. Our citizens expressed strong opinions
that with Hanford, the Idabo National Enginccring Lab, and nerve gas storage at the Umatilla
Army Depot, the Pacific Northwest has already bome more than its share of potential
cxposures to government owned hazards.

Storage Options

We belicve neither the Fucls and Materials Examination Facility (FMEF) nor the Plutonium
Finishing Plant (PFP) arc suitable facilities for the purpose proposed.

FMEFuplvptmdnoxpomblehnlnyfornpmdedmgeof

g of the plutonium for use in mixed oxide fucls. -
'l'hemnrmluplcpmblemsmlhlhunpprmch FMEFcnmuholdlh:
entire y of pl FMEF is tly an
fmhlyclosclokndlhnl horexpma\uwnhﬁwkmmfmmng
and p di conummluonofswmndmgm
mlloeax MuuoflheHmfotdsucls Itis bl
to consider contaminating more of the site.

L

625 Marion Strect NE
Sakern, OR 97310

(S03) 3784040

FAX (S01) 3737806
Toll- Free 1-900-221-A1%

| 1/08.03.01
l 2/01.04.00

1/08.03.01
cont.

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at Hanford.

Funding for all alternatives under the Fissile Materials Disposition Program
will be through the government budget process. This program will be funded
independently of the Hanford cleanup activities. The Plutonium Finishing
Plant (PFP) is only considered under the No Action Alternative in which Pu
storage would continue at the current interim storage location in a stabilized
form pursuant to DNFSB Recommendation 94-1 and the ROD for the
Plutonium Finishing Plant Stabilization Environmental Impact Statement
(PFP EIS) (DOE/EIS-0244-F).

The PFP EIS analysis concludes that PFP key facility buildings exceed the
seismic design standards currently used at Hanford. Further, operation of
systems and equipment with the PFP would not begin until a safety analysis
has been completed.

01 04 00 Comment Number 2

Comment noted. Decisions will be based on the PEIS, among other things,
which will include these comments from the Oregon DOE.
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Plutonium Disposition PEIS Comments
June 7, 1996
Page 2

The Plutonium Finishing lel(PFP)ualsoptoposedforuuxnumon The existing
structures at PFP are not designed to ismic criteria. The surrounding arcas arc
cxmvelyconmmnnedmdmynembeadeqnaulyclumdupmpmeahmnhulxhot

the Adding lolhullrudymmpmblemdoanotmlkcznse
mmknownlocauono{ovctommm:lonof jum which is d for at
Hanford our mlnfuymbemmd.

We believe the facilities at PFP do not meet industrial or nuclear safety standards for this
process.

Disposal options

We considered several criteria for evaluating the merit of the various options:

1. The ability 1o p ly dispose of p

2. Speedol’ 1 of the plutonium from p I reuse in weap

3

4. Accepublhty to other nations.

5. Security and degree of radiation protection.

In an ideal world, we would prefer d jon of the pl None of the
potential options will destroy most of the plutonium.

Deep Borehole emplacement could rapidly the plutonium from pons usability.

There are 1cchnical uncertainties with deep borehole which limit our ability to analyze
potential consequences. The EIS makes no proposal for siting such a disposal facility.
Finding an acceptable site will be difficult and time consuming.

The Canadians have exp d i toacusm diary by using Canadian CANDU
m.clmtodlspmebmhAmcanmd" i i We belicve this is a viable option
which has merit. This option results in a net reduction in the amount of spent fuel created for
dispasal in the Canadian high Jevel nuclear waste repository. This would represent a
significant departure from the design basis for the CANDU reactors. The EIS does not
provide sufficient analysis of the potential impacts to allow a definitive technical decision on
this alternative.

The control equipment design for these reactors
They will be costly to complete

We oppose pletion of ok
is obsolete and will itate major redesign and d

&' PB!

and will produce additional spent fuel requiring disposal. We oppose construction of new

1/08.03.01
cont.

| 3/01.00.00

4/04.03.00

5/06.05.08

6/08.03.01

0100 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.

04 0300 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.

06 05 08 Comment Number 5

The PEIS does not intend to cover the entire range of issues to make definitive
technical decisions on alternatives. A separate Technical Summary Report is
available to describe the technical impacts of the CANDU Reactor
Alternative more fully.

08 0301 Comment Number 6

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the
disposition of Pu using the partially completed LWR (commercial). However,
should this alternative be selected in the ROD, these reactors would be
completed in accordance with current codes and standards with appropriate
upgrades to equipment and systems. The analyses of the environmental
impacts for completing these reactors and the fuel management (fresh MOX
fuel and spent fuel) are included in this PEIS. Decisions on the disposition of
weapons-usable fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
input.
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Plutenium Disposition PELS C
June 7, 1996
Page 3

reactors. They will be costly to complete and will produce additional spent fuel requiring
disposal.  Use of other reactors designed for mixed oxide fuel is feasible, but both decp
borehole disposal and vitrification have greater merit and less apparent adverse impacts.

The EIS lacks information on costs and detailed impacts of the various options. Without this
information, it is not possible to select a final remedy. This is a major flaw in that technical
and public commenters are faced with a huge gap in the information needed (o adequatcly
judge the tradeofTs between alternatives.

We oppose vitrification directly with high level waste. Vitrification of high level waste alone
is already extremely complex. Adding plutonium to this mix could greatly raiscs the risk of
failure for both the waste and plutonium di ] missi

4

it A

Recent runs at § h River offer an immediate solution which
uses a “can in can” approach to vitrifying the plutonium and embedding it in vitrified high
fevel nuclear waste. Hanfords cesium could readily be added to the Savannah River waste
feed stock to increase the radiation barrier,

The availuble lands at Hanford which could be sclected for such a mission fall primarily in
critical shrub-steppe habital. These lands arc already compromised by the cl p mission.

Electrometallurgica! treatment is unproven technology and should not be selected.

Major Copcerns about the E1S

Summary:

# ODOE is concemed the EIS does not identify the proposed action, as required by the
Nationa! Environmental Policy Act. Instead it identifies a range of potential actions. This
does not allow the public to adequately assess what USDOE proposes.

¢ The Oregon Department of Esergy, the Oregon Hanford Waste Board and the public werc
troubled to find no discussion of the costs for cach option and cost comparisons between
options in the EIS. These cost comparisons should be included in the final EIS.

& The EIS fails 10 analyze the environmental impacts for Hanford. It docs make repeated
references to the "Hanford Sitc Development Plan®, and to the impacts being negligible.

7/08.03.01

8/08.00.00

9/08.03.01

10/08.03.01

11/09.06.01

| 12/08.03.01

} 13/08.03.00

8/08.00.00
cont.

| 14/09.01.01

080301 Comment Number 7

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

08 00 00 Comment Number 8

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.

0803 01 Comment Number 9

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 10

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

09 06 01 Comment Number 11

The importance of shrub steppe habitat is acknowledged in the PEIS. The
analysis identifies how much of this type of habitat may be lost, both in terms
of acreage and as a percentage of the site. The cumulative loss of shrub steppe
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disposal in zifcon or other mineral waste forms.

Public Involvement

Enclosed is a copy of "The Oregon Approach: A Grassroots Method to Achieve Meaningful
Public Involvemeni”, February 1996. This is our report on what we leamed about Oregonians
concerns about plutonium disposition and how to communicate with citizens on such issues.
We believe it could serve as a model for USDOE public involvement.

Attached is a more detailed discussion of the draft EIS. If you have any questions in this
regard, please contact Mary Lou Bluzek ut (503)378-5544 or Dirk Dunning at (503)378-3187,

Sincerely,
. )ﬁl\ < Q‘ﬁ{/ ’
J

John Savage, Administcator
Oregon Deparument of Eaergy

STATE OF OREGON, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, SALEM, OR,
JOHN SAVAGE
PAGE 4 OF 17
habitat was also determined. This loss will be considered, as will all other
environmental impacts, during the decisionmaking process prior to issuance
of the ROD.
P Disposition PEIS C : . L
June 7. 1996 The PEIS will support a siting decision for long-term storage and a
Page 4 technology decision for the disposition of Pu. The only storage alternatives
that would result in additional land disturbance at Hanford would be the
. e Collocation and Consolidation Alternatives. Any adverse impacts to
i Jusion that i ligibl - . . " .. o
Neithet the plas, ot " pects ar seglgiblc have boen soceped by the | lgﬁgm o biological resources resulting from siting decisions would be mitigated and
« The shrubteppe habitat st Hanford i critcal o many species on st This habiat b ' addressed in site-specific environmental documentation. Mitigation measures
been designatod as eritical for protection by the State of Washington. Many of the species 11/09.06.01 could include minimizing the area disturbed and developing and
that depend on this habitat are listed or under consideration for listing as rare threatened or o . . . .
cndangored by the State and Federal governments. This ELS must analyze in detail the cont. « implementing a vegetation plan that would lead to the establishment of
p tial imp from proposed actions and the cumulative impacts from all other projects Sagebmsh habl[at on disturbed land.
proposed or considered which may impact the same habitats.
¢ The EIS uses the urgency of securing the plutonium to drive the urgency for plutopium
disposition. We belicve these need not be so tightly linked. The securily issucs are 15/01.00.00 08 0301 Comment Number 12
par and must p di distely. The storage probl must likewise be solved in e
the very peas term 1o allow us 1o comply with intemational disarmament fesics The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the
i rium disp is important to cnsure thcb:v- Y Ohf-‘-'"-- ; her:l-nd i-l-b 16/14.00.00 Electrometallurgical Treatment Alternative. Decisions on disposition of
ssia. However, some technical op ms feasible with more time for analysis, WU, . . . .
o 4 vt weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses,

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

08 03 00 Comment Number 13

As stated in Chapter 1 of the PEIS, the basic action ‘proposed by DOE is to
place surplus weapons-usable fissile materials into long-term storage until
dispositioned. There are a variety of materials involved, in form and type, a
variety of material locations, and a range of techniques that could be
implemented to accomplish this purpose. Based upon this situation, DOE
decided to prepare a PEIS so that the environmental impacts of a very
complex situation could be considered in a systematic manner.

09 01 01 Comment Number 14

The Hanford Site Development Plan dated May 1993 (DOE/RL-93-19) is
Hanford’s current land-use planning document. The PEIS analyzes potential
impacts to onsite land use against this document. All storage and disposition
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Attachment A

Oregon Department of Energy
Detailed comments on the
Storage and Disposition of Wnpom-Unble Fblle Materials
Draft Programmatic Envir

Summary

1 Page S-2, second bullet. The EIS and asserts with pport that the

assertion that the spent fuel standard is adequatc to assurc that the plutonium from

apons will be inaccessible to terrorists and other nations for the time it will have to
be sccure. The implicit assumption is that providing any greater degree of protection
is futile, as large quantities of spent commercial nuclear fuel which contains larger
quantities of pl will be ible to many nations. The EIS asserts that this
radiation barrier is necessary. It does not assess whether this barrier is sufficient. The
EIS should be expanded to include this assessment.

2. Page S4, second pangnph The ELS scope requires that it assess the cumulative
in d: with the requi of the National
Env:mnm:nm Pohcy Act. The EIS fails to examine the cumulative impacts to the
Hanford environment and habitats. The final EIS should.

3. Page S-5, last paragraph before DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES section. The
Department is required by the National Envi | Policy Act to consult with and
obtain the of other agencies which have regulatory authority or special
cxpertise in the area in question. NEPA requires this ion to be carly in the
development of the EIS and lhmughout its formulation so as to reach good decisions.

A copy of these is ired to be itied along with the EIS and to be
made availzble to the public. We request all other agency comments oo this EIS.

4. Page S-$, develop of al ives, sccond paragraph. USDOE's criteria for
cvaluation of the various options include cost-eff We request all cost data

considered for the EIS to allow us to cvaluate this information.

s. Page §-6, fourth paragraph. USDOE ity eliminated the Rocky Flats site based
on proximity to a major city and plutonium vulnerabilities. The Hanford site is
upriver from a large population of Oregonians and Washingtonians which may be

adversely effected by actions at Hanford. USDOE should similarly eliminate Hanford
from ideration. Either Hanfi ‘Mddsobemmﬁlyelimnaedfm
consideration, or Rocky Flats should be inchuded and a th h performed
equal to other sites. Also, citizen input to the Plutonium Vul |hty at
Hanford was NOT included. The site assessment team met with a limited pumber of

stakeholders. They heard, but appearcd to disregard, their concems and comments.
The final report states that the citizens concerns were addressed. We believe they

17/01.04.00

14/09.01.01
cont.

18/08.02.00

8/08.00.00
cont.

19/01.04.00

| 20/08.02.00

alternatives proposed for Hanford would be in conformance with the Hanford
Site Development Plan; therefore, no impact to land use would occur. DOE is
currently preparing the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) in
conjunction with the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact
Statement (HRA EIS). The CLUP/HRA EIS is being prepared with
stakeholder, governmental, and tribal input. Coordination of these documents
with the NEPA process will allow DOE to codify the land use
recommendations in a ROD. However, the PEIS references the current Site
Development Plan (1993) since adoption of the CLUP/HRA EIS will occur
beyond the PEIS timeline.

An analysis of cumulative impacts at Hanford is addressed in Chapter 4 of the
PEIS.

01 00 00 Comment Number 15

The Department of Energy currently provides adequate security for its Pu
activities. The purpose of the Proposed Action is to implement the President’s
Nonproliferation Policy in a safe, reliable, cost-effective, technically feasible,
and timely manner. The storage and disposition alternatives are linked in
order to accomplish this purpose. Cost data, along with technical and
schedule data, was provided in Technical Summary Reports of both storage
and disposition in the summer 1996. Results of the nonproliferation analysis
were made available in the fall of 1996.

14 00 00 Comment Number 16

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 waste forms. The specific ceramic form
was not identified. Research and development is both on-going and planned
to support a disposition alternative(s), which would include pilot facilities for
processes and materials (and could include zircon), as necessary.
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were nol. Several stakeholders belicve that the at the Plutonium Finishing
Plant understated the magnitude of the risks and likelihood of their occurrence. No
resolution of this issue is apparent.

Page S-6, last paragraph.  An additional alternative was raised by Los Alamos
National Labs; immobilization in artificial zircon. Oregon specifically and formally
requested this alternative be analyzed. We find no discussion in the EIS of this
altenative. Additionally, information presented at the National Academy of Sciences
Symposium on vitrification of high level nuclear waste showed that high borate
content glasses may fail completely and release phutonium in less than ten thousand
years. USDOE should perform a detailed assessment of the zircon alicrnative.

Page $-12. No Hanford site locations arc ptable for plutonium storage or
pr ing. The Fucls Manuf; ing and E Facility (FMEF) facility is too
close to the city of Richland and the Columbia river. FMEF is currently
uncontaminated. Prior experience with plutonium facilities and fuel manufacturing
facilitics at Hanford shows a high likelihood that such a facility would result in
contamination of the land and groundwatcr. Neither facility is acceptable.

A new facility in the 200 Arcas would result in the destruction of shrub-steppe habitat.
Any such d ion direcly imp the ch p of the Hanford site. There is little
shrub-steppe habitat left at Hanford. Many species at Hanford which rely on the
shrub-steppe are under consideration for listing as rare, threatened or cndangered.
On-going cleanup actions will require the siting of several large processing facilities.
These will destroy significant amounts of shrub-steppe. Additional habitat destruction
should nol be an option.

Page S-14, first paragraph, last linc states *All immobilized Pu would be encased in
stainless steel canisters and would remain in on-site vault-type storuge until a final
HLW disposal site is op 1" Hanford is familiar with temporary - tumed long
term storage, for liquid waste, buricd wastes and cesium and strontium capsules.
Hanford must not be used for additional "temporary” nuclear waste storage.

Page S-14, Electrometallurgical Altemative. Development of this alternative raises
new security risks. This is the reverse of the process developed to separate plutonium
and uranium from spent fuel in a single step. The development of this prior capability
provides evidence to other nations that it can bc done, done safely, done in a small
facility and with fairly simple technology. This raises the prospect of reprocessing
fuel by small nations using this or similar technologies, combined with simple

i . e

20/08.02.00
cont.

16/14.00.00
cont.

1/08.03.01
cont.

11/09.06.01
cont.

21/09.11.01

12/08.03.01
cont.

0104 00 Comment Number 17

The Department of Energy, 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. Tt 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 weapons Pu.

08 02 00

The only cooperating agency with the DOE on this PEIS is the EPA. The EPA
had not provided DOE with any written comments as of the release of the
Draft PEIS. After the release, EPA provided DOE with a written evaluation
of the draft rating it EC-2. This means that EPA has environmental concerns
because of insufficient information in a certain area. After receipt of the
evaluation, DOE met with EPA and provided the information and/or
explained the area of concern in more detail. Appropriate changes were made
in the Final PEIS. Other Federal, State, and local agencies contacted are listed
in Chapter 9 of the PEIS.

Comment Number 18

01 04 00 Comment Number 19

The selection process for candidate sites for storage, including the selection
criteria and reasons for climination, is described in Chapter 2 of the PEIS.
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hemical di

cl lution and sep of the plutoni El llurgical
should not be pursued and, work already done should remain classified.

Page §-15, Reactor Category. Security concems over the transport of weapons-usable
fissile materials provide a strong arg that this op should be conducted at
the plutonium storage facility.

Page S-15, Existing Light Water Reactors. The second paragraph states "A timely
supply of MOX fuel would be needed for disposition of surplus Pu through use of
existing LWRs. MOX fuel fabrication at an existing European facilities would be a
viable option to meet the interim fuel nceds of Existing LWR Alternative.” No
justification is provided for introduction of MOX fuel into U.S. LWRs earlier than
would be available from a U.S. constructed MOX facility.

Page S-15, Partially Completed Light Water Reactors. Completion of partly
completed light water reactors poses several problems. First, the control systems and
computers designed for these facilities are no longer manufactured. All of these
systems will have to be replaced. The reactor systems may require extensive
modification to meet MOX requirements. New reactors would generate additional
spent auclear fuel which would need to be disposed 1o a national high level waste
repository. The first proposed repository at Yucca Mountain is over a decade late and
may not have space for this material. All new reactor options should be discarded

Page S-16, Evolutionary Light Water Reactor Alternative. Sec comment (2.

Page S-16, Environmental Impact analysis. The environmental impact analysis
cxcludes analysis of the envir | impacts iated with Tribal Treaty Reserved
rights. I the Jands are contaminated or destroyed, the Tribe is severely and
permanently impacted.

Page §-22, last paragraph (typical of cach major altemnative). Adverse environmental
impacts at Hanford will likely also include severe impacts on cleanup of wastes and
their resultant long term impacts on the site envir and the Columbia river.

Page 5-28, second paragraph (typical of the discussion of each of the options). This
paragraph states “However, the annual radiologica! dose to on-site workers would be
within radiclogical limits, and the dose to the population living within 80 km (50 mi)
of the site would be within 100 person-rem per year.* This exposure goal does not

12/08.03.01
cont.

22/06.06.08

23/06.01.08

24/08.03.01

25/09.07.01

26/09.11.01

27/09.09.08

09 11 01

08 02 00 Comment Number 20

The Department of Energy’s Plutonium Vulnerability Assessment is not part
of the PEIS. For this reason, this comment has been forwarded to the Office
of Defense Programs who prepared the assessment, and EM who conducts
actions to correct vulnerabilities.

Comment Number 21

Glass vitrification and ceramic immobilization are processes that put the
weapons-usable fissile materials in a solid form that would not be readily
dispersible into air or leachable into ground or surface water. The
immobilized form would be stored at the glass vitrification facility or ceramic
immobilization facility in compliance with all applicable Federal and State
regulations and DOE Orders until availability of a mined geological
repository. The NWPA enunciated the national policy that HLW be solidified
and disposed of in a mined geologic repository.

06 06 08 Comment Number 22

The proliferation risks for transportation between facilities will be considered
in selecting sites for pit disassembly, Pu conversion and MOX fuel
fabrication. DOE has an impeccable history of monitoring security of special
nuclear materials. This level of security would be expected to be retained
throughout the disposition mission, including transportation.

06 01 08 Comment Number 23

The commentor is generally correct. However, as stated in the PEIS, the
potential exists that MOX fuel may be needed earlier than could be supplied
by a domestic MOX fuel fabrication facility.

08 03 01 Comment Number 24

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the
disposition of Pu using the partially completed LWR (commercial). Decisions
on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based on
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meet the As Low As Rcasonably Achievable (ALARA) regulstory approach to
exposure control.

17.  Page S-46, Disposition Altcroative, sccond paragraph states “Idaho National
Environmental Laboratory, NTS and Hanford would be the least vulnerable to
cumulative impacts form the disposition alternatives.” We believe Hanford is the
most vulnerable to lative imp The only way USDOE could conclude
otherwise would be {0 assume that the problem is so big and so complex at Hanford
and NTS that anything sdded by doing disposition there would not significantly
change the damage. We belicve USDOE has 2 clear obligation to cleanup Hanford
and 1o protect the natural environment.

18.  Page S-48, fifth paragraph. For the upgrade altenative, Hanford would be heavily
impacied. FMEF is plable for use due 10 its proximity to the city of Richland
and the Columbia river. The PFP docs not meet seismi dards and is decrepit. A
new facility adjacent to PFP would destroy shrub-steppe habitat. Any new facility at
Hanford would lead to unacceptable additional contamination of lands.

Vol
The comments as noted for the Summary apply also to the various volumes as appropriate.

19.  Page 3-22, section 3.2.1, first paragraph staics *DOE intends to maintain active
institutional control of the site in perpetuity.” This is the subject of another EIS and is
an open issue. Orcgon opposes such control in perpetuity because it docs not protect
the public health, the environment or Tribal rights. Instead it leaves the problem to
future generations to deal with.

20.  Page 3-22, section 3.2.1, fourth paragraph states "No prime farmlands exist onsite.”
Much of the site is potential prime (armland. This is not the highest and best use of
the land, but it is arabie.

21, Page 3-26, last paragraph. The cleanout of PFP is the subject of another EIS. The
proposed action here is duplicative of that EIS. The analysis in this EIS is inadequate
to guide the cleanout actions at PFP. Also, PFP is not in acceptable condition to
handle any waste from any other facility. It is processing its own waste only as 8
cleanout action.

| 27/09.09.08
cont.

28/09.00.08

| 29/01.00.00

1/08.03.01
cont.

30/09.01.01

31/09.01.01

32/11.00.01

environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input. However, should this alternative be selected
in the ROD, these reactors would be completed in accordance with current
codes and standards with appropriate upgrades to equipment and systems.
The analyses of the environmental impacts for completing these reactors and
fuel management (fresh MOX fuel and spent fuel) are included in this PEIS.

09 07 01 Comment Number 25

The Department of Energy recognizes that the Tribes consider traditional use
areas to include the water, land, plants, and animals on Hanford, and that
access to these resources is part of their reserved rights. Potential impacts to
these resources are assessed in the cultural resources sections as well as land
resources, water resources, geology and soils, and biological resources in
Chapter 4 of this PEIS.

091101 Comment Number 26

The conceptual designs for the storage and disposition facilities have, as part
of their design, waste management facilities that would treat and package ail
waste generated into forms that enable long-term storage and/or disposal in
accordance with RCRA and other applicable Federal and State statutes and
DOE Orders. As noted in Section 4.1.10 of the PEIS, waste management
activities that would support the long-term storage or disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials were assumed to be per current site practice. Thus,
only LLW and possibly some solid nonhazardous waste was assumed to be
disposed of onsite. Any future waste management facilities that may be
required to support the long-term storage or disposition of weapons-usable
material would be coordinated with any decisions in the waste-type-specific
RODs resulting from the Waste Management PEIS and respective site-
specific NEPA documentation. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated for
Hanford or the Columbia River.
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22, Page 3-31, fifth paragraph. Fisheries is another primary use of the Columbia river.
This usc is now limiting dam operations, irrigation and potentially may limit river
transport,

23.  Page 3-31, sixth paragraph. The flooding potential of the Hanford site has been
extensively studied based on partial upstream dam failures.

24, Page 3-34. The discussion of groundwater at the Hanford site does not begin to show
the massive contamination of groundwater which already exists on the site. This
contamination may get much worse over the next ten thousand years depending on
“waste 8 * (sic) decisi The map on the next page should also show the
massive groundwater contamination plumes. Also, the map on page 3-35 does not
show that groundwater flow from the northern half of the 200 west area flows
northward to the Columbia river.

25.  Page 3-37, sixth paragraph. Hanford is in a seismic zone 2B, not seismic zone 2.
Also, Uniform Building Code construction requirements require the usc of a 1.5 safety
factor for cxtremely hazardous facilities. The seismic risk throughout this region may
be greatly understated. There is a band of low scismic activity which runs from Puget
Sound to the area of the INEL site. Many surface features on and near the Hanford
site coincide with this band of activity. A recent carthquake on a previously unknown
biind thrust fault in the Seattle area d ates the risk of underestimation. No site
in & scismic zone 2, 3 or 4 should be considered for any of the plutonium disposition
activitics.

Volume I

26.  Page 4-24, thind paragraph, land use. The Hanford Site Developmeni Pian is the
subject of ongoing site discussions. It has not been agreed to by stakeholders or the
regulators. Future land use is constrained by many other documents, the Tri-Party
Agreement, Tribal Treaty reserved rights and federal law.

27.  Page 447 and 4.48. Constructing a new Pu storage facility in or between the 200
areas would have major impacts to shrub-steppe habitat or would occur on highly
contaminated soil within the PFP perimeter. Both are unacceptable. Impacts would
not be minimal as stated in the EIS. The impacts would lead (o direct competition for
land with other facilities required to cleanup Hanford. No land is available on the
central plateau for such a facility.

‘ 33/09.04.01

| 34/09.04.01

35/09.04.01

36/09.04.01

37/09.05.01

38/09.01.01

1/08.03.01
cont.

09 09 08 Comment Number 27

Proposed 10 CFR part 834 (see 58 FR 16268) would require an ALARA
program and would generally limit the potential annual population dose to
100 person-rem/yr from all pathways combined for DOE activities. The
radiation exposure to the public is limited by the maximum individual dose
of 100 mrem/yr.

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

09 00 08 Comment Number 28

Based on comments received, the language in the cumulative impacts section
of the Summary has been revised to better reflect the impact analysis in
Section 4.7 of the Final PEIS.

01 00 00 Comment Number 29

Comment noted.

09 01 01 Comment Number 30

The Department of Energy is currently preparing the HRA EIS to evaluate
potential land-use scenarios and to select a Preferred Alternative for site
cleanup.The CLUP is being prepared in conjunction with the HRA EIS.
Together, these documents will identify long-term land use recommendations
for Hanford. The identification of land to be transferred from Federal
ownership is beyond the scope of the CLUP and HRA EISs.

Reference to DOE maintaining active institutional control of Hanford in
perpetuity has been deleted from Section 3.2.1 of the Final PEIS.
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28.  Page 4-461 and remainder of this section. The fifth paragraph states “"Acconding to
the Hanford Site Development Plan, 200 Area’s land use identificd as waste
operations, which includes radioactive material management, processing, and storagc
(HF DOE 1993c:13,14). Therefore, dircct impacts to land use would be negligible.”
This land is shrub-steppe habitat which is precious and rare. To stat¢ that a plan not
approved by the stakeholders or regulators sclected the land for waste management,
and therefore there is no impact is inappropriate. The remaining shrub-steppe babitat
must be protected.

29 Page 4-525, page 4-569 and page 4-630 reiterate the same errors noted in the previous
three comments.

30.  Page 4-705 indicates that LLW would be shipped to a USDOE site for burial.
Hanford is not acceptable for any of this waste. The Hanford site cleanup mission
must take first priority. Any inputs of waste from other locations will likely directly
conflict with and interfere with the site cleanup mission.

31.  Scction 4.4.1, page 4-771. The draft PEIS states that "the health impacts from the
transport of materials were estimated using a homogencous population.” Since the
analysis is not route specific, the potential impacts cannot be accurately predicted.

32, Section 4.4.2.1, page 4-772. The draft PEIS attempts to downplay the polential impact
of the transportation of plutonium by comparing it 1o the number of hazardous
material shipments now on the road. The draft PEIS cstimates 2 maximum of 603
shipments per year of radioactive material would be generated for any alternative in

this PEIS. For these types of shipments -- this is a significant increase.

43, Section 4.4.3, page 4-777 and elsewhere. The draft PEIS states that transportation
assessment is contained in a classified appendix. How are we to judge the potential
impacts if the analysis is not disclosed?

34, Section 4.4.3.3, page 4-781. The draft PEIS says up to 12 BUSS shipments of cesium
capsules each ycar would be needed from Hanford to the immobilization site. Only
one BUSS cask exists. If the transport is to occur cross-country, logistics may make
one shipment per month impossible.

35.  Scction 4.4.3.3, page 4-781. The draft PEIS aguin refers 1o the classificd appendix. It
mentions that the potential radiological and non-radiclogical health effects from
transporting Cs-137 from Hanford to each of the immobilization sites analyzed is

14/09.01.01
cont.

1/08.03.01
cont.

39/10.00.00

40/10.00.00

\ 41/10.03.00
l 42/10.00.00

\ 43/10.03.00

09 01 01 Comment Number 31

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) of Benton and Franklin Counties does not identify prime
farmland at Hanford. However, the NRCS believes that some soil units onsite
have the potential to be prime farmland soils if irrigated. Section 3.2.1 of the
Final PEIS was revised to reflect this condition.

11 0001 Comment Number 32

This paragraph describes the existing storage at the PFP. The PFP is not a
candidate facility for the storage of weapons-usable fissile materials other
than under the No Action Alternative, as described in this PEIS.

09 04 01 Comment Number 33

Section 3.2.4 of the Final PEIS was modified to indicate that fisheries is
another primary usc of the Columbia River.

09 04 01 Comment Number 34

The issue of partial dam failures is not addressed since all proposed locations
for the alternatives analyzed in the PEIS are well above any arcas potentially
affected by any type of flooding of the Columbia River. The largest
magnitude floods are introduced as a potential “worst-case” scenario.

09 04 01 Comment Number 35

The discussion of existing groundwater contamination mentions the various
contaminants which have been detected at the site, including the tritium and
nitrate plumes in the unconfined aquifer which is sufficient detail for a PEIS.
The tritium and nitrate plumes in the unconfined aquifer is added to Figure
3.2.4-2 of the Final PEIS.
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contained in this classified appendix. USDOE is not justified to place this information
in a classified appendix. Cesium is not a fissile material and this analysis should not
be contained in a classified document. Cesium-137 capsules have been transported in
considerable numbers in recent years. The most recent shipments were preceded by an
Environmental Assessment. That information was not classified.

36.  General - The Draft PEIS makes no mention of working with route states or Native
American tribes to di any of the portation activities. DOE must work
with the states and Native American tribes along the routes to ensure that local
responders are uware of the shipments and the potential risks they present. It is
critical that responders be appropriately trained and equipped to conduct an effective
response to an accident involving any of these shipments. The ability of these
response agencies to effectively respond to a port accident directly impacts the
p jal ¢ quences of an accident and therefore must be idered in the PEIS.

Vol

37, Page E-15 fifth pamgraph. The SST wastes are scheduled under the Tri-Party
Agreement to be retrieved and vitrified in the same manner as the DST wastes. As
written, the paragraph might lead a rcader to assume the tanks will be closed with the
waste in-place in the tanks. Also, tank closure is now excluded from the Tank Waste
Remediation System ELS and will be the subject of a separate EIS at a future date.
This future EIS will also address leaked tank waste.

38.  Page E-15, bottom of page states "the low-level fraction will be vitrified for disposal
onsite.” This is incorrect. The low-level fraction will be vitrified and placed in
retricvable storage on-site.

39.  Page M-7. The cancer risk d for radiati p relies on BIER V
recommendations which is in tumn based in large part on the study of the survivors of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. BIER V adjusts the slope factor for low dose exposure
downward by an arbitrary factor of two bascd on a belief that cellular repair

mechanisms are more cffective at low doses, and that the linear slope factor

extrapolated from the existing datah over csti the actual risk. This has not
been demonstrated in controlled studies. Lacking beticr information, the risk slope
factors should be rerurned to their full values. (e.g. multiply the reported cancer risks
throughout the report by a factor of two.) In addition, the factors used do not include
multi-generational effects. An additional factor is needed to account for this risk.

43/10.03.00
cont.

44/08.03.00

45/10.01.00

46/09.11.01

47/09.11.01

48/09.09.08

09 04 01 Comment Number 36

The purpose of this map is to show the generalized, overall groundwater flow
directions across the site. The northward flow component at the 200-West
Area is stated in Section 3.2.4 of the PEIS.

09 05 01 Comment Number 37

According to the 1994 Uniform Building Code (UBC), Hanford is in Seismic
Zone 2B. However for this PEIS, UBC Seismic Zones 2A and 2B were
consolidated into Seismic Zone 2. Seismic Zones 2A and 2B differ only in
that Zone 2B has the potential for slightly more damage than Seismic Zone
2A corresponding to an earthquake intensity VII on the Modified Mercalli
Intensity (MMI) scale. Based on historical and recent seismic data, the
seismic risk in eastern Washington appears to be properly classified as
Seismic Zone 2B.

Hanford is located in the Columbia Plateau, a term used informally to
designate the area within the Columbia Intermontane physiographic province
that is covered by the Columbia River Basalt Group. Seismicity of the
Columbia Plateau, as determined by the rate of earthquakes per area and the
historical magnitude of these events, is relatively low when compared with
other.regions of the Pacific Northwest, the Puget Sound area, and western
Montana/eastern Idaho (areas where several large earthquakes, Richter
magnitude greater than 7, have occurred). Between 1870 and 1980, only five
earthquakes occurred in the Columbia Plateau region that had MMI of VI or
greater, and all these events occurred prior to 1937,

The largest known earthquake in the Columbia Plateau (magnitude 5.75 and
maximum MMI of VII) occurred in 1936 around Milton-Freewater, Oregon,
approximately 100 km (62 mi) southeast of Hanford. In the central portion of
the Columbia Plateau, the largest earthquakes near Hanford occurred in 1918
and 1973. Each had an approximate magnitude of 4.5 and MMI V, and located
north of Hanford.

Most of the earthquakes in the central Columbia Plateau occur north or
northeast of the Columbia River as “earthquake swarms,” which are clusters
of low intensity earthquakes (MMI < V) occurring over a short period of time.
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Regarding the comment “No site in a Seismic Zones 2, 3, or 4 should be
considered for any of the Pu disposition activities,” DOE’s decision on

40. Page M-22. fi 2.4-1 sh in the the sl f . . . . .
age M-22, figure M2.4-1 shows 3 source in ihe 503 SR8 20 (8 S0 2 surplus Pu disposition includes the impacts of earthquakes in the area as well

Rattlesnake Mountain. Table M.2.4.1-1 on page M-29 indicates this source is

curen ly i;o Sm y :mf-;d 'l' and isl oy d i:.o M‘ fmuc.:w and 49/09.09.01 as the impacts of other resources such as threatened and endangered species,
rontium 90. tor Han! sile personnel deny any wledge of such a source oo i . . .
Rantcsnake Mountain. We have no knowledge of a source on Rattiesnake Mountain. Native American resources, and health effects on workers and the public. All
What is this source? of these impacts, including the seismic zone, will be considered in the
41, Page M-234, Table M.5.2.1.2-1. The table is clearly in error. It indicates that the decisionmaking process.

dose 10 & worker at 1,000 meters for a nuclear criticality would be 0.010 rem. This

pparently direct radiation exposure only and that a criticality would not lcad

10 & releasc of radioactive ials from j Also, a criticality accident

would lead to much greater consequences to nearby workers. The accident frequencies 090101 Comment Number 38

reported in table M.5.2.2.1-2 deviate greatly from USDOE experience. The fires at 50/09.09.01

::d‘i(gl:l:v:n ':‘n‘ofin’::w"'“ibk‘:x:‘:"‘sfug;y'"ﬁmv‘:;‘u":’_’h':;":"um“‘b::":rd The Hanford Site Development Plan dated May 1993 (DOE/RL-93-19) is

lied n;dme,' d criticals 'r at USDOE f.:;gum. Th: consequences are Hanford’s current land-use planning document. The PEIS analyzes potential
d d an p ial range of complicati human factors are ignored. . . . . . .
The accident risk ,hf,f,ld be rocvalusted B impacts to onsite land-use against this document. All storage and disposition

alternatives proposed for Hanford would be in conformance with the Hanford
Site Development Plan; therefore, no impact to land-use would occur. DOE
is currently preparing the CLUP in conjunction with the HRA EIS. The
CLUP/HRA EIS is being prepared with stakeholder, governmental, and tribal
input. Coordination of these documents with the NEPA process will allow
DOE to codify the land-use recommendations in a ROD. However, the PEIS
references the current Site Development Plan (1993) since adoption of the
CLUP/HRA EIS will occur beyond the PEIS timeline.

10 00 00 Comment Number 39

The transportation analysis is not route specific, but used a homogeneous
population mix along the representative routes between the sites. This
homogeneous population mix was 84 percent rural, 15 percent suburban, and
1 percent urban.

10 00 00 Comment Number 40

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

Oregon Department of Energy
Di don of public we recefved on the
Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Flasile Materials
Draft Programmatic Envir ! Ienp St

‘We met with over cight hundred Oregonians in person in twelve cities. We
reached many more by video conference, cable television and mailings. During
our public involvement effort with Oregonians, we gained new insights into

plutonium disposition problems.
Oregonians were uniformly thoughtful in their d i with us. They often
expressed concerns carly in the ings about } ing or k gh in

a short time to make informed comment on USDOE's pluu for fissike
materials disposition. Within a short time, the perticipants in our focus groups
and public mectings were comfortably involved in the technical aspects of
plutonium disposition. By the end of the ings, the public exp d
gratitude for having access to such an important decision process. The illusion
they could not make informed comment was shattered.

Conclusions

This public p was luable. It gave us insights into the
eonﬂmm; tradeoffs mvolved:nddlepubhcvzwof lhuc tradeoffs.

were consid and passi in their d: jons about the
issues. Many of the public commentswuemdepth lechmenl comments. We
found it valuable and imp for our technical staff to be directly involved in
the discussion. However, we confirmed that technical staff must be able to
speak in common language and be able to explain complex ides in simple
terms. This p oot only changed our Jusi it changed the way we
think sbout the problems.

Orcgonians came away from the meetings with a deeper understanding of the
tradeoffs involved in plutonium disposition. Many were excited to be involved
in this way and expressed a desire that we keep them involved. Some used our
discussions as a spring board in their own communitics to continve the

discussions.
Orcgonians views: 1/08.03.01
1. Broad opposition for storage, pr ing or disposal at Hanford cont.
2 Broad opposition 10 any reactor option. | 24/08.03.01
3. Limited support for vitrification, I cont.
7/08.03.01
cont.

M-269

0

100300 Comment Number 41

Specific risks analyses and potential routes for each of these alternatives are
contained in the Classified Appendix. The total potential impacts for
comparison are given in Section 4.4 and Appendix G for each of the storage
and disposition alternatives.

10 00 00 Comment Number 42

Logistical planning is an important facet regarding all potential transportation
options pursuant to the alternatives in this PEIS. During the final
decisionmaking stage, if it is deemed that 12 BUSS shipments each year are
required, then appropriate action will be taken to facilitate this action.

100300 Comment Number 43

The quantity of Cs per package, quantity per year, number of shipments, and
other information can be found in Table 4.4.2.2—1 of the Draft PEIS. All risk
calculations are contained in the Classified Appendix because some data used
for the calculations are classified. However, the total potential fatalities for
alternatives requiring the transport of Cs are presented in Section 4.4.3.3 and
Table 4.4.3.3-1.

08 03 00 Comment Number 44

Transportation of special nuclear materials would occur through DOE’s SST
transportation system. This system involves coordination with State and local
municipalities along the transportation routes to ensure proper response as
required. The actual shipment times and routes vary and are classified for
Security reasons.
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4. Early opposition to borehol
focus group.

|, with limited support in the last

These are some of the concerns we heard from Oregonians.

he public co ts:

Reactory

A few people spoke and argued in favor of the reactor options. A greater
number argucd sgainst any reactor option based on the operational history of
reactors worldwide. Many commented that continued operation of civilian
nuclear reactors would add to an already huge problem and make it worse. cont.
Many made litde distinction between civilian and military uses of nuclear

power.

Many people raised about the p ial for development of &
plutonium economy if any reactor option were selected. Most Oregonians
viewed this as a security risk for the development of nuclear weapons by other
nations.

Decp Borehole

hole was opposed by most Oregoni bk did receive some limited
support in the discussion phase of the final focus group meeting in Portland. cont

Vitrificati

Vitrification was generally Jooked upon positively, but many were concerned
about how well it might work. Many people expressed concems that mixing 7/08.03.01
plutonium with high-level waste was over complicating the process and that it cont.

could lead to failure of the glass.

General

51/08.03.01

24/08.03.01

52/13.00.00

51/08.03.01

1001 00 Comment Number 45

Logistical planning and meteorological surveillance are standard concerns
which normally receive a great deal of attention during transportation
operations such as this; transfer of materials to Hanford will hold no
exceptions. Emergency preparedness personnel (that is, Emergency Response
Teams) will be supplied with the necessary equipment and training
commensurate with DOT, DOE, and NRC regulations. Sufficient funding for
these concerns will be available to satisfactorily ensure that potential
contingencies be dealt with in an effective and timely manner. DOE provides
liaison with appropriate agencies for special nuclear material shipments;
however, due to their classified nature, specific information on times and
dates cannot be provided.

091101 Comment Number 46

Text highlighted by the commentor (Section E.2.1) has been expanded to
clarify how the wastes in the single-shell tanks are planned to be managed per
the Tri-Party Agreement, as amended.

091101 Comment Number 47

According to the Draft EIS for the Tank Waste Remediation System (DOE/
EIS-0189-D), DOE and the State of Washington, Department of Ecology,
have identified a Phased Implementation Alternative as the Preferred
Alternative for managing and disposing of tank waste. In this alternative low-
activity waste “would be disposed of onsite in near-surface retrievable
disposal vaults” covered with a thick earthen barrier following evaporation
and vitrification. This is also the strategy reflected in the current Tri-Party
Agreement. The text referred to by the commentor in Section E.2.1 was
revised in the Final PEIS to reflect the use of “retrievable” disposal vaults.

09 09 08 Comment Number 48

The human health effects response to low-level radiation exposure is still
disputed in the scientific community. The ICRP and NCRP, two widely
respected and accepted scientific organizations, support using the linear-non-
threshold approach for estimating human health risks for low-level radiation
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The EIS examines the near term issues involved in plutonium disposition, but it
does not address longer term issues. In particular, the EIS pts the p |
by(heNumalAcademyofScieneesformhmonﬂu spentf\lelnmdml
as the acceptable benchmark for performance. The speat fuel standard is
specified as placing the plutonium into a final form that is at Jeast as
radicactive as spent nuclear fuel. This is intended to provide a barrier to keep
terrorists and cven some nations from recovering the plutonium for use in

ap USDOE that within sixty years of keaving a reactor, spent
nuclear fuel no longer meets this standard.

Onr citi questioned the ad provided by the "spent
fuel dard* d by the National A & of Sci Many felt the
plwoniumahouldbemaemghlypmecmdﬂnnthu.mddmmnaepame
mdymmlfmlmﬂddnhenmhnghlym They were equally

d that civilian p ium might be apons use in other
nations. 'I'hndmvenhrgelympponedpwoonlhumncle&mwn
dangerous because of its future risks to global security.

Most pubic commenters noted that nuclear power was not foremost in their
minds, but in gencral the public opposed it for a wide variety of reasons. A
small minority of technical commenters viewed nuclear in a positive light,
Support for any reactor options was very weak, except for the technical
commenters.

People in génenal expressed concems over the accumulative harm they and
their children and grand-children may suffer as & result of the decisions already
made, and which may be made as the result of this EIS. They also spoke
about concerns over the conditions at othesr USDOE sites and the need for all
sites and people near them to be treated fairly.

A few d the of the space disposal option. Many
extolled the folly of the space disposal option.

Many people di d the problems inh in handling plutonium metal and
the potential for fires.

Many people spoke or expressed concerns about Native American impacts.

17/01.04.00
cont.

53/01.05.00

exposure. Some suggest that this estimation is too conservative while others
believe that radiation effects would be greater at low-level radiation
exposures. However, the ICRP and NCRP approach is the most widely used
method to estimate the radiation health risk and has long been employed by
regulatory agencies in the United States. It is appropriate to use this method
in the PEIS.

09 09 01 Comment Number 49

The emissions data related to Hanford were taken from the latest available
report, Hanford Site Environmental Report for Calendar Year 1993. This data
was collected and reported by Hanford personnel.

09 09 01 Comment Number 50

The analysis considers a release of radioactive materials from containment
for all of the accidents given in Table M.5.2.1.2—1. The dose to the
noninvolved worker is correct. Updated doses, based on the most recent
information, are presented in the Final PEIS. As stated on page 4-65 of the
Draft PEIS, “Certain accidents such as fires, explosions, and criticality could
cause fatalities to workers close to the accident. Prior to construction of a new
facility or modification of an existing facility, DOE Orders require detailed
safety analyses to assure that facility designs and operating procedures limit
the number of workers in hazardous areas and minimize risk of injury or
fatality in the event of an accident.” Chapter 3, which describes the affected
environment, contains a review of accident history as it pertains to health and
safety considerations at each of the sites of interest. The incidents occurring
previously should not be confused with the beyond evaluation basis accidents
in Table M.5.2.2.1-2. The accident frequencies and corresponding releases in
the table are based on “sequences of events and models of effects that have
not occurred. Significant changes exist between storage and disposition
facilities and the current facilities design criteria and safety standards, which
will reduce total risk to the public.” (page M-226 of the Draft PEIS).
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an issue with them in such a forthright manner.

Many people expressed concems that we do not know enough collectively as a
socicty to make this decision. They went on to clearly separate the security
issues from the disposition issucs. They recognized that we have a potential
window of opportunity in which to large bers of weap
permanently from the worlds arsenals. But, they also recognized that none of
t}epmposedsolmionsmbeﬁ:llyimplemnmdinmuhmndecnde. They
stated that as & consequence, this window is not so large or permanent as we
inu;ine,andmlthouynnsbouldpmceed.weshmdddaocondnnew

ine other p ial solutions looking for better answers.

Several stated strongly that the scientists should make the decisions. A roughly
¢qual number stated cqually strongly that the scientists should not be allowed
to make the decisions. Most agreed that politicians should not make the
decision.

JOHN SAVAGE
PAGE 16 OF 17

0803 01 Comment Number 51
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.

Most Oregoni P d that Russia may be unable ability to secure

its pl}nonium .Olegonians believe we shoujld do everything pouible to acquire 101.03.00

Rustion lcriom. My poepe xpresed comems sbout ring 0 | S4/01.08 13 00 00 Comment Number 52

plutonium.

A raiority of pecple sctald information sbout the costs of the var While the Pu is in the MOX fuel form, it is owned by the U.S. Government

rmod?v‘. P thowed that the cheap :,.jo.. was pot the top ,,,,-v::;” and would be subject to high standards of safeguards and security. Consistent

e o expressad 1 deite at e o o e besefis g:) ?18"00'00 with the President’s Nonproliferation Policy, the surplus Pu would be

Iude non-financial costs and benefits, such as quality of the cnvironment. ’ inspectable by IAEA, as appropriate.

Uniformly, Oregoni jected the use of Hanford for any aspect of plutonium I 1/08.03.01

isposition, that would delay cleanup. or add the site. The tally of

mu:duin::wed x:&"&f{m o have ::ay ti::ﬁcm NPPZ!: b cont. 010500 Comment Number 53

ot Hanford. Many viewed vitrification with cesium as much morc desinable | 7/08.03.01

than vitrification with high level waste. cont. Comment noted.

M le itude for havi this decisi A

B ey o oy | 5908020

010300 Comment Number 54

Comment noted. DOE is encouraging the Russians to pursue timely Pu
disposition by offering technical assistance, conducting joint assessments of
the various disposition technologies, and planning joint demonstrations of
some of the technologies to remove uncertainties in their viability.

080200 Comment Number 55

Comment noted.
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The Oregon Approach:

A Grassroots Method to Achieve
Meaningful Public Involvement

Final Report

Oregon Departiment of Energy
and

Oregon Hanford Waste Board
February 1996
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Plutonium Disposition
Portland Focus Group Comments - April 10, 1996

Concern that the decisions will be politicized. While the EIS process allows for public input —

there's concem expressed that other federal agencies such as dep of Defense and State
and Congress may infl the decisions made ide of the public forum.
Concern about the cost involved -- lidating the pt jum to one | vs. leaving the

material at multiple sites.
Concem that the transportation of phutonium has not been factored into the costs.

Concern that Hanford may have to take surplus plutonium from Rocky Flats since Rocky Flats is
not being considered for plutonium di ion activities.

P

Concem that if plutonium from Rocky Flats or some other facility goes to Hanford, Hanford
cleanup will be negatively impacted.

Concern shout the safety mcasures and security of the material if the plutonium is consolidated
10 one site.

ial at each site was

vhether there was a formula to d inc what p ge of
d surplus, or whether it was d scp ly at each site.

Aol

Statemcnt that declaring only 38 percent of the United State’s plutonium inventory surplus is not
enough.

Concem that the draft Environmental impact Statement fails to address in detail p
issucs like risk analysis, potcntial routcs, and emergency preparedness and response plans in the
cvent of an accident.

Concern about the form of the plutonium and the type of container or packaging the material will
be transported in.

Concern that the technology for immobilization is not yet proven and may not work.

Statcment that issucs of this magnitude, USDOE needs to conduct more than just one meeting in
cach region.

Concern that the amount of plutonium destroyed in the reactor option (30 percent) is not worth
the amount of high level radioactive waste it creates as a result of running that reactor.

l 1/08.03.00

| 2007.02.00
| 3/07.00.00

4/01.02.00
5/09.00.08

6/01.00.00

7/10.00.00

| 8/10.00.00

| 9/05.00.08
| 10108.02.00

| 11/08.03.01

08 03 00 Comment Number 1

Comment noted.

0702 00 Comment Number 2

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

07 00 00 Comment Number 3

Transportation costs were included in the cost evaluations for each storage
and disposition alternative in the Technical Summary Reports issued by DOE
beginning in late July 1996.

010200 Comment Number 4

Comment noted. DOE acknowledges the concern about the potential effects
that the selection of Hanford for new missions could have on the site’s clean-
up program. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials will be based on environmental analyses, technical and economic
studies, national policy considerations, and public input. The decision process
will also give consideration to existing agreements between DOE, the State
of Washington, and the EPA.

09 00 08 Comment Number 5

Potential impacts and risk to public and occupational health and safety from
Pu consolidation are described in Chapter 4 of the Draft PEIS (Sections
4.2.1.9 and 4.2.2.9 to 4.2.6.9). Intersite transportation risks are presented in
Section 4.4.3.2. The Pu Consolidation Alternative is considered a reasonable
alternative since, during the screening process, it was rated high in resistance
to theft or diversions to reflect the advantages in reducing the number of sites
involved. The Pu Consolidation Alternative is also high in technical viability
due to consolidation in a state-of-the-art storage facility where there would be
little doubt that the facility would remain viable for the potential duration of
long-term storage.
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PAGE 3 OF 8
01 00 00 Comment Number 6
The declaration of surplus weapons-usable fissile materials is made by the
Concen that fabricating MOX fuel would still be more costly then uranium fuel. | 12/08.03.01 President in response to recommendations from the Nuclear Weapons
Concern that Canadian reactors (CANDU) woulda't bum MOX fuel any more effectively than | 13/08.03.01 Council, composed of representatives from DOE, DoD, and the Joint Chiefs
U.S. reactors. e of Staff.
Concern that if s MOX fabrication facility is used, the facility could become privatized and | 14/01.00.00
creatc a ial market for pl ium fuel. i
10 00 00 Comment Number 7
(joneem. about the capacity of Yucca Mountain to siore spent fuel gencrated from the reactor l 15/12.00.00
option. o The human health risks of radioactive material transportations associated
Swmmd lmtimews-lnm:m"; mb'ﬂ: with :iismﬁnsl ‘::m current high-level waste, we | 11/08.03.01 with the Proposed Pu storage and disposition alternatives are evaluated and
opposc generate more cvel . . . . . - .
* o option ¢ cont. presented in Section 4.4 of this PEIS. The categories of calculated risk include
Concern that MOX fucl fabrication would create new waste streams. | 16/06.01.09 nonradiological accident impacts to the public and workers, nonradiological
Concer that using existing reactors would extend the opcrating life beyond the time these | 17/06.00.09 normal operation impacts to the public (air pollution), radiological accidents
reactors could run safely: to the public, and radiological normal operation impacts to the public and
f:;ﬁ':?ﬁf.'n‘.ﬁ':fﬁw gri::::s:yome e TheUS, il‘?:ii.i“.i’.,‘“‘“ l 18/01.00.00 workers. Specific risks analyses and potential routes for each of these
plutonium waste and not find a use for it alternatives are contained in the Classified Appendix. A description of the
Concen that the U.S. has the same problem as the Russians in that we continue to call the emergency response for each of the sites is included in Chapter 3 of the PEIS.
plutonium an assct, not waste.
Questions about the status of Canada's, Germany's, France’s, and Sweden's repository prog) | 19/11.00.08 10 00 00 Comment Number 8
C bout the possibility of a nucicar ion or phe with the borehole option. . . . - )
oneem® P If ..n A o | 20109.09.08 Transportation of materials will be performed as required by all Federal,
Coneern. about borehle disposalin 4 reon with volcanic activily: | 21/09.05.08 State, and local regulations. Packaging will meet all applicable DOT and
hology and the pl 1d be disposed i
:;ncmcm th;lyt.he barehole option is a proven gy p woul g | 20/08.03.01 NRC requirements.
Statement about the difficulty of predicting impacts far into the future. | 23/01.00.00 05 00 08 Comment Number 9
S that public infc efforts have not been adequate. | 24/08.02.00
Concen that thore s o financial table that compares all the costs of the different options The immobilization technology was considered viable to the point that it was
included in t:x:':::d C;’mm that this draft cost report will aot include long tem casls into the 1 25/07.02.00 considered an alternative. DOE is currently in the process of demonstrating a
{ several s Of years. . g . . . .
" ¢ number of these immobilization technologies at various sites.
Concern that USDOE's many EIS's are not all integrated. | 26/01.00.00
08 02 00 Comment Number 10
To obtain public comments on the Draft PEIS, DOE held meetings near each
of the potentially affected sites and a national meeting in Washington, DC.
DOE also participated in meetings, open to the public, sponsored by different

organizations at which the sponsor collected public comments which were
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Concern that USDOE does not currently have the technological capability of doing MOX fuel.

Concern that certain sitcs are implied by the sclection of certain options and that these are not
clearly explained in the EIS.

Concern that options like reactor or immobilization would implicate Hanford where as other
options like deep borchole may not.

| 27/06.01.08
| 28/01.04.00

| 20/01.02.00

forwarded to DOE. DOE created and advertised a number of methods for
submitting comments for members of the public who could not attend a
public meeting. These methods included fax, oral comments using a toll-free
telephone number, mail, and the Internet.

08 03 01 Comment Number 11

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 12

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 13

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

010000 Comment Number 14

The Department of Energy is the owner of the MOX fuel containing surplus
weapons Pu and would not create a commercial market for its use.
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12 00 00 Comment Number 15

The PEIS does not assume the use of Yucca Mountain as a HLW repository
for disposal of MOX spent nuclear fuel and/or immobilized materials.
However, since Congress directed Yucca Mountain to be the only site
considered for evaluation (site characterization) for the disposition of
commercial spent nuclear fuel and HLW, data developed to date at this site
have been used to evaluate the potential for disposing of Pu wastes.

060109 Comment Number 16

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

06 00 09 Comment Number 17

In relation to the existing reactors, all reactors are, and will continue to be, in
compliance with all applicable NRC regulations. Itis the position of DOE that
the licenses for reactors not be extended solely for the Pu disposition mission.
However, if the reactor owner chooses to seek plant life extension for his
reactor, he may pursue this action under regulations promulgated by the NRC,
irrespective of the Pu disposition mission.

010000 Comment Number 18

In accordance with NEPA, the PEIS evaluates a range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposition of weapons-usable Pu. The use of Pu in nuclear
reactors as MOX fuel is a reasonable alternative under NEPA, and is
therefore, considered in the PEIS.

11 00 08 Comment Number 19

Comment noted.
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09 09 08 Comment Number 20

The human health impacts from potential accidents are presented in this PEIS
for all of the proposed facilities including the facilities in the Borehole
Option. For each of the anticipated accidents, the impacts analyzed include
the cancer risk to workers and the MEI, as well as the potential cancer
fatalities for the regional population up to 80 km (50 mi). The anticipated
accidents analyzed cover a wide spectrum of the potential accidents including
those that have large consequences but low probability, such as criticality
accident (a nuclear reaction) and earthquake (catastrophe). The anticipated
accidents include an analysis of the initiating events, materials at risk, source
terms, probabilities, and consequences.

09 05 08 Comment Number 21

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

080301 Comment Number 22

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

010000 Comment Number 23

The Department of Energy agrees that there are uncertainties in the long-
term. Every effort is being made to assess environmental impacts in the
foreseeable future and decisions will be based on the best available
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information. Implementation of decisions will be carried out consistently
with applicable environmental safety and health, security, and environmental
standards and requirements. Changes to storage and disposition activities will
be made, as required, to ensure that these requirements and the overall
mission of DOE is being met.

0802 00 Comment Number 24

Comment noted.

0702 00 Comment Number 25

Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, was provided in Technical
Summary Reports of both storage and disposition in late July 1996. Cost data
for the next hundreds of years would be highly speculative and is beyond the
scope of this program.

0100 00 Comment Number 26

The relationship of the Storage and Disposition PEIS with other EISs is
described in Chapter 1 of the PEIS. Furthermore, DOE has an ongoing effort
in program integration, including the internal review and concurrence of
NEPA documents by all public organizations.

06 01 08 Comment Number 27

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

0104 00 Comment Number 28

Some of the storage and disposition alternatives addressed in the PEIS
involve existing facilities at DOE sites. To the extent that these alternatives
and sites are included in the ROD, they will involve the use of an existing site
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if the ROD includes the use of commercial reactors. However, in cases where
new facility construction is required for either storage or disposition, the PEIS
analyses and results are not intended to imply a preference for any particular
site.

010200 Comment Number 29

Comment noted.
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Susu Carolina
Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism

Engjneering and Planning Office

May 6, 1996

Mr. J. David Nullon

Dicector, NEPA Compliance & Outreach
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
United States Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue. SW
Washington, DC 20585

Re DOE/EIS-0228-D
Storage and Dk ition of Weapons-Usabie Fissile
Draft Prog impact

Dear Mr. Nukon

We have briefly reviewad the above referenced subject and offer the follawing
comments for consideration

1. The Final Progi L Impect w shouki nclude a

Al
research & development costa and design/ i mn;wn fties should be
included for each aternative in terms of presant value.

2. The preferred siternative should weigh the costs of the altematives with the
sssociated risks of fatent cancer fatalities and enviconmental impacts.

3. The design ife of (p ) should be i t with the
radioactive emission life of the waste pisced in the repository.

4. Radioactive snd hazardous waste that will not be used in the foreseeable future
should be placed In rep s for p posity

The South Caroiina Department of Parks, ion and Tounsm i the
cppottunity o COMITent o thia £ropect and Zny other preiacts that could poesibly attect
tourism and existing andfor planned recrestionat facilities. Ploase call me at 734-0482
should you have any questions about thess comments

P . .
C Z &7 [
James E. Newman, Il
State Parks Engineer

cc: Beth McCiure
Masion Edmonds Charles Harmson Bob Liming
Rodney Grizzie (Office of the Governor-Grant Services)

David Stmms Amy Dutfy

1205 Pendicton Strcet Columbes. South Carolia 20201 11SA (803) 734-0122 FAX (5030 734 1042

\ 1/08.00.00

| 2/08.03.00

3/12.00.00

M-237

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, 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
1996. Each of these analyses, along with the environmental analysis and
public input, will be integrated into DOE’s decisionmaking process.

08 0300 Comment Number 2

The financial cost of implementing all alternatives, for storage and
disposition, have been included in separate Technical Summary Reports that
were made available to the public in late July 1996. The environmental
impacts of each of the alternatives have been analyzed in the PEIS.

12 00 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.
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Office of the Governor*Grant Services
South Carolina Project Notification and Review
1205 Pendleton Street

m 8C 29201 &“figmm}go;hﬂu
Suspense Data
4//14/98
James Hugh Ryan
8. C. Fornstry Commission AR 2 2 195

s Grant Services Unit, Office of the Governor is authorized to operate the South
arolina Project Notification and Review Syatem ¢ . the system
2 appropriate state and local officials are given the opportunity to review,
mment, and be involved in efforts to obtain and use federal assistance, and to
sess the relationship of proposals to their plans and programs.

ease review the attached information, mindful of the impact it may have on your
ml goals and objectives. Document the results of your review in the space
ided. Return your response to us by the suspense date indicated above. Your
mmenta will be reviewed and utilized in making the official state recommendation
ncerning the project. The recommendation will be forwarded to the cognizant

deral agency.
ould you have no comment, please return the form signed and d-tod._
you have any questions, call me at (803) 734-0495. i& ?

Project is consistent with our goals and objectives. * ’ e
GRAii beaviCES

Recquest a conf todi .
Please discontinue sending projects with this CFDA# to
our office for review.

oood

Comments on Wﬁon is as follows:
A
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Office of the Governor*Grant Services
South Carolina Project Notification and Review
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1206 Pendleton Street
Room 477 State Application Identifier
Columbis, 8C 29201 EI8-960308-009
Suspensa Date
41496

Charles Kerekes
8.C. Jobe-Economic Development Authority

e Grant Services Unit, Office of the Governor is authorized to operate the South
rrolina Project Notification and Review System (SCPNRS). Through the system
» appropriate state and local officials are given the opportunity to review,
mment, and be involved in efforts to obtain and use federal assistance, and to
oesa the relationship of proposals to their plans and programs.

ease review the attached information, mindful of the impact it may have on your
rency’s goals and object’ Dy t the 1ts of your review in the space
ovided. Return your nse to us by the suspense date indicated above. Your
mments will be revie and utilized in making the official state r dati
ncerning the project. The recommendation will be forwarded to the cognizant

deral agency.

swuld you have no comment, please return the form l\paﬁﬂm'::)

you have any questions, call me at (803) 734-0495. Wﬁ‘l“'\%‘!
[] Project is consistent with our goals and objefaRANT SERVICES

D Request a confe to di nts.

m Ploase discontinue sending projects with this CFDA# to
our office for review.

D C nts on proposed Application is as follows:

Signature: QMGJ.LQ_,L . Date: 3/25/96

Executive Vice President and

Titlec Chiet Opegsting ofticer Phone:
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Office of the Governor® Grant Services
South Carolina Project Notification and Review
1306 Pendleton Strest

Room 477 State A Tdentifier
Columbia, 5C 29201 E18-960309-009
Suspense Date
4nase
Bruce E. Rippeteau
South Carolina Archaeologist

1e Grant Services Unit, Office of the Governor is authorized to operate the South
srolina Project Notification and Review System (SCPNRS). Through the system
¢ appropriate state and Jocal officials are given the opportunity to review,
mment, and be involved in efforts to obtain and use federal assistance, and to
sesa the relationship of proposals to their plans and programs.
ease review the attached information, mindful of the impact it may have on your
;cn:{lgodlmdobjocﬁvet Documntthnmn\hofxurmiawinthemce

4 te indicated above. Your

s will be reviewed and utili d in maki _moom&dshtemommendnﬁon

neerning the project. The recommendation will be forwarded to the t

doml agrocy Py

o
ould you have no comment, please return the form lignd";ld W

you have any questions, call me at (803) 784-0495. \%@ﬁ )
EhY
Whmdmntwiﬂ:wrgullmd objectives.

D Wawwwmmu

D Mammmpmmmcmum
our office for review.

D C ts on prop d Applicati is as follows:

W_W D.u:}‘él(z/_ﬂ___
. il Inon pstuneed !'“ﬁb-—/'n“: 90877 %170
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
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Office of the Governor*Grant Services
South Carolina Project Notification and Review

Room 471 - Seret et Applicton ivaiter
. "
Columbia, 8C 39201 E15-960309-009
Suspenas Date
/1496

Robert E. David
South Carolina Employment Becurity Commission

nGnn:SorvSqunit.OﬂiuoﬂhonnmrumthonudtoopcntoﬂnSouth
wolina Project Notification and Review System (SCPNRS). Through the system
Awamhmwoﬂdahmdmthooa:arwnitywum
mment, and be involved in efforts to obtain and era] assistance, and to
wess the relationship of proposals to their plans and programs.

sase review the attached information, mindful of the impact it may have on your

:ﬂ s goals and objectives. Document the results of review in the space
od. Return mpon-otoubythamlponu te indicated above. Your

nmhwﬂlbonvhvndlnduuh nfthooﬂiullmhmommondnwn

ncemin(mpmjod. Tlumommondahon 1l be forwarded to the cognizant
deral agency.

yould you have no comment, please return the form nimmD

you have any questions, call me at (803) 734-0495. .5 199

Project is consistent with our goals and cb@EMNA.; 1\, cEs 1/08.00.00
R ot & confi to discuss t -—

Ploase discontinue sending projects with this CFDA# to
our office for review.

Comments on proposed Application is as foll

Dmmd

e L b daved

Robert 8, David

Data: __ApTil 12, 199¢

Title; _Ezecutive Directer Pheos; L80)) 727-2617

08 00 00

Comment noted.

Comment Number 1

Sidd 1puld S|PMBIDIN 211551
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT
AND CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN, JUSTIN WILSON

1L6—¢

Washington, D.C. 20026-3780

To Whom it May Concem:

Anmmnwwmwwpmymm@nmm,l
mmmwamsuhdrmnmmwmw
IMW(DPEIS)MMMWdW&U““mm;
No. DOE/EIS-0229-D; Februery 1996. anmmmmw
Division that now serve as state policy ing the altemati dd d in the sbove
referenced PEIS.

mmmmmmmmtmaoumumwmm
mmmuwu\nwaw snd “Colocation of Pu and
HEU" shematives. Amu-mmmmwmmmmu
nmwmmmmmmpssmwmm Given the
Mdnmmsm-mumm..: and the “Draft PEIS for Waste

Menagement’, we expect the nts to be d in both do ts
Additionsl s ing other ath d in the °PEIS for Storage and
Oisposition . . .° are enciosed. ummmmmmw?{&mmﬂ
coordinator at (815) 532-8545. Your considerstion of our ir is greatly appreciated
Sincerely,
\ ‘

r !

S [
Jusiin Wiison
Commissioner
Enclosures

Eanl Leming, DOE-Oversight
Dodd Gelbreath (NEPA coordination file)
Jim Hall, Manager, DOE ORR

ET-Mr) DOC
L

1/01.01.00

PAGE10OF 8
010100 Comment Number 1
The Department of Energy notes the commentor’s opposition to the
Consolidation and Collocation Alternative at ORR. Although the surplus and
nonsurplus weapons-usable fissile materials that would not be stored under
pammormﬂlzﬂ CONSERVATION these alternatives are not wastes. DOE considered the alternative, because,
May 6, 1696 under NEPA, all the alternatives must be analyzed. DOE will base its storage
decision on public comments, environmental analyses, cost analyses,
U D etaras Dispoaion nonproliferation analyses, and policy considerations.
PO Box 23768
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT
AND CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN, JUSTIN WILSON
PAGE 2 OF 8

STATE OF TENESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
DOE OVERSIGHT DIVESION
791 EMORY VALLEY ROAD
OAK MDGE, TEIESOSE 37830-TW73
April 25, 1996
Mr. Justin Wilson, Commissioner
T Dep of E snd Conservation
c/o Tennessee Enviroamental Policy Office
14th Floor L&C Towcr

401 Church Streat
Nashville, Tennessee 37243 - 1553

Dcar Commissioncr Wilson

Document NEPA Review — Draft Programmatic Eavirosmental Impact Statement:
Storage and Disposition of Weapouns-Usable Fisslle Materials, DOE/E|S-0229-D, February
19%

The Tenncssce Depertment of Environment and Conservation, DOE Oversight Division has

reviewed the above d for your and transmittal to the following DOE office:
U.S. Dcpartment of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

The Division's review was conducted in d. with the requi of the Nationsl
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and associative implementing regulations 40 CFR 1500 - 1508

and 10 CFR 1021.

The Statc has agreed to a maximum intcrim siorage of 500 metric tons of HEU and 6 mctric tons
of low cnriched uranium (LEU), as listed in the FONSI for “Proposcd Interim Storage of
Enriched Uranium Above the Maximum Historical Level at the Y-12 Plant.” Accordingly, the
inuing to storc

Division supports the storage altcrnative of “Upgrade at Multiph Sites.” ¢
highly cnrichcd uranium (HEU) at the Y-12 facility.

2/08.03.01

08 0301 Comment Number 2

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

SIdd 1oyl SIPUAIDIN 2115511
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT
AND CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN, JUSTIN WILSON
PAGE3OF 8

£L67E

Justin Wilson, Commissionct
April 25, 1996
Page Two

The data provided in Atud:mlA,pach—l”“SumryCunpuimofEnvirmmul
lmplmforchertioulndLonu-Tum“ ge Al jves™ for “Collocation of Pu
[plutonium] with HEU Storage Facilitics Upgrade and/or New Facility”. indicates that the Oak
Ridge Rescrvation would have the highest “population cancer fatalitics’ among the six sitcs
considered for this alternative. The sitting of large scale Pu stonage facilitics along with HEU
storage at the Oak Ridge Rescrvation would result in & grester cxposure risk to the off-site
populations. For these and other ioned in the hed the Division docs
no(mppoﬂﬂ:c‘(‘onwlidﬂionofh”tﬂheOIkRidgeRcm which would create &
collocation condition with HEU. Jn addition, the Division does not support the “Collocation of Pu
and HEU™ alternative st the Oak Ridge Reservation.

3/08.03.01

The Division supports the Mixed Oxide Fucl (MOX fuel) disposition altcmative. It makes no
economic sense to vitrify or place the material mixed with highly radioactive waste into decp bore
holes. rendering the material inrctricvable or uscless. The European community uses MOX fuel in
their commercial reactors and therc arc commercial nuclear utilitics here in the United States

i d in obtaining the pl for this purp

4/08.03.01

The Division is concerned with the overburden of NEPA d | “for_
review st one time on local stakcholders. Within the window for review and comment on this
document, the Division also has reviewed five other NEPA documents.

5/08.01.00

4

in the

Also.werequeﬂd\elumhedmmuontbc;bwe‘ t be given full
preparation of the Final Progr ic Envi ! Impact for Storage and
Disposition of Weapoas-Usable Fissile Materials.

if you have any questions, pleasc contact Dale Rector at (423) 481-0995 or Steve Nisley at (423)
481-0163.

Sincercly —_-
u&-a
Eart Leming, Director
Attachment
21999 o
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080301 Comment Number 3

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 4

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

080100 Comment Number 5

Comment noted.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT
AND CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN, JUSTIN WILSON
PAGE4 OF 8

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation/DOE Oversight Division

Comments on Draft Programmatic Envir 1 Impact S , DOE/EIS-0229-D,
February 1996, Storage and Disposition of Wespons-Usable Fissile Materials

GENERAL COMMENTS

During the public ing, 8 DOE rep ive made a that new ion for
some of the facilitics noeded would be donc on “greenfields.” Existing facilities on “brownfickds™
must be considered before DOE contaminates ary new sites. DOE has demonstrated the cleanup
process ranges from slow 1o nonexistent in dealing with legacy waste sites. Absolutely no
greenficld should be considercd for any project until brownficlds are fully utilized.

During the same public ing, stakcholders were d with the amount of information
presentod for both the Weapons Usable Fissile Matenial and the Stockpile Stewardship
Management projects. The DOE represcntative stated that each altemative site has no more than
2 bundred or s0 pages to review and the stakcholders should only be concerned with their specific
sitc. If stakcholdcrs are to gain a clear view to make rational decisions, the entire document
should be reviewed. These two projects arc directly linked to several other projects and the
review time limit is not adoquate for cither.

Throughout the Weapons-Usable Fissile Matcrials d several refc have been made
to the Draft Waste Manag Prog! ic Envi 1 Impact St (PEIS), issued in
September 1995, The Waste Manag PEISd is sial b of the

i ics and it is doubtful the final d t will be completed as expected later in 1996.
References in the Weapons-Usablc Fissile Material PEIS weigh heavily on information based on
the draft Waste Management PEIS. Until the problems with the Waste Maaagement PEIS arc
resolved, applicable information cannot be accepted as prescated in the Fissile Material PEIS.

Scveral references have also been madc to the surplus and nonsurplus Highly Eariched Uranium
(HEU) matcrials located at ORR. It should be clearty siated in the final PEIS that there is a
maximum limit of 500 metric tons of HEU and six metric tons of Low Enriched Uranium (LEU)
for intcrim storage as described in the FONSI for the proposcd storage of enriched uranium above
the maximum historical storage level at the Y-12 Plant.

DOE has already committed to the upgrade of HEU storage facilities under other documents.
These costs should not be included in the analysis for Weapons Usable Fissile Matcrials unless
those buildings. such as Building 9995, arc a first time consideration.

6/01.04.00

7/08.01.00

8/11.01.08

8/11.01.05

10/11.00.08

01 04 00 Comment Number 6

The Department of Energy recognizes the need to utilize as much of its
existing infrastructure as possible in dealing with materials storage and
disposition. In this regard, the greenfield sites discussed in the PEIS include
both existing DOE sites and new non-DOE sites (for a limited number of
alternatives). Accordingly, the PEIS evaluates six DOE sites for storage and
disposition. Under NEPA, DOE must consider all reasonable alternatives that
include greenfield sites.

08 01 00 Comment Number 7

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

11 01 08 Comment Number 8

As discussed in Chapter 1 of the PEIS, the waste volumes generated as a
result of the long-term storage alternatives are not expected to raise
significant waste management concerns. However, on a site-by-site basis, the
selection of certain Pu disposition technologies may produce waste streams
that could be difficult to manage at certain sites. Should any chosen
alternatives result in waste generation not addressed in the Waste
Management PEIS, DOE would prepare supplemental or project-specific
NEPA documents tiered from the Waste Management PEIS.

11 01 05 Comment Number 9

Comment noted. Section 1.4 of the Final PEIS has been modified to include
the maximum limit of 506 t (556.6 tons) of enriched uranium.

11 00 08 Comment Number 10

The upgrades referenced in the comment are not to support the alternative for
the PEIS. As noted, these costs would not be included for storage alternatives.

SIAd 19Ul S[DUID 211581
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT
AND CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN, JUSTIN WILSON
PAGES OF 8

CL6~E

04 04 00 Comment Number 11

Comment noted.

This document appears to be laning towards borcholc toch u}yﬁ*m ‘;“f" P f;d-:ﬂ'cn 08 03 01 Comment Number 12

ferred altcmative. The borehole technology is not proven and wi jons of ans

sitc and place the canistcrs of plutonium. Also, as with the Wastc Isolation Pilot Plant N .
CWIPP) and the Nevada Test Sitc (NTS), the chosen site may not be ready for intended action for | 11/04.04.00 The De.p:.mn!ent of Energy ackno“{lgdges the .comn.\e.ntor s opposition to the
a ong timc o come. This s because groundwater will have to be monitored catersively priot Immobilization Alternatives. Decisions on disposition alternatives will be
any cmpl cnt to cosure background lcvels of rad y. In the 1970s, borehole technology s X A X X
was studied and discarded by DOE a3 a project with unatisinable goals. based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national
Phutonium in its weapons-usablc fisslc form has » high cost factor associatod with it. 1t should not policy considerations, and public input.
be considered for immobilization at ives and rendered practi tly uselcss of 100 cxpensive 1o
be libratod at a later point. The matcrial should be retrievably stored s0 it could be acoessible in 12/08.03.01
the evont ofg'mers‘yd:cms;“ we':‘e_th: for o o PP In this 010500 Comment Number 13
regard, part of it coul con into for reactor fu 3
SPECIFIC COMMENTS All of the alternatives evaluated in the PEIS have associated waste forms and
quantities identified. These wastes are being coordinated with DOE’s Waste
) - i . Emﬂﬂ: Pagc 2-1 . . .
1. Yolume L, Sestion 2.1.2 ~Scresning Evaluation Bro= =i of the Management Program and will be included in the total waste volumes
The sci g commitice cach option agsinst “fatal flaws™ in oac or morc O ] \ g
rercsning crtria. The inabilty 1o meet standards,such 13 the Spent Fuct Sundard, disquatified an. | 13/01.05.00 ‘dentified in the Final Waste Management PEIS. A ROD on the Waste
option. Thesc options uhtimatcly will depend upon the disposal criteria in the unapproved Waste . g .
Management PEIS. Provide information showing why the use of an unapproved documcnt as & Management PEIS is expected before any low-level, TRU, and mixed wastes
basis for disposa s not considered a ! flaw.” will be produced from Pu disposition alternatives
2. mmm&mmmmm— Disposition of Surptus Plutonium, . . . . o
Page2-8 T 14/05.03.08 The Waste Management PEIS ROD will not decide “disposition criteria” for
“represcatative sitc” in the El -V, . . .

:mimm:m tive it a5 vsed ’ spent fuel or HLW; this will be part of the HLW program and will be included
s v ) ) in the associated environmental analysis pursuant to the NWPA.
U;dcr the Upgrade Alternative, noasurplus HFU \.would be retained in Iov,g-!qm mqgc.“ }
Facilities on the ORR have becn cvaluated for intcrim storage. Plcase provide mfoﬂn-l'm on the

Juation process uscd for buildings slatod for long-term storage. As stated in the environmental 050308 Comment Number 14
asscssment for Y-12 (interim storage of enriched uranium above hmmc;l levels). ‘;‘z:veur:,lm

ildings di interim HEU . Provide i tion « . - .
:::E;g“‘ ot mes memﬁi‘;ﬁ?{,:ﬁi_,’:zf,,E,s":m":om“mm DOE onders | 15/02.00.05 The term “representative site” refers to a site analyzed as an example of how
for long-torm storage of HEU. a technology might be deployed at an existing site.
4, igure - - . s
Providc inf on Building 9995 idcred for HEU storage upgrade. This building was
aot listed for HEU imerim storage in Y-12°s previous envi J 02 00 05 Comment Number 15

The Y-12 EA states that there are “eight facilities at the Y—12 Plant currently
used to store enriched uranium or process it for storage. These facilities would
be used for interim storage of enriched uranium above the historical
maximum storage level.” These eight buildings include 9204-2, 9204-2E,
9204-4, 9206, 9212, 9215, 9720-5, and 9998. The PEIS includes long-term
storage of HEU material after the interim storage of materials consistent with

sasuodsay pup
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT

AND CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN, JUSTIN WILSON
PAGE 6 OF 8

5 i

orders and require upgrade. It should also be clearly stated that there is & maximum interim
storage capacity of 500 metric tons of HEU and six metric tons of LEU.

6 1

grade fissile material. The State agreed to interim storage of 500 metric tons of HEU and six
storage. including the amount of material (kg), its form, and the storage buildings.
7 l it In

well as the costs involved in the upgrade.

8. Yol W, -

Information presented oa the High-Flux Isotope Reactor (HFIR) is erroncaus. Utilizing the
current spent fucl storage racks, the facility is now at full capacity for storage-not 40%. The total
reracking projoct will increasc the capacity of the spent fuel storage pool to 140 fucl clements.
This will allow HFIR operation until the ycar 2004 to 2006. Pleas incorporate the correct
information into the final PEIS,

llvshould be clcarly stated that the buildings slated for interim storage of HEU did not mect DOE

“These returned materials and components, as well as those currently located at Y-12, are safely
and sccurcly placed in short-term of long-term storage.” Assuming the matcrials and componcnts
are made from HEU, the Statc of Tennessce has not agreed to host loag-term storage of weapons

metric tons of LEU. Provide information on the decisions made for matcrial currently in long-term

- Yolume . 3,62 Site Infrastructurc, Page 3-190
The facilitics at Y-12 should clcarly state which buildings do not meet DOE orders for storage, as

16/11.01.05

17/01.06.00

l 16/11.01.05

cont.
| 18/07.00.00

19/09.11.05

the Y-12 EA. The Upgrade at Multiple Sites Alternative utilizes the long-
term storage of HEU in some of these buildings. By then, the Y-12 storage
facilities will have undergone the capital improvements required to ensure
that all long-term HEU storage criteria are met. Existing facilities of the Y~12
Plant that will be used for the long-term HEU storage mission include 9204-2,
9204-2E, 9212, 9215, and 9998. Once ongoing expansions to Y-12 HEU
storage areas have been completed, these five facilities will provide more
drum storage capacity than the long-term storage mission will require. Other
Y-12 facilities that currently store HEU are not planned for use in the long-
term storage mission under the Upgrade Alternative. The storage of HEU
remaining under IAEA safeguards will be in Building 9270-5 to provide safe
and secure storage of HEU requiring international inspection. HEU chemical
and isotopic analyses will be performed in the Plant Laboratory in Building
9995. Building 9995 will not be used for long-term storage of HEU (under
any of the alternatives), but as a support facility for the mission.

A summary of the structural analyses, including Building 9995, is contained
in Appendix G of the Y-12 EA. Building Complex 9212 consists of four
different buildings, one of which is Building 9995. The description of the
structural analysis needed for Building 9995 is contained under the Building
9212 Complex.

11 01 05 Comment Number 16

Comment noted. Information has been added to the Final PEIS to describe the
results of the Y-12 EA, including the maximum storage capacity
(Section 1.4) and structural upgrade requirements (Section 2.3.1).

01 06 00 Comment Number 17

Comment noted. Detailed information regarding DOE’s decision will be
provided in the ROD which is expected to be published in the Federal
Register late this year.

SIAd [DW1 S|DIIDRY a]1ss1y
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT
AND CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN, JUSTIN WILSON

PAGE 7 OF 8
07 00 00 Comment Number 18
CQPY A brief summary of the Y-12 EA is provided in Section 1.4 of the PEIS,
STATE OF TENNESSEE Don s which includes the results of that analysis, identifying the need for structural
ON SUNDQUIST N
Goveanon upgrades to certain buildings.
December 14, 1993 09 1105 Comment Number 19
?Jer:::u;mmt of Energy According to the Qak Ridge Reservation Waste Managfzmgnt Plan issued
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. January 1996, the High Flux Isotope Reactor pool in Building 7900 has 67
gfoouxs:;rzfé.C. 20585 storage positions, of which 62 are presently occupied. The reracking of the
storage will increase the number of storage positions to 143. The appropriate
Msmw o.u"y . - . - . 0 -
section was revised in the Final PEIS to reflect this information.
Recendy agencies of the State of T submitted in accordance with the
teq of the Nati ‘Envu'onmenul Pohcy Act (NEPA) for the Draft Waste
M. Progr ic Envir I Impact St (D-PELS) for Managing

Trunnent, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste, DOE/ELS-0200
D, August 1995. [ bave elected to communicate with you directly to insure that the State
of Tennessee's policy interests concerning this important D-PEIS are clearly communicated.

My administration strongly opposes and will continue to oppose any attempt by DOE to
“site” large waste deposition activities in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. It is disappointing to me
that the United States Depantment of Energy (DOE) i to seriously ider another
short sighted option in a tiring string of waste deposition assessments for Oak Ridge. My
administration views all of the alternatives in the current “Waste Management™ D-PEIS that
consider disposal of low level mixed waste and low level waste on the Oak Ridge
Reservation as technically unsound.

It is commonly known, and widely supported inside and outside of Tennessee that Oak
R.ldge is one of several sites in the DOE complex that does not possess the apprepriate

or hydrologic ch for such large scale waste deposition activities as currently
propoud in your D—PEIS The National Governor's Association/DOE Disposal Working
Group specifically recommended that the Oak Ridge complex be considered only for

disposal of a very restrictive list of radionuctides due to an emphasis on protection of human
health and the environment.
Your own agency’s data y for waste g sites in the current D-PEIS

indicates that the Oak Ridge Reservation currently produces the highest “population dose”

Q
among the 54 DOE sites around the nation. We believe that a large scale low level mixed S
waste and low level waste disposal facility at Oak Ridge would add additional risk to an 3
already unacceptable situation. §
§ 3
u. ~
State Capitol, Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0001 oy Qb
Telepbone Mo. (615) 741-2001 = S
29
~N =
Q 3
S Q
W R S -
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5 STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT
S AND CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN, JUSTIN WILSON
PAGE 8 OF 8

Page Two
Secretary Hazel O'Leary
December 14, 1995

Despkomrmm.tboswooﬂmmrﬁmmdwednuhhinuicmh
Ouk Ridge, Tennessee has played for the nation and the economic contributions DOE has
made to the Osk Ridge comnunity and Tennessee over the past 50 years. We will continue
to promote and will accept our responsibility to the nation as a potential site for one or
several of the complex suite of activities thet DOE must perform. However, I befieve that
DOE'’s continued consideration of the most technically unsuitable disposal site in the DOE
complex for large scale waste deposition is truly & waste of precious national and state
resources. I urged you to invest your agency’s energies in alternatives that better meet both
the short and long term interests of waste storage.

S1dd 1ol S|PMBIDJY 2]15S1
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Don Sundquist

¢: United States Representative Zach Wamp
United States Senator Fred Thompson
United States Senator Bill Frist
Commissioner Don Dills, Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation
US DOE Headquarters PA Office
Mr. Greg Rudy, Acting Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
NEPA File
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STATE OF TEXAS, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, AUSTIN, TX,
JOSEPH A. MARTILLOTTI

PAGE 1 OF 3
150000 Comment Number 1
The Department of Energy is considering the possible external regulation of
its activities at this time; however, decisions on these issues are beyond the
scope of this PEIS.
Texas Department of Health pe
Davie R Sk, M.D. nw‘u‘-mu_m Carst 3. Dunleds -
] A T B i 01 00 00 Comment Number 2
Uﬂ)‘l’lc:“”d :z-’;c)‘:w—-h-m . . . . I .

The Department of Energy is committed to operating its facilities in full

May 6, 1996 compliance with applicable regulatory requirements.

M3 Dlv\‘:uhun

o Pl Maacisls Disposition

P. O. Dox 23786

Vashington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Nulton: .

Mamwrials Dnaft

B s o g D, R O P

of Foergy is not subject 1o extermal amﬁmu;wmmé

ol - COIII:'W Q.w mw lel?del Smgwﬂ -m«mnc

iles & | and

Nuclcar Regul u
Agresmeni Stales. W believe that some form of g in the 1/150000
Long-Term Storage phese of this project is in the best iaterest of the Department and V-

dders, and the Depar to move shead with this Infuative without delay.

m change in the enission o€ operations at Pantex resulting from this PEIS mu’s_t be underakes
! o it tshed 4

maximum considersiion gives 1 full with p “'ol MM:{ l 2/01.00.00

the public and environment the effects of rad Future ag
;mMmmvdhmwm.mm\ytnnumwkuqm,uun
in fulfilling responsibl dship of the envi for our s. Deci made In
mmwummmmnumuwann-nwmm
nation.

spprecisic bem the opportunit nmmmmwmﬂym
3umm%- li;:‘“ nousiur{-dvm; the difficult issues.

sasuodsay pup
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STATE OF TEXAS, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, AUSTIN, TX,
JOSEPH A. MARTILLOTTI
PAGE 2 OF 3

Storage and Disposition 090104 Comment Number 3
DRAFT PEIS Comments

The Summary has been revised and is now consistent with the land-use
impact analysis in Chapter 4 of the Final PEIS (page 4-175 of the Draft
PEIS). Volume II, page 4-191 of the Draft PEIS addresses water resources,

Summary, Page 5-46 - Long-Term Storage Alternatives - The statements concerning land use
appear 1o conflict with Volurme 11, Pages 4-175 and 4-191 text. | 3/09.01.04

SIAd [Ul S[PUAIDY isSid
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Summary, Page 5-48 - Comparison of Sites Within Alternatives - The statements conceming
environmental impacts do not tppeas 10 be supported by the text and appear 16 be in conflict wit not land use.
Volume 11, Pages 4-175 and 4-191 text.
Summary, Page S-67 - Pacllity Aec‘d;:t;‘- ‘;rdhe xudteme;;;x do'nmdt;;ldc any lnr::nnnii:: :r
discussion upon which decisions might . A discussion o assesmen y
documented would ?“M" cl”iﬁa‘m' \ﬂ;mc 1, Chap(;_:r lel' ;;.‘g t:;thI:jﬂ s Cm_med“ o 4/09.00.04 09 00 04 Comment Number 4
in This PEIS® describes the base condition and storage configuration from whi sions wi ] )
made. Discussion of the Pl Working Group findings, Defense Nuclear Facilily Safety Based on comments received, the Summary was revised. The bar charts
Board reccommendations and the DOE standard for long-term storage of the fissile materials A h - ‘ -
appears 1o be absent from the text. Provision ofa genersl summary of she identified providing the comparison of impacts for both storage and disposition were
v bilities or upgrades 1o storag: itlons woul au addi s table. . h
$.78 - Upgrade Exiting Facilty for Continued Storage - The “estimated Impacts deleted from the Summary. The related text was revised to clarify the
Summary, Page 3-78 - rade Existing Facility for nu - : R i ;
Trom B ou of wecidents 1t propagate radioactive releases® data appear 10 be a replica of Table comparison of impacts and to delete references to “adverse” impacts.
2.5.1, Volums I, Page 2-180. is is identical to "Beyond design basis earthquake® data .
contained in Table 4.2.3.9-4, Volume II, Page 4-160. Table M.5.2.5.2-1, Volume 11, Page M-
265, presents “Upgrade of Pantex Interim Storage® “Evaluation of a Composite Set of Accidents”
impacts which are similar (within order of magnitude) but not totally consistent with the sbove 09 09 04 Comment Number 5
lnronnllion.
e e 4 $-96 - Consalidate all Pu Maveral _‘;g‘,“?‘:e'. T,:’;g"‘g,‘“-,,’d?}‘f{f,‘_g' In the Draft PEIS Summary tables (Attachments A and B) and Chapter 2
e o e B i e 50120 Vo Ml Fogs M. 5/09.09.04 tables (Tables 2.5-1 and 2.5-2) of the Draft PEIS, the impacts from facility
cal 5.1, . VT -2.1.2-4, Volume 1l, - ) . . !
242 contains & summary entlled *Evaluation of Comporite Set of A which presents accidents are based on those scenarios that were estimated to have maximum
conflicting information. . . . . .
s Page §-117 - Collocation of Pu with HEU Storage Upgrade andior New Fclity - The impacts from the facility accidents analyzed for each respective alternative.
VUMmary, . - jocation of Py D - . .
headers of daa columng Indicaie thal the projections reflect .p;&%& accidents "‘"tPh'?‘.iﬁ; For example, the number of cancer fatalities for the general population and
nadioactive releases.” The data p d, with the exception o match exacl o - . ;
with Table 4.2.4.9-7, W'g“?‘z"' P ¢2¥I2l‘ l}'het;l;l; o $-117 replicates Table 2.5-1, Volume the probability of the facility accident for Upgrade Alternative at Pantex
. 2-219. Tible 5.2.2.2-4, Volume I1i, Page M-251 "“Coll n Al ive* containg a .
! P'”Jm itled ~Evalostion of C posite Set of Accidents® which presents conflicting presented in Attachment A (page S-78) of the Summary of Draft PEIS
informaton. correspond to the “beyond design basis earthquake” which has the highest
Summary, Pages 149 and 150 appear (o be out of order. | 6/16.00.00

cancer fatalities among the accidents analyzed for this storage alternative. On
the other hand, the “composite set of accidents” presented in the Section M.5
of the Draft PEIS is the weighted-average of all accidents analyzed for this
alternative. To avoid confusion and in response to public comments the
“composite set of accidents” has been deleted from Appendix M.

For the ME], the probability of cancer risk from potential accident during 50
years storage facility operation and the cancer risk from the accident, pages
S-78 and 2~181 of the Draft PEIS should correspond to the respective values
for the beyond design basis earthquake in Chapter 4 and Section M.5.

The risk from potential accidents is the magnitude of the accident
consequence (fatal cancer risk for MEI and non-involved worker and fatal
cancers for population) multiplied by the probability that the accident will
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occur. The summary tables in Section 2.5 of the Final PEIS present the
accident impacts from the accident with highest risk (the product of the
accident consequence and the accident frequency) within a storage or
disposition alternative.

16 00 00 Comment Number 6

Pages are in correct order.

sasuodsay pup
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The Honorable Hazel R. O'Leary
Secretary of Energy

7A257 Forrestal Bidg.

1000 Indcpendence Ave., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Re: COMMENTS REGARDING FUTURE ACTIVITIES AT PANTEX

J,  STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 2g
3 AUSTIN, TX, ATTORNEY GENERAL DAN MORALES 2 3
PAGE 1 OF 2 = ©

8 5

01 06 00 Comment Number 1 3 g‘

8 X

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new “; '§

®ffice of the Attornep General missions at Pantex. The }Jtlllzatxon_ of MOX fuel for. Pu disposition is not 3 2

@tate of Trexas considered reprocessing and is consistent with the President’s B §'

DAN MORALES Nonproliferation Policy. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons- g o

’ usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical 5 ;

May 13,1996 and economical studies, national policy considerations, and public input. 2

3

3

?

<

17

S

SN

b

Dear Secretary O'Leary:
Upoan review of the three i d | npact (“EISs”™) regarding the fi
Mhmndmw«fEmamhrml plex,'] am b ing & ingly

mtmbemmuolﬁw(“mmmymdecmumphmhnnpmumeMxrae-hty 1 .

am furthermore concerned—once again--that the Texas Panhandle will become the de facto permanent dump

for the nation's swples plnmmm supply. Given the 24,000 year half-life of plutonium and m dumm N
ibiliy that the enva I, political, and socisl tsves ding any other

ofphmnmm will not be resolved in the foresceable future, this it an ommous development for Texas.

| have attached previ between DoE and my office dating back o 1991, As is readily

pp from chat pond | have long been firmly opposed to both propositions. Unfortunately, it
now appears that we are moving closer to decisions by DoE that will unfairly burden Texans during the
coming decades and nexdlessly impose risks on the farmens and ranchers who depend upon the Ogalalis
Aquifer underlving Pantex.

A decision by DoE 10 begin g. with its dant problk and risks for resid

throughout the Panhandie, or a decision 10 store surplus plutonium (i.e., nuclear waste) on & medium- or long-

term basis, is unacceptable (o this office. Accordingly. | have inszucied my staff 10 renew its effonts to 1/01 0600
develop all availabie legal options 1o prevent Dot from tuming the Texas Panhandie into a de facto nuclear

wasie dump. or another Rocky Flas.

l realize that you and your office have made great strides in g the of all
in your decision-making process. For that, you deserve much credit. Unfommmly 1 do not believe that the

' The three EISs are: (2) the PEIS on Sworage and Disponition of Weapom-Usable Fissike Materials (which discusses.

ineer alia, the mixed-oxide fuel option in the most detail and discusses the alwmatives, inchading a facilicy 10 cut the pits
i two and process them into metal or oxide: 10 process other types of phuonium; and 10 mix phaonium with ursnm
1o make mized oxide foct (MOX) 10 be used in suclear powsr plants); (b) the Site Wide EIS for Pantex (which discusses.
the Pit Reuse facilty in lesser daail). and (¢) the PEIS on Stockpile Siewardship and Managemenu.

$1/463-2100 P.O. BOX 12548 AUSTIN, TEXAS 8711 254!!

LI RO T R ST LT R Y PR STNNRYTN




Comment Documents
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX, E’ (5’9
GOVERNOR GEORGE W. BUSH % 8
N

PAGE10OF 1 <0
8 3

08 03 01 Comment Number 1 g' g‘

S X

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of '7%’

, Pantex. Decisions related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon g’ 2

environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy 8 §'

considerations, and public input. ;g 8,

STatz or Texas a g

Orricez or tHE GovarNOR S

GEOSGE W. MUTH _g
oovEmen May 6, 1996 S

3

The Honorsble Hamsl O'Leary &

Tha Secretary of Esergy 8

U.S. Department of Encrgy 8
Waskington, D.C. 20585 &

Re:  Comments on Stockpile Stewardship and Managesmncot and Storags and
Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic

Impact Statementa,

Dear Madam Secrctary:
mmmwmummm.mmhmm'-mw
chieve and maintain & strong national defonse. The success st Pantex is & result of
scveral factors, inchuding good menegen and dedicated, skifled, hard-working, efficiart,
and safety-conscious employsss.

This nation continues 10 face an uncertain fiture with many risks. An effictive strategy
for diminishing those risks is to retain our cors of expertise at the Pantox Plant. The

Programematic Bavironmental Impact St now being reviewed d that
auch & strategy is the best option for our nation's taxpayers.

1/08.03.01
The Pantex Plant enjoys broed community support because it has succesafully
mhmmmmbMdmmwmdm
'WespoDs. mwmdumy.mudduybbfnldﬁwbrml\mmof
the Pantex Plant.

The State of Texas is prepared to contioue to assist Pantex with the significant role it
pitys in keeping the United States the defender of the frem world.

GE W. BUSH
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Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable

Fissile Materials Final PEIS
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX,

L86—¢

Howwevaer, as stated numerous times in the public hearings, there is concern
that this of no significant impact is not dlear in the summary
document of the Storage and Disposition PEIS.

Instead, what is stated numerous times is: "Adverse impacts to water
resources at Pantex would result from the continued local draw down of the
Ogallala Aquifer, but Pantex’s contribution to this draw down is expected to
continue to decrease due to a decrease in other DOE activities at Pantex
Nelther surface or ground water resources at other DOE sites would be
affected.”

The State of Texas believes this statement inaccurately and Incorrectly singles
out Pantex as an unacceptable site for its existing mission, as well as for any
future missions. We ask that this be corrected immediately.

In reference (o the statements regarding adverse impacts, the Amarlllo
community was told by DOE officials during the public hearings that there
were no significant impacts on the anvironment, safety, or health from
current or fi issi proposed at Pantex. Tharsfore, i

perception of adverse affects, noted in the y 5&D d should
be corrected In the final document.

Toward that end, the State of Texas requasts that in the S5&D PEIS summary
d {, a clear sta hould be added that no significant

envir 1 imp ould result from any considered alternatives at
Pantex. In addition, the ranking of sites based upon these insignificant
impacts (found in the sections

ROAIUON_AlETNAtives (RASE 248 NG SOMPANISON Of JITeg YVIL
Alternatives (page S-48) ) should be removed from the final report.

If the DOE insists upon using the word adoerse in the final document to
denote any deviation from the “natural state” of the environment, It should
be applied equitably among all sites and quantified with the level of

significance, since any action that disturbs nature could be considered adverse
and every site considered would have adverse impacts for all alternatives.

Tha State of Texas is pleased that DOE selected Pantex as the

alternative for assembly/disassembly, thereby abandoning eariier plans to
transfer those funciions to the Nevada Test Site.

2/09.04.04

3/09.00.08

4/09.00.08

ROGER MULDER
PAGE 3 OF 12
09 04 04 Comment Number 2
DOE PEIS Comments
Plf:‘); 2‘_3'296 Although Pantex is contributing to the depletion of the Ogallala Aquifer,

additional groundwater drawdowns from the Proposed Actions for the various
long-term storage alternatives are expected to be very small. The Summary
was revised to emphasize that, under the No Action Alternative, Pantex’s
water use from the Ogallala Aquifer is expected to decrease significantly by
the year 2005, and that additional withdrawals attributed to the Preferred
Alternative are still expected to be less than what is currently being
withdrawn.

09 00 08 Comment Number 3

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

09 00 08 Comment Number 4

Based on comments received, the Summary was revised. The related text was
revised to clarify the comparison of impacts and to delete reference to
“adverse” impacts.

sasuodsay pup
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b STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX,
% ROGER MULDER
PAGE 4 0F 12

08 03 01 Comment Number 5
DOE PEIS Comme: ,
May 6, 1996 " The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
Page Three Upgrade Storage Alternative. Decisions on storage of weapons-usable fissile
, materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic
The same factors that lead DOE to make the correct decision in

assembly/disassembly activities, should be applied to the lssue of moving the studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
High Explosives uction operations from Pantex. DOE's own estimate

that such a move would cost at least $40-$50 million should make Pantex the

only choice for those activitics.

SIdd 1puld S|PV 2]1851

2]qus)-suodnap fo uonisodsiq puv 28v.40ig

Another factor Is the risk involved in transporting the material from Pantex.
And finally, there is a significant technology risk, should the High Explosives

production program leave Pantex, while the highly skilled, experienced
workers chooss to remain in the Amarillo area.

If the statement is made that there sim{’l 1s not enough work to kee|

workers busy in both the New Mexico and Pantex, the obvious choice is

1o keep the work at Pantex and allow the lab personnel the opportunity to
intain their profidency by visiting Pantex.

Since that work Is done at Pantex today, how are the lab personnel currently
maintaining the desired level of proficiency?

STORAGE OPTIONS

Pantex has a proven history of safely storing nudl over the past 40
years.

Pantex could conti to store pl fum which is already at the site and

upgrade facilities for the slorage options being considered by DOE with

minimal cost and difficulty. Pantex currently safely houses more than 5,000 5/08.03.01
surplus pits. It makes litte sense to re-create storage facllities at another site e
and then ily transport large of pl fum across the

country from Pantex.

Pantex has the necessary safety, security, and surveillance capabllities to
date an ded role with minimal costs and It is the production

site closest lo Los Alamos, the planned pit fabrication site.
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX,
ROGER MULDER
PAGE 5 OF 12

DOE PBIS Comments
May 6, 1996
Page Four

We believe any future missions at Pantex related to plutonium can be
suceessfully carried out, provided the following three criteria are met:
1 Continued Local Support
2 Proven Technology
L8 Independent Oversight

OFF-LINE ISSUES

During the pudlic hearings in Amarillo, a number of comments were made
from the audlence requiring clarification from the DOE presenters.

Unfortunately, on more than one occasion, the response from the DOE
official was that he and the questioner should "discuss that issue off-line.”

Because the State of Texas belleves that to be a totally irappropriate and
unacceptable response to make, especially at a public hearing called for the
sole purpose of discussing the issues contained in the PEISs, I attempted to
capture as many of those questions in writing as possible.

STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE
MATERIALS PEIS ISSUES

Comment:

Section 1502.1 of 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, the regulations {mplementing the
National Environmental Policy Act, states:

|

sasuodsay puv
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX,
ROGER MULDER
PAGE 6 OF 12

DOE PEIS Comments
May 6, 1996
Page Five

“The of an environmental lmpact statement is to serve as
an .mpﬂmw}’“ma to ensure that the poudpu and goals defined in the
Act are infused into the ongolng programs and actions of the Federal
Government. It should provide full and fair discussion of significant

envi 1 impacts and shall Inf decisi Kkers and the public of
the reasonable alternatives which would avold or minimi: d impact:
or enhance the quality of the human environmant. Agencies shall focus on
significant i tal i .. Statements shall be ise, clear and to
the point, and shall be supported by evidence that the agency has made the
necessary environmental analyses.” (Emphasis added) :

Question

In BF( of these very clear and concise instructions based in law, how does
DOE rationalize that Pantex is Identified as having:

“the greatest potential to experience adverse cumulative impacts, particularly 6/09.00.04
because of its relatively small, compact arca. Water resources and biological

resources would be vulnerable, and land resources . . . could be susceptible to

adverse cumulative impacts * (p. 5-46) (Emphasis added)

Comment
The S y di three plutonium disposition categories (deep

borehole, immobilization and reactor) camh{lng of nine alternatives, and
ultimate high-level waste disposition.

Questions:

a If the immobilization alternatives and reactor alternatlves (except
CANDU) result in the same ultimate disposition, L.e. a high-level 7/07.02.00
waste repository, what is the cost/benefit of the reactor allernatives?

b. Are the references to a high-level waste repository referring to DOE's | 8/12.01.00
Yucca Mountain project in Nevada?

c What would constitute ultimate disposition in the case of the CANDU
reacior alternative? Would the Canadians be allowed to send the 9/06.05.08
resultant high-level nuclear waste back to the U.S.?

09 00 04 Comment Number 6

Based on comments received, the Summary of the Draft PEIS was revised.
There was no intention to portray Pantex, the Pantex region, or the Texas
Panhandle region in a negative fashion. Each DOE site was analyzed and
studied in the same manner and presented in the Draft PEIS per these analyses
and studies. All revisions made to the PEIS text are reflected in the Summary
of the Final PEIS.

07 02 00 Comment Number 7

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

120100 Comment Number 8

The Draft PEIS does not assume the use of Yucca Mountain as a HLW
repository for disposal of MOX spent nuclear fuel and/or immobilized
materials. However, since Congress directed Yucca Mountain to be the only
site considered for evaluation (site characterization) for the disposition of
spent nuclear fuel and HLW, data developed to date at this site has been used
to evaluate the potential for disposing of surplus weapons-usable Pu.

06 05 08 Comment Number 9

No. The spent fuel would be retained within the Canadian spent fuel program.

SI9d 10U14 S[DMDIDI ]15S1.
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX,

166—¢

“Potential adverse intersite transportation impacts related to all DOE sites
could occur because of the increased risk of traffic accident fatalitles.”

Question:
Does any other site, except Pantex, have the capability to avoid the problem of

having to ship the 21.8 metric tons of p declared surplus by the
President, since the malcrial is already at Pantex?

Is there no risk to human health associated with intersite transportation of
radioactive materials? Ilas a dose risk assessment been made?

Comment

In the Storage and Disposition Summary it is stated (page 5-20) that “Potential
adverse impacts to waste management would occur at Pantex, ORR (all three

), and SRS, b the construction of sanitary, utility, and process
waste water treatment systems to treat non h dous liquid may be
required.”

Question

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

10/10.00.00

l 11/10.00.00

10/10.00.00
cont.

12/09.11.08

ROGER MULDER
PAGE 7 OF 12
10 00 00 Comment Number 10
%f:‘;'f%c"“"“m" The human health risks of material transportations associated with the
Page Six proposed Pu storage and disposition alternatives are evaluated and presented
in Section 4.4 of this PEIS. The more detailed description of the methodology
Comment and supporting data for the analysis is presented in Appendix G.
The oft-repeated ph ppears in the 5 Yy Transportation of radioactive materials between sites includes health risks for

both normal operations and accident conditions to the public and workers.

1000 00 Comment Number 11

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

0911 08 Comment Number 12

The conceptual design for the consolidated and collocated storage facilities
and the disposition facilities have, as part of their design, waste management
facilities that would treat and package ail waste generated into forms that
would enable long-term storage and/or disposal in accordance with RCRA
and other applicable Federal and State statutes and DOE Orders. The impacts
of having to construct the waste management facilities are captured in other
resource areas such as land use and air quality. The text referring to “potential
adverse impacts” to waste management has been deleted.

sasuodsay puv
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX,
ROGER MULDER
PAGE 8 OF 12

DOE PEIS Comments
May 6, 1996
Page Seven

Comment

In Volume I of the Storage and Disposition PEIS (pp. M-131 through M-155),
the chemicals used are as follows:

Hanford reports 3 chemicals, none with slope factors
NTS reports NO chemicals

INEL reports 28 chemicals, 12 with slope factors
Pantex reports 25 chemicals, 6 with slope factors
ORR reports 10 chemicals, none with slope factors
SRS reports 15 chemicals, 5 with slope factors

Rocky Flats reports 10 chemicals, 3 with slope faclors.

These reported chemical usages p an er P s all sites
under consideration will use similar chemlcals. For ple, t isa
combustion product of both diesel fuel and gasoline, and would be common

to all sites.

Question:

Was the manner by which he inf lon was req d not specific enough
to ensure accurate reporting or are the records at some sites incomplete?
Please correct.

Comment

In the Summary (p. 546), it Is stated that "When the other DOE programs
previously identifled in (his section are considered, the rank order of DOB

sitcs in terms of their d diny potential for ve impacts changes t0 *
SRS, INEL, Pantex, NTS, Hanford and ORR." A similar statement appears on
p- 5-47.

Question

What does this statement mean? It is obscure and demands an explanation
that i3 concise, clear, and supported by evidence.

13/09.10.08

14/09.00.08

091008 Comment Number 13

The data calls sent to each site contained the same information and requests.
Under the No Action Alternative, the emissions data is from existing site
facilities. Since each site has different existing facilities and operations, the
chemicals emitted from these facilities are expected to be different. The
cancer risk slope factors purely depend on the nature of the chemicals. For
proposed new actions, the emissions data would be very similar among the
sites. For detailed information on the emission data on each site, please refer
to the respective data reports cited in the PEIS.

09 00 08 Comment Number 14

The Department of Energy did not intend to give the perception that the sites
were ranked. Based on comments received, the Summary of the Draft PEIS
was revised. All revisions made to the PEIS text appear in the Summary of
the Final PEIS.
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DOE PEIS Comments
May 6, 1996
Page Eight

STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP AND MANAGEMBNT PEIS ISSUES

Comment

Separation of the expl fabrication and bly/d bly
would require that explosi be ported over long di in order to
be mated with the physics packages. In the case of LLNL, the extensive winter
fogs of the San Joaquin V: ley that create near zero visibility, sometimes for
weeks-on-end, should be considered in any safety analysis.

Question:

s Hnmmiyﬂsbmmdcolthcndd.lﬂm-l hazards of ransportation
of HP. from either of the national labocatories to where it would be
used?

b What would be (he increased costs of intersite transportation?

Comment: 15/15.00.00

NTS workers and their families associated with the 2,253 new jobs (SSM
Summary p. 5-32) would likely reside in Las Vegas, NV, which is one of the
fastest growing aress in the country.

Question:

Has an analysis been made of the lmpact of these additional residents on the
Las Vegas municipal water supply?

Comment:

The preferred alternative for the location of explosives development has not
yet been determined. Moving HE production from Pantex to one of the
jaboratories is under consideration. Note that there have been attempts to
develop the land right next to LLNL's Site 300 fence for new housing.

150000

These comments w

Comment Number 15

ere forwarded to the Stockpile Stewardship and

Management Program for consideration in the Stockpile Stewardship and

Management PEIS.
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ﬁ Support Material

The major impact areas covered by the SSD PE!S focus on water, air, and land resources.
mewunnmodammhlihmewlmundmpm.emnnwithmm
impcts, m‘nmummmw-_r im) . The statements about
u-mummmunmmnummmmmsmwmn
Whrmwa.o.mmsnmmhdmwnwmom. However a more accurate
mmamvoosmmmmm.mmmm . The most inaccurate
mmnwmhm:mqhmuhmsbndmmmoummmmmbh
mmmmwy:mmmnmmm-mmowm. Detalls are provided

Water Resources

s Water Avaiiabity:

AN compuhom on water resources were made reiative to the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE for

ﬁm%mmmwhmmm.lmw.wmwnl ¢ of the

% an sbsolute besis among gjtes to ascertain the “true impac!

%EMM@M!MEMMMM

Mﬂ“_"ml‘ canbe -anmm!ﬂ_ﬂomnm_—-mm

{itled Long-Term Altgnatives (D800 Pisposition Alternatives (page $-46), and
mparison of Sites Within Aematives (page 8).

ucmnllw-bl"dmlnq.lhapomnhgemmodmwnnyln in 1 of OpX |

bolyw). Onthomnhwbaﬂtuudmhﬂvomﬂb“NOACﬂONALTERNAﬂVE. skes
wmh-pptymﬂonudﬂmmmmhwmgmm

Second, mlmwmm\omnomnomuenmmewm.nmm basis, implies
mmmmrmwmwmmmrgamwpand
Mdm&nﬂdhbulmmumysuchmulwmmwmmm
mwmzmmammmmmwmnyu.o.(mu-m
ranchers). c«mwmtmwmhm-mry.mommmwmmmammon
the Amarillo ares water consumption would be less than 1% (see ltam ¥2 bolow).

16/09.04.08

09 04 08 Comment Number 16

The use of percentage increases is simply a tool to put the additional water
requirements in perspective to the ongoing, or No Action, usage at the sites.
The impacts are based on the ability of the local water supply to support the
requirements of the site and the Proposed Action, regardless of how large the
percentage increase is. If a site’s water requirements would affect the local
water supply, this would be clearly stated in the PEIS. For example, at
Hanford, the Columbia River is 2 particularly abundant water supply. If
Hanford increased its water usage by several thousand percent, the effect on
the availability of Columbia River water would be minimal. This would be
reflected in the PEIS analysis. Conversely, Pantex is the only DOE site under
consideration in this PEIS where water availability is a concern. Pantex’s
contribution to the depletion of the Ogallala Aquifer must be analyzed; any
contribution to this depletion does affect the water resources of the area.
However, for the storage alternatives, the impact to water resources at Pantex
is expected to be minimal. The Summary of the Final PEIS was revised to
indicate that Pantex’s No Action (year 2005) water usage is considerably less
than what is currently being withdrawn, and that minor impacts to water
resources are expected from the various storage alternatives and the Preferred
Alternative.

Inregard to water conservation techniques, sites that apply these measures are
generally ones where water supply may be a limiting factor. Sites having an
abundant water supply do not necessitate water conservation techniques.

sasuodsay puv
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To put this issua in perspective, the beseline (NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE) water consumptions
are summarized below taken from the Summary S&D PEIS in million liters per year (MLY)

bmodonlyonﬂnwwndmeomponm
NOACTDNALTBNATNE&)
Hanford { NTS INEL Pantex SRS | RFETS

13611 | 2400 7,570 240° 14,760 | 13,247 | 430

-muumuuun-h1mvumu.vm-wbmmuwwbyzooumo
drawdown ( & smell bessline made smaler). Ret: Vol Il, p 4187,

ftem #1: The PEIS quotes incresses in ground water usage for Pantex for the various aitematives
from 2.6% 10 44.2% above the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (this percentage increase is based upon
the projecied bassline of 249 MLY for the year 2005, a decrease from the curent use rate of 836
MLY). Taken out of context, these numbers seem extreme. indeed, these percentages were
Wwwhhmmmmhmmummm
Mmmmarmmmrmwmwmmdmowm
Aquifer, but Pantex's contridution o this drawdown is expected fo continue fo decreese due fo a
decrease in other DOE activities at Panfex. Nelther surface or ground water resources st other DOE
d!eswouldboaﬂodod.'Thhuuanmhmmwwpﬂonﬂmhhmeprojm”mnhge
mohmmwmumubmmdmbwmm. This might have
besn trug If indeed the absokute demand piaced on the svaisble resources was significant. But,
the maximum estimated lncrease Is less than 1% of the water use in the area and a 44% increase
of 1% is only 0.4% absolua increass (and this was based upon the 2005 projection, relative to
current operations it would be a 57% decrease in water usage).

itom #2 (Ref: Vol 1, p 3-150 to 3-162).

» A In 1994 while Partex was drawing 836 MLY (830 x 10" L), the city of Amarillo pumped 23.9
BLY (23.0x 10° L), from the Carson County wel fiekd. Using the PEIS number of 248 MLY in
2005, this equates fo about 1% of the Town's water use. If water pumped directly by agriculture
(mmmmmmmammmmomhmmmmu
demand by Pantex on the water drrwn from the Ogafisia Aquifer would be well below 1%.

' B Thommnbbm:voknnhmommmlotmthMOgalalaAquif«inthe
High Plains Aquifer system Is estimated at 5.15 x 10 L At thia rate, if Pantex were operated for
1000 years using the highest water demand of all alternstives (Collocation - 378 MLY), Pantex
would use less than 7/100% of the avakable water,

In y. the repeatad stat of adverse impacts on groundwater resources for any and afl
altsmatives is based upon an Insccurate reference point and the sctusl impact brought out in the
draft summary has no basis. To satisty the requirement to make comparisons of water usage
qdmthnnoueﬂonM.mmdhd”mmmmnbopmompemm«
basis of actusl area water usage to aliow for an equitable and objective comparison between sites.
For any shes where this percentage increase is imsignificant, the PEIS snd its Summaty should
state that fact clearly.

16/09.04.08
cont.
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AUSTIN, TX, LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR BOB BULLOCK
PAGE 1 OF 6

Bob Bullock

Licutenant Governor of Texas

The Capitel Provident, Tonas Senaie
Awtin. Teans 78711.2068

(512) 463-0003
March 28, 1996

P.0. Box

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87185-5400

Dear Madam Secretary:

It has come 10 oy sttention that you mnche&lladhhnldpubb:bﬂmpmAMlomApn!l‘l
and 23, wmmeﬁmnmleonhel’mﬁcﬂnybcndmmh Texas.

mpmﬂeofmdmwbmhwhmm“mh-bkmmmmme

Aecum(ofu.rm Tamnadlheemhummmhve strong public
and political support, a8 opposed 1 the hostile k:‘hcnulwhc\hnumme

Evmﬁou;hlhzmofwhnlumd.mmmuﬂudmmhxmd:fmpohuu By

our puclesr assure the safety of our country.
mmmmmmmmghmmmmwmmleo Pantex is as
important today, and for the furure, a3 it was in recent decades.

Wk?mumbﬂuwmyoﬂmmdmmnomtbefmﬂmm
also benefits from this , the of Pantex is in the best interest of
mefedaﬂgovmmdﬁnuxplyulwhomppmu. quhudymbhnhednlﬁm
rate facility and is willing and sble which may be assigned to it.
Gmmmenﬂ.mdnmnkeq)mndmz

B, Pantex is the best choice for the present and future nuciear needs of our country.

BB:sde

[ US Department of Energy, Office of Reconfigunation
S. Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials

1.800.441.0573
(312) 47553750 TDD

1/08.03.01

0803 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support of
Pantex. Decisions related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR,
AUSTIN, TX, LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR BOB BULLOCK
PAGE 3 OF 6

March 22,1996

Page 2

and comments 8t the Radisson Inn Amarillo Airpon, 7909 1 H 40 East at Lakeside,
Amarillo 79104. The workshop format of this meeting (which is differem from the more
formal hearings used in the past by DOE) has the stated purpose of allowing the public to
interact directly snd exchange information with DOE representatives.

B of this akteration from prior practice, formal oral testimony will probably
mhmd(lwmmmwpuﬁdpnioninthedi;wuiomwwldbe

iated and DOE would certainly make any necessary arrangements to ensure you had
an opportunity to maks & statement). Accordingly, making the submission of formal
wmm'mimyhthebw(udmnﬁnn-eﬁdm)amcforuwuﬁmofyour
views. Written testimony should be sem to:

For SSM: U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Reconfiguration
P.O. Box 3417
Alexandria, Virginia 22302

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

G st be received prior to May 7, 1996.

For your L 1 have enclosed some ial to assist you in the
preparation of your test . The enclosed text is appropriate for both envi 1]
impect Therefore, a : jution would be 1o deaft a letter to both
oﬁm(usimdu:lnddrm)mdmilimmiduniullmatobmh If you desire, you
can forward me your letter and 1 would be happy 1o send it to both offices if that is more
convenient. | am happy to assist in the submission of your and with further
briefing materials to help in the drafling of any testimony.

Pleueunmifywhnvequmiom.dednuﬁamwhhmgmwmmd
myofthacevaﬂgotloleniﬂormbnﬁtmmmforﬂnApﬂZandeer
hearings. lfyoudoplmlommd.lwmddbehappytodaouniﬁinmkhgmmgmn

with DOE 10 ensure you are recognized for an oral st a time jent to you.
Thank you for your interest.
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Povoidont, Teomes Scacte 1.800.441.8373
(613) 430001 Angumt 8, 1995 113} 475.3758 TDY

of is in the of e
qul-l-v prosess of determining the foturs role of the Paowx

The people of Pavten end the Amurille wwn beve for decads
© the security of our nation. T-sdheuﬁd-hu“hn
mw&dmmuwuhm“ hznlui-

Paotcx mod its ddt- whea
-mtu mm-dnuqn

s Sop
the work and dedication of the of Pentex is
mwm.nuw‘** bjects ?hu-‘ 3 Mﬂt-mh
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR,
AUSTIN, TX, LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR BOB BULLOCK
PAGE 5 OF 6

IIUDRAFI".‘
April __, 1996

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

Alexandria, VA 22302

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

Re: C on Stockpile St dship and Manag (SSM) and Storage and
Disposition (S&D) of Wespons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft  Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statements (PEISs).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U.S. Depariment of Energy’s
(DOE) Prog-uumnc Environmental Impact Statements (PEISs) on Stockpile
Stewardship and Management (SSM) and Storage and Disposition (S&D) of Weapons-
Usable Fissile Materials. Please also contider this my comment on the Pantex Site-Wide
Dnaft Environmental Impact Statement, since most of the issues addressed in these
documents are identical.

First and foremost, | am adamant that any current and future functions at Pantex
will be conducted in & safe and environmentally sound manner. Our first priority is to
ensure any expansion at Pantex be implemented in a way that does not impair the health or
safety of area residents or have an adverse affect on the environment. These goals serve a3
a prerequisite to any current or future activities at Pantex, inchuding expansion.

L Genersity. I am pleased that DOE selected Pantex as the preferred altemative
for assembly/disassembly, thereby abandoning sarfier plans to transfer those functions to
the Nevada Test Site (NTS) which would have been cost prohibitive and never been
adequate to meet future needs. Howevu' byﬁﬂ:n;tom?mtuaﬁ‘w:fumd

candidate site for new and/or h facilities, the DOE
overlooknhebmme for maintaining the mtegmy of the U.S. nuclear stockpile and
efficiencies and cost savings.
1L SSM PEIS:

L. Pantex is the best place to site new construction/stewardship activities.
Pantex is perhaps the most cost-cffective alternative for any new construction of SSM
facilities. First, labor costs, utility rates, and water and land availability st Pantex, as well
as public and pofitical support, are more amenable than those at any other Complex site. It
is appropriate to consider Pantex as an alternative site for all future defense-related
facilities to complement activities at the national labs (such as the planned Atlas Facility
and piutonium pit fabrication site at Los Alamos National Laboratory [LANL]). DOE
makes no mention of & strategic plutonium reserve that is necessary to meet future
national security needs, even though the PEIS mentions that strategic storage should be
co-located with disassembly. Pantex should be the preferred site for such a mission in
coordination with its management functions. The location of additional defense-related

SIUWNDO(] JUIUWUOT)
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2

wﬁviﬁenhmamldumlhtmtuhﬁalmbﬂiﬁumpmuvednlbwim
that can secure them at the most efficient cost to the American people. In its deliberations,
DOE should insist that budgetary comparisons betwesn Pantex and other sites are

2. Pantex Is the best site to i High Explosives fabricati Consi
with the strengths identified above for i d dship and 8! duties, the .
high explosives (HE) functions should also remsin at Pantex. Because the production
sssembly/disassembly functions remain at Pantex, the HE fabrications duties should be
present at the corresponding site. After all, the SSM Draft admits that Pantex must retain
HE capabilities to process the inventories already on site from dismantling. Therefore, the
least expensive alt ive is to meintain HE functi st Pantex. 1 sdarmantly disagree
whhtbemindndnﬁ?ﬂhhaﬂmmmdnmgeawﬁhghighuphdvu
at Pantex as opposed to the netional labs. The capital outlay alone necessary for transfer
is cost prohibitive. In addition, should future need arise for new weapons production, it
wﬂbeahiedtohwdnlﬁﬁa]iﬁunlhmmmﬂyin

m.rhaneumummm-)swumnls. As the sole
MEmhedbcﬁyfauuﬂyMMdmdummh
hmhﬂyhmdledtbuaﬂmnimhunfencﬁdﬂmhmh%m
mammwmemamm«mmm
is processing or disposal with the materials thet remain. The DOE is considering several
options. Once again, acknowlodging cost sevings considerations, Pantex could continue
xommthMummmmmhqmmm
options being considered by DOE with minimal cost and diffculty. Pantex currently
safehouses more then 8,000 surplus pits and plans are being made to ship additional pits
from Rocky Flats to Pantex. It makes little sense to re-create storage facilities at another
mcm:heuwmwilymnponlngeumdplmaﬁnmmmmyhm
Pantex. The budgetary and political costs for such 2 decision would be .
Bmofﬂmceoﬂghuadwﬂmldhdeﬁwed:hpnfandi(ofmmy
disposition options and related functions, It makes budgetary and policy sense to site
disposition where storage already exists. Furthermore, it makes no sense from sny
mwﬁwMIommﬁcwnmmwmn
another. Pantex should be selected for both storage finctions. Pantex has the necessary
safety, security, rnd surveillsnce capabilities to dete an expanded role with
Mmuhhmm&ummummﬂm&
fabrication site.

N.CuMMwﬂmmlwmymDOEtom i
Pantex as the preferred alternative site for all existing and new kpi agement and . : |
um@@hm:ﬂumﬁmdmmmnwwmu
any reiated functions. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these documents.

SIAd 1941 S|PUBIDJY 11ss1
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150000 Comment Number 1

These comments were forwarded to the Stockpile Stewardship and
Management Program for consideration in the Stockpile Stewardship and

Management PEIS.

o o o Davip SwiNrORD APrROrEATIONS

AUSTIN, TEXAS 15790- 00
G130 wede Srars Rersazwoerarive AGKICOLTURE s
LvesTocK

O DUTRICT OPIICES:
SR, PIRST STRREY LOCAL s ComgENT
IUMAS, TEXAS 79000
o) 108 448

O NatAnoan
TEXAS 19100

e Apetl 13, 159 COPY FOR YOR
RFORNATION

U.S. Department of Boergy l
Office of .
P.O. Box 3417

Alexandda, VA 22302

U.S. Depurtment of Encrgy
Office of Fissile Mutcrials
P.O. Box 23786
‘Washington, D.C. 20026

Re: C on Swckpile 8 p and M (SSM) and Swrage snd Dispositios
By T 1 ¥

(SAD) of Weapons-Usabie Fissik itls Dt Proge
Statements (PEISs).

MmhuMmMnmU&wdw'sM)
WWWWG&SQMSWSEMN
mmmu)uswmmmmn)awmuwmwm
Pleaso also consider this my comment ¢a fhe Pantex Sito-Wide Daft Eaviroamental Impect
Statement, sinoe most of the lssues addressed in these & are dentical

Pirss. aad foremost, § am adanmnt hat ety cusrent and futore foactions at Paatex will be
condacted in a safo apd cavironmentally sovad mennar. Our first priodity is % eosure aoy
wnmuwhamummmmwmu-m«m
sesidents or bave su adverse sfiect on the eavironment. Thewe goals scrve a3 a prereqaisitc to
mmummnmmw

lnmunonmr-mnupmmh-r
umm—w.wmwmnmmm_nmmr
Tm&nmmwumhmmmmdmmmmmma
»oods) falling 0 ive Pantex as the candidsis site for ncw snd/or

h kpiic sad stinining maximom officicncs 2.
mimummhmf«mmmdwu 1/15.00.00
tacilitics. Fit,_jabor cons, adilfy faies, 4nd waier and Tand svallahllity sf PRntcs, af wedll &8 R
blsc and political sopport, are mare Bi¢ than thowe BTy OO X3 N
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3
3
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&vs
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Cousistent with the strengths ideneified above for | d dship and menag)
dutics, the high explosives functions should also remmin st Pantex. Because the production

biyAdi y fusctions remain at Pantex, the high explosives fatwications dutics ahonld
bo present st the comesponding site. After all, the SSM Draft admits that Pantex must retain
mpwmmmmhmmmumm;
Thercfore, the leant expeusive shernative is © maintaio theae fanctions st Paneex. 1 ademanty
Mwﬂhmhummmhemwmnﬁdqm
explostves st Pastex 83 opposced to the national labs, The capital catlay slooe necessary for
transfer is cost prohibidve. In sddition, should fattre need arise for new weapons production,
i will bo ciical W bave e high explosives facilitics i thv wospons production

site. .

As tho sols DOB-anthorized facilicy for bly and di ly of muclear weapoas,
Pantex bas historically handicd these functians in 2 safe an efficiont manser for more than 40
yearx. Opo of the challonges facod sfier dismantling & algaificent portion of the nuclcas stockpile
is proce:sing or disposal with the vials that remsin. The DOE iy considering scveral options.
Onco again, ackmowlodging cost szvings iderations, Pantex could continuce to store plotoed
which is alresdy at the sitc and upprade facilitics for aay and all socags options being considerod
byD(ﬂﬁﬁdduﬂwnndM.hmmwﬂmehmuplu
pits and plans are being medc to ship sdditional pits from Rocky Flars 10 Peniex. It makes liute
scase (o re-create starage facilities at another sie and then ily port large
of plutonium across the conatry from Pantcx. The budgetary sad political costs for such &
decision would be B of these costs, Pantex also shovld be designsied the
prefecred sl for any dispasition options and related fancti It makes budgetacy and policy 2/08.03.01
2030 to sie disposition where stocage already exists. Fathermare, it makes 00 scase from any i
mm«mnﬁnmwﬁcmpnmmwuﬂuunm.
Pam-hnhbn-dwwdt«bﬁwﬁmﬂm?mhuhmyday.mhy.
and surveilluwe capsbilities to detc an expanded role with minimel costs aad it is the
mﬁum»mmm&ephuawrmm

meﬁmmlwﬂyw;bm»mm:xnhpdmad
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080301 Comment Number 2 3y

. o - o . . 8 X

fabricacion e n&"fm.nmh:mm xmﬁm The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of :§
M"‘““m‘;“mrm;“&mr Ty e ough the PELS Pantex. Decisions related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon §- 2
prefeaed site for sach & mistion in coordinetion with i ey ra be ! . . . . . . =

S S mch o o oo o i rmanegemea fuoce o ocaton cnv1ronme_ntal analyses., tgchmcal and economic studies, national policy =S

preserved at 4 Jocation that can socure themn &t the most efficiont cost t0 the Amezicm poople. considerations, and public input. RIS

In lis delibecations, DOE sbould insist that budgetary comparisoas becwoen Prustcx md brie in, n<

arc accuraw, and inclede capital, oa, tratni diation end other costs. “ =

i)
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alternative site for all existing and new stock wod hip foactions as well
] idation of all plutont storage and disposition and amry reluied functons, Thaok you
for the opp y © on these d
Sincerely,
torY FOR YOUR

INFORMATION
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John Hirschi
May 28, 1996 Mm

To the United Siases Department of Energy
Office of Fissike Matcrials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washingtoa, D.C. 20026-3786

Alneoueanedulhmu-dlun‘runl isk | mem di by the Progr h
Impact fwlllel‘ of Energy irding Swrege and
Dl:pod:deewU.uemekMam

While | recognize the aced to assare safc, secure, loag-tenm storage and disposition of the
significant quantities of surplus fissile mawcrists, which include plutoninm (Pu) and highly
enriched wanium (HEU), I beficve thiy dovcwment fuils to address very critical buman issoes.

I.nmmlmﬂmnfothmmfmdmm.nmm:mmd\uallof
the nation's weap ium not active warhcads would be stored at Pantex - 20,000
pm,plumdmplmmunmnkxkymmcoHnMWA.LmMmNM
Savanosh River, SC. and the Idaho Nat

Before 19%9, plutonium pits were never stored at Pantex. However, with the closing of Rocky
Flats, Paatcx is the interim storage site for at Jeast 12,000 pits. Now thiz document proposcs not
only storing phutonivm pits, but other more undesinable forms of plotonium.

Once stored at Pamtex, this site is bring idered for a plutonium pit di by h
facility to cut the pits and process them into metal or oxide; 2 plutonium conversion facility 1o
process other types of Pu; a facility to mix plutonium with ursnium to make mixed oxide foe!
(MOX); nuciear power resctors to use the MOX fuel, plus storge of the spent fuel from the
mn-ﬂumpdmmﬂmmmmmhuem Itis

g of p ‘which has d o the natiooal environmental degradation which
mummusmumm@hcwm

This document states there would be few negative cffecs from doing any and all of those
ncumiuuhau. Wh-medoeununmhmmﬂsuunmmm;oodmd

Agr is the one industry which has consisteatly sustzined the
P-nhmdle'otm

The food chxin begins here in the prime agricultural fa of the Texas Panhandle. The meat

products and cercal grains produced bere are shipped throughout the world: 25% of the Nation™s

beef is produced and processed here. The quality and whob of these prod: would

ulture

X anmum;d&aemum Wmmnpmmcdongm

P.O. Bex 2910 o J!Ixmp
Texaa 78768-2910 Wichiea Falls, Tezas 76208
msosu Pawed e -wﬂ Popu 8!7-60!-9]60

1/09.08.04

0908 04 Comment Number 1

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

sasuodsay puv
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0904 04 Comment Number 2

Current and future operations at Pantex are not expected to affect the water
s part of Texas wonuld oease 1 exist. When one of every four peaple is employed in an quality of the Ogallala Aquifer. However, since this aquifer is being depleted
agriculure. related job, the loss 10 this High Plains trade area of thosc jobs would ureate untold 1/09.08.04 (that is, the current withdrawal is exceeding the current recharge), Pantex

SIAd 194 S[PUAIDI 2115514

21qps)-suodvap Jo uonisodsi(q puv 28v.401g

cont. operations contribute to the depletion of the Ogallala Aquifer and are
Ammmmfﬁhnmkdnlmmdhnmmmw-quifu, .
the source of groundwazer for the plains of Texas and seven other Midwesiom food producing analyzed in the PEIS.
states. With high explosives, chemicals, sot and radionuclides, Pantex has contaminated 2/09.04.04

mﬁmyﬂmmdmmmmquﬂm With the dowaward
nﬁp‘ﬁmofhmhg“mm'lm;viuhbebdmanplhhiuellwiﬂbe

contaminated? 08 03 01 Comment Number 3

Water and aggicolture are the real wealth of the Texas Panhandle. Without them there would be The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
ﬂfmmmmr“mﬁm&whw missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
Ny e ] [ e
missions at Pantex sccms shortightod and lllconceived  The cavi ! impact in 1/09.08.04 ’ ¥ )

conjunction with these p has the p ial to d this food producing region. cont.

The Panbandlc Is too vatuabic to be used as a plutonium stocage, provessing and wase {acility.
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'?:"Eﬂ':? The Senate of R
e The State of Texas Bl
B s
Apil 19, 1996

U.S. Department of Boergy
Office of Recoafiguration
P.O. Box M17
Alexandrin, VA 22302

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

RE: CMmMWWMW(SSM)Mm:M
W(S&D)dWﬂp‘Uﬂ&MMMWhﬁmmm
Impact Statements (PEIS)

To Whom i May Coacern:
As the Texas Statz Senator representing 36 Northern Texas Countics, including Carson County in

Mh?ﬁaﬁwhbumd,lwmmmmkmfuuopmnitywpmidecmmm
the United States Departmont of Enezgy’s (DOE) Dnft Progremmatic Environmertal bmpact

(PEIS) on P dishij ) e (SSM) snd Storage und Dispotition
(S&D) of Weupons Usable Fissic Materhls. mm:willhnmumywmmmnmhlmx
Sise-Wide Draft Envi 1 Impext S 25 mott of the issucs addressed in that document

WWMNMMMMSSMMS&DPEEL

lm&mmmuppmrorborlndiuacﬁmw.bmdonphummxm
asscmbly/disassembly functon to the Nevada Test Sie. Your decision to sclect Pantex a8 the
peeferrod ive for those ) gni that transfer 10 Nevads would have been cost
orohibitive, und woukl pot have provided sdequate facilities to meet future needs. Huwever, the
faidure (o cecognize Puotex as i pref | site fur new and/oc Gidared seockpik g

facilities hax overiooked the best site for muintaining the incgrity of the United States nuclear stxk-

sasuodsay pup
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pile and attaining maximum efficiencies and cost savings.

Before addressing the two Impact Statements individually, | want 1o stress that any current or future
Dep of Energy functions at Pantex must be conducted in a safe and environmentally sound
manner. ' While 1 am confident that current procedures arc more than adequate, 1 also am adamant
that any expansion at Pantex be implemented in the same fashion. The residents of the Texas
Panhandle have come to expect Pantex operations to be handled in a way that does not impair their

health or safety, and future plans should recognize that necessity.

SIAd 1Pul] S|P ISSI]

2)qs)-suodoapy Jo uonisodsiq puv 281015

Stockpile Stewsrdship snd Management PEIS

Pantex is the most cost effective alternative for any new construction of SSM
facilities. Labor costs, utility rates, and water and land availability st Pantex, as well
as public and political suppart in the ding ¢ ity, are more ble to
DOE needs than at any other site.

Pmlexshouldbcmndavduld:forlﬂﬁxmchfensemhmdpmmw
complement activitics at the national lab es, g the planned Atlas Facility
lndﬂnplmmnnnpnfahmmnenlmAhnmemdubonm The
location of additional defease related programs at Pantex would casure that core
technical capabilities are preserved at a location that can secure them at the most
efficient cost.

While the Department of Energy makes no mention of a straxegic plutorium reserve
to meet future national security needs, the PEIS mentions that strategic storage
should be co-located with disassermbly. Pmmldchrlybedaepnfcxmdmfor
such a mission in coordination with its

The strengths identified above supporti d dship and for
mmmmwmdmn&plmmﬂm)hmmumuﬂm
Just as strategic and surplus storage should remain with disassembly, HE functions
should rermain co-located with assembly. The DOB SSM draft indicates that Pantex
should retxin HE capabilities on site 10 p ics d from di ding;
herefore the continuation of HE functions at Pantex is clearly the least expentive
akemative available 0 DOE. [ strongly disagree with the draft PEIS statement that
siting HE activities at Pantex offers no advantages over the national labs. The cost
of transferring such functions is cost prohibitive, and such plans ignore the possibility
offnmmponwvdncuonmuu.whchmﬂmqwcnﬁmﬂﬁmpmmyu

Pantex, and ignore the admitted of continued limited HE activity at Pantex.
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A A . o 08 03 01 Comment Number 1
I believe that many factors arguc for the d op of HE ac at
in addit on of its existing sewardship and t ,
m@mxﬁﬁ?ﬁmxmmmmm emcot o Eocrgy The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of
ﬁlﬂiﬂf;:lﬂmmwmmmm ":‘;dm:t:';‘s;" accuratc Pantex. Decisions related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon

cnvironmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy

Flasile Materiala (Plotonium) S ¢ Disposition PEIS considerations, and public input.

Mm:whbepuwnmlofam;ylu&ximdfxﬂiyformﬂymddimnbly
ofnmbuwm,hmhumedwomuy(ornmmwyw& It has
hnﬂbdd\uchmuﬁominlnfemden'ﬁwtmw.mddmhwnﬁnmmdow.

Moumﬁwmﬁnminpwmddimﬁnsnluppuﬁonofwm
one of the challenges we face is p sing, storing, or disp ing the fissile
materials that remain. hmchﬂyoﬂmmebennl\nimmmisvexingpoblm

wuwdmnﬁu‘.hncxhumeﬁsﬁngupaﬁliwm
mdzphmﬁmakudyuuﬂmlndwﬂduﬂyexpmd and upgrade existing
fx:ﬁti:smmuyouﬂofmemgeopﬁcmbdngmﬁduedbyboa For the
muomkhnﬂMhdeSMPﬂlS.ﬂnhnuleiywuldmnvﬁshthhwhh
minimal cost and difficulty.

Pnnwx;uudyhoummethns,om surplus piu.withnmp'm.d\eduled for
mmunocky&ufwﬂity.mwuﬁmofwfwﬂiﬁunmm
site, and the costs and dange: iated with porting large of
plutonium across the country, makes litle sense budgetarily or politically. The

sense solution to this probl is to it strategic storage and surplus
functions at the samc place a3 disasscmbly. Since facilitics for all three functions
already exist at Pantex, this sense. solution is practical ble, and
unarguable.

Anponibhfacmm(orhnmﬂ inued and expanded rokc in storag! of
disassernbled fissile maserial. llbuﬂtneecsnrynfuy.secuify.mdmwillm
i has the most cost cfficient operations, it has existi and focilities, and 1/08.03.01
hi:meclomwud\xﬁm:icmwm.meplmmdpithbﬂaﬁmsite.

Bmdmm:mmkndhn::mmmmumd:mnhmmﬁcﬁnvmml

Impact State! 1 urge the Dep ofanagymdulpu:mnnmeprefmednltmaﬁvc
site for all existing and ncw stockpile nagement and dship fancti as well as consolidation
of all plutonium storage, dispositi and relared f

sasuodsay puv
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STATE OF WASMINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
1315 W, 41k Averwe © Kennewick, Washington 993366018 © (309) 735-7581

m PEIS
April 11, 19%
Presented by Max S. Power
Nuclear Waste Program

My name is Max Power. | represent the Washington State Department of Ecology, and [ am
presenting the agency ‘s comments.

1 want to begin by stressing three basic points, based on positions taken by Governor Lowry at
the time of scoping (August 1994) and the Plutonium Roundtable (October 1995):

« Nonprofifteration: Action to convert weapons usable plutonium to form that discourage
weapons usc is urgent. The United States needs to be seen to be acting forcefully and with
public support to assure that this material is not available for reuse in nuclear weapons. The
consequences of nof acting are immensc.

o Equify. Allthe states and regions of the country benefited from the defense provided by

closing the circle on prod of nuclear weap ial. Washington State has borne
more than its share of the costs and risks in the past. ‘We have both expertise and facilitics
that can help deal with plutonium and radicactive wastes, but we are only willing to play a
role if others assume their fair share of the burdens.

o Cleaoup commitments. Washington will not accept additional burdens on Hanford that
detract from or delay commitments to cleanup the legacy of past contamination.

Within this context, we offer these specific comments on the PEIS:

As selection of disposition options pr ds. DOE should use information such as that
developed in the draft PEIS to inform a d ional cquity dialoguc. Decisions about
plutonium storage and disposal must be made in the broader context of such a dislogue,
storage and disposal of all surplus nuciear materials and wastes.

dealing with tr

nuclear weapons. Nowullmed\oshminmeqﬁhblewxyinthcov«:llmmdrisksnf

1. We appreciate the effort USDOE has made to provide public discussion on complex issues.

1/01.06.00

01 06 00

Comment Number 1

Efforts are being coordinated within DOE to assure that decisions involving

related progr

ams and sites are made on an integrated basis. For example,

decisions involving Pu storage and disposition, stockpile stewardship and

management,
are being coo
State and loc

environmental restoration, and specific activities at given sites
rdinated. DOE has initiated a national dialogue that will involve
al governments, Indian tribes, other interested groups, and the

general public to provide a forum for these groups to give input on a
continuing basis regarding Proposed Actions and decisions.

sasuodsay pup
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PAGE2OF 3
0803 01 Comment Number 2
2. We encotrage DOE 1o take a conservative approach on storage options. It does ot make The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
:r“mw:ip-iﬁfm fon ities of plutoni toa can d. d or Nm ‘stor-seh:te. | 2/08.03.01 continued storage of surplus Pu (No Action Alternative). Decisions on
most of it to another Spositi term . e . . .
moi:be:lllu:onof:d:sg:onay:pmxh, 1:.8 t:mstungeo:ecmmcmmb;s | 3/08.03.01 disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based upon
linked to the configuration of the disposition system. environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
. Ecology commends DOE for the level of analysis and documentation in the PEIS: considerations, and public input.
® 2 good besis for assessing generic disposition alternatives
® recognizes need for additional NEPA d jon to select disposition sites
o sufficient analysis to evaluate storage options once disposition path selected 080301 Comment Number 3
. Wenlsoemphmutheneedtoldennfylheﬁxllexl:nlcfnsks,oosu.mchnology 4/08.00.00
development neods, and further roqui for public d This should be an Y Comment noted.
ibuting to public and nati eqmty
o The PEIS includes infc ion that puts pl dxsposlmnmcmmcxloﬁhe
! f production. E.g. substantial i ion about wastes, st 5/01.00.00
fuciliies,et. &t candidate stes, - sone l 08 00 00 Comment Number 4
. IhePElSmakarwombleeﬂ‘ommndenufyanmommdmmﬁom
proposed storage, ‘ﬁm:l‘ u;ﬁcnhm DO:;: A berg:‘nmded for In the interest of openness and more informed decisionmaking, DOE released
Wﬁt 1{ iC data nceptual o ton . . .
:"ﬁ"m e spec inthe co i o Technical Summary Reports to the public as soon as they became available.
* However, weare 4 that some materials may not be covered in his FEIS or | 504 (0,00 Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, were provided in Technical
_ ) . cont. Summary Reports of both storage and disposition in the summer of 1996.
" Therelore, we ssk DOE to clarify bow-and how much of-Hanford plutonium stock s Results of the nonproliferation analysis were made available in the fall of
*+ Fig. L1I11 Wl;;~°ffifﬂmdmtidﬁiﬁed"h:-ms'o‘=" Wbi: 1996. Each of these analyses along with the environmental analysis and
ximately another 2.1 t. i spent fuel. Some .. . . . , .. .
comcentrared and b ,': o some may b e wast. It 5 not elea that the 6/01.00.00 public input will be integrated into DOE’s decisionmaking process.
Latter category, which is explicitly beyond the scope of this PEIS, is included in other
pmg‘mnnﬁcdocmnenu. o . . . .
i i or explich dlseussion sbout the implications ofnon-pit forms of 1 4 0 0 01 00 00 Comment Number 5
In conclusion, the disposal option , or combination of lected should: Adescription of all DOE’s environmental analyses for weapons-usable fissile
o mnimize °':f;l‘;';;’:;’iﬁ_::ﬁ:of‘h’m”"”m“mm materials to comply with NEPA is given in Chapter 1 of the Final PEIS.
®  not divert resources from or delay cleanup of past ination at nuclear weap
production sites; ) 8/08.03.00
. ha:e:clwmdrusonable path forward 1o develop and implement the technology:; 01 0000 Comment Number 6
ans
e accommodate fum metat scrap and other forms that could nonetheless be .
wsed in wenpo::= plonim meta serap and otherfoms that could pontbeless The Draft PEIS used 4 t (4.4 tons) as a bounding number for Hanford to
analyze the environmental impacts. Of the 4 t (4.4 tons), 1.7 t (1.9 tons) has
y P
been declared surplus, and the remainder is largely nuclear energy program
materials that are considered weapons-usable.
Weapons-usable fissile materials are not wastes, as defined in the Solid Waste
Disposal Act, Sections 1004 and 1006. Stabilization and concentration of the

Pu residue materials at various sites would be covered under separate NEPA
documents, if necessary, as part of the stabilization program under EM.

SIdd 10Ul S|PUIDIN 3]1SS14
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010000 Comment Number 7

The non-pit materials containing Pu came mainly from chemical and thermal
processes that were used to separate and purify Pu. As described in Chapter 1
of the PEIS, DOE has an ongoing program to stabilize these materials to meet
the requirements of its 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 adcresses only separated
materials, the management of materials stabilization activities including any
NEPA analyses that might be required is being conducted under DOE’s
Environmental Management Program.

080300 Comment Number 8

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. This criteria, along with other input, provided through the public
review process, will be presented to the decisionmaker to support the ROD.

sasuodsay pup
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Date: Mon, 6 May 1996
Subject: FORUM Form - incoming

scrial_no = 168
MailTitle = FORUM Form - incoming

namc = Mark Wallace

title = Public Involvement Officer
company = Washington Dept. of Ecology
addr] = P.O. Box 47600

addr2 =

city = Olympia

state = Washington

zip = 98504

phonc = (360) 407-7121

fax = (360) 407-7151

cmail = MAWA461@ecy. wa.gov
clype = public

subject =

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

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials
Draft Pr ic Envi 11 St

(2 P

Recorded during a public meeting

Co-tp d by the Plutonium Roundtable at

The University of Washington Center for Urban Horticulture
3501 N.E. 415t Street

Tuesday, April 30, 1996.

Hearing officer: Patricia Boiko, Physicians for Social Responsibility:

First commentor:

My name is Tom Carpenter.

1:m with the Government Accountability Project.
My address is:

1402 Third Avenue, Suite 1214

Sesttle, Washington 98101

(206) 292-2850

SI3d 10Ul S|PUAIDH 2isS1y
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TOM CARPENTER: Comment that | would like to give to the Department of Encrgy
is that buming plutonium in the as an option is not a good option, in

my opinion, because it creatcs an additionatl waste stream. And it raiscs safety

issues, and it sh ould be rejected as an option. That the tradeof¥ of

destroying a small amount of the plutonium is not worth it, but creating a whole

new wasle siream and a additional safety hazard.

11 appears from the information available that the immobilization technology
is the preferred alternative. [ have very, very strong concerns about the

gbility -- the technical ability and the managerial ability - of the current
structures to be able to h andle an undertaking of this sort, especially within
the Department of Energy. And those are my key concerns about -- theytre
technical in nature, and they Ire managerial in nature, as well -- is that

there!s, overall, a lack of oversight and a lack of reg ulatory integrity. 1

guess. And it is a concemn that is, | think, kind of overlooked in the whole
process. And thereis symp of that throughout the t, for instance,
of the Hanford Sitc, or the Pantex Plant, where important safety issues arc ov
erlooked, or ignored, or buried. That concerns me greatly when it comes 1o an
issuc like plutonium disposition. So a larger Jook at this, 8 nationai dialoguc
of the type that Tim Takaro was suggesting tonight, 1 think is urgently needed.

There is way loo much going on 1o make an intelligent decision without looking
at the whole picture. | agree with the Physicians for Social Responsibility that
it!s hard to follow all the EISis and PEIS's)s. As a prufessional activisy, |
don!t keep track of them all. 1have no idea whatls going on with some of
\hose. That, of course, concems me greatly. So a national dialogue is greatly
needed. And finally, T would like to agree that we need more information, more
analysis about what, exactly, the im pacts would be from immobilization
technologies. 1 fecl that there is not enough information to go on to make an
intclligent decision. And sol would like to see the Department of Energy step
back, do a better job, do more stakeholder participation, 5o t hat the right
decision is made, since the impacts are 0 far reaching and so p ially

severe,

Second commentor:

My name is Roscrary E. Brodic

My address is 3842 N.E. 90th St.

(Seattle, WA 981 15-3745)

11m a co-chair of Seattle Women Act for Peace

ROSEMARY BRODIE: First of al, 1 would like to give a fittle background in

1/08.03.01

2/05.00.08

3/08.02.00

08 0301 Comment Number 1

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

0500 08 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy 1s committed to safe and effective management of
all of its Pu-related missions.

08 02 00 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for
coordination and increased understanding on the decisions to be made on the
storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials. However, the
National Dialogue Project is beyond the scope of this PEIS.

sasuodsay puv
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08 02 00 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.
terms of the Plutonium Disposition PEIS issues am‘l concerns. The U.S.

SIAd 1DU1 S|PIAIDYY ]ISS1
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Department of Energy is conducti | impact st
to determine what to do with the surplus pl\nomum ukzn from dismantied
pons. DOE is considering alternatives for the sorage  the Storage 01 06 00 Comment Number 5

alternatives are not addressed in this statement, here, but -- and disposition . R . . . . .
of plutonium and has agreed to take comment and discuss th ¢ PEIS at the The President’s Nonproliferation Policy says the United States will not
Pl i Roundi in Seatt], April 30th. . . oqe .

ionium Roundable in Seattle on April 30th recycle Pu. Burning weapons Pu in reactors does not utilize the recycling
The good news is that plutonium is being remaved from weapons. The process of process because the Pu in the spent fuel from this will not be extracted for
disarmament has begun. The bad news is that keeping plutonium out of weap . . oy
and the environment is a formidable task. 1f we are going 1o meet our reuse. The Reactor Alternatives will utilize a once-through fuel cycle. Spent
obligations under the NPT t reaty to work s di the plutoni : ] H 1 ic
stockpile iom dismaatied weapoas will gow, 8 saust sy b 1 fuel w1.ll be d1§posed of w‘nth ot.her commejrcnal. reactor spent fuel. This is not
effectively deal with plutonium. Unfortunately, this PEIS so far, is an inconsistent with U.S. policy since no Pu is being recycled.

inadequate analysis that does not facilitate informed public p articip and
openncss principles. DOE is also considering altenatives that exacerbate

plutonium disposition pmblcms Ttis very |mporunl that everyone concerned 4/08.02.00
about nuclear proliferation, Hanford, or the env participate in thig

process.

The problems with MOX:

The usc of plutonium in nuclear reactors is one of the disposition

alternatives considered in the PEIS. First, the plutonium would be blended into

2 mixed plutonium dioxide and uranium dioxide, or MOX, and then reactors could

use the MOX 1o generate ele ctricity. This alternative is strongly opposed by

many people d with nuclear weapons material proliferation. Plutonium in

MOX can still be diverted into nuclear weapons. The International Atomic Energy
- association consideration MOX to be of Idi rect use§ in nuclear weapons. This

means that in the ge and transport and usc in , MOX must be secured

and handled as a weap ial. Using MOX in reactors is against stated U.S.

non-proliferation policy. President Clinton has stated t hat, #The United [
States docs not encourage the civil use of plutonium, and accordingly, does not,

itself, engage in plutonium reprocessing for either muclear power, or nuclear 5/01.06.00
explosive purposes. This is September 1993. Developing MOX would drastic

ally ak

er this policy and encourage other countries to further develop plutonium use

in reactors.

The United States has no facility to develop a MOX fuel that could be run ina
commercial reactor. A MOX fabrication facility would have to be built, or a
currtnt flcllny ld.lp(ed Thh could be donc at Hanford at a cost as yet

ium from around the country would be brought

1o & Hanford MOX fabnmnon facility. Also, there is currently no U.S. MOX
fabcication facility. The PEIS assumes that if an existing light water reactor
in the United States were to use MOX fuel, th en a timely supply — in quotes
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- of MOX fuel would have 1o be sought. while a U.S. fabrication facility is
developed. This means that the DOE would send United States! plutonium to

States! reactors. Because MOX is a direct-use weapons grade fucl, itls usc in
commercial reactors would turn many utility nuclear energy plants into de facto
weapons fucilitics. Increased sccurity to prevent diversion of plutonium would
be

requi red

High level waste generated from MOX is likely to be a serious problem.

level waste generated from MOX reactors. Simply stating that it wiltgotoa
repository which does not yct cxist is not good enough. Hanford, as well as

other sites in the nuclcar weapons complex, m ay end up with this waste if a

y is not available. One ive in the PEILS is to use Canadian

e

be responsible for the waste generated from the reactors. This enco urages
i ional in pl ium, as docs any al ivc catling for

pl jum, or MOX ship 10 and from Europe. It may also sct a dangerous
precedent for the United State to give up control of weapons material (o other
countries. An

dit b

ngs up a question of faimess. Why should Canadian citizens take plutonium
and waste that they did not develop?

Instead of MOX, pl in should be declared 8 waste and immobilization
alternatives developed. We should declare plutonium a waste and insure that it
is not used in weapons, or in reactors. By doing this in the United States, we
can also take -le.dmhipmleinpwmﬁngminmmﬁomlindmn-y in
commerce in plutonium that would be increasingly difficult to control.
1 bilization technojogies should be vig ly p dt these
hnologies provide the gr ability to isolate phtoni um from the

environment and prevent the proliferation of wespons material. immobilization
technologies should be developed and shared with other countrics. Meanwhile,

age of plutonium should maintai ph 30 as to p ham to the
environmen t and diversion into weapons. This means that risks involved in
transport should avoided.

Public participation and openness in the PEIS process:
“The PEIS lacks credibility because DOE has not furthered informed public
icipation in the p or adhered 1o basic principles of op DOE

particip
sccrctively solicited the nuclear industry in pursuit of MOX in December 1995.

Europe, where MOX fuel would be deveioped, and then send it back to the United

C ial spent fuel g d from MOX is supposed to go to a waste
pository. The develop of arep y has been fraught with difficulty.
Thereisno g th at a suitabl itory will exist for even more high

CANDU reactors -- that!s an acronym. According to the PEIS, Canada would thcn

5/01.06.00
cont.

6/08.03.01

7/08.03.01

8/08.02.00

08 03 01 Comment Number 6

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.

080301 Comment Number 7

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for the
continued storage of surplus Pu (No Action 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 02 00 Comment Number 8

The Department of Energy’s request for “Expressions of Interest” was
announced in the Commerce Business Daily which is the normal public
process in potential contractual matters. The meeting held to explain DOE’s

. position was open to the public and attended by several public interest groups.

This request for information from the commercial nuclear power utilities was
based upon a need by DOE to determine if the Existing LWR Alternatives
were chosen, would any utility be willing to do the work. This was of concern
because of the traditional separation between the commercial utilities and
nuclear contractor involved in national security work. This same situation is
not true for the potential contractors who would be solicited to implement the
Immobilization and Borehole Alternatives, if chosen.

sasuodsay puv
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DOE included a request for, excuse me, in Decemnber 1995, DOE included a

request for expressions of interest for tritiem production, a solicitation in

pursuit of commercial reactors that would like to use MOX. This action, taken

between the plutonium disposition PEIS scoping he arings and the draft PEIS was

done without notice to the public, or incorporation into the PEIS. Not until

March 29, 1996, werce expressions of interest, known as EOIs, celeased. This 8/08.02.00
licitation indi 2 substantial furth of MOX despite the fa ct that e

DOE has not chosen & preferred altemnative. No EOL p has been followed cont,

for any of the other disposition alternatives. Among EO! responses from

utilities interested in MOX was one from the Washington Public Power Systems, is

it Supply

Syste m,

known as Whoops, to use MOX at the WNP 2 reactor sited st Hanford.

DOE is not including cost studics and non-proliferation studies for public
scrutiny along with the PEIS. Cost studies and non-proliferation studies are
going on outside of this PEIS process. Since these studics will affect the
outcome of the PEIS, they must be made public, publicly available so that
cilizens can make informed comments on the PEIS. Given that the need for action
on plutonium disposition is based upon proliferation concerns, there is an
appalling lack of consideration of proliferation im pacts throughout this PEIS.

Also, a full cost analysis of MOX, including a cleanup, clean-up costs of a MOX
faBrication facility and MOX reactor sites, and the costs of a suitable 9/08.00.00
repository should be done and available public comment, as should cost est cont,
imates for all other altemnatives. DOE should extend the comment period and
hold hearings in additional locations. Additional time is needed for the public
to fully consider the PEIS, especially with additional cost and
non-proliferation informatio
n. Hear

ings ought to held in additional locations. For example, actions at Hanford
should require hearings throughout the Northwest, Seattle, Portland, Spokane,
ctc. Now that some of the potential reactor sites for MOX are known, hearings
in those arcas should be considered.

Thank you.

9/08.00.00

10/01.06.00

11/08.01.00

12/08.02.00

Third commentor:

Barbars Zcpeda
I live at: 1937 25th East
Scatulc, 98112

BARBARA ZEPEDA: And l1m very interested in the fact that we are supposedly
cooperating with IAEA st Hanford, but we aren 1t even funding our UN obligations,
30 how can the Intemational Atomic Energy Agency have the money 1o do the

13/15.00.00

08 00 00 Comment Number 9

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
1996. Each of these analyses, along with the environmental analysis, and
public input will be integrated into DOE’s decisionmaking process.

01 06 00 Comment Number 10

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. These documents were made
available for public review beginning in late July 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 11

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

0802 00 Comment Number 12

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

e e il
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monitoring that it shoul d? We could st an example by full funding of the
United Nations, and the IAEA should be an example of not the United Statcs
pushing i ional agenci around, but sctually strengthening <em. We have
a history of private corporations making moncy at Hanford by making mistakes.
We canlt afford this in the future. And the mere fact that they brought up the
suuuﬁond\llprimeeorponﬁomwmﬂdbelblemhked\efuelmd use it

for a fast t reactor to prod lectricily is just geou 8. Seems

as those same corporations are refusing to pick up any obligation they have to
the WPPSS1 bonds that are still outstanding and costing Seattle City Light
hundreds of millions of dollars every year. [ know the City of Seattle exists

to unde

rwrite n

uclear weapons, nuclear power and municipal bonds for the whole Northwest, but
itls an outragcous usc of our taxing and our bonding authority, and it!s an
outrageous betrayal of the people who built City Light to serve the people

rather than the multi-nat ional corporations that make money by impoverishing
the rest of the world.

"

13/15.00.00
cont.

Mark Wallace, Washington Department of Ecology is now the hearing officer
Tourth commentor:

My name is: Sidney Stock S-1-0-C-K.
address: 6023 Huzelwood Lanc South Cast
Bellevue, Washington 98006-2615

SIDNEY STOCK: And  think it!s unconscionable that the DOE would propose to
limit the public response to May 7 when such a tiny, tiny fraction of the U.S.
public has any knowledge, or i fi ion —~ 1, as 8 semi-inf d person 11/08.01 80
following this much more c! osely than the sverage person, but not highly M
informed, know next to nothing about this. 1 guess that will do it. cont.

Mark Wallace: Can [ take that as an official request for an extension of the
comment period?

Sidncy Stock: It sure is.

Fifth commentor:

My name is: Joshua Speiser, S-P- as in Paul -E-1-8-E-R
{ live at: 4039 Ninth Avenue North East

Seattle, Washington 98105

JOSHUA SPEISER: And 11d simpie like to say that I belicve that the
ic Envi as written right now, is

14/01.04.00

Progr ] Impact

public meeting. These methods included fax, oral comments using a toll-free
telephone number, mail, and the Internet.

150000 Comment Number 13

Comment noted.

0104 00 Comment Number 14

One of the screening criteria used for selection of reasonable alternatives to
be analyzed in the PEIS is technical feasibility. To the extent possible, DOE
will use existing and proven technologies for construction and operation of
the storage and disposition facilities in the Proposed Action. Should new
technologies be chosen for Pu disposition, DOE will demonstrate them prior
to their implementation.

sasuodsay puv
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STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
0. Box 47608 ¢ Olympls, Wabington 385047400
(360) 4076008 + TDO Ondy (teearing impeired) (360) 497-5808
June 7, 1996

U.S. Departmont of Bnorgy

Office of Fissile Materials Dispoasition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Sir or Madam:

Thank you for the opportunity to on the draft Progs i A 1
Statement (PEIS) for the Storsge and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Muterials
(DOE/E1$-0229-D). We have reviewed the document snd have the following comments. Our
s | are "jdnmmudwnprmﬂdtanhﬁu.Aplﬂll,
l”ﬁ,byMqu,onbdn!fofWuhhgman.mmowab;y(Bwbgy).

ommwwmmmmmdmmmmrmsmmmmwmm
Roundtable Forum held in Seattle, October 6, 1995. The five key points were as follows:

+ Nopproliferstion - Action to wapons ussble plutonium to forms that discourage
wmmum.-mmmmwuwummnymﬁm
wb&nwmwmmﬂbnmﬂhmwﬂﬁhhmhmdumm The
consoquonces of nof acting are immense.

. m-ummmwdmmwummmwwww

mmwmmmdmﬂwwmm Washington State has borne
more than its share of the costs and risks in the past. ‘We have both expertise and ficilities
lhnenhlpdulwhhphmmdndlonuhmquwmonlywiﬂin;mpuyn
role if others assumo their fair share of the burdens.

. mmnmu-wmmwmmw.wwm-umwmx
dmﬁmmﬂmnmmmddlymdeuNPoﬁhekguyofpuuwnunimﬁm.

. W&W-wmwddﬁmmﬂmnm«ww
peoylu‘nfaymd:ewrkyuw:numemvimmnem,mdmmnﬁﬂniudmzoworkm
and the public.

sasuodsay puv
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Oflice of Fissile Materials Disposition
Juas 7, 1996
Peys2

o rohiic lovolvemens. It s criical 0 lnvolve the public in sxsmiving all aiternativos and coming
W wimdusivos sbout chuives aad tis tradoulld lnvolved. Public trust and confidence in the
docisions made is imporative if we are 1o provide the strong international leadership neoded 1o
pormansally remove those materiels from weepons use.

Our gemoral comments on the PEIS refloct these principios:

I w.wmmmu“s“w (USDOB)hnmhw
peovide on complex ismes, A selection off disposition options p
mMuumMnMWhhMmmmwl
broader national equity di Decisk storage and disposal must be
Mhmmmmdm.ﬂahpn,dulmuﬂhmmm utrwage, and
disposal of gl saphus uclear materials and wastes,

| 1/08.02.00

2/01.04.00

2. Wa encourage USDOR to taks s conservative approsch on storage options. It does not make
mwﬂpmmumw;mmmamiu
ondy to have to ship it again to yet another site fr disposiion. Newr-term enp should be
on of a disposhi Jong-tetn -.uupdcddw: vt Ve be lisked (0 Urs

configurstion of lh'd-'punuunmlom

3/01.01.00

J. BcoloymmendlUSDOBfwmkvdofm!ymmd doqunmtnloninlhcms which:
*  provides & good basis for ‘.mm‘ it
. izes the nesd for ndditional NEPA ¢ i unded

ion sites; and
*  iimdudes sullicicnt sualysia lu oveluate slxays uptions onos 8 disposition path is
sclecied.

4. Wa also emphasizc the need 1o identify tho full extent of risks, costs, snd 1ochnological
dovelopmont noods. Bomc of this information will bo covered in scparate documents, which
s be avallable 1o enable the public to hava & proper role in decisiom-making. AN this

will contribute to public sndioa ingful national equity dislog

*  The PEIS includes informati l.hﬁpuu, jum disposition in contest of the

duction legssy, 0.g. sub u‘omtm.bw'mmna-p
foeihun.m ot candidete siter.

. mrﬂsm:-m.«mcoumqmmmm“mmm
prop and disposal facilities. USDOR is to be commendad for
using lppmpduuho-:pndﬂc daain the analysis of the dispositi
options.

o However, we are concemed that some materisls may not be coverad in this PELS or
other EIS's.

4/11.01.08

08 02 00 Comment Number 1

Comment noted.

0104 00 Comment Number 2

Efforts are being coordinated within DOE to ensure that decisions involving
related programs and sites are made on an integrated basis. For example,
decisions involving Pu storage and disposition, stockpile stewardship and
management, environmental restoration and specific activities at given sites
are being coordinated. DOE has initiated a national dialogue that will involve
State and local governments, Indian tribes, other interest groups, and the
general public to provide input on a continuing basis regarding proposed
actions and decisions.

010100 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. The PEIS analyzes the environmental impacts of various
storage and disposition alternatives. Analyses of the cost, schedule, policy,
and technology impacts are also being done to support DOE’s ROD. DOE'’s
decision will address the overall strategy and path forward for storage and
disposition of the various weapons-usable fissile materials.

11 01 08 Comment Number 4

A description of DOE’s environmental analyses for weapons-usable fissile
materials to comply with NEPA is given in Chapter | of the PEIS.

SIAd U1 S[DI2IDY 211581
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Offics of Plaslle Metzriala Disposition
June 7, 1996
rage’

3. mnmmwmwmmtf-mmawmuuu&h
included.

L] H'.l.l.l»lhﬂluulJmhwudedmen'm.'
mummuthwmmwu Somc
mumum—mu-u,w-m 11 is oot cJoar if
hhwm.wﬂd:buplldﬂyhyaﬂhm-dﬂms,uhdnuh

ic Jocumants.

OUne progremmetic
o The PEIS als newds mors onplicit discussion sbowk the & whcetions of son-pit forms
of plutonturm fix e conligstion of siorags, and dlsposal options.
In Jush th“, 'm’ o binath Ofm. ) d should:

o suinilss overall risk 1o public snd worker health, and 10 the environment;
o take sccount of oquity smuny sitcs and regives

e not divert resources from or delay cleanup of pest ination sl nucless weep
production sites;

o buve s dows and rexsvaable peth forwan fur the develop and impk ion of
technology, and

. uwwmmdmfhop\am&nnmulmp-dmm-mhmumhdmk
used in weapons,

Our specific comments relats espocially to points 4 and 5, above. Thero |3 considerable noed for
USDOB»d-i!mew«idambwhdedhlheweofmms,mmuanmhhwil
hhudk‘nmeymho&o“mphfuodwhwww.nndm"‘ulum
Raegulatery Applicability:
wmmmdwwmmwmmmmmsm

Nuclear Matarial (SNM) may be regulatod under the Washington 1 dous Waste 5
Act (HHWMA), under ocriain conditions. Ecology, thersfors, requests further clarification as to
the regulations thet will govern surplus plutonium aad plutons dducs, givea thet they arc no
lonwnddfonbdrorﬁhulpwpuuﬂhwmdwfyl‘uﬂﬂe‘ﬁmw.

1. Volume I, Scction 1.1.1, and Volume 111, Appendin J: USDOE is proposing to immobilize
(theemally treat) plutonium (Pu) residucs (ices than 50% by woight) end transfer thosc

residues 10 the Hanford Site Sobd Waste Management Facilitieas. The PEIS doea not describe

m:ﬁummwwuwofhmhwmd-uJMM

show how USDOE will comply with the state’s HWMA. The PEIS chould more fully
USDOR's reguistery approach for Pu residues thet are idered waste.

P e s

TLTEERL - e - -

5/01.00.00

6/01.04.00

7/09.11.01

01 00 00

The Draft PEIS used 4 t (4.4 tons) as a bounding number for Hanford to
analyze the environmental impacts. Of the 4 t (4.4 tons), 1.7 t (1.9 tons) has
been declared surplus, and the remainder is largely nuclear energy program
materials that are considered weapons-usable.

Comment Number §

Weapons-usable fissile materials are not wastes, as defined in the Solid Waste
Disposal Act, Sections 1004 and 1006. Stabilization and concentration of the
Pu residue materials at various sites would be covered under separate NEPA
documents, if necessary, as part of the stabilization program under EM.

01 04 00 Comment Number 6

Comment noted.

091101 Comment Number 7

The stabilization of Pu residues is not within the scope of this PEIS. As noted
in Section 1.1.1 of the Draft PEIS, the stabilization, concentration, and
storage of Pu residues, as well as disposal of non-weapons-usable waste, is
covered in other existing and future environmental documents, as
appropriate. These include the Interim Storage of Plutonium at the Rocky
Flats Environmental Technology Site Environmental Impact Statement, the
Interim Management of Nuclear Materials Environmental Impact Statement
(Savannah River Site), the Plutonium Finishing Plant Stabilization
Environmental Impact Statement (Hanford), the Solid Residues Treatment,
Repackaging, and Storage at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site
Environmental Assessment, and the Waste Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (RFETS residues only).

sasuodsay puv
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Offios of Piesile Materials Disposition
June 7,19%
Page 4

2. Volume ), Soction 2.2.1, Heatord Site: mmsmam-uymotmmw
memdmulmdmmty-ﬁgn. 1t is important w0 know
whethor USDOR intands to claim the Atomic Energy Act (AKA) exangpions for SNM to
mdi—-idmui‘Wnnmmmwundtanund

. Vohame I, Section 2.2,1, Hanford Ske: Further discussion is aeeded of the

B Esston of Pu reidoes wad how i 5 trom the \ISUOE. standard Crnerta or Safk

WJP-M.HI:MM:(DOB-STD-JOIJM).

4. Volunw 1, Section 2.2.1, Hanford Site: No date is givea for completion and revicw of the
Mb&oﬂhbf“ﬁw“ﬁ&ipwqmwmh
materiels with loss than S0% by weight of Pu.

Stabiisation, Current Sterage ond Puture Intocin Storage of Pu Residues:

1n the meer hmwﬂpﬂm&wm?ﬁhﬁ-

Mw;l‘mnmm bis forms of phutonium besring in varionn

Dciitios throughout the USDOE comgpl .

1. N is not apecil cicer In The PEIS o4 10 how and when these risks are 10 be d
w:‘m option. Picess provide upgrade costs and schedales for modifications of existing
focilith

2. The Deftnso Nucloer Facilities Safity Board's (DNFSB) Recos .“ 941, outfmed an
aggromsive schodule to stabllize thase materials In eight years throug? the USDOE
mmmw-mmmmnm—-uu&nmﬂu
prepers and upgrade existing facilitiss and lafrastrecture to mest DNFSR 34-1 sad
sdditional stornge and disposition actions dalineated m the PETS.

3. The PEIS docs not fully addross the risia to the publio, workers, and the environment
rosukting from the dengarous condiion meny eximing fliies, such s the Plutosium
Finishing Plast, sre in.

I you have any quostions, ploaso call My, Max Power with owr Nuclesr Waste Program et (360)

407-7118, oc Mr. Tom Tebb o1 (509) 736-3020.

Sinoerely,

8/09.11.01

9/11.01.01

10/11.01.01

11/07.01.00

12/01.00.00

01 00 00

09 11 01 Comment Number 8

The Criteria for Interim Storage of material with less than 50-percent Pu was
completed in November 1995. This is not a standard, like DOE-SOD-
3013-94, which applies to material with greater than 50-percent Pu, but is a
criteria for the containers to be used for interim storage. Since the material is
not considered weapons-usable, it is not within the scope of this PEIS. It is
not waste as it does not meet any of the radioactive waste definitions cited in
Section E.1.1 of the Draft PEIS or in 40 CFR 261.4a(4) “Source, special

nuclear or by-product material as defined by the AEA, as amended, 42 U.S.C..

2011 et. seq.” is not solid waste. DOE/EM is currently conducting a number
of trade studies to determine the best course of action for the material that
does not fall within the scope of this PEIS and does not meet one of the
radioactive waste definitions.

110101 Comment Number 9

The stabilization of various nuclear materials at DOE sites is under DOE’s
Environmental Management Program and covered by separate NEPA
documents.

110101 Comment Number 10

The Criteria for Interim Storage was completed in November 1995 as an addendum
to the DOE Implementation Plan for DNFSB Recommendation 94-1. Unlike the
long-term storage standard, DOE-STD-3013-94, this is not 2 DOE standard, but
criteria for the containers to be used for interim storage of Pu. The criteria applies to
the interim storage of material both above and below SO-percent Pu.

070100 Comment Number 11

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

Comment Number 12

The PFP is included in the PEIS under the No Action Alternative for storage.
‘Hanford has an on-going clean-up program for this facility under EM, and the
activities are described in the PFP EIS.

SIFd 1PU1f S|P 2]1SSTy
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STATE OF WASHINGTON, STATE REPRESENTATIVE,
RICHLAND, WA, SHIRLEY HANKINS
PAGE10OF 1

Prepared Comments
Shirley Hankim
Washington State Representative
Sth District
April 11, 19%
Richland, Washington

I'd like to thank the Department of Energy for providing this opportunity to deliver comments on
‘the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Storags and Dispoaition of Weapons-
Usable Fisslle Materials. Clearly, this is an isse of great magritude for all citizens of the United
States, and eepecially for residents of the Tri-Cities because of the potential we heve for direct
involvement with this program.

I'; pleancd to b sbia to provide comements on the mansgament of material that previously had
one use, that of suclear wespons and wespoos capebility. What a positive course of action for
both the United States, the Ruseisn, and other former Soviet Union governments to put this
material to 8 productive uss.

With respect to the three options the Department of Energy is analyzing for disposition of surphus
wmlmunhnmmduhmbmmmwmm
option.

O This option, which is heavily sodorsed by the National Acadery of Sciences, offors the most
timely method for rendering this material non-useble to terrorist o othar threatening countries
or orgsnizations.

0 Disposal of the surplus pltonium, through the form of Mixed Oxide Fuel, is & proven
technology, alresdy used in many reactors throughout the world.

0 The use of MOX foel in U.S. nucloar resctors would aliow for the generstion of valusbie
slectrichty. Imagine, sctually putting matecia) once packsged into nuclear wespons to
productive use for generating electricity. Government regulation of MOX fuel use would
engure the material is used in & way s0 that pubiic heaith and safety are optimally protected.

0 Through the DOE's Hanford Site, snd the Washingtoa Public Power Supply System, we bave
the needed Infrastructure and capability 1o fabricste and consume MOX fue! right here,
oﬂh.hbmnmdmwlﬁndy.wdn.mdddmminwﬁchto
dispose of surplus plutoaium.

IWND@M“MWWMWwWWmeﬁomM
whea it comes time to dativer tho Record of Decision, that this option will be selected.

Thank you.

1/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 1

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

sasuodsay pup
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STATE OF WASHINGTON, STATE SENATOR, OLYMPIA, WA,
PATRICIA S. HALE

PAGE1OF 1
Otrmpie Office: Washington State Senate
108-A Inasutens Bukdiog . e
Ot O o304 oW1 Senator Patricia S. Hale P s i
(o0 7 264 Bh Legislative District Labor, Commemres & Trnk

April 12, 1996

The Honorable Hazel O'Leary
Secretary of Energy

Forrestal Building, WS 7A-257
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Secretary O'Leary:

{ believe the Washington Public Power Supply System’s initiative to serve as a
key participant in the Department of Energy’s plutonium disposition mission
has considerable merit. The Supply System's concept of using its operating
commercial nuclear plant, WNP-2, located at the Hanford Site, to dispose of
stockpiled plutoniem, offers advantages that far outweigh other disposal
options being considered.

The Supply System concept, along with use of the Fuals and Materials
Examination Facility (FMEF) for making mixed oxide fuel, incorporates maximum
safety by centralizing operations on the Hanford Site, thereby resolving
transportation, fue'l'-‘gmdhng and safeguards issues. It also offers a cost-
effective and timely approach to disposition by usin? the electric generating
infrastructure that already exists with the Bonneville Power Administration to
offset costs, and by relying on the Supply System’s ability to couple proven
technology with commercial plant operating experience.

The concept is one that fully supports our national non-proliferation policy
and is consistent with the nation’s long-standing policy against use of
civilian nuclear power reactors to produce nuclear weapons.

The SuppTy System has taken a Teadership role in offering the federal
government a feasible and technically sound solution to this probles. It is
imperative that the WNP-2 concept be provided every consideration in dealing
with this impartant aspect of the nuclear legacy.

1 am confident that the Supply System’'s concept, if tmplemented, would afford
the United States a safe, cost-effective, and timely oppartunity to take
action toward solving the global plutonium disposition challenge,

(@

Senator Patricia §. Hale

! 1/08.03.01

‘ 2/06.01.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support for new
missions at Hanford and the potential utilization of the Washington Nuclear
Power (WNP)-2 for Pu disposition. Decisions on storage and disposition of
weapon-usable fissile materials will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
input.

06 01 01 Comment Number 2

The FMEF is considered for use as a long-term storage facility for Pu, and the
impacts are included in Section 4.2.1 of the PEIS. For the production of MOX
fuel, a generic facility was considered for all six DOE sites. At Hanford, the
MOX fuel fabrication facility would be located in the 200-Area adjacent to
200-East. The utilization of the FMEF would be a variant for MOX fuel
fabrication at Hanford, which is bounded by the environmental analysis for
the MOX fuel fabrication facility located in the 200-Area. Table 2.4-1 of the
PEIS provides a brief description for variants which includes “Modification/
Completion of existing facilities for MOX fabrication.” The storage options
for Hanford also include constructing a new facility. Utilization of FMEF for
the Upgrade Alternative would not preclude its use to also support Pu
disposition activities for either Reactor or Immobilization Alternatives.

SIdd [Puld S|PU3IDN 2]1881 4
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STEIN, JERRY, HAPPY, TX

PAGE10OF1
08 03 01 Comment Number 1
Comment I[D: P0039 y ..
Date Received: May 8, 1996 The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s Opposition 10 new
horailt FPather Jomy Steia missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
Happy, TX fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
Phone: (806) 558-2871 . . . . . . .
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

Transcription:

I want to say very strongly that I disagree that we should have plutonium storage here at Pantex. 1/08.03.01
This is really wrong for the area. It's really wrong for the country. We've got to be making e
peace with the whole world and not more dangerous material that could make other countries

want to build them 100, and this agricultural arca - an arca that water and food - reputation needs

to be kept high. Plus necds to be kept clean - a1l those things. Far into the future, we need to

think of the future and future generations of our children and not give them waste - long-term

waste - to deal with in an area that’s going to be very difficult to do it with winds and strong

storms and everything else here. This is not the piace and no place needs to have any more of it,

30 we've got to stop making the stuff. Please for the sake of future generations for the good

honor and reputation of our own country, let’s stop this now. Thank you.
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STOCK, SIDNEY, BELLEVUE, WA
PAGE10F1

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable ft Programmatic

Flxsile Materials Dra
Environmenta) Impact Statement (PE]S) Public Commcnt Form

'ashington,
u.ywununmkmll-ﬁummluvembym 1-800-820-5136. Comments must be
mbmhtdbqu‘l 19%. ) )

Deplnmeﬂo!b!rxyhl f mnxtypuof inmoptm.fnrdhpo-uof
2 m

vmldmhmloq!mm‘eclmem Phlswnnbvnymrconm‘enuonmefouovw
three fypes of options for disposal and the storage option.

1. Masterials Immobiltzation/Vitrification - Immobilize fissile materials by mixing them with glass, glass
bonded zeolites, or ceramics.

W; (22057 FEADPVALIES -~ pfrsd rrsce

LD

Materials would be di in boreholes ukmzsmllesdeep,ln
Z.De’mdiqn-l mldbe?ud dhectly i oD, i
could be immobilized first, and then deposited into

—

?"Monh- mwﬁ-mnmm Wmuh;:amuoxmrum
Yid<d 0 [ =
4 ARY VESTEP IECEST ((Rowhs

5://’/%/?7' 27,

S\nn'eOpdns DOE id continue existing sto: practices for weapons-usable flasile
ps o m l!mn:nn;:':om or more of the designated sites,

/"\n

-~

1/08.03.01

’ 2/08.03.01

08 0301 Comment Number 1

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

08 0301 Comment Number 2

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

S1dd 10Ul S|PV 31881
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SZEMPRUCH, RICH, KENNEWICK, WA
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.

Date: Thu, 2 May 1996
Subject: FORUM Form - incoming

serial_no = 166
MailTitle = FORUM Form - incoming

name = Rich Szempruch

title =

company =

addr] = 5513 West Sixth Avenue
addr2 =

city = Kennewick

state = WA

zip = 99336

phone = 509 783-3080

fax =

email = richszem@aol.com
ctype = public

subject = Request for Extension of Comment Period

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

Based on issues and concems raised at recent public comments meetings on the
PEIS, 1 too have to voice my opinion that the public comment period is too 1/08.01.00
short. [ request that a minimum of 30 days be added to the comment period.

Thank you,
Rich Szempruch
END comment

** The folloing is the space reserved for an Offical Reply. If you
*¢ do not wish to reply to this comment then do not change it.
** If you wish to leave a comment then enter it here in the REPLY

*¢ arca
S
End Reply g
Qa n
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L SZEMPRUCH, RICH, KENNEWICK, WA ;’ §’
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010000 Comment Number 1 S S
Q X
. L . . )
Information on the quantities of some weapons-usable fissile materials at & 'g
various DOE sites is classified. To overcome this problem, the PEIS analyses ; 2.
Commment on Storage and Disposition EIS: assumed that the design of storage facilities would accommodate all existing ] S
The scope as defined in the EIS is confusing and appears incomplete. Correcting this may allow weapons-usable fissile materials. Similarly, the design of Pu disposition '(.g &
individuals o better judge the potential impacts 1o themaclves and potentially involved sites ae . ‘
e ey ox Judgs the potet NEPA can b Bt To that end | suggest information facilities would be based on their annual throughput, so that the length of time 3 = .‘
garding the quantitics and locations of plutonium addreased in the EIS (and perhaps more important . i . . . o g |
that exchaded from this EIS) be included inthe EIS, particularly the Summary, cod e 5 he these Afacxlmes are 1n operation could be adjusted based on the quantities of g
revised to corvectly address the soope. Pu being processed. S
1/01.00.00 3
The attached figure is a suggested way to iplish this if the quantitics are added to it and scope b
definitions keyed to the figure. Infc ion on quantities and locations were provided in d -
ilable at public ings. As s mini the lower right hand boxes (locations and surplus, [
programmatic, and strategic reserve quantitics) need to be provided. A cursory examination of this g_
figure shows that LANL has significant plutonium but is not add d in this EIS even in the No -
Action slternative. Other flaws in scope logio and completencas exist in this document and are not N
included in other EIS efforts of the DOE.
Thank you for consideration of the matter. Should you desire clarification of these comments please

feel free to contact me.

Rich Szempruch

3513 West Sixth Avenue
Kennewick, WA 99336
(509) 783-3080




Comment Documents
and Responses

SZEMPRUCH, RICH, KENNIWICK, WA
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY,. HOLLYWOOD, AL,
NICHOLAS C. KAZANAS
PAGE2OF S

. Page 2 - 145

Why is the ber of p ial intersite portation fatal for the existing LWR
a factor of around three less than the other reactor aliernatives? Given the
information stated, it would appear they would all be equal. Also, see comments for
Page 2-257.

. Figures 2.5.2-3 aud 2.5.2-4 (Water Use and Operation Fatal Cancers)

Why are the values for the partially complete reactors so much higher than the similar
cxisting LWR's? All LWR's require the same cooling levels and have similar risks
for fatal cancer.

L Figures 2.5.2-8 and 2.5.2.1-13

These figures do not agree in terms of values of solid waste. (Disposition Alternative
vs Reactor Alternative) Mn,thauiﬁngLWRvdmofmh-mﬂaumhnot
realistic. (Figure 2.5.2.1-13) The stage of construction for the partially completed
model used in this study is not properly reflected. (i.e., - concrete wark complete)

. Figure 2.5.2.1 - 10 (Workforce Cancers)

WhyixinaemenulworkfomehnlmforﬂwpanhﬂyeompleteLWRdmonl
factor of four times greater than the existing LWR’s? Since both options operate
similarly and for the same mission length, the partially picte LWR should be
same a3 existing LWR's. Alsw, this ﬁ;mhudiﬁamtvalwm‘hble 43539
2,

L] Table 2.5-2
Page 2-239
Fonhepmhﬂycomplmmodelusdlnthlsmxdy,!hm:ho\ddbenonhdﬁﬁ_
Page 2 - 241

MumimplamvaeAmuimwmforﬂnprﬁaﬂycomplmdnmdd
studied similar to the existing complete LWR's .

L4 Table 2.5 - 22

Page 2- 245 (Normal Radlological Impacts)

The annual dose and the number of fatal cancers to the total public should be same
for both existing and partially complete LWR's. Thesc reactors operale in the same

1/10.02.00

2/09.04.08
3/09.09.08

4/09.11.08

3/09.09.08
cont.

5/09.06.08

6/09.07.08

3/09.09.08
cont.

10 02 00 Comment Number 1

The transportation risk presented in this PEIS is the incremental impacts over
current conditions. For existing LWRs, only health risks from the
transportation of material to the MOX fuel fabrication site is included since
transportation from the fuel fabrication site and spent fuel transportation are
already occurring. For the partially completed and evolutionary LWRs, all
three transportation steps are included (to the MOX fuel fabrication site, to
the reactor, and to the repository). This information is located in Footnotes b
and ¢ in Table 4.4.3.3=5 of the PEIS. The PEIS has been modified to show
transportation impacts for the MOX fuel to the existing LWRs and not just the
increment.

09 04 08 Comment Number 2

The partially completed LWR currently uses no water (nonoperational) and
so the increase is much larger than the existing LWR which has no
incremental change due to the use of MOX fuel. The absolute water used by
the two reactors will be similar but the increment will be much different. The
same is true for the radiological impact. However, the increased use of MOX
fuel is slight for the radiological impact. The PEIS has been modified to show
the absolute values as well.

09 09 08 Comment Number 3

When assessing human health risk, the following are two differences between
the partially completed reactors and the existing LWRs:

1) The existing LWRs are already in operation. Any radionuclide releases and
radiation exposures for existing LWRs are taken from reactor operating
histories. However, the partially completed reactor has never been in
operation. Actual radionuclide releases or radiation exposures are not
available. Conservatively calculated radionuclide releases and radiation
cxposures for the partially completed LWR are taken from reactor
licensing documents. Compared to the conservative release and radiation
exposure estimates in the licensing documents, the actual releases and
exposures should be lower.

sasuodsay pup
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY, HOLLYWOOD, AL,
NICHOLAS C. KAZANAS
PAGE 3 OF §

(Conﬁ;\ued)

. Page 2 - 257 (Intersite Transportation)

The difference b i I p ial for existing and maximum potential for
partially complete does not make any sense. Since there are currently no transports to
any facility whether existing or partialty complete, why are the potential fatalities so
much higher for partially complete LWR? (5.49 vs 1.39) It would appear that the
value for existing and partially complete LWR's should be the same.

[ Page 3 - 370 (Water Resources)

Strike the word "likely* in the fifth line and add *via Town Creek® at the end of the
6th line.

1/10.02.00
cont.

7/09.04.08

2) For incremental latent cancer fatalities, the existing LWR is already in
operation without regard to the Pu disposition program. The incremental
impact is the difference between the potential latent cancer fatalities of
existing conditions (operating with UO, fuels) and the new actions
(continue to operate the existing LWRs with MOX fuels). Section 4.3.5.2.9
of the Final PEIS has been updated to show the incremental and total
impact using MOX fuel. For the partially completed LWR, the reactors are
not yet in operation. Therefore, there are no radiation exposures from these
facilities. Also, if the partially completed reactors are not used for the Pu
disposition, the facilities would never be completed. The baseline for the
partially completed reactors assumes no radionuclide releases nor
radiation exposures. Therefore, partially completed reactors will have a
larger incremental health impact relative to operating reactors. The PEIS
has been modified to show the projected impacts as well as the incremental
impacts for existing LWRs,

These two major factors contribute to the higher latent fatal cancers for
partially completed reactors compared to the existing LWRs.

09 11 08 Comment Number 4

Figure 2.5.2.1-13 of the Draft PEIS does not include MOX fuel fabrication
facility generated waste since it is only comparing reactors that all use MOX
fuel. Figure 2.5.2-8 of the Draft PEIS includes the waste generated from the
MOX facility since the comparison is being done to other alternatives that do
not use the MOX fuel fabrication process. The zero hazardous waste for the
existing LWR in Figure 2.5.2.1-13 of the Draft PEIS is the incremental
change for using MOX fuel. None of the figures contain information on the
construction impacts. Construction impacts information is presented in
Chapter 4. The PEIS has been modified to show the projected waste quantities
as well as the incremental quantities for using MOX fuel, and based on
comments received, the comparison figures in Section 2.5 of the Draft PEIS
have been removed.

09 06 08 Comment Number 5§

Information presented on page 2-130 of the Draft PEIS indicates that the
Bellefonte Nuclear Power Plant was selected for inclusion as a typical
partially completed power plant. The Bellefonte Final EIS (pages 2.5-3 and

S1Hd 19Ul S|PV 3]1851
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY, HOLLYWOOD, AL,
NICHOLAS C. KAZANAS
PAGE4 OF 5

Seoi—-¢

2.5-4) states that essentially all of the salt drift is expected to fall within
914 m (2,998 ft) of the cooling towers.

Daft PEIS - Yolume 1T
09 07 08 Comment Number 6
Sectlon 4.3.5.3.10 (Waste Mamgnent) Because the existing LWR is in use, its effects are known. Effects of the
ittt m%%Tm?wn?mﬁf:mm‘:w partially completed LWR are not. There is a potential for impacts to Native
with 4.3.5.2.10 which states that the average existing PWR anaual fucl M;xe s American resources under this alternative associated with infrastructure
m&vx&mmamﬂa fuel discharge are improvements and facility operation. Although such impacts are unlikely,
minimal at best 8/09.11.08 they cannot be ruled out at this programmatic level of analysis.
Figure 4.6.2.5-18 (Annual Volume of Spent Fuel...)
This mmf“s:ﬂm:;nmm e Wi havee 09 04 08 Comment Number 7
does not agree with Figure 2.5.3.1-12- Comment was incorporated.
Figure 4.6.2.5-12 (Anmus] Solid Mixed Low Level Waste...)
D o ey s (g opori D . for botkh the exising 09 11 08 Comment Number 8
Figures 4.6.2.5-9 a0d 4.6.2.5-10 9/09.11.08 The number of fuel assemblies with UO, fuel discharged for seven different
The liquid low-level waste annual volumes show ially zero foc existing LWR existing LWR types is 48 assemblies per year (21 t [23.1 tons]). Using MOX
mnd over ﬁxmwxwm&"&’wwﬁfm fuel increases the number of assemblies by an average of 32 assemblies (14 t
complete LWR. The liquid and solid Jow-level waste values for the exiating and [15.4 tons]) as an average of 33, 61, and 3 more assemblies for a CE-R1,
m“" LWR's should be the mme given similar opersiont] CE-R2, and W-ER, respectively. This gives a total of 80 fuel assemblies
Figure 4.6.2.5-S (Fatal Cancers to Lavolved Workforoe) discharged per year using MOX fuel. For the partially complete LWRs using
o . o » MOX fuels, the number of fuel assemblies discharged is 81, 109, and 51 for
;hemny completzmldbett;enn:.m;incc qu::?Lwnu:w?ulmfm 3/09.09.08 a CE-RI1, CE-R2, and W-ER, respectively. Therefore, the range in Section
e for plutonium disposition, the number of incremental fatal cancers should be the cont. 4.3.5.3.10 is 50.7 assemblies (22 t {24.2 tons) to 108.5 assemblies (47 t
[51.7 tons]) but the average is 80 assemblies discharged similar to the existing
Section 4.9/Page 4 - 833 (Avoided Humas Fleakh Impacts-) LWR. Additional information is contained in Data Report FMDP LWR PEIS,
e ity o 8 e gt e gt s | 10090908 | Rew 3, December 21, 1995.

chosen. To apply credit to only the existing LWR's is not correct.

09 11 08

Figures 4.6.2.5-9, 4.6.2.5-10, and 4.6.2.5-12 of the Draft PEIS include the
incremental low-level and mixed LLW generated by replacing UO; fuel with
MOX fuel. As stated in Section 4.3.5.2.10, the use of MOX fuel versus UO,
fuel would not increase the waste generation rate at existing LWR site. The

Comment Number 9

sasuodsay pup

SuWNO0(J JUWWO))




9¢01-¢

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY, HOLLYWOOD, AL,
NICHOLAS C. KAZANAS
PAGE S OF 5

' partially completed LWR using MOX fuel would generate even more waste

since none is currently being generated (nonoperational). The PEIS has been
modified to show the projected waste quantities as well as the incremental
quantities for using MOX fuel.

090908 Comment Number 10

The avoided environmental impacts for the partially completed LWRs were
analyzed and documented in the Final PEIS.

SIAd 10Ul S|P 2]15S1
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Wy - W A G

Passively Secure

Plutonium Storage

Concept

W. J. Quapp October 1994

J. W. Sterbentz

E. L. Shaber

E. P. Stroupe

oo Nooasl Frginsering Ladersiory

Plutonium:

If you can't move it - it can't
be used to produce weapons

Sidd [ould S]PUIDH 211581,
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. Plutonium Storage Has Specific
Functional Requirements

« Safe from diversion risks

a Chemically inert storage environment

« Critically safe under all postulated conditions

« Safe from external events (fire, flood, tornado,
earthquake)

Dearghle Featuros of Sorage Syster

- Available technology - Easily demonstrated
~Low cost - Easily implemented

Conventional Storage Uses Active
Protection to Keep Secure

Based on:

« Need for material accessibility

= Short term storage requirements

« Used temporary storage containers

Passively Seenre
- Cast cylinders
- Formed wafers

sasuodsay pup
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0170 3

-

INEL Has Conceived A Passively Secure
System that Uses A Massive Container
for the Long Term Storage of Weapons
Grade Plutonium

= System consists of critically safe, heavy wall,
cylinders of borated steel with a cast Pu core

= Cylinders assembled into a robust steel overpack

SIAd [oUl] S|PUIDY 2)isS1

2190s)-suodpap Jo uonisodsiqg puv a8v.ioig

« The total system is engineered to weigh 50 to
100 tons :

= Facilities needed for a process demonstration
are already in the DOE complex

]

INEL Has Performed Nuclear Design 7
Calculations to Determine Criticality
Control Requirements

« Systemn will use passive criticality control methods
built into crucible alloy

» Container and subassemblies are designed to be
subcritical in an infinite lattice

« Vulnerability to physica! penetration will be assured
by design

« Concept allows storage of Pu in any of several
physical or chemical forms

Lo
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Ton Inventory

—

Preliminary Design Concept for a 50

[Assembly |[Number
Diameter (R) |Subassy’s

Assembly
Mass (ton)

]
Assemblies

L) 80

=Y

29

h[Y 125

19

9

12 T80

110

13

Concept Uses a Critically Safe Cylinder of
Borated Steel for both Nuclear Criticality
Control and Diversion Resistance

sasuodsay puv
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International Implementation Offers
Substantial Beneflts and Ease of Treaty
Verification

« Concept does not require any irreversible
decision such as mixing Pu with fission products
or depleted uranium

« Storage configuration provides security against
intemal diversion

= Eventual use in power reactors is feasible

« Only the Pu casting requires high technology
facility

» Steel components could be fabricated in Russia

__.___and create jobs and exportable products |

Process Can Be
Accomplished on a Timely
Basis

= In the U.S. most or all the facility infrastructures
are in existence

» Steel for crucibles can be obtained from industry

= Alternatively, recycled steel from low leve! waste
could be used — probably resulting in a cost
reduction

« Demonstration of concept can be performed with
minimal development costs and facility
preparations

|

sasuodsay puv
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S8

~ - a &

1 =

In Summary | =3

33

3o

« Storage concept replaces guards with mass l 8 § )

= Provides intermediate to long-term storage in I (:g 8

chemically stable environment ’ = <

» Requires only moderate facility upgrades to S

accommodate process demonstration ‘g

3

« Makes Pu racovery difficult and easily <

detectable l g

« Can be implemented on an intemational §~

basis to provide secure storage for all } &

sources of plutonium _}
INEL Would like to Conduct

Preconceptual Design Studies

= Develop preliminary design details and perform
design optimization studies

l = Obtain vendor material and equipment costs

« Evaluate modifications for ANL-West facilities

« Develop unit costs ($/kg-Pu) for various options
- Cast Pu cylinders
- Forged wafers
- Other

« Evaluate vulnerability
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Demonstrated Using INEL Facilities
= Purchase forged & machined borated steel crucibles
» Melt and cast Pu into crucibles at ANL West
» Seal weld crucibles

« Weld two crucibles together to form large
subassembly

« Load subassemblies into storage container
~ weld subassemblies in place
- weld cover on assembly

Storage System Components Can Be _l‘
|
|
|

« Moved to long term storage area

sasuodsay puo
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REVIZW COMMENTS
STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATRRIALS
DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (K1S)
TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION (TNRCC)
OFFICE OF WASTE MANAGEMENT
Agril 29, 1996

BExpomre Modeling -
WW%MM”’}“W)WWW”M
: o deling was

p P P No exp .
conducted for migration of contaminants ia fiquid and/or solid phases. Por lnstanca, the perched
mmmmun-mdmm-wumummby
olr emissions. In addition, the sccident scenarios 6o not sccount fof sansgement error, sithough
hmmb“ﬁ“bybﬂu-hmdﬁh;ﬁ.uﬁyddmmwhnd@d
releass of hazardous and/or radiological wastes.

1/09.09.04

Aucidert Impacts
Mnmdmomm,mmmmmmhhm
hmd-mmmwt&mumm‘-m»mm
such an accldent ooour. MM&I&.MMNMNMMWMH:
the probabifity of the socident occurring. The TNRCC raquests that the sccidsat probabllity not be
factored into the risk.

2/09.09.04

Regulatory Oversigit of Radioactive Constituspts -

mwmmmwﬂwumummunmu
requirements, the TNRCC notes thas no redlological water quallty parsmeters are spesified ia
% NPDBES Pormit No. TX0107107. Thess

the State of Texas 1o legally monitor end regulate radiosctive constitusats.

The TNRCC world be mors willing 10 socept plutorkum comversion procasses within the State of,
Texas FDOE wondd actively champlon external regulatory for radioactive source, special
nuclear o byproduct saterdal. It is cur und ding that mazry of the serlous problems DOB
quduﬂaymdunmhdmwv&mu‘eonﬂdu'm
rathes than fack of technicel expwrtise. It Is our opinion that thess sorts Of ervors can best be
minimized if the oversight is shared with a regulatory agency outside of DOR,

1 you have sy questions

3/01.00.00

thesa comments, pleass contact Mz, Geoffrey Meyer, lodustsial

regarding
and Hazardous Wasts Division, Federa) Facilities Team, st ($12) 2571.

09 09 04 Comment Number 1

The MACCS code does not calculate water-pathway exposures. However, if
an accident occurs, radioactive air emissions would be the immediate concern
and dominate the human health impact. Other pathways such as a liquid
release may be a concern after an accident. However, the potential impacts are
delayed and the magnitude of the impacts is smaller since it takes time for
radioactivity to reach to an aquifer, following a release, and be consumed by
or exposed to humans, animals, or plants. This is particularly true for Pu,
which has slower migration characteristics in unsaturated and saturated soils,
delaying its transport to an aquifer.

The accident scenarios were developed based on applicable information
including Safety Analysis Reports, NEPA documents and related backup
information, DOE’s safety surveys, and discussions with experts familiar
with potential accidents for facilities and operations evaluated in this PEIS.
The accident scenarios were developed to yield the maximum, or bounding,
consequences to cover all potential accidents initiating events.

09 09 04 Comment Number 2

If an accident were to occur, radioactive air emissions would be an immediate
concern and would be closely monitored to determine the potential for any
human health impacts. Although other pathways such as liquid releases are
also a concern, they may not be apparent until some time after an accident. As
a result, their impacts would be delayed. There would bé more time to take
corrective action, and the magnitude of the impacts would be much smaller.
This is because it takes substantially more time for contaminated liquids to
reach an aquifer and then be consumed or come in contact with humans,
animals, or plants. This is particularly true for Pu which has slow migration
characteristics into unsaturated soils, thereby further contributing to a long
delay of a liquid release reaching an aquifer.

When analyzing an anticipated accident, both the consequences and the
frequency of the accident occurrence are considered. If an accident occurs,
the consequences include the identification of potential human impacts. The
accident frequency reflects the probability that an accident will occur. Both
the consequences and the probability need to be presented in the PEIS so that

sasuodsay pup
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REVIEW COMMENTS
ADDENDUM
STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF WEAFONS-USABLE FISSTLE MATERIALS
DRAFT FROGRAMMATIC K18

Oeoffyey Mayer
May 3, 19%
The soceptable Lfstime cancer risk uader the TNROC corrective sction process 1s between 1104 and 1x104
(oos In wo thousand and one i & million). According 10 Teble 4.2.4.9-1, the estimated risk of cancer
mmmmmummummgmmmumz.mo-u. The

following phutonicn disposition have cancer risks for the public that
axwed the maximmm itk of 1x104 undar normal operitioas s Peoiex (Chepser 4):

Direct Disposition - Deep Borehols
MOX Fusl Dsbricetion Pecllity

The following phovonlum disposition aherestives/subatursatives have sstimated cancer risks for the site
workers (st exceod the mextmam risk of 1x10-4 under normal operttions st Pantex (Cliapter 4):

Workers involved In the storage of p urm at upgraded faciliies, didated jun storage facilities,

and facilities that collocms plutoohm with HEU heve aa erdmund foral cances cisk on 50103,

4/09.09.04

the public and the decisionmaker can put the risk of each alternative into
proper perspective.

01 00 00 Comment Number 3

Comment noted. DOE is committed to operating its facilities in full
compliance with applicable regulatory requirements.

090904 Comment Number 4

The cancer risks for the MEI of the public for the deep borehole and MOX.

fuel fabrication factlity are 3.1x10"1% 10 1.6x10°3 (generic site) and 5.6x10°®
(Pantex) during facility lifetime normal operation. However, worker
radiological exposures are regulated by annual dose limits. For the workers
involved in the proposed disposition actions, the maximum radiation dose is
810 mrem/yr (large evolutionary LWR). This dose is below DOE’s
administrative control limit of 2,000 mrem/yr (DOE/EH 0256T) and the
Federal limit of 5,000 mrem/yr (10 CFR 835). It is DOE’s policy to practice
ALARA and keep worker exposures below their administrative control limit.

SId 10Ul SIPMAIDJY 3]1S1d
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MMENTS
STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OF WEAPONS-USABLI FISSILE MATERIALS
DRANT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT SYATEMENT (E18)
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commistion (TNRCC)
Offics of Alr Quality
April 30,1996

memln\kdwrmmmdymmwm:hqmymmor
nonrediological poliutants:

- Mhmﬂpﬁﬁm“&mhﬁnﬂohﬁmﬂ!ﬁmﬁwn‘&mn!ﬂn

- mmhwwmhwuu«d»mmm.

. Wuwm«mmthmuu-x inthe
PEIS. Rtis not clear how the emissions wers estimated. Neither TNRCC nor the DOB
Wumﬂmd?ﬂlhaﬂdup‘ﬂﬂ@m&r&n"mﬂdgm
Mgmnﬂsﬂh&whmﬁaﬂcmdloﬂmm
less In diameter (PMI0).

. m¢.z.44-1mmmmmdmndmwm and 24 hour
Wull.swnwmmamxommm

MMMMUMBWl”meWMM
mammwmwnnmmworwueawm
micrograms/m3 in Jamsary 1996. :

- TMMMMMMWWM The table indicates that no
sources are indicated for TSP. m.nmddn&mwmhlmn
650 and 46) micrograma’m3. mm-»mmmmm.mccm

- mmtuwwﬂmmmmmmm
ssablished by the TNRCC Towicologists. Howsver, it was determined that no long-tenu
hhhpmnnhwmnﬁmﬂu,m
nkwhmdmhmom-vcnwdduaylmmm
wmwmkmﬁq%mﬂhﬁa“uhmmm
mmmmmmmummwm

measures would be followed to ml [ tions (PM10 and TSP) during
construction. This should satisfy TNR! wmmmpwcmw
welfure.

lfywhnvcnyquwiomrquﬁ\;hmmﬂmmmm. Joe Panketh, Office
of Alr Quality, Ambleas Moaltoring Section, at (312) 339-1636.

5/09.03.04

6/09.03.04

6/09.03.04
cont.

7/09.03.04

09 03 04 Comment Number 5

Concentrations of air pollutants for the No Action Alternative presented in
Table 4.2.4.3-1 are provided by Pantex. These concentrations are based on
modeling of recent emissions data. Emission data is routinely assembled by
Pantex and presented to the Texas Natural Resources Conservation
Commission (TNRCC) in the quarterly Air Quality Assessment Program-
Pantex Nuclear Facility Ambient Air Monitoring Quarterly Report. As
described on page 3-6, the baseline air quality of the affected environment is
based on model-predicted pollutant concentrations for existing sources using
concentrations presented or by modeling recent emission data. The emissions
data for Pantex are from an inventory completed in 1994 for DOE. TNRCC,
in cooperation with DOT, operates several air quality monitoring stations at
Pantex. The measured pollutants include particulate matter less than or equal
to 10 microns (PM ), hydrogen fluoride (HF), and organic pollutants such as
volatile organic compounds (VOCs).

090304 Comment Number 6

Concentrations of air pollutants for the No Action Alternative presented in
Table 4.2.4.3-1 are provided by Pantex. These concentrations are based on
modeling of recent emissions data. Emissions data is routinely assembled by
Pantex and presented to TNRCC in the quarterly Air Quality Assessment
Program-Pantex Nuclear Facility Ambient Air Monitoring Quarterly Report.
The emissions data for Pantex are from an inventory completed in 1994 for
DOE. The PM,( concentrations represent the maximum estimated
concentration of PM o based on a 500, 1,000, and 2,000 weapons level of
activity and scenarios which include the burning of 45.36 kg (100 1b) and
362.88 kg (800 1b) of high explosives. The PM monitoring data from
TNRCC monitors at Pantex were not used since these data do not refiect the
anticipated future level of activity at the site.

09 03 04 Comment Number 7

It is assumed in the PEIS, that all Federal, State, and local environmental
regulations and guidelines would be met during construction and operation of
the various facilities, and that standard industry-accepted mitigation control
measures would be utilized. Particulate matter control measures may include
watering of exposed areas and roads as may be required by TNRCC.

sasuodsay pup
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kammmnnnmmn_

T0: Sidasy Whesler, Intergovernmentsl Relastions DATE; May 3, 1996
FROM: Glany King, TNROC Natural Resourcs Trestess Progras (NKTP)
SUBJECT

Jolnt Trustee Comments 0 the oud ond
“Dipoed f Weapene Thavl P Matra Eevkonmears e
Stataments for the Pantss Superfund Sie

A Lond Admininrative Trostes (LAT) 0a behalf of the State Trustees, Texss Genersi Land Offics
(TGLO), Texas Parks and WildEf (TPWD), and Texas Netural Resource Commission (TNRCC),
this meeo ls written to provids the State Trustees” comments on the “Stockplie Stewardship and
Managemwai E1S = and the “$torage and Dispossl of Wespons-Ussble Fisslle Materials BIS™ for the
Pantex Superfund She.

The Trustess for the State of Texas strongly support the President of the United States and the
Department of Brargy (DOTE) in the unilateral offorts to reducs the smber of armeod noclear
‘warbsads woridwide. We further recognizs the diffioult respoasibility of storing and stockpiling the
Natlon"s disassembled suciear weaponry. Howsver, the DOB is ons of the Federal Trustess for
petural and has the responslbliity of protecting thoss asmral rescurces from Ijury on
bebalf of the public.

The Trustess have concerns with the Storage and Disposition of Fiselle materials af the Pantex
Superfund site due t0 the matursl resources assoclstad with this site. The Pantex site overlies one of
the most pristine growadh [ in the Unlted Ststes, the Ogallala aquifer. As a pristine
natarsl resource, i Is worthy of much protsction. Fonmer weste masagsment practioes st the Pantex
w«,mm.p«umwbmm“mmmumhm
Zoms 11 wod 12 areas. The Trustees understand that 10 date, the axtent of the perched aquifer has
00t boen deterrnined. W.memawmmm

discharged Into the parched aquifie; b , the connection of the dischargs srees 10 the
wumnummummmmmumd
sevearsl hasard ub The d constructions of the PRt Disassembly Coaversion

m.mmmmumummmmmu

Trusteas. The proposed locations for these Scllities are ol within Zooes 13 and 12 which averlie the

porched aquifer. The potential for this perched squifie 1o be furthar contaminated exists as & result

dMWMMMmMMMW»MOﬂML

The potential for Plays 1 1o be further coptaml is another The Plsyas may bea
mmrummwmmunmdmpmmoma

potential

In oddition, the Playss are surfhos water resources for meny squedc and tarrestrial, vertebrate and
invertebrate speciss. Thersfors, the Pantex site contalns many naturl resources that have the
potentisl to be injured &3 & result of the proposed DOE practicss.

8/09.04.04

9/09.04.04

090404 Comment Number 8

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

0904 04 Comment Number 9

Wastewater discharge to Playa 1 is regularly monitored for specific
parameters under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit issued by the TNRCC. The actions proposed in the PEIS are
not expected to have an effect on the quality of wastewater discharged to
Playa 1 and, therefore, are not expected to have an effect on the perched or
Ogallala Aquifer.

K1 otg o
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mumm—m..ummm‘

discharges will reportedly be monitored and subject to NPDBES permit
requirements, the Trustess note thet no rediologioel water quality parsmaters are specified ia the
mccmn.mwamumwmmw:;m. Th:

DOB ficilities are ficing today are as & resuk of mensgement problems
ratber than lack of vechnical axpertise. It ls the oplalon of the Trustess that ecrors of this aaturs can
Pequst s DR e o e wil s s of Tt 0 gy ot i g
itlats action 'will snabls the State of T itor ari
'exas to legally monitor and regulato

Considering the value of the Ogaliala aquifhr, the Tristess request that DOE Include ln its
evalustion, the impects of s worst case releass 10 the environment and the ability of the Panhandle of
Taxas to recover, should such an sccidsnt ocour. Under this scenario, the socident probability would
be vet o2 one, rather than the typloal one in 10,000 or 10,000,000

1t Is the understanding of the Trustees that 8 Treatadility study of the contamineted perched aquifer Is
ongolng st the Pantex site. 'We further understand thet this study has bees successful and several
Wplmof'dmﬁanWUlmldlﬂlw.ﬂmmh
facilities are constructed ia Zone 12, the Truess recommend the utilization-of this treated water for
the Pu proeess rathor than Smpact the water supply of the Ogaliala. This would insure further
protection of a astural resource on behalf of the public.

The DOR should consider both short term and long term protection strategies for the Ogallals
squiftr. The Trustess recomunend thet DOE include the natursl resource Trustes agencies I the
evaluation of minimizlag injuries to natural and p lal candidate aress for restoration
whea residual injury remalne. '

¢o: Richard Seiler, Manager, NRTP TNRCC
Doa Pitts, TPWD
Diane Hyatt, TGLO
Bob Short, USFW Astington
Steve Spencer, DOI
Ron Gouguet, NOAA CRC Region 6
Geof Maysr, RCRA TNRCC

2/09.09.04
cont.

10/09.04.04

11/09.04.04

090404 Comment Number 10

The Department of Energy will consider reuse of this treated groundwater for
any potentially beneficial uses. However, re-injection (to the perched aquifer)
of this treated water may be necessary for optimal performance of the
groundwater treatment system.

0904 04 Comment Number 11

It is DOE’s opinion that the opportunity to comment on this and other
documents relating to potential activities at Pantex includes the Trustee
agencies in the evaluation of potential environmental impacts. DOE will
continue to work with the State Trustee agencies on compliance and
restoration activities, and protection strategies for the Ogallala Aquifer.

sasuodsay pup
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[450] 43

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

considerations, and public input.
@ TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER at AMARILLO P p

School of
Office of the NDean

SIAd 101 SIPUAIDYY 3]1sSIq

a1qvs)-suodpapy fo vonrsodsiq puv a8v.0i§

B806) 354-5463
PAX (806) 354-5549
April 10, 1996
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Reconfiguration

P.O. Box 3417
Alcxandia, Virginia 22302

U.S. Department of
OfTice of Fissle Matcrials
P.O. Box 23736
Washington, DC 20026

RE: Ci on Stockpile S dship and M (SSM)IndSImgcnndDupmuxm
(S&D) of Weapons-Usablc Fissle materials Draft Pr Impact
Statements (P!-ﬂgx‘;

T!nnkyoufnnhhoppomlmlyw on the U.S. Dep of Encrgy’s (DOF)

| tmpact S (PEISs) on Stockpile Siewardship and
Mmgemem (SSM) and Sturage and Disposition (S&D) of Weapons-Usable Fissilc Materials.
These comments are also directed toward the Paniex Site-Wide Draft Environmental Impact
Staement, as moet issucs addressed in both these documents are identical.

Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center School of Pharmacy fully supports the retention

and expansion of the Pantex fnc\hly A3 2 storage, p g and p [abrication ph

with capabilitics for non-nuclear md slso h, devek and testing.
Pan'cxhuheunnlmegnlmofmhcmmlyformthm[myrm and has done 30 a3

asafe and is every rcason 1o believe that the facility 1/08.03.01
would continue operaling in such & mannct. Panlcx has bean a plvoul force in expanding the

cconomic base of the Panhandic from 0§ As part of the y of

Amarillo, we st Texas Tech University ﬁenhh Sciences Center at Amaritlo, depend on the

socio/economic impact Pantex provides our arca.

llmpblndlhllheDOElelecledelexulhc ferrod al ive for bly/di bly.
Ivis hopcfnl that Pantex will also be recogt a8 the preferred candidate site for new and/or

facilities. Puun is the best site for maintaining the intcgrity
of the U.S. nucless | kpile because of efficiencics and cost savings.

Labor cost, utility rates and water and land availability a1 Panicx make it the best site and perhaps
the most cost-cilextive all ve for any new ion of SSM (acilitics. As an aliernative

sitc for all future defensc-related facilities, Pantex would complement activities at the national
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labs (such as the phnnod Atlas Facility and plutonium pit fabeication site at Los Alamos National
Labonatory). Additional defense-relaied activities sl Pantex would ensure that core techaical
capabilities arc preserved at a IocaumlhalmmmanulucmmldﬁcmlmL The DOE
should insist that, in its deliberati B Panicx and the other sites
are accurate and include capital, p i Inmmg. diation and other costs.

The hi[h clpioam (HE) func\ms should also remain at Pantex in conjunction with the

HE capabilities must be retained to process the inventories on

mfmdnnmndm;. This is also the least expensive atliernative. Transfer of HE (unctions

sway from Pantex would cost betwoen $40 and $50 miltion. Should foture need arise for new
production it would be critical to have the HE facility a1 the weapons

mnnllmblynle

Pantex currently safely stores more than 8,000 surplus pits and plans are being made 10
Mpumlockyﬁabbmlm nol make sense o mmgehcﬂuuanl

mu(herubld htr of, ium across the country.Pantex should be
d the peeferred site for any ion options and related functions. Pantex could
continuc to store phaonium vrinchlulrudyoamemduppadebclhmfuanymdl:Iongc 1/08.03.01
options by DOE with minimal cost. llm:kuhdgemymdpohcymwnwdupmuon
where storage already exists. Pantcx already has the necessary safety , security and surveillance cont.

capabilitics to accommodate an cxpanded role and is the production site clogest to Los Alamos,
the planned pit fabrication site.

lrupenﬁdlrmqmnDOBmdmmlcPunxulhe ferred al ive il for all existing and
and as well as lidation of all plutoni

mnge and du’posmon and any relawed functions,

on these d

P

T wmes e
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THOMAS J. WATSON RESEARCH CENTER,
YORKTOWN HEIGHTS, NY, RICHARD L. GARWIN
PAGE1 OF 2

FProm rsa@watson.ibm.com Mon Apr 8 14:21:26 1996

Date: Mon, 08 Apr 1996 14:18:52 -0400 (EDT)

From: "Jean Hernandez (Secretary to R.L. Garwin}" <rsa@watson.ibm.com>
Subject: 04/08/96 Letter R.L. Garwin to President Bill Clinton.

To: president@Whitelouse.GOV

Reply-to: RSA@watson.ibm.com

Message-id: <01IJAVOOVFZB00007K@STORM.EOP.GOV>

Richard L. Garwin
IBM Fellow Emeritus
Thomas J. Watson Research Center
P.O. Box 218
Yorktown Heights, NY 10598-0218
(914) 945-2555
FAX: (914) 945-4419
INTERNET: RLG2 at watson.ibm.com

April 8, 1996

President Bill Clinton
The White House

1000 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

I am writing to support enthusiastically the letter to you
of 03/19/96 from John Ahearne, Floyd <Culler, Paul Doty,
Richard KXennedy, Pief Panofsky, and Nobel Prize winner
Glenn T. Seaborg to hasten and reinforce the program for
protection and disposition of axcess weapon-usable fissile
materials.

At Los Alamos during the 19508 and 60s 1 helped design,
build, and test nuclear and thermonuclear weapons. Over the
decades, I have also baen a member of U.S. teams and backup
groups for the negotiation of limitations on nuclear weapons
and on their testing.

Now at a time of historic agreement with the Russian state,
we are frittering away a golden opportunity not only to get
rid of vast numbers of Russian nuclear weapons, but also of
the material to make them. What we need now is Presidential
leadership that will

1. Inspire DOE to move forward with actual project-oriented

programs to burn excess plutonium in existing U.S.

reactors (without endorsing the reprocassing of nuclear
1/08.03.01

fuel to obtain further plutonium) as well as to vitrify

a portion of the excess weapon plutonium.

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

S1dd 1pUly S|PUBIDIN 211851
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THOMAS J. WATSON RESEARCH CENTER,
YORKTOWN HEIGHTS, NY, RICHARD L. GARWIN
PAGE 2 OF 2

1500 00 Comment Number 2
Comment noted.

2. Establish in law a national priority to proceed with

plutonium disposition, waking an explicit statement to

utilities, regulatory authorities, and others that this Z15 00.00 01 03 00 Comment Number 3
is the policy of the United States, in the interests of Rt

U.S. national security. Comment noted

3. Support DOE’s request for plutonium disposition
activities, while directing that at least 15% of the

PAGE 2

3/01.03.00

total should be expended on programsé in Russia, to
ensure that disposition of Russian aexcess weapon
plutonium can be acconplished together with disposition
of U.S. plutonium.

4. Increase funding for material protection, control, and
accounting. 2/150000

5. Laad a Comprehensive approach to controlling nuclear cont.

smuggling.

6. Redouble the focus on nuclear transparency to ensure
that the U.S. has an insight into actual Russian 3/01.03.00
activities, and that Russia has similar insight into SV
U.S. stockpiles and disposition activities, in order to cont.
quell Russian internal propaganda.

7. Show that reinventing government works in DOE in going
beyond openness to effective action.

1 was in Beijing in February and Moscow in March, and I know
how much U.S. leadership is necessary in this field. We are
way bahind where we should be in avoiding this threat to our
national and international security, and I urge you to act
both in Washington and at the nuclear sumait in Moscow.

Sincerely yours,

Richard L. Garwin

cc:
B. Clinton, DC. (Via Email to preaident at whitehcuse.gov)

RLG: jah:V0O99BC: 040896..BC

sasuodsay puv
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THOMAS, ANITA, POCATELLO, ID

PAGE10F1
Comment ID: P0021
Date Received: April 18, 1996
Name: Anita Thomas
Address: 3559 Conlin Road

Pocatello, ID

Phone: 208-238-1696
Transcription:

1 befieve tha it would be a very good idea to use the phuionium to generate nergy ina uclexr | 408 03 (1
reactor before disposing of it. Thanks. e

080301 Comment Number 1

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

SIAd 10Ul S[PUPIDIY 1SS1d
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THOMAS, L. B., ALBUQUERQUE, NM
PAGE 1 OF 3

To Whom It May Concern
(1-800-820-3156)

May 6, 1996

From L.B. Thomus X7
3409 Pickard Ave. NE

Albuquerque, N 87110

Suhj.cc:wnquaodduof“lupnnn-u“bkm“ rlals Draft Progs ic Eovi }
Impect Statement Comwnents

1 wish to present the following commants:

1 wn-uuhplmmmmﬁummmw.uumwwmzsl.z (aX1),
(@X2). (XD (XL (3N DL GXB), @X®)1, (2HBIZ. (2)0)3, @Xe), (2XCX1). (ZXEX2), 2(d), o¢ Xe).

2) mummmwum.anW¢mn'sdudm
3) Please provide EPA’s opinion oa the issue in comment #1.

&) Please provide the US Justce Dep:mm';aphhnond:hnnhcomtmﬂ. Further provide State
RCRA program opinions of the respective sites.

b HmmwpiuhcmmM\vnnnmmmumcvuuh:nnam.smlebenuuor
ludm)wmﬂit.WI.mdorm‘P Or other?

mmwqudmmnuuhpmm-m Nar does DOE prove
Mﬂmumﬂymwmnmﬁﬁommndwmmmﬂﬁu
b oris) ndgnefh:-iu.uo&cmmiﬂnhﬂyroﬂnm,
hmhushumndﬂ'uddwuhchﬁswﬂhgnﬁnﬂnlmmmmmm
m:u-mmmnpmwmu-ﬁu lable? Request DOE be prud

2nd provids proof o bound the irmpects. nhdeB'snuﬁm:q-bmvhtfndﬂwof
mmmmnoum:mmvhwm Purther, DOE has not assessed this

D WB'Ime“MuMWWEPA.NRC,MoMm.

the word disposition. 1 would argue the word
should be disposal. Legally speaking fsn't the definition of the word disp ition defined as the act or the
Wd&pﬂ;ud‘mdww ummmm-minmmmd
lwlidmud.ﬁudhlbmul.mdmnalhmwmhmwnmdm
RCRA does not apply. W.mﬂNﬂA‘tmiwmwFﬁcmmlhuMh
information in plain language. This hog fully aliows for sasy undarsisnding by the public in camplicated
actions. Use of the word disposition is not plain langaage end ts not ing one of the basic

roquirements of NEPA- Oumnqmﬁwpﬂkumbmmwmpmamﬁ
Mvwldmllhwﬂwmmlm

Y)Tomermmepdnlhmmnwbonplmmdo", | while avoiding .‘-
wmyh-omuchdcldm“ndumel-lDOB:W"Eum‘phtofnndufwm

1

Storage and Disposttion of Weapons-Usabls Fissile M: rials Draft Prog tic Envh | Impact
Stasement-Comments

1/01.00.00

2/01.00.00

| 3/01.02.00

1/01.00.00
cont.

| 3/01.02.00
cont.

| 1/01.00.00
cont.

| 4/01.02.00

01 00 00 Comment Number 1

The Atomic Energy Act materials (including special nuclear materials such as
weapons-usable fissile materials) are excluded from the definition of solid
waste under RCRA and its implementing regulations, as stated in the Solid
Waste Disposal Act, Section 1004. Furthermore, Section 1006 also states that
RCRA does not apply to any materials that are subject to the AEA.

All reasonable alternatives for Pu disposition analyzed in the PEIS would
generate wastes. The environmental impacts of the various wastes are
discussed in Section 4.3 and Appendix E of the PEIS.

01 00 00 Comment Number 2

The purpose and nced of the PEIS is to disposition surplus Pu, and under the
HEU EIS and ROD, to disposition surplus HEU consistent with the
President’s Nonproliferation Policy. There is no intent or proposal to
“recertify” or convert the materials into weapons once the surplus weapons-
usable materials has been dispositioned.

010200 Comment Number 3

The Department of Energy has considered your comment, but believes that
“disposition” is plain English, and that “disposal” would be misleading for
most disposition alternatives because it connotes direct discard of the
material.

010200 Comment Number 4

As explained in the PEIS, some residues after appropriate stabilization will
be dispositioned through one of the disposition alternatives. Pu is special
nuclear material that is not subject to RCRA as explained in the response to
Comment Number 1. Any necessary stabilization or treatment is or will be
covered by other DOE NEPA reviews. Treatment or stabilization could result
in Pu which would be covered by this PEIS and, as explained above, such Pu
is not subject to RCRA.

sasuodsay puv
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THOMAS, L. B., ALBUQUERQUE, NM
PAGE2 OF 3

11 00 08 Comment Number 5

inclede some impuare oxides & metsls. busdbl h d L S . .
e v are ciaty waswstooar. Whas s DOE s ponitont - - The Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS, which is referenced as

10) T further argua the ™ e - relat i i i iti
arher ague ,u:m«m;n  Plesee sgan sow s wordleg on paga 1-3. DOE stame . ed dqcumenl in Chapter 1 of this Storage an.d Dlspom'uon PEIS., z.as‘sesses
i e pit refurbishment, stockpile management, and pit production capabilities.

ot ke whed nl;nn" ot & solid wste. Tz.vgem'mmv:m:’“;or' 4/01.02.00
. cont.

13)) mdbmhlxﬁlm“bwthmhh’l idered RCRA t?
Plaase pr the Jegal to defend p ‘What are the impacts of Pu residue stabilization if it
is : d RCRA ?

ﬂ) mmhm-mmmmmmhhmmnmm- 1/01 0000
matal™ as dafk d under RCRA? Pleass provide the lsgal citations to defend t .
podﬂen. cont.

13) Is &t not conceivable that certain HEU and Pu weap ble flaslle rial dy in

muwmmwmﬁauymunmmouqcmuhfamuuum-
nuclear weapon? Is it not true that this is pardally b the DOE regards safety and relisbility of 2/01 0000
utmost importance? MMMWMMGMWM&M& e
N_Mofoupluunmhmﬂdymnlnbﬂncuqcmmﬁwmﬂdn« cont.
d HEU and Pu pits back imto the Kp Is it not b

recectify
Do!muneedml’un,wmmamﬁunm(q uvptoancdm)mnmmsduy
and reliability currently axpeciad by the peopls of the United Stams?

SI3d 1Pu1d S|P 2]1sS14

a1qvs)-suodvap fo uonisodsiq puv a3dviois

14) Wiken doss the srarage of HEU and Pu meet the defk of = Jated spaculativaly™ and 1/01.00.00

=inherently wasts-like™ occur? Pleass p de wrinen def of the p izl T y cont

citations.

15) To provi to #13. Yes or No, has DOE successfully tested

Wﬁu‘l Porlncnmmm-? Please respond In a classified appendix if nocessary.

16) Since DOE dows not provs in this EIS thac it P f o recextify 2/01.00.00
piu, then how can the maker effactivaly addre: vmup-nhp{u? Whatproof | coOnt.

MDOBmvuohmhmnmmM-qmmty’ Further this connected action of
recerificanon has not been analyzed for impacts to the storage snd dispositon EIS. Pleass assess impacts
of this connected sction? A reasonable person would belisve the lack of discussion about the
meq-wlum“fm‘uafmﬂnwhmm Also the impacts of

has not been addressed (also a coanectad action) by this EIS should the
m-mmm DOR appears % be placing all its sggs In ons basket without
recognizing that onoe it selects storage and disposition there is no way back.

1/01.00.00
17) When doea surpius fissile material mest the definition of s “s0lid was™? Never? | cont
18) Clearty DOE knows certain HEU and Pu matarials are not worth makiog strategic, wha proof does
DOE have that swassgic resesves could b placed back into the siockpils during s time of crisis? The 5/11.00.08
decision maker needs 10 know. The free people of the United States nosd 10 know whather our freedom is cont
&t risk because DOE plans w reduce the deterrencs factar without a proven capability of restaring tha .
dewrrencs if thresicoed.

2

wumdwwubhmmm-m* 4 1l Impact
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THOMAS, L. B., ALBUQUERQUE, NM
PAGE3 OF 3

19) DOE and EPA, Wha if 1 just surplused lead-acid bateries to the ground (a form of land dispoeal like
m)mhmmw-mdlmmwﬁmmamwhm
not? Pleass pr written defensa of your posith

20) DOR and EPA. If Pe were considerad 2 solid wasm would ooe or all of the following apply: 40 CFR
261.21 (a)2). 261.21 (8)(4). 261.23(aX(1), 261.23(a)2). 261.23(a)3). 261.23(a)(4), 261.23(aX6)?

21) Wh‘lﬂWdMWRQAW&M? Please provide a written
position using regulesccy cieas

22) What is EPA’s position on comment #1217

23) Does desp hole mest the def of an tion well? Has DOE considered this in the

impects?

24 R id d nucliear The test ben treaty might allow the disposition of

warheeds if no data js colleced. Plus ome tion could be used to destroy multiple warheads or even

pits. 1 would betiave thac i fication could be ly easy.

25) Shou d puclear tion i Rassia as an alternative.

26) mhmammn that und: 4 mightresult in a
of 17 ‘Pl’lnnl-llmlwhunlulnuynducannng

y and
mwwldh-ubyDOEnwwﬂ

1) Recoastder R12 since the surplus of belium exists. The helium surplus is located scar Amarillo-thus
factor sxists that the selectk wes not of. Purnher, the US governmant is
nwwmmmnmmmpwnmwm

28) 1 believs the requirement sections in 2.3.2 and jated ions neglact a req of

ummnmmm-wpmu.km:nmmu I sm concerned
DOR would store all tha eggs in one basket without a highly p % Pleass all consider
that the US stores patent documentation in & bomb proof repository. mwnwummy
protecwd.

29) At a minimom, please use this matsrial as & fuel for energy Y. d tion of or
desalinetion of brins for use in the arid Southwest.

30 Mnmfwmdnkmdmmwbbﬂmhmumuumd
smergy.

31) Specifically, under what NEPA documeniation is G storage and tion of other rials not
inchaded in this EIS coverad? Havdoumnnldcmhbhmthhdocmﬂﬂ
32) Mvhidnfadﬂqmldhh-t-hdl« of fissile ! uking into

P mwmmnmm“nw ..
33) Please sent me a copy of the Final.

3

Smpnnﬂb!spodth-depowU«bhﬂmh‘ 1s Draft Progr ik ] Impact
Swtament-Comments

1/01.00.00
cont.

6/04.00.00

7/01.05.00

8/02.00.08

7/01.05.00
cont.

5/11.00.08
cont.

04 00 00 Comment Number 6

The Department of Energy recognizes that legislative and regulatory
clarification may be required. The alternative was assessed even though legal
clarification may be required, because the CEQ regulations that implement
NEPA require consideration of a range of all reasonable alternatives.

010500 Comment Number 7

The screening process and criteria used by DOE to identify reasonable
alternatives are summarized in Chapter 2 and in a separate document entitled
Report of the Screening Process to Determine Reasonable Alternatives for
Long-Term Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials.
The NEPA coverage of storage and disposition of other materials is described
in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. DOE continues to believe that underground
detonation is an unreasonable alternative for disposition of fissile materials.
Although DOE has considered your comment regarding desalination, the use
of fissile materials as an energy source for desalination is indirectly included
in the evolutionary LWR technology. The evolutionary LWR could be used
for electricity generation or for some other heat or power source for a process
such as desalination. Use of Pu for energy is evaluated in the PEIS in the
Reactor Alternatives and, if selected in the ROD, licensing and further tiered
NEPA analyses would be required.

020008 Comment Number 8

Section 2.3.3.1 of the PEIS discusses security for the Collocation Alternative.
Under the Collocation Alternative, material storage, material handling, and
storage support would be located in a high security, protected area.

SUUNI0(J U0
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THOMPSON, GARY

PAGE 1 0F 2
Comment |D: P0044
Date Received: May 8, 1996
Name: Gary Thompson
Phone: (303) 966-6419
Transcription:

1 had planncd on faxing this, but I'll try to read it rapidly. First General Comment - We seem to
be determined to eliminate our surplus materials, unilaterally if need be, in order to serve as an
example to Russia and other nations. We arc willing to do so whether or not Russia and other
countries follow suit, and I've said this is our intention. We may expect other countries 10 do
what they have said they will do. Kecp materials in excess of those amounts necded for defense
for use in reactors. Comments on the disposition al ives - Deep borehole - Considering the
amount of money already spent in digging holes in salt into salt and the citizens of the involved
states dislike for accepting anything other than the money in creating the holes, this seems to be
scant reason to spend time and money on the borehole option. Plutonium immobilization - Most
anti-nuclear activists and pacifists see vitrification as 8 way of preventing the fabrication of
nuclear weapons components by the U.S. and weapons proliferation in other nations. While
preventing proliferation is an admirable goal, our electing to immobilize plutonium in the hope
that others will follow suit is naive. It is every bit as naive as President Carter’s decision not to
permit reprocessing spent fuel in the United States for the same reason - to serve as a good
example to other nations. The United States is the only nuclear power that intends to dispose of
plutonium in a waste, rather than use it as fucl. Once again, everyone is out of step in the nuclear
parade except Uncle Sam. You can expect the same response from those whom we intend to
influence, as they gave before. It would seem that it is too soon for us to rush to dispose of our
plutonium in this manner. It would be more appropriate to recover and store it in SO year cans.
To borrow a phrase from our environmentalists and anti-nuclear friends, when any suggestion to
do something in the near future with nuclear materials is made, why don’t we wait for 20 years,
until the new technology has been developed. If we arc determined to treat plutonium as waste,
it might be worth while to consider the option of i bilizing il perhaps by vitrification and
placing it in the ocean in arcas 3o deep that nothing save sediment exists and there’s no evidence
of life now or in ages past. Among other references, this subject is discussed in the book
“Trashing the Planet” by Dick Siluray and Lou Guzo. Given the undying opposition to dispose
in New Mexico and Nevada and the fact that only one fourth of the earth is land, sea disposal
should be at least worthy of consideration. [t would also truly make the plutonium non-
retrievable, since finding it and recovering it would be virtually impossible. Mixed Oxide Fuel -
‘The point is often made that the MOX fuel option may not be cost-cffective for us now, since we
didn't develop fuel reproccssing technology. But what may happen in the future is another
matter. Again, it seems to early to transmogrify this element made and recovered at great
expense from Lreasure into trash. Buming it in a reactor would provide encrgy and transmute the
plutonium into shorter lived and fission prod T is the only way we
have at this time to really “get rid of” plutonium. Final Comment - There is no decision that is
acceptable to the public. That I ber of citi who care for whatever reason. |
would suggest abandoning work on any wastc form of surplus fissile material other than
vitrificati Properly for d glass is an llent waste form and has low leechability and

1/08.03.01

2/01.06.00

3/01.04.00

4/08.03.01

5/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

01 06 00 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

01 04 00 Comment Number 3

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
technology were eliminated from consideration.

08 03 01 Comment Number 4

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

080301 Comment Number 5

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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THORPE, MIGNON S., UPPER MONTCLAIR, NJ
PAGE1OF 1

June 5, 1996

U. $. DOE

Otfice of Masile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

washington, DC 20026-3786

storage and Disposition of weapons Usable rissile Materials: MOX

1 most strongly oppose the DOE plan to permit commercial nuclear
reactors to use MOX, “mixed oxide®, which is largely plutonium and
uranium.

MOX presents such dangerous proliferation problems when used in
commercial nuclear power plants. The plutonium in MOX can be
rather easily separated from its other constituents. The exten-
sive transportation to many parts of the United States and Canada
presents many hazards beyond those of accidents releasing radio-
activity. It should certainly necessitate military protection as
should the fuel while in storage. Terrorism is an escalating
problem. There are many groufs who would want to acquire MOX or
the plutonium separated from 1it.

Furthermore, the use of MOX as fuel in commercial reactors would
substantially increase the volume and the radicactivity of the
nuclear waste. cToTTr T

The cost of one, possibly two, new plants to process the MOX would
be $1 billion or more.

These dangers and exp are inexcusable when there are at least
two options already identified for plutonium: continuved storage
and vitritication.

Please do not make permit these long-term dangers, inherent in the
use of MOX in commercial nuclear reactors, to be authorized. The
world has already had too many accidents and near accidents, and
.xto-un to low-level radiation continues to increase. Don’'t add
this totally unnecessary hev threat to our health and safety.

Sincerely yours,

e moweerd Gnts
NG 07043

1/08.03.01

080301 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Reactor Alternative using MOX fuel. Decisions on disposition of weapons-
usable fissile materials will be made based upon environmental analyses,
technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public
input.
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TURNER, CHARLES W., SEATTLE, WA
PAGE10F 3

14 00 00

Comment noted.

Charles #, Turner
§323-5th Ave. N.le
Seattle, A 98115-u517

Telephone 206-323-0168

ray 2, 1998
uU,8, Dept. of Bnerry
office of Fissile katerinls Disposition
P.0, Box 23780
washington, DC 20026-37R6

To Whom It May Concern:

Starting in 1970, I decided to trv ts Tiad out what elsments were
abundapt in the earth's crust in the Preific Northwest, t lacst in the
part of the world from whieh I could convenieatly ccllect ny own rook
samples.

As a rusult of heving collected several bundred sanples (of rocks,
sands, clays, nnd e few other materials of geologic origin), nod «fter

unnlysing o number of theae samples, I realized thet stable, non-redio-
active isotopes of the cotinide elements uld indood exisat, cnd in some
places vwerc vory sbundsat, and oasy to get.

1 attendsd a Flutonium Yorum, sponsored by nine different orien-
izations, ons of which was the J.S. Dept. of Snergy, on Tuasiley eveadng,
April 30, in Seottle. All of those attending were asked to subrit com-
ments on 2 blue forw (ona of which is enclomed).

In view of the axistence of atable, non-redionctive isotopes of
the sctinide elenents, I believe that now the first tvo options listed
can be modified to fucilitzte the sofer dinposal, or even meke poasidle
o sefer storage of rrdiorctive materials of cll kinds,

1 propose thnt the rediosctive Plutonium be ¢1s30lved in hvdro-
chloric acid, rdding e minimum qunntity of nitric sneid, if necossary,
snd adcing the resulting solution to = hydrochloric acid solution of
non-radioactive rctinide alements, and edding oxalic seid and then
sodium hydroxide or sodiun ¢arbonnte to precipitate the oxeletes,

(Unless you slready havo sufricient dats, the relative emounts 1/14 00.00
of rsdiomctive and non-rediocctive slements to prevent the cccwaclstion )
of any ¢angerous critical noss of rndiosctive elements would have to be
aetermined by experiment.)

The oxerletss, after being removed from the solution, ¢en be either
storsd ns such sefely onough in druns, or they can be hected to form
oxides, which er.n either be stored as suoh, OoT can be vitrified with
other constitusnts to form & glfss oOTr o geramic.

Comment Number 1
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Storage and Dlsposlﬂon of Weapons-UsabIe Fissile Materials Draft Programmanc’"o

Envir | Im (PEIS) Public Comment Form
Name (optional): Chodo e ‘K_..._,,._‘_
Addeesy ¢ gt A o b DT S Ve LT

Please write down your comments and drop this form in the marked boxes before you leave
tonight. These forms will be submitted to the Department of Energy as part of the formal comment on
this PEIS. [f you are unabie 1o compiete this form tonight, written comments can be mailed to:

g'erpmmcu of Energy
e of Fissile Materials Disposition

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
or, you can call thia toll-free number to leave comments by phone: 1-800-820-5156. Comments must be
submiteed by May 7, 19%.

of Energy has identified three types of uxhnologles as options for duposm' of

weapons- unble fissile materials. The Department has aiso considered s “no action alternative” which
would result in long-term storage of these materials.  Please write down your comments on the following
three rypes of options for disposal and the storage option.

1. Materials Immobilization/Vitrification - [mmobilize fissile materials by mixing them with glass, glass
bonded zeolites, or ceramics.

1. Deep ol - would be disposed in borcholes st least 2.5 miles deep, in

y e fi i Materials could be disp directly into the deep borehole, or materials
could be immobilized first, and then deposited into the decp
3. Reactor Options - Surplus pl enriched uranium would be made into MOX fuel for use

in muclear reactors, dewvynbyﬁnmnmjorpomonohhewupoummm

4. Swrtg! Opﬂou USDOE would continue existing storage practices for weapons-usable fissile
and/oc that storage at one or more of the designated sites.

sasuodsay pup
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