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100000 Comment Number I

HOUSE OF A:9ESNATNVES 

April 26, 1996

U.S. Dep c of Eneily 
Office of Fusile Maeials Dispos•tion 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20026-3736 

REF: Storager - Dlspositio at Wespau-Usble Fase Mgeridns Draft Progratk 
?avramedal hata Setasset 

I - wrting to miciate my serious cocenu regarding .a of the options 
p eesetd the ct r of dpon alt=et[ti in the shor-.cited PECS.  

It is my unrstandling that one of the rator sim being considered by the Departntia 
is the heavy wale Canadian DlAcsnti Uranium (CANDU) reactors on the shore of Lake 
Huron war Kincardine, Ontario. It is al my umlesti5zaas that the phtonm nbased mixed 
oxide fuel used by dt resactos may be rcfied hi Washingto state ad traported to the 
CANDU slte, possibly through the state of Michigan.  

I reprePsnt the residents of Lapeer and St. Oair centics, located mi the rowe Thumb 
region of eastern Michigan. My district is in close proximity to ft two sites in Michligana 
lower peninula whlai serve as ground transportation e eainsm between the United States 
alnd Canada: The Blur Water Bridge between Poet Huron, Michigan, alnd Sarnia, Ontario; and 
the Windsor Bridgeffurstl system between Windsor. Ontario, and the City of Detroit. The 
two major highways into Por Huron, Interstates 69 atrd 94, each run through the are I 
retpresent.  

My vconil lie Prarhoily with the safety of transporting wcapons-grade plutooimm 
fuel, which is volatile and highly carcinogenic, over ground from Washington state through 
densely Populated atm of the U.S. and. particularly. the state of Michigas. If t car fucl is 
to be transported thrmogh Miigan to Canada on our Iseatcrta highways, it will have to travel 
through major metropolitan areas of ft Iowe Peninsula either slong 1-94 (Kalamazoo, Bat•te 
Cree*, Jackson, Am ArSor. Dearborn ad the Dernoit Metro ame) or along 1-69 (Lans1 .  
Flint. Pert Huron). Additionally. the 1-69 corridot nos the length of my House district.  
throanugh Apeer and St. Clir counis.

I110.00.00

M-056

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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U.S. DepariesintofEnerg 
Office of Foxlaui Materials Dwispsiic 
Page 2 

Peallelag dont the CANDU optionis one of JMs several thet Department is conaideruig.  
I woud stronly pthe DepgmM1~toconsuder de~ie Ito t ruob" &msnpwlatlo 

.ue -heqh the U.S. fto be acmpbkhle. Espciall.! asuk youto in coi dudt from thme 
Western U.S. dwet wte ninn acces paes to Comda dote do not hrvove internatiosnal 
wonways. brblgm or inue . The envwromanenu assi secuity ris faiton invoved ill 
ouqxoet this highly volatile nuclear tisel mioom than 2.~OM mume over gromal through mem 1/10.00.00 
of the niadensly populasd arm of the U.S. and fth smt of Michipan ame derp cont.  

comSefii. I ob angly rmmed wt~ the Depo~loo Ik mwf'Wy bf aWksive 
muwidi of' . .. lll. .loduiground --Inp-lil, from fth proomng shte in 
Wasldgtas stat theBI Came to tme onIo rk. altod.  

Thank you for the oppoamnuity to express tmy viws on tdi importarie health andl safety 

Suinerely.  

Yame Wilard 
SutRepre spentaetive, 82nd Dutrict 

M-056
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NU�L STATI 09 NEVADA OfI P. coW.  

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
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C cft "-.&h $7 10 

F- (702) 617.•393 
(702) 6.-4fts 

June 7, 1996 

J. 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 %300140: State of Nevada Comments on the U.S. Department of 
Energy's Draft Pronmrnzmtic Fnv rrnment2l Impact Statement on the tr 
and D' w.ýt~psin of Weapons-Usahle Fistil Materials 

Dear Mr. Nulton: 

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to review the Draft Storage and 

Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Programmatic Environmental 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.

M-268
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01 00 00 Comment Number 1 

Comment noted. Consideration will be given to the link between storage and 
DOE and D.p.eaon• W j-7,19% Me.& .M 0% 140 disposition in the decisionmaking process.  

NAfl0AL pRTPE"C7WVE 

Over the pat six years, State of Nevada officials have consiutendy and 

deliberately participated in the review of Department of Energy (DOE) plans and 

programs concerning the management and disposition of DOE-controlled radioactive 

waste and fisile materials. We have offered substantive comments on a variety of 

proposed actions including the NOLt for the now defunct Reconfiguration PEIS and 

the 'active" Pantex EIS, as well as lengthy comments on the Idaho Spent Fuel PEIS, 

the Environmental Management PEIS, the PEIS for Stockpile Stewardship, and the 

NTS Site-Wide EIS. In all of these comments, we have consistendy 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 

management 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 (HEW), 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 to surplus plutonium, we concur with the National Academy of 

Sciences' finding that disposition options for this long-lived material wUilltake recade[ 1/01.00.00 

taeac s. Therefore, we believe that to reduce the risks of fissile material 

Lnd .- d Osaobie•29 995 e Rnib f. Lens. Saua efrNensd io Mr. HO.wd Camar. Dem.y 

Anleama Sercrary Off=c of Weaisu Comple Reox eamliea 
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proliferation, a major policy concern 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 environment.  

Linking plutonium storage and disposstion functions would also diminish the 

socioeconomic impacts caused by risk and stigma issues typically associated with 

transporting nuclear materials and radioactive waste on public highways.  

Given our recent participation in numerous briefings and meetings with 

Department offidalsý however, we believe that DOE will not seriously consider 1/01.00.00 
linking surplus plutonium storage with materials disposition. In essence, this means COnlt.  

that DOE will likely segregate the decision process for long-term (50 year) plutonium 

storage from the ninc separate plutonium materials disposition alternatives evaluated 

in the Storage and Disposition PEIS (seeA tI,4. Unfortunately, adopting such a 

strategy will result in the federal transportation of plutonium-bearing materials 

through cities and communities throughout the country. We contend that such a 

campaign wil not be acceptable to the public.  

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 then 

decides to adopt a plutonium disposition strategy such as Immobilization' and Reactor 

HMihl. WA. L-a Ab.a., NM; drny •Cls, CD. Pwar TX, S-k, SC; ýdNES. IdA 

ST• pe,e nnn,,nbil• snahnlogi ind,& ,l,S,ininn 0.. nan t4n.) m.. , 

balsndn Via in the A• p iOshane.1lh. u. - s htehh mi.d 100 m l 
ple.- .1 &foe hqAg4-ds -o in .- V~ . DOE', H-nnd nid 5-oinh Re- k-
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2/10.00.00 

3/09.08.08

M-268

100000 Comment Number 2

Historically, the risk from transporting highly radioactive materials is low.  
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 

the scope of this PEIS. The potential risks from the transportation of materials 

for each alternative are evaluated and presented in Section 4.4 and 

Appendix G.

090808 Comment Number 3

DOE SUa..p -d DiW -ioo PEtZ 3me 7.19% N?,.ka SAIM 0 300140 

Burn%, suphl plutonium-bearing materials will be continuously transported for many 

years between several DOE sites. While DOE's risk analyses for the routine 

tramsportation of radioactive wane and fissile materials always seem to demonstrate 

little or no impact in terms of accident fatalities and latent cancer deaths, these analyses 

routinely fail to address the perceived risk issues which inevitably will result from 

these transportation activities.  

RiA &mqgina, Large scale shipments of plutonium-bearing materials along the 

nation's highways and rail fines, especially through large urban areas, will cause 

significant adveme socioeconomic and cultural impacts even if no accidents occur.  

Typically thee impacts will manifest as negative stigmatizing socioeconomic effects.  

Research' has demonstrated that nuclear-related activities such as radioactive material 

transportation have the potential to result in significant socioeconomic impacts. These 

impacts originate in intense negative perceptions and avoidance behavion by the 

public. Public and media interest in 'things nucleas makes it almost certain that these 

negative perceptions will adversely affect a community's quality of life and 

subsequently its commercial, residential, and business investment opportiasis.  

It- b-a rdm so .6 .a e' -ph.luoOO i o, - .- o de oorls ýo'L To 6e- duk 

-pl. pb•-ie m - b. --. d i.- f-hoW for - . - - o U.S. r-s- - - --i 

d. CANDU .ine --od -d op-nd by die C-&- nV- -' U-n .PoV-& 

plio.O pe,.nly fi-a DOE's P'an= plan iw T, DOE -onE pr-as wroo pho-oo 

DOE ona ooaluod ia die WIS- T1W leak rat .o~ld ia on. ho bsmod o - gi mm~ 

sonihs fi. o . - di4 Ns Pnr Saadoo. or a y o for 

.aqieo4 DOE ,o 

Smf of oNevaKh Nwim wnt W h'je Offimvbc ý P wasueooobo NWPO-SE 021 5% 056-93; and 063

95.

The socioeconomic analysis estimates impacts to employment, income, 
housing, and community services. These impacts are estimated using 

standard methodology, and can be quantified and compared across sites.  

Addressing "risk perception" issues would be highly speculative and not 

quantifiable. Furthermore, it would not be possible to compare alternatives in 

a consistent manner.

I
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Comment Number 4

DOM Smorege, .ed D~eintion ITS J1e 7.1"6 Ne,.d&S M I 5tl4

There is also considerable uncertainty about the federal government's ability to 

safely manage radioactive materials, and because of this, the public has developed a 

very strong aversion to 'things nuclear.* Given this legacy, along with the 

inevitability of associated negative risk perceptions caused by the transportation of 

nuclear mtterials, we are disappointed that this Draft PEIS fails to address risk 

perceptions issues and their relationship to potential negative socioeconomic 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 resalts ih 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 on the 

nation's highways. And any accidents or incidents that occur during the shipping 

campaigns will only serve to exacerbate the situation.  

Cewflmh I1 pa: If plutonium storage and disposition are not consolidated 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.  

C ,iilitn wid defes spent ýoraw RiL miued wue. low.level sset, spvcield.a wae. ale

4/15.00.00 

5/10.00.00

M-268

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.

100000 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 
is 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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As DOE is aware, decisions concerning materials storage and disposition will 

play a key role in detrmining the potential cumulative environmental impacts and 

radiological human health risks at the federal sites selected for such activities. How 

DOE chooses to address the timing of these decisions in relationship to other 

depastmest-wide programmatic NEPA decisions that pose similar risks is not at all 

dear. If political interests supersede environmental and radiological human health 

concerns in this uncertain decision process, then again we contend that such decisions 

will likely no= be acceptable to the public.  

c: State officials also believe that a cost-benefit analysis should be 

developed to support a programmatic decision concerning which technology is 

eventually used for plutonium disposition. The National Environmental Policy Act 

requires federal agencies to balance the environmental costs of a proposed action 

agaiust the action's economic and technological benefits. According to the 

regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality concerning cost-benefit, 'an 

environmental impact statement should at least indicate those considerations, 

including factors not related to environmental quality [cost-benefit], which are likely 

to be relevant and important to a decision." Selecting a disposition option(s) for 

surplus plutonium is dearly a major programmatic decision that will have significant 

cost implications.  

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 

42 U.SC. S 4332(2) 

CEQ C'I Ps 150223

M-268

110008 Comment Number 6

Comment noted. The cumulative impacts of various potential actions at the 
DOE sites are 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.

080300 Comment Number 7

The Department of Energy is not required to prepare a cost-benefit analysis.  
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 is not needed on the storage and disposition of weapons

usable fissile materials, since there are a number of factors that distinguish the 

alternatives from each other.  

Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, was provided for public 

comment in Technical Summary Reports for both storage and disposition in 

the summer of 1996.
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(Mixed Oxide) fuel fabrication facility will generate the greatest economic impact 
when compared to the other disposition alternatives under consideration. Yet, 
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 Burnt Alternative could have 0 
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 disposition technologies and any unquantified environmental effects such 
as reactor decommnisioning, the generation and disposal of mixed, low-level, and solid 
wastes, etc. 7/08.03.00 

cont.  
Under the current Admninistration'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 ucllidal 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-benefit 
analysis for these other actions remains questionable, because of the high cost 
associated with the Reactor Bum Alternative, there is a clear and obvious need to 

S.. US. Dc.epat oaf E. p, 1"995. T-h-i.l a]i M = f•T. e , Tei. tm Wv A Ro. ina g 
DOE/DP-034, a U.S. DU"S -m of Eergy, 1"5, Aulaahr dSt•lpl, U-nag- Ahs-".,t ,.  
Fdtsn

3, IM56 Aibsq.eque Ops- Office
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provide a general analysis of costs and benefits of the nine disposition alternatives 

presented in this Draft PEIS.  

In a related matter, 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 

"Plutonium Fuel Cycle' - albeit limited to defense related purposes - presents an 

obvious conflict with U.S. policies that support the non-proliferation of special nuclear 

materials.` Alternatively, by not choosing the plutonium burn-up option, the U.S.  

could undermine certain international objectives aimed at reducing the stockpile of 

weapons-grade plutonium held by Russia and other nuclear countries. In any event, 

while these national and international policy considerations cannot be ignored, neither 

can the selection of a plutonium disposition option that will *bust the budget," given 

other DOE program priorities that must compete in a time of no-growth budget cycles 

for the foreseeable future.

S7/08.03.00 cont.  

8/01.02.00

IOCAL ISS t1ES - NE VADA TFSTSITh

On page S-20 of the PEIS, as well as in other sections of the document, it is 

stated that certain alternatives, such as consolidation of Highly-Enriched Uranium 

along with an estimated 38 tons of weapons-grade plutonium at the Nevada Test Site 

(NTS), would be 'inconsestent waitb the NP73 svtbdrawal.' As you know, in comments 

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

I*Ahhh eo ee-h..mcbed plmosnim huetn-op te-hneotospes wil hel brad pomagtnde plutseoenium torso 

thet oeeth tha pcet F tel saord. eth tohsolo$1o will no- etmimute all of she plutonium sotopes, 

ead e agssifsnot amount of plhtoeium will in m i lore, thae ill requirm ial dispmito.i

9/09.01.02

M-268

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 

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 

would not consume all the Pu. However, meeting the Spent Fuel Standard 

would make the residual Pu in the spent fuel as difficult to extract for weapons 

use as that in commercial spent fuel.

090102 Comment Number 9

A review of the four Public Land Orders was conducted in 1983 by the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in accordance with the Federal Land 

Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). The BLM District Manager 

concurred with the conclusion of the review that NTS lands were still being 

used for the purpose for which they were withdrawn.  

The Department of Energy is committed to ensuring that all future activities 

at NTS are conducted in compliance with FLPMA and Federal land 

withdrawal policies. DOE will consult with the Department of the Interior to 

ensure that the appropriate process is followed to enable DOE to fulfill this 

commitment.
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directly affect the Nevada Ten Site should be analyzed if the NTS were to be 
considered for any major projects such as long-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 

0 
Public Land Orders that authorized the land withdrawal for the site." Weamplased 
the DOR his 6-.I1.X. -,nowlr _,erld that stip.r;ned f2.;it;.y.X-t e.atn ,,, .

cnae.rM in tle P uhllr la. Or.lern r te rTs w ie, l.-I 

Because it appears that NTS will probably oat be selected as a preferred 
alternative for either long-term storage or fissile materials disposition, we have 
purposely forgone a detailed review of the environmental impacts presented in the 9/09.01.02 
draft PEIS. However, if the final PEIS includes any proposed 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 so 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 puripose, and that purpose 
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 bum-up of fissile materials.  

" P al Ie t . m O . k n S , 5145 , 5 4 5• . U...a3S • I afm oL .. s ad 1 5 0 •L •, 1 14 C e tas.., is m 

al lrdsadsk. DW.p Ofeg., N-&vsd. TM Sir 43104-4. (t. Fik is Io-du at t6. ILIA Sr 
offif. i.a., N-6.d.  
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If, in the unlikely event that DOE selects the NTS for one or more of these 

activities, then the Department must propose a path fam d 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 a process for 

seeking approval from the Nevada Legislature to use the site for purposes other than 

nuclear testing.  

ONCLUDINGMMARXYCDMMFS 

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.  

0 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 a 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 associated with the unnecessary transportation 

of fissile materials on public roads and highways throughout the country.  

O A prolonged shipping campaign of plutonium-bearing materials 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 a proposed 

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

10/08.03.00

11/01.00.00 

2110.00.00 
cont.  
4/15.00.00 
cont.  

M-268

080300 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.

010000 Comment Number 11

Comment noted.

0 0.  
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materials, then DOE must address risk perceptions issues and their relationship to 

potential negative scioeconomic impacts as part of the environmental impact analysis 4/15.00.00 
process (i.e., as per CEQ 1502.1 and 1502.16). cont.  

O Decisions concerning fissile materials storage and disposition will play a 

significant role in determining potential cumulative environmental 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 implemented for one or more of cont.  

the technologies being considered for materials dispositions (i.e., immobilization 

and/or reactor burn).  

0 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 

obligated, to present an informal, balanced assessment of costs and benefits for the 7/08.03.00 
competing plutonium disposition technologies. Moreover, because the Reactor Burn cont.  
Alternative will have significantly higher costs and potentially more profound 

environmental impacts than the other disposition technologies, a cost benefits analysis 

is dearly warranted and should be included in the Final PEIS.

M-268
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0 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 

propose a pazh.imxaud 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.  

Again, 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 Project Office at 702-697-3744.  

Sincerely, 

Julie Butler, Coordinator 
State Clearinghouse, DOA/SPOC 

JB\jbw 
cc: Governor Bob Miller 

Nevada Congressional Delegation 
Perry Comeauma Dept. of Administration 
Robert R. Loux, NWPO 
Harry Swainston, Deputy Attorney General 
Lew Dodgion, Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
Affected State Agencies 
Leo Penne, State of Nevada, Washington Office 
John Thomasian, NGA 
Terry Vaeth, Joseph Fiore, Don Elle, DOE/NV 
Carol M. Borgstrom DOEHQ\NEPA 
Ann Morgan, State Director, BLM 
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-Oiw-
DEPARTMENT OF 

ENERGY
June 7. 1996

U.S. Detment of Emr 
Office of F-ssil Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington. DC 20026-3786 

The Oregon Depament of Enery appnciales the opporlumty to cnmmim o0 the Storage 
md Dipoitim of Weapons-Usable File Maerals Draft Programmatic Enintomeausal 
Impact Stastem (DOE/EIS-O229-D). Our detailed conuonts on the draft a te d.  

Oregon opposes die use of Hanford for my spngr of d1i ph-niu digemition effrt. that 
will result in creating mom wate at Hanford, or will dela Hanford ,elup. We ireomrimnd 

that the Final EIS comrid. oily Deep Bothol.. CANDU r and vitification with cesium 
alone or vitrirsiatio with high-level waste using the "can in can' process. Support for this 
rcommenodation is included in the attuchment.  

One other substantive isam wn raised by a broad cross secton of Oreonuimas. That issue is 
that each of the potential sites be treated eluitably. Our citizens esxprssed stiong opinions 

that with Hanford. the Idaho National EngiOnring Lab. and nerve gas storage at the Umatilla 
AnMy Depot, the Pacific Northwest has already home mome than its shair of potential 
exposures to government owned hazards.  

Swart Oflort 

We believe neither the Fuels and Materials Examination Facility (FWM nor the Plutonium 

Finishing Plait (PFP) aw suitable facilities for the spur pProposed.

FMEF is pp d as one possible facility for expanded storage of 
plutonium and pmfasng of the plutonium for me in mixed oxide fuels.  
Themr e multiple problems with this approach. FMEF cannot hold the 

entire inventory of plutonium. FMEF is currenty an uncontaminated 
facility cose to RiddaA. Prior experience with fuels msmufacturing.  
and plutonium processing indicates contamination of surmunding areas 
will oCCte. Most of the Hanford site is contaminamtd It is unaccpable 
to consider contaminating more of the site

625 Mri 5t1- NE 
S.ht, 0, 97•J0 
(lus) 1754050 
FAX (5l1) 373.7N0 
roll-Free I AW-212-M5

1/08.03.01 

2/01.04.00

1/08.03.01 
cont.
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080301 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.

010400 Comment Number 2

Comment noted. Decisions will be based on the PEIS, among other things, 
which will include these comments from the Oregon DOE.

.0 0
cZi ý.t 

"0,: 
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010000 Comment Number 3

Plutonium Disposition PEIS Comments 
June 7. 1996 
Page 2

Comment noted.

040300 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.
The Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) is also proposed for this mission. The existing 
structures at PP am, not designed to existing seismic criteria. The surrounding ums ae 
extensively contamninaed, and may never be adequately cleaned up to peoect human health or 
the environment. Adding contamination to this already serious problem does not make sense.  
The unknown location of over one metric ton of plutonium which is unaccounted for at 
Hanford increaes o concrn that safety can be assured.  

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

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

1/08.03.01 
cont.

The ability to permanently dispose of plutonium.  
Speed of removal of the plutonium from potential reuse in weapons.  
Cost.  
Acceptability to other nations.  
Security and degree of radiation protection.

In an ideal world, we would prefer complete destruction of the plutonium. None of the 
potential options will destroy most of the plutonium.  

Deep Borehole emplacement could rapidly remove the plutonium from weapons usability.  
There ame technical uncertainties with deep borehole which limit out ability to analyze 
potential consequences. The EIS makes no proposal for siting such a disposal facility.  
Finding an acceptable site winl be difficult and time consuming.  

The Canadians have expressed intearst to at as an intermediary by using Canadian CANDU 
reactors to dispose both American and Russian plutoniumn. We believe this is a viable option 
which has merit. This option results in a net reduction in the amount of spent fuel created for 
disposal in the Canadian high level 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.  

We oppose completion of obsolete reactors. The control equipment design for these re0ators 
is obsolete and will necessitate major redesign and upgrades. They will be cosily to complete 
and will produce additional spent fuel requiring disposal. We oppose construction of new

3/01.00.00 

4/04.03.00 

5/06.05.08 

6/08.03.01 

M-269

060508 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.

080301 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.

I .  
2.  
3.  
4.  
5.

Z.  

Z
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Plutonium Disposition PEIS Comments 
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 deep 

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 to adequately 
judge the tradeoffs between alternatives.

7/08.03.01 

8/08.00.00

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 raises the risk of 9/08.03.01 
failure for both the waste and plutonium disposal missions.

Recent successful demonstration runs at Savannah River offer an immediate slution which 
uses a "can in can* approach to vitrifying the plutonium and embedding it in vitrified high 
level nuclear waste. Hanford.s cesium could readily be added to the Savannah River waste 
feed stock to increase the radiation barrier.  

The available lands at Hanford which could be selected for such a mission fall primarily in 

critical shrub-steppe habitat. These lands arc already compromised by the cleanup mission.  

Electrometallurgical treatment is unproven technology and should not be selected.  

Ualor Converm about the EIS 

Summary: 

* ODOE is concerned the EIS does not identify the proposed action, as required by the 

National Environmental Policy Act. Instead it identifies a range of potential ations This 
does not allow the public to adequately assess what USDOE proposes.  

# The Oregon Department of Energy, the Oregon Hanford Waste Board and the public were 

troubled to find no discussion of the costs for each option and cost comparisons between 
options in the EIS. These cost comparisons should he included in the final EIS.  

# The EIS fails to analyze the environmental impact% for Hanford. It does make repeated 

references to the "Hanford Site Development Plan"% and to the impacts being negligible.

10/08.03.01 

11/09.06.01 

112/08.03.01

13/08.03.00 

8/08.00.00 
cont.  

14/09.01.01

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 
input.

080000 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.

080301 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.

080301 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.

090601 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

080301 Comment Number 7

M-269
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June 7. 1996 
Page 4

Neither the plan, nor the conclusion that impacts are negligible have been accepted by the 

stakeholders or local communities.  

# The shnub-steppe habitat at Hanford is critical to many species on site. This habitat has 

been designated as critical for protection by the State of Washington. Many of the species 

that depend on this habitat ame listed or under consideration for listing as rare threatened or 

endangered by the State and Federal governments. This EIS must analyze in detail the 

potential impacts from proposed actions and the cumulative impacts from all other projects 

proposed or considered which may impact the same habitats.  

+ The EIS uses the urgency of securing the plutonium to drive the urgency for plutonium 

disposition. We believe these need not be so tightly linked. The security issues are 

paramount and must proceed immediately. The storage problems must likewise be solved in 

the very near term to allow us to comply with international disarmament treaties.  

Plutonium disposition is important to ensure the penranency of disarmament here and in 

Russia. However, some technical options may be feasible with more time for analysis, like 

disposal in zircon or other mineral waste forms.  

Public Involvementii 

Enclosed is a copy of "The Oregon Approach: A Grassroots Method to Achieve Meaningful 

Public Involvement", February 1996. This is our report on what we learned 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 Blazek at (503)378-5544 or Dirk Dunning at (503)378-3187, 

Sincerely, 

John Savage, Administrator 

Oregon Department of Energy

14/09.01.01 cont.  

11/09.06.01 
cont. 

15/01.00.00 

16/14.00.00

M-269

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.  

The PEIS will support a siting decision for long-term storage and a 

technology decision for the disposition of Pu. The only storage alternatives 

that would result in additional land disturbance at Hanford would be the 

Collocation and Consolidation Alternatives. Any adverse impacts to 

biological resources resulting from siting decisions would be mitigated and 

addressed in site-specific environmental documentation. Mitigation measures 

could include minimizing the area disturbed and developing and 

implementing a vegetation plan that would lead to the establishment of 

sagebrush habitat on disturbed land.

080301 Comment Number 12

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

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

technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public 

input.

080300 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.

090101 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 

Oregm Departmnt of Energy 
Detalled comments on the 

Stornge and Dispostilon of Weapons-Usable IFlisle Materials 
Draft Programmatic Environmental impact Statement

Summary 

1. Page S-2, second bullet. The EIS assumes and artser without support that the 
a.mseaion that the spent fuel standard is adequate to assure that the plutonium from 
weapons will be inaccessible to terrorists and other nations for the time it will have to 
be secure. The implicit ass•mption is that providing any greater degree of protection 
is futile, as large quantities of spent commercial nuclear fuel which contains larger 
quantities of plutonium will be accessible to many nations. The EIS asserts that this 
radiation barier is necessary. It does not assess whether this barrier is sufficient The 
EUS should be expanded to include this assessment.  

2. Page S-4, second paragraph. The EIS scope requires that it assess the cumulative 

environmental impacts in accordance with the requirements of the N oati= al 

Envisonmental Policy 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 
Depanimt is required by the National Environmental Policy Act to consult with and 
obtain the comments of other agencies which have regulatory authority or special 
expettise in the area in qtestion. NEPA requires this consultation to be early in the 
development of the EIS and throughout its formulation so as to reach good decisions.  
A copy of these comments is required to be transmitted along with the EIS and to be 
made available to the public. We request all other agency comments on this EIS.  

4. Page S-5. development of alternatives, second paragraph. USDOE's criteria for 
evaluation of the various options include cost-effectiveness. We request all cost data 
considered for the EIS to allow us to evaluate this information.  

S Page S-6. fourth paragraph. USDOE summarily eliminated the Rocky Flats site based 
on proximity to a major city and plutonium vulnerabilities. The Htanford site is 
upriver from a large population of Oregonians and Washingtonians which may be 
advmsely effected by actions at Hanford. USDOE should similarly eliminate Hanford 
from consideration. Either Hanford should also be summarily eliminated from 
consideration, or Rocky Flats should be included and a thorough analysis performed 
equal to other sites. Also, citize input to the Plutonium Vulnerability Assessment at 
Hanford was NOT includedi The site assesnent team met with a lintitod ntmbc of 
sakeholdes. They beard, but appeared to disregard, their concerns and conmments.  
The final report mats 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 
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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.

010000 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.

140000 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 not. Several stakeholders believe that the assessment at the Plutonium Finishing 

Plant understated the magnitude of the risks and likelihood of their occurrence. No 

resolution of this issue is apparent 

6 Page S-6, last paragraph. An additional alternative was raised by Los Alainos 

National Laba; immobilization in artificial zircon. Oregon specifically and formally 

requested this alternative be analyzed. We find no discussion in the EIS of this 

alternative. 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 plutonium in less than ten thousand 

years. USDOE should perform a detailed assessment of the zircon alternative.  

7 Page S-12. No Hanford site locations are acceptable for plutonium storage or 

processing. The Fuels Manufacturing and Examination Facility (FMEP) 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 

facilities at Hanford shows a high likelihood that such a facility would result in 

contamination of the land and groundwater. Neither facility is acceptable.  

A new facility in the 200 Areas would result in the destruction of shrub-steppe habitat.  

Any such destruction directly impacts the cleanup of the Hanford site. There is little 

shrub-steppe habitat left at Hanford. Many species at Hanford which rely on the 

shrib-steppe are under consideration for listing as rare, threatened or endangered.  

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 not be an option.  

8 Page S-14. first paragraph, last line states "All immobilized Pu would be encased in 

stainless steel canisters and would remain in on-site vault-type storage until a final 

HLW disposal site is operational." Hanford is familiar with temporary - turned long 

term storage, for liquid waste, buried wastes and cesium and strontium capsules.  

Hanford must not be used for additional "temporary" nuclear waste storage.  

9 Page S-14, Electrometallurgical Alternative. Development of this altemative 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 be done, done safely, done in a small 

facility and with fairly simple technology. This raises the prospect of reproce. sing 

fuel by small nations using this or similar technologies, combined with simple

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.

010400 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. It was judged that the Spent Fuel Standard is adequate 

since it would convert the weapons Pu to a form making it as difficult to 

retrieve and reuse in weapons as the Pu contained in the much larger existing 

volume of spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.  

The Department of Energy concluded that the shorter disposition time 

achievable with more mature technologies was more desirable than the 

greater Pu destruction that could only be achieved over a much longer time 

period through the use of Deep Burn Reactors and Accelerators. The NAS 

also adopted the Spent Fuel Standard as the most acceptable form for 

conversion of weapons Pu.

080200 Comment Number 18

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.

010400 Comment Number 19

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

0

M-269



STATE OF OREGON, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, SALEM, OR, 
JOHN SAVAGE 
PAGE 7 OF 17

080200 Comment Number 20

chemical dissolution and separation of the plutonium. Electrometallurgical treatment 
should not he pursued and, work already done should remain classified.  

10. Page S-15, Reactor Category. Security concerns over the transport of weapons-usable 
fissile materials provide a strong argument that this operation should be conducted at 
the plutonium storage facility.  

11. Page S-15, Existing Light Water Reactors. The second paragraph stae=s "A timely 
supply of MOX fuel would he needed for disposition of Lirplus Pu throgh use of 
existing LWRs. MOX fuel fabrication at an existing European facilities would be a 
viable option to meet the interim fuel needs of Existing LWR Altemative," No 
justification is provided for introduction of MOX fuel into U.S. LWRs earlier than 
would he available from a U.S. constructed MOX facility.  

12. 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 he replaced. The reactor systems may require extensive 
modification to meet MOX requirements. New reactors would generate additional 
spent nuclear fuel which would need to he disposed to 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 he discarded.  

13. Page S-16, Evolutionary Light Water Reactor Alternative. See comment 12.  

14. Page S-16, Environmental Impact analysis. The environmental impact analysis 
excludes analysis of the environmental impacts associated with Tribal Treaty Reserved 
rights. If the lands are contaminated or destroyed, the Tribe is severely and 
permanently impacted.  

15. Page S-22, last paragraph (typical of each major alternative). Adverse environmental 
impacts at Hanford will likely also include severe impacts on cleanup of wastes and 
their resultant long term impacts on the site environment and the Columbia river.  

16. Page S-29, second paragraph (typical of the discussion of each of the options). This 
paragraph states "However, the annual radiological dose to on-site worker would he 
within radiological limits, and the dose to the population living within 80 kmi (50 mi) 
of the site would he 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

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.

091101 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.

060608 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.

060108 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.

080301 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

M-269
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meet the As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) regulatory approach to 

exposure control.  

17. Page S-46. Di•position Alternative. second paragraph states -Idaho National 

Environmental Laboratory. NTS and Hanford wonld be the least vulnerable to 

cumulative impacts form the dispositio alternatives." We believe Hanford is the 

moet vulnerable to cumulative impacts. The only way USDOE could conclude 

otherwise would be to assume that the problem is so big and so complex at Hanford 

and NTS that anything added by doing disposition there would not significantly 

change the damage. We believe USDOE has a clear obligation to cleanup Hanford 

and to protect the natural environment.  

1t. Page S-48, fifth paragraph. For the upgrade alternative. Hanford would be heavily 

impacted. FPMEF is unacceptable for use due to its proximity to the city of Richland 

and the Columbia river. The PFP does not meet seismic standards and is decrepit. A 

new facility adjacent to PF1 would destroy shrib-steppe habitat. Any new facility at 

Hanford would lead to unacceptable additional contamination of lands.  

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

19. Page 3-22. section 3.2.1. first paragraph states "DOE intends to maintain active 

institutional control of the site in perpetuity." This is the subject of another EIS and is 

an open issue. Oregon opposes such control in perpetuity because it does 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 farindand. This is not the highest and best use of 

the land, but it is amble.  

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 a 

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 

M-269

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.

090701 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.

09 1101 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 all 

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.

C0 
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22. Page 3-31, fifth paragraph. Fisheries is another primary use of the Columbia river.  
This use 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 management" (sic) decisions. 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 fiver.  

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 use of t 1.5 safety 
factor for extremely hazardous facilities. The seismic risk throughout this region may 
be greatly understated. There is a band of low seismic 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 earthquake on a previously unknown 
blind thrust fault in the Seattle area demonstrates the risk of underestimation. No site 
in a seismic zone 2. 3 or 4 should be considered for any of the plutonium disposition 
activities.  

Volume II 

26. Page 4-24, third paragraph, land use. The Harford Site Developn tnt Plan 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 Tni-Party 
Agreement. Tribal Treaty reserved rights and federal law 

27. Page 4-47 and 4-48. Constructing a new Pu storage facility in or between the 200 
areas would have major impacts to shrab-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 to 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.
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090908 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 mremryr.  

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.

090008 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.

010000 Comment Number 29

Comment noted.

090101 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.

00
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28. Page 4-461 and remainder of this section. The fifth paragraph states "According to 

the Hanford Site Development Plan, 200 Area's land use identified as waste 

operations, which includes radioactive material management, processing, and storage 

(HF DOE 1993c:13.1
4

). Therefore, direct impacts to land use would be negligible." 

This land is shrub-steppe habitat which is precious and rare. To state that a plan not 

approved by the stakeholders or regulators selected the land for waste management, 

and therefore there is no impact is inappropriate. The remaining shrub-steppe habitat 

must be protected.  

29. Page 4-525. page 4-569 and page 4-630 reiterate the same eriors 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. Section 4.4.1. page 4-771. The draft PEIS states that "the health impacts from the 

transport of materials were estimated using a homogeneous 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 potential impact 

of the transportation of plutonium by comparing it to the number of hazardous 

material shipments now on the road. The draft PEIS estimates a maximum of 603 

shipments per year of radioactive material would he generated for any alternative in 

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

33 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 year 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. Section 4.4.33, page 4-781, The draft PEIS again refers to the classified appendix. It 

mentions that the potential radiological and non-radiological health effects from 

transporting Cs-137 from Hanford to each of the ummobilization 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 

42/10.00.00 

43/10.03.00 
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090101 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.

110001 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.

090401 Comment Number 33

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

090401 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 areas potentially 

affected by any type of flooding of the Columbia River. The largest 

magnitude floods are introduced as a potential "worst-case" scenario.

090401 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.

C0
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090401

contained in this clas.ified 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. Cesiurn-137 capsules have been transported in 
considerable numbers in recent years. The most recent shipments were preceded by an 
Environtestal Assessment. That information was not classified.  

36, General - The Draft PEIS makes no mention of working with route states or Nativc 
American tribes to coordinate any of the transportation activities. DOE must work 
with the states and Native American tribes along the routes to ensure that local 
respondenr arc aware of the shipments and the potential risks they present. It is 
critical that responders be appropriately trained and equipped to conduct an effective 
respontse to an accident involving any of these shipments. The ability of these 
response agencies to effectively respond to a transport accident directly impacts the 
potential consequences of an accident and therefore must be considered in the PEIS.  

37, Page E- 15 fifth paragraph. The SST wastes are scheduled under the Tri-Pauly 
Agreement to be retrieved and vitrified in the same manner as the DST wastes. As 
written, the paragraph might lead a reader 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 EIS 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 
retrievable storage on-site.  

39. Page M-7. The cancer risk assumed for radiation exposure relies on BIER V 
recommendations which is in turn 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 baed on a belief that cellular repair 
mechanisms are more effective at low doses, and that the linear slope factor 
extrapolated from the existing databanes over estimates the actual risk. This has not 
been demonstrated in controlled studies. Lacking betner information, the risk slope 
factors should be returned 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
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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.

090501 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.

0

Comment Number 36

ri 

r.C 

0-



STATE OF OREGON, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, SALEM, OR, 

JOHN SAVAGE 

PAGE 12 OF 17 

40 Page M-22, figure M.2.4-1 shows a source in the 600 Areas on the slopes of

Rattlesnake Mountain. Table M.2.4.1-1 on page M- -• es•••- ..  
currently in existence at this location and is composed of plutonium 239,240 and 

strontium 90. Senior Hanford site personnel deny any knowledge of such A source on 

Rattlesnake Mountain. We have no knowledge of a source on Rattlesnake Mountain.  

What is this source?

41. Page M-234, Table M.5.2.1.2-1. The table is clearly in errCr. It indicates that the 

dose to a worker at 1,000 meter for a nuclear criticality would be 0.010 tem. This 

apparently assumes direct radiation exposure only and that a criticality would not lead 

to a release of radioactive materials from containment. Also, a criticality accident 

would lead to much greater consequences to nearby workers. The accident frequencies 

reported in table M.5.2.2.1.2 deviate greatly from USDOE experience. The fires at 

Rocky Flats and Los Alamos should be a clear indication that these art frequent and 

credible events, not incredible events. Similarly, their have been a large number of 

uncontrolled and unplanned criticalities at USDOE facilities. The consequences are 

understated and the potential range of complications and human factors ame ignored.  

The accident risk assessments should be reevaluated.

49/09.09.01 

50/09.09.01
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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 

surplus Pu disposition includes the impacts of earthquakes in the area as well 

as the impacts of other resources such as threatened and endangered species, 

Native American resources, and health effects on workers and the public. All 

of these impacts, including the seismic zone, will be considered in the 

decisionmaking process.

090101 Comment Number 38

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 

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.

100000 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.

100000 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.
E0
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100300 Comment Number 41

Attachment B 

Oregon Department of Energy 
Disclsson of publie €omn•ents we received on the 

Storage and Disposition of Weapom.Usable Ftlale Materials 
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

We met with over eight hundred Oregonians in person in twelve cities. We 
reached many more by video conference. cable television and mailings. During 
ow public involvement effort with Oregonians. we gained new insights into 
plutonium disposition problems.  

Oregonians were uniformly thoughtful in their discussions with in. They often 
expressed concerns early in the meetings about knowing or learning enough in 
a short time to make informed comment on USDOE's plans for fissile 
materials disposition. Within a short time, the participants in our focus groups 
and public meetings were comfortably involved in the technical aspects of 
plutonium disposition. By the end of the meetings, the public expressed 
gratiwde for having access to such an important decision process The illusion 
they could not make informed continent was shattered.  

Conclusions 

This public process was extremely valuable. It gave us insights into the 
conflicting tradeoffs involved and the public view of these tradeofft.  
Oregonians were considerate and passionate in their discussions about the 
issues. Many of the public comments were in depth technical comments. We 
found it valuable and important 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 process no only changed our conclusions, it changed the way we 
think about the problems.  

Oregonians came away from the meetings with a deeper understanding of the 
tr•d•offs 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 continue the 
discussioLs.  

Oregonians views: 

1. Broad opposition for storage, processing or disposal as Hanford.  
2. Broad opposition to any reactor option.  
3. Limited support for vitrification.

1/08.03.01 
cont.  
24/08.03.01 
cont.  
7/08.03.01 
cont.  
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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.

100000 Comment Number 42

Logistical planning is an important facet regarding all potential transportation 
options pursuant to the alternatives in this PETS. 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 PETS. 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.

080300 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.

0a 

630L



STATE OF OREGON, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, SALEM, OR, 

JOHN SAVAGE 
PAGE 14 OF 17 

4. Ejarly opposition to borehole disposal, with limited support in the last 51/08.03.01 
focus group.  

These are some of the concerns we heard from Oregonians.

,%,-g from bhe publie commtents: 

A few people spoke and argued in favor of the reactor options. A greater 

number argued against any rermtor option based on the operational history of 

reactors worldwide. Many commented that contitued operation of civilian 

nuclear reactoes would add to an already huge problem and make it wor•e 

Many nmde little distinction between civilian and military uses of nuclear 

power.  

Many people raised coneýrn about the potential for development of a 

plutonium economy if any reactor option were selected. Most Oregomans 

viewed this as a security risk for the development of nuclear weapons by other 

nations.

24/08.03.01 
cont.  

52/13.00.00

Deen Borehole 

Deep Borehole was opposed by most orego,,, but did receive some limited 51/08.03.01 

support in the discussion phase of the final focus group meeting in Portland. cont.

vitrification was generally looked upon positively, but many were concerned 
about how well it might work. Many people expressed concerns thad mixing 

plutonium with high-level waste was over complicating the process and that it 

could lead to failure of the glass.

7/08.03.01 
cont.
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100100
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
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.

09 1101
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.

090908
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

i-s 
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Comment Number 46

Comment Number 47
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Comment Number 48
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The EIS examines the new term issues involved in plutonium disposition. but it 
does not addres longer term issues. In particular, the EIS accepts the proposal 
by the National Academy of Sciences for reliance on the "spent fuel standard" 
as the acceptable benchmark for performance. The spent fuel standard is 
specified as placing the plutonium Into a final form that Is at least as 
radioactive as spent nuclear fuel. This is intended to provide a barier to keep 
terrorists and even some nations from recovering the plutonium for use in 
weapons. USDOE estimates that within sixty years of leaving a reactor, spent 

clear fuel no longer meets this standard.  

Our citizens questioned the adequacy of the protection provided by the "spent 
fuel standard" proposed by the National Academy of Sciences. Many felt the 
plutonim should be more highly protected than this, and that in a separate 
anaysis, spent fuel should also be morm highly protected. They were equally 
concerned that civilian plutonium might be converted to weapons use In other 
natiom. This drove a largely sapported position that nuclear power was 
dangeros because of its futur rinks to global security.  

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

People in general expressed concerns over the accumulative harm they and 
their children and grand-children may suffer as a 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 other USDOE sites and the need for all 
sites and people near them to be treated fairly.  

A few commenters lamented the exclusion of the space disposal option. Many 
extolled the folly of the space disposal option.  

Many people discussed the problems inheren in handling plutonium metal and 
the potential for fires.  

Many people spoke or expressed concerns about Native American impacts.

17/01.04.00 
cont.

I 53/01.05.00
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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 PETS.

090901 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.

090901 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 PETS. As stated on page 4-65 of the 
Draft PETS, "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 PETS).
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Mont Oregonians expressed commera that Russia may be unable ability to secure 
its plutonium. Orgoniam believe we should do everything possible to acquire 

Russian plutonium. Many people expressed concerns about tristing the 

Russians to carry through with weapons dismantlement an disposal of the 

plutonium

A majority of people wanted detailed information about the costs of the various 

options. Discussions showed that the cheapest option was not the top priority.  

buted, Oregnans expressed a desire that the options considered be 

reasonably weighed between costs and benefits, and that the costs and benefits 

include non-financial costs and benefits, such as quality of the environment.  

Uniformly, Oregonians rejected the use of Hanford for any aspect of plutonium 

disposition, that would delay cleanup, or add waste to the site. The tally of our 

opinion gathering showed only vitrification to have any Significant support, but 

not at Hanford. Many viewed vitrification with cesium as much more desirable 

than vitrification with high level waste.  

Many people expressed gratitude for having access to this decision process. A 

few were moved to team that a government agency would actually discuss sch 

an issue with them in such a forthright manner.  

Many people expressed coem.sr that we do not know enough collectively as a 
society to make this decision. They went tn to clearly separate the security 

issues from the disposition issues. They recognized that we have a potential 

window of opportunity in which to remove large numbers of weapons 

permanently from the worlds arsenals. But. they also recognized that none of 

the proposed solutions can be fully implemented in less than a decade. They 

stated that as a consequence, this window is not so large or permanent as we 

imagine, and that though we should proceed, we should also continue to 

examine other potential solutions looking for bette answers.  

Several stated strongly that the scientist should make the decisions. A roughly 

equal number stated equally strongly that the scientists should M be allowed 

to make the decisions. Moat agreed that politicians should not make the 
decision.

54/01.03.00 

8/08.00.00 
cont.  

1/08.03.01 
cont.  
7/08.03.01 
cont.  

55/08.02.00

M-269

080301 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.

130000 Comment Number 52

While the Pu is in the MOX fuel form, it is owned by the U.S. Government 
and would be subject to high standards of safeguards and security. Consistent 
with the President's Nonproliferation Policy, the surplus Pu would be 

inspectable by IAEA, as appropriate.

010500 

Comment noted.

010300

Comment Number 53

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 noted.

Comment Number 55
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080300 

Comment noted.

Comment Number 1

Plutonium Disposition 
Portland Focus Group Comments - April 10, 1996 

Concern that the decisions will be politicized. While the EIS proces allowo for public input 
there's concern ,Fesed that other federal agencies snch as depauments of Defense and State 
and Cngss may influence the decisions made outside of the public forum.  

Concern about the cost involved -- consolidating the plutniumi to one location vs. leaving the 
material at multiple sites.  

Concem that the traisportation of plutonium 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 disposition activities.  

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

Concern about the sfety meamsurs and security of the materiial if the plutonium is consolidated 
to one site.  

Question whether these was a formula to determine what percentage of material at each site was 
declared surplus, or whether it was assessed separately at each site.  

Statement that declaring only 38 percent of the United State's plutonium inventory surplus is not 

enough.  

Concern that the draft En"virmunmtal Impact StatcmetM.fais to address in detail tranoportation 
i3su like risk analysis, potential routes, and emergency preparedness and response plans in the 
event 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.  

Statement that issues of this magnitude, USDOE needs to conduct more than just one meeting in 
each re•ion.  

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.

1/08.03.00 

2/07.02.00 

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 

10/08.02.00 

11/08.03.01 

M-219

070200 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.

070000 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.

090008 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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010000

Concern that fabricating MOX fuel would still be more costly than uranium fuel.  

Concern that Canadian reactor (CANDU) wouldn't burn MOX fuel any more effectively than 

U.S. reactor 

Concern that ifa MOX fabrication facility is used. thc facility could become privatized and 
create a ommercial market for plutoniwn fuel.  

Concern about the capacity of Yucca Mountain to store spent fuel generated from the reactor 
option.  

Statcment that since we already have problems with disposing of curent high-level waste, we 

should oppose any option that would generate more high-level waft.  

Concern that MOX fuel fabrication would create new waste streams•.  

Concern that using existing reactors would extend the operating life beyond the time these 

mactor could run safely.  

Statement that the rector alternative is totally unaccptable, because how the U.S. deals with 

surplus plutonium sets a standard for the rest of the world. The U.S. needs to declare this 

plutonium waste and not find a use for it.  

Concern that the U.S. has the same problem as the Russians in that we continue to call the 

plutonium an asset. not waste.  

Questions about the status of Canada's, Germany's. France's, and Sweden's repository programs.  

Concern about the possibility of a nuclear reaction or cattrophe with the borehole option.  

Concern about bormhols disposal in a region with volcanic activity.  

Statement that the borehole option is a proven technology and the plutonium would be disposed 

of persmaseetly.  

Statement about the difficulty of predicting impacts far Into the future.  

Statement that public information efforts have not been adequate.  

Concem that ther is no financial table that compares all the costs of the different optuins 

included in this EIS. Concern that this draft cost report will not include long term coists into the 

next seveml hundreds of years.  

Concern that USDOE's many EIS's are not all integrated.

112/08.03.01 

13/08.03.01 

14/01.00.00 

15/12.00.00 

11/08.03.01 
cont.  
16/06.01.09 

17/06.00.09 

18/01.00.00 

19/11.00.08 

120/09.09.08 

121/09.05.08 

22/08.03.01 

1 23/01.00.00 

1 24/08.02.00 

25/07.02.00 

26/01.00.00

The declaration of surplus weapons-usable fissile materials is made by the 
President in response to recommendations from the Nuclear Weapons 

Council, composed of representatives from DOE, DoD, and the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff.

100000 Comment Number 7

The human health risks of radioactive material transportations associated 
with the Proposed Pu storage and disposition alternatives are evaluated and 

presented in Section 4.4 of this PEIS. The categories of calculated risk include 

nonradiological accident impacts to the public and workers, nonradiological 

normal operation impacts to the public (air pollution), radiological accidents 

to the public, and radiological normal operation impacts to the public and 
workers. Specific risks analyses and potential routes for each of these 

alternatives are contained in the Classified Appendix. A description of the 

emergency response for each of the sites is included in Chapter 3 of the PEIS.

100000 Comment Number 8

Transportation of materials will be performed as required by all Federal, 
State, and local regulations. Packaging will meet all applicable DOT and 
NRC requirements.

050008 Comment Number 9

The immobilization technology was considered viable to the point that it was 
considered an alternative. DOE is currently in the process of demonstrating a 

number of these immobilization technologies at various sites.

080200 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

Comment Number 6

M-219
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forwarded to DOE. DOE created and advertised a number of methods for 
submitting comments for members of the public who could not attend a •..  

Concernthat USDOEdoes not currenly hayethe tochnoical capabilityofdoing MOX fuel 27/06.01.08 public meeting. These methods included fax, oral comments using a toll-free • 
Concern that certain sites are implied by the sclection ofcertain optionsand that these am0.ot telephone number, mail, and the Internet.  
clearly explaind in h ElS. 2/01.04.00I 

Concern that options like reactor or immobilization would implicate Hanford where as other 1 
options like deep borehole may ot. 29/01.02.00 080301 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.  

0803 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.  

0803 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.  

01 0000 Comment Number 14 

M-219 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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120000 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.  

0601 09 Comment Number 16 

The environmental impact of the MOX fuel waste streams is presented in 

Chapter 4 and Appendix H of this PEIS.  

060009 Comment Number 17 

In relation to the existing reactors, all reactors are, and will continue to be, in 

compliance with all applicable NRC regulations. It is 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.  

01 0000 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.  

110008 Comment Number 19 

Comment noted.
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090908 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 r a 
fatalities for the regional population up to 80 km (50 mi). The anticipated c 
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 
BoreholeAlternatives. Decision on disposition of weapons-usable fissile 
materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic 
studies, national policy considerations, and public input.  

01 0000 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.  

080200 Comment Number 24 

Comment noted.  

070200 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.  

010000 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.  

0601 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.  

010400 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 r 
site.  

010200 Comment Number 29 

Comment noted.  
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n , Carolina 
DWnem of Parks, Reaflon & Toinsm 
Engineering and Planning Office May 6,1996 

Mr. J. Daod Nulon 
Director NEPA Coempiance & Outreach 
Ofifie of Finite Matertia Diposltio 
United States Department of Energy 
1000 Indeapendence Avenue. SW 
Washiegtort. DC 20585 

Re DOEIEIS-0229-0 
Stora•e and Disposition of Weiponr-Usable Fissile Malteneal 

Draft Progiammabc Enworonmntal Impact Statement 

Dear Me. Null

We have bnrefiy rviewpd the above referenced subject and offer the followng 

comments for considervitio 

i The Final Progrmmmaric Ennoonmental impact Staetement should include a 

cootftn aInilyf s of the vartous alterrntines. AN revenire. proesmag expenses.  

resear development cost. end d@eegrd conalretruon costs front activities should be 

erkpired for each alternative in terms of pemnrd value 

2 The preferred adtetantive should weigh the coats of the eftematloes with the 

assocated rilss of latent canmor fiaaies and enAor mertait npacts 

3. The de&gW Mte of repostetres (permrnmn storage) shorld be consistent with the 

radioadine emnrssrrt hife of the waste placed in the repository 

4 Rad*o-ctme and hluacrdnou waste thait ill not be ucod in The foreseeble future 

should be placed in reposifores for perrranerit disfpositon 

The South CarOftna Departoen of Parks. Recreation and Tounsm appreciates the 

cyond 'n rnrnrr'en' j -o v ,I ynr c ity o other rrronn thrat ccolO Pnenby fc 

tourism and existing "ndfor planred recretional faciehet Pleasn call me at 734-0402 

should you have any question about then. commetrts 

Jenres E Neronran, II1 

State Parks Engineer 

cc Bath McClure David SU•ns Amy Duffy 

Marion Edmonds Charles Harnson Bob Liming 

Rodney Grizzle Office of the Governor-Grant Seerices) 

1205 Prrdickil SoUt• (nW-1114,1 th (roln, '92Ir.fi tMyA WO1) 714 -022 I rX 10111 71A ILtr

1/08.00.00 

2/08.03.00 

3/12.00.00

M-237

080000 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.

080300 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.

120000 Comment Number 3

Comment noted.
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Office of the Goveo norGrant Services 
South Carolina Project Notification and Review 
12o5 Pw, lettn Strest 
Room 477 State AMI. Idi•mfiw 
Colunmba SC 29201 E89O0.0 

Sumspet Date 
is4=/14M9 

James Hugh Ryan 
S. C. Foreatry Commimion MR 22 199 

SGrant 
Services Unit, Office of the Governor is authorized to operate the South 

ulina Project Notification and Review System (SCPNRS). Through the system 
a 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 
ma the relationship of proposals to their plans and programs.  

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

=nca goals and objectives. Document the results of your review in the apace 
ovide. Return your responm to us by the suspense date indicated above. Your 
mmente 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 dated.  

you have any questions, call me at (803) 734-0495. -D 
0- Pr• e is consistent with our goals and objectives. t'96 

GR•• ti •I ,•ES 

[J Requebt a conference to discuss comments.  

Plasm dim t sending projects with this C(IDAV to 
o, for renew 

El GiDn as follows: 

Sipatm.Dat..  

M-243



SSTATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
00 COLUMBIA, SC, RODNEY P. GRIZZLE 

PAGE 3 OF 5 

Office of the Governor Grant Services 
South Carolina Project Notification and Review 

Room 477 &attApliciiotte Identifier; 

Columbia, sc 2• I EIS-960309-009 

*SunspewDaDte 1 

Charles K.e'•em 
&C. Jobe-Economic Development Authority 

Ie Grant Servicee Unit, Olfie of the Governor is authorized to operate the South 
Prohns project Notification and Review System (SCPNRS). Through the system 

a appropriate state A local oficials are given the opportunity to review, 

zement. and be involved in efforts to obtain and use feeral assistance. and to 3 

man the relationship ofpropoa to their planeasnd programs.  

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

p.q•' as •dand objectiv Document the results of your review the space 
',mood Retn your onse to us by the suspense date indicated above. Your 

mmente will be re•vwd and utilized in making the official state recommendation 
ncerning the project. The recommendation will be forwarded to the cognizant 
deral agency.  

iould you have no comment, please return the form signerHi;....  

you have any questions, call me at (803) 734-0495. 4 

project is consistent with our goals and obj.MW f SERVICES 

R) Request a conference to discus cmments.  

pleadismontnue sending projects with this CFDA# to 
Sour oce for review.  

[J Commnt on proposed Application in as follows: 

Executi" Vi•. pr..ident and 

T Chie Oteratin0 ofricer Phone:

M-243
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Office of the Governor " Grant Services 

South Carolina Project Notification and Review 

12M Pendleton stmt et-ts AV W Ideotifier 
Rosin 477 E fV96&0309-009W 
Columbia, 9C 221M 

Bruce. RICt=5U 

South Carolina Archaeologist 

SSrvi it, f of the overnor is gaMuorzed to operate the South 

roina tse.t Notifieats * and ,eview System BeCUit', 
. Through the system 

- appropriate state end officials me " ive th o • portunity to review.  

m t end be involved in efforts to obtain and use L-deal ea•istance. and to 

saes the relationship of pro is to their plans and programs.  

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

"w -' g d Document the resulte of u in the apace 

ovided. Return your response to s by the susense Zate indichate above- Your 

mments will be reviewed and utilized in making the official sto recommendation 

ncerning the project- The recommendation will be forwarded to the cognizant 

deral agencY. 
A n 

iould you have no commeint, please return the form sge kidkd 

you have any qusetion, call me at (803) 734-0495

0 Project is consistent with our goals and bjpri'" 

I Requests. conference to discus comments.  

piI.Sdio, • tinus senin projects with this CFDAM to 
'-]our office for review.  

[ Cmment on proposed Application is as follows: 

e fats: 0, 1--T'- %I 70 

M-243 
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080000 Comment Number 1 

Comment noted.  

Office of the Governor* Grant Services 
South Carolina Project Notification and Review 

Rooem 437 Dav1d A 

South Carolina Employment Security Commission 

29 Grant Services Unit, Office of the Governor im authorized to operamte the South 
trolina Prcet Notifiatlon and Review Syste (SCPNRSJ) Through the system 
m appropriate stata local officials given the = ty to review, 
znmsrt, and be involved in fforts to obtain and ulsa erdea] assistance, and to 
am the relationship of proposals to their plans and programs.  

sase review the attached information, mindful of the impact it may have on your 
=a goals and objective& Document the results of W review in the space 

ied.& Retrn ymoh response to us by the suspense i tindicated above. Your 
mmenb will he reviewed and utilized in making the official state recommendation 
ncernlng the project. The recommendation will be forwarded to the cogni•ant 
deral agency.  

would you have no comment, please return the form si n= rM., 

you have any questions, call me at (M03) 734-0495. . Sim 

"Prso consistent with our gals andoq , ,1 1/08.00.00 

fl Request a conference to discuss comments.  

[] msediawntinusm nding precta wthths. CDA to 

f cmntoon prpoeed Applicatio asm oo

M-243
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STATE W TWIarUEE 

DE1PARTuEmf OF EI4010WOW CONSERYATION 

MayS, 1166 

US Dqpfmftrodof Eergy 
Ofie of isle MatasmalteeDs oi~mon 
P0 Boxn 23706 

S WuaIlngtofl. D.C. 20026-4716

To Whom N MaY COVne: 

As "e Goilen Lead Contsd fo N&inv E-ft-*nm P"c Ad (NEPA) 5" vew'. I 

um reaporcin an bel of 00 Ste Oa Temnessee to tie DeR P ir En..*O t 

impact stemwiauft (D)PEIS) for Sbwae "n LDspoMan Of W-P l-841588W ld Mdmfe", 

NO. oO__6 ,,n9-0 FOOMY 10 Emlosed -m - ef t i h e Th DOE Overst 

vlrl~ Vlo now $tv @ stte pocy conc@* e 00 ive addeed W te I abo 

ee PEIS.  

Long stanrq poy ftW Siltie% 811. Tervusse does 1ot sW~Palt erg. scale was 
%ag SUch s dawls liued In ti CT0owWdo of Pf" endTow-- &fu end 

HEVWI &"leneve AfttedOd ie.sf 8 WW M Governo D0- Sund*0" artlaii tiepoliY"a 

R relates to aih ce=,m addessed ki De PEIS for Wast Mnagemet Gven t 

ooncvtyof tie s for Storage an Dlapo~ tln.'. md tie Drft P98S for Waste 

,~gmn, we xpo tie andoe owwiifit to be addressed in boti dmner"_lS 

Adilii cOnlmnIMtawno g oew altsem addressed h tie *PMS for Stage and 

dlWPcahloiN .. .- m eed. If you hav S* 0 pleAe "ontct NEPA Itaff 

cardnator at 1 5) 5324545. Your conaderation of oi' interes i, grieatly apaae.

1/01.01.00

Satowely.  

� Wison 
Cofnstieabw

Endwoeiree 

C: Ken Bun"~. Adn*11583t0 (for WK(S) 
Ead Lamig. DOE- vesgt 
Dodd G*ae (NEPA oodtnWOt fl) 
Jim Hd. Marne. DOE ORR
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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 

these alternatives are not wastes. DOE considered the alternative, because, 

under NEPA, all the alternatives must be analyzed. DOE will base its storage 

decision on public comments, environmental analyses, cost analyses, 

nonproliferation analyses, and policy considerations.

I0
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080301 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 Q 
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input. t 

DWffW T lO orluou(MIAWO NM M 

PW WM aV wAtULff 110MMO 

Aprl 25.1n996 , 

_- -

Mr. Justin Wilson. Commissioner 
Tesrasee Dum t of Eavimamnt snd Conservation 

,An Tmnessee Envirottrcala Policy Office 
14th Floor LAC Tower 
401 Chumh Stred 
Nashville, Tcnn.s. 37243 - 1553 

Dc Commissioner Wilson 

Docalmt NEPA Review - Draft P. rap.matk ,itVIameal Impact Statemeet: 

Storage aad Dlspostioa Of Weapoo*-UabkL Fiauile Materials, DOEEIS-0221-D, February 

19% 

"Thc Tcmicasee Department of Environment and Conscrvation. DOE Ovenight Division has 

reviewed the above document for your concurmncc and transmittal to the following DOE office: 

U.S. Dcpartment of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materala Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington. D.C. 20026-3786 

The Division's review was conducted in a-ceosd-ae with the requirements of the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and associative implenmiing rCgulations 40 CFR 1500- 150O 

and 10CFR 1021.  

The State has agreed to& maximum interim storage of S00 metric tons of HEU and 6 mctric tons 

of low enriched uranium (LEU), as listed in the FONSI for -Proposed Interim Storage of 

Enriched Uranium Above the Maximum Historicld Level at thc Y-12 Plant." Accordingly, the 2/08.03.01 
Division supports the storage alternative of "Jpgradc at Multiple Sites.- continuing to store 

highly enriched uranium (HEU) at the Y-12 facility.

M-177
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Justin Wilson, Co isssiocnr 

April 25, 1996 
Page Two

The data provided in Attachment A. page SI 17 "Summary CoMWp3ison of Environmcntal 

Impacts for the No Action and Long-TCems Storage Altematives" for Collocation of Pu 

[plutonium] with HEU Storage Facilities Upgrade and/or New Facility", indicates that thc Oak 

Ridge Resarvation would have the highest "population cancer fatalities'" among the six sites 

considered for this alternative. The sitting of large scale Pu storage facilities along with HEU 

storage at the Oak Ridge Reservation would result in a seater expoaure risk to the off-site 

populations, For these and other reasons mentioned in the attached comments. the Division does 

not support the -Consolidation of Pu" at the Oak Ridge Reservation., which would create a 

collocation condition with HEU. In addition, the Division does ont support the "Collocation of Pu 

and HEU" alternative a the Oak Ridge Reservation.  

The Division supports tie Mixed Oxide Fuel (MOX fcIn) disposition alternative. It cmkes no 

economic sense to vitrify or place the material mixed with highly radioactive wage into de.p bore 

holes, rendering the material irretrievable or useless. The Eusopean community uaes MOX fuel in 

their commercial reactors and there ae commercial nuclear utilities hcer in the United States 

intercsted in obtaining the plutonium for this purpose.  

The Division it concerned with the overburden of nunerous NEPA documents released for 

review at one time on local stakeholders. Within the window for review and comment on this 

document, the Division also has reviewed five other NEPA documents.  

Also, we request the attached comments on the above document be given full consideration in the 

preparation of the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Storage and 

Disposition of Wapons-Usable FHanle Materials.  

If you have any questions, please contact Dale Rector at (423) 491-0995 or Steve Nisley at (423) 

4g1-0163.  

Sinoercly 

Earl Leming. Directo 

Attachment 

e1219.99

3/08.03.01 

4/08.03.01 

5/08.01.00

M-177

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.

080301 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.

C-, 

Lv 

Lv



STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT 

AND CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN, JUSTIN WILSON 

PAGE 4 OF 8

Comment Number 6

Tennessee Department or Environment and Couservatou/DOE Oversight Division 

Comments on Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, DOF/EIS-0229-D, 
February 1"6, Storage and Disposition ofWeapons-Usable Fihadle Materials 

GENERAl. COMMENTS 

During the public meeting, a DOE representative made a statement that new consruon for 
some of the facilities needed would be done on "gresxfields." Existing facilities on "bmwnfelds" 
must be considered before DOE contaminates any new sites. DOE has dcmonstrited the cleanup 
process ranges from slow to nonexistent in dealing with legacy wagte siteL Absolutely no 
greenficld should be constiered for any project until brownfitelds ate fully utilized.  

During the same public meeting. stakeholders were concerned with the amount of information 
presented for both the Weapons Usable Fissile Material and the Stockpile Stewardship 
Management projects. The DOE representative stated that each alternative site has no more than 
a hundred or so pages to review and the stakeholders should only be concerned with their specific 
site. If stakeholders am to gain a clear view to make rational decisions, the entire document 
should be reviewed. These two projects are directly linked to sevemal other projects and the 
review time limit is not adequate for either.  

Throughout the Weapons-U3ablc Fissile Materials document, several references have been made 
to the Draft Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS), issued in 
September 1995. The Waste Management PEIS document is controversial because of the 
inaccuracies and it is doubtful the final document will he completed as expected later in 1996.  
References in the Weapons-Usablc Fissilc Material PEIS weigh heavily on information based on 
the draft Wage Management PEIS. Until the problems with the Waste Management PEIS arm 
resolved, applicable information cannot be accepted as presented in the Fissile Material PEIS.  

Several references have also been made to the surplus and nonsisrplus Highly Enriched Uranium 
(HEIJ) materials located at ORR. It should be clearly stated in the finad PEIS that them is a 

maximum limit of500 metric tow of HEU and six metric tons of Low Enriched Uranium (LEU) 
for interim storage as described in the FONSI for the proposed 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 Fissilc Materials unless 
thosc buildings, such as Building 9995, arc a first time consideration.

6/01.04.00 

7/08.01.00 

8/11.01.08 

9/11.01.05 

10/11.00.08

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.

080100 Comment Number 7

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

110108 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.

1l 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.

110008 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.

010400

e

C- Z:

M-177

11111111



STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT 

AND CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN, JUSTIN WILSON 

PAGE 5 OF 8

"This doumewnt appars to be leaning towaris bordeole technology for storage/disponal as the 

pisfreed alternative. The borehole tcchology isnot proven and will cost billions of dollars to 

property site and place the eanisters of plrutniumn. Also, as with the Wagte Isolation Pilot Plant 

(WIPP) and the Nevada Test Site (NITS), the chosen site may not be ready for intended action for 

a long time to come. This is because grminidwater will have to be monitored extensively prior to 

any enplaeemeat to emine background levels of radioactivity. In the 1970s. borehole technology 

wa studied and discarded by DOE as a project with unattainable goals.  

Plutonium in its weapons-usable fissile form has a high cost factor associated with it. It should not 

be considered for immobilization alternatives and rendered practically useless or too expensive to 

be liberated at a lae point. The material should be retrievably stired so it could be accessible in 

the event of an energy shortage, whether for power generation or weapons production. In this 

regard, part of it could be conve•ted into for reactor fuel for sate.  

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

I. Volume I. Section 2_1.2 -Screenins Evaluati2-1-cc1. atc.2-1 

The screening committee evaluated each option against "fatal flaws" in one or more of the 

screening criteria. The inability to meet standards, such as the Spent Fuel Standard. disqualified an 

option. These options ultimately will depend upon the disposal criteria in the unapproved Waste 

Managemcnt PEIS. Provide inforlmation showing why the use of an unapproved document as a 

basis for disposal is not cornsidercd a "fatal flaw" 

2. Vonne I. Sictin 2.1.4 Re'asnable Alternatives ohDis-nsition of Surolus Plutonism.  

please define the term-represe-ntative site" as uted in the Elctrometallurgical Treatment 

Alternativc.  

3.Volume L Oak RidYe Reservation P 2-49 

"3Untdh the Uprade Alternative, nonsurplus HEU would be retained in long-term storage." 

Facilities on the ORR have been evaluated for interim storage. Please provide information on the 

evaluation process used for buildings slated for long-term storage. As stated in the environeiltal 

ascsuensnt for Y-12 (interim storage of eaiched uranium above historical levels). several 

buildings did not meet DOE orders for interim HEU storage. Provide information for those 

buildings under the Weapons-Usable Fiasilc Materials draft PEIS that do not meet DOE orders 

for tong-tern storage of HEU.  

4. Volum e I Fi gure 2.3. 1-9. Pae 2 

Provide information on Building 9995 considered for HEU storage upgrade. This building was 

not listed for HEU interim storage in Y-12's previous environmental asscssments.

11/04.04.00 

12/08.03.01 

13/01.05.00 

14/05.03.08 

15/02.00.05 
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040400 Comment Number 11

Comment noted.

080301 Comment Number 12

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the 
Immobilization Alternatives. Decisions on disposition alternatives will be 

based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national 

policy considerations, and public input.

010500 Comment Number 13

All of the alternatives evaluated in the PEIS have associated waste forms and 
quantities identified. These wastes are being coordinated with DOE's Waste 

Management Program and will be included in the total waste volumes 

identified in the Final Waste Management PEIS. A ROD on the Waste 

Management PEIS is expected before any low-level, TRU, and mixed wastes 

will be produced from Pu disposition alternatives.  

The Waste Management PEIS ROD will not decide "disposition criteria" for 

spent fuel or HLW; this will be part of the HLW program and will be included 

in the associated environmental analysis pursuant to the NWPA.

050308 Comment Number 14

The term "representative site" refers to a site analyzed as an example of how 
a technology might be deployed at an existing site.

020005 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
c-i 
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5. Volumc 1 3.6 Oak Ridge Rescrvation, Pagc 3-185 
It should be clearly stated that the buildings slated for interim storage of HEU did not mect DOE 
orders and require upgrade. It should also be clearly stated that there is a maximum interim 
storage capacity of500 metric tons of HEU and six metric tons of LEU.  

6. Volume 1. 3.6 Oak Ridge Resrvation. Page 3-1I5 "-These returned matetials and components, as well as those currently located at Y- 12, are safely 
and securely placed in short-term or long-term storage." Assuming the materials and components 
are made from HEU. the State of Tennessee has not agreed to host long-term storage of weapons 
grade filsile material. The State agreed to interim storage of 500 metric tons of HEU and six 
metric tons of LEU. Provide information on the decisions made for material currently in long-term 
storage, including the amount of material (kg). its form, and the storage buildings.  

7. Volume 1 3.6-2 Site Infrastructure. Paac 3-190 
The facilities at Y-12 should clearly state which buildings do not meet DOE orders for storage, as 
well as the costs involved in the upgrade.  

8. Volume II 4.2.5. 0 Waste Management. Pave 4-273 
Information presented on the High-Flux Isotope Reactor (HFIR) is erroneous. Utilizing the 
current spent fuel storage rcks, the facility is now at full capacity for storage-not 40%. The total 
rcracking project will increase the capacity of the spent fuel storage pool to 140 fuel elements.  
This will allow HFIR operation until the year 2004 to 2006. Please incorporate the correct 
information into the final PEIS.

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.

16/11.01.05 

17/01.06.00 

16/11.01.05 
cont 
18/07.00.00 

19/09.11.05 

M-177

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 0600 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.

M- On 

f-i 

::I

110105 Comment Number 16
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Comment Number 18

- STATE OF TENYfESSEE
DoeSoeC© pa A brief summary of the Y-12 EA is provided in Section 1.4 of the PEIS, 

which includes the results of that analysis, identifying the need for structural 

upgrades to certain buildings.

December 14, 1995 

Secretary Hazel O'Leary 
United States Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S W.  
Room 7A-257 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Secretary O'Leary: 

Recently, agencies of the State of Tennessee submitted comments in accordance with the 
requirements ofthe National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Draft Waste 

Managenment PM nsatc Entrownental Impact Statemrnt (D-PELS) for Managing 
Treatment, Storqag, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste, DOEIS-0200 
D,AAugt 1995. I have 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 Department ofEnergy (DOE) continues to seriously consider another 

short sighted option in a firing string of waste deposition asessments for Oak Ridge. My 
administration viewm ell 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 
Ridge is one of several sites in the DOE complex that does nex possess the appropriate 
geologic or hydrologic character for such large scale waste deposition activities as currently 
proposed in your D-PEIS. The National Govemor's Assocution/DOE Disposal Working 
Group specifically recommended that the Oak Ridge complex be considered only for 
disposal of a very restrictive list of radionuclides due to an emphasis on protection of human 
health and the environment.  

Your own agency's data summary for waste moageasent sites in the curr=t D-PEIS 
indicates that the Oak Ridge Reservation currently produces the highest "population dose" 

among the 54 DOE sites around the nation. We believe that a large scale low level mixed 
waste and low level waste disposal facility at Oak Ridge would add additional risk to an 
already unacceptable situation.  

Stata Capitol. Naabhvt1ie, Teeseaaee 37243-0001 
Telephone No. 1615) 741-2001

M-177

091105 Comment Number 19

According to the Oak Ridge Reservation Waste Management Plan issued 
January 1996, the High Flux Isotope Reactor pool in Building 7900 has 67 
storage positions, of which 62 are presently occupied. The reracking of the 

storage will increase the number of storage positions to 143. The appropriate 
section was revised in the Final PEIS to reflect this information.

070000

C.., �
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Secretary Haze O~esary 
December 14, l99 ,S 

Despite our concains, the State ofTeT isee recognizes and appreciates the historic role j 
Oak Ridge, Tennesee has plyed for the nation and the economic contnibutions DOE has 
made to the Oak Ridge community and Teaessee oer the pat 50 years. We will continue 
to promote end will accept our responsibility to the nation u a potential site ir one or 
severl of the complex sute of activitis that DOE must perform Howeve, I believe that 
DOE's continsed consideration of the most technically unsuitable disposal site in the DOE 
co•plex fior lrge scale waste deposition is truly a waste of proeous national and state Q, 
resources. I urged you to invest your agency's energies In alternatives thatbetter meet hoth 
the short and long term interests of waste storage.  

Sincerely, 

Don udus 

c: United States Representative Zach Wimp 
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 

M-177
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Texas Department of Health
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1/15.00.00 

2/01.00.00

F-022

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.

010000 Comment Number 2

The Department of Energy is committed to operating its facilities in full 
compliance with applicable regulatory requirements.

---. ýWM-ý
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Stores and D6sposition 
PEIS Commens

Summary, Page S-46 - Long-Tirm Storage Alternatives - The statements concerning land use 
appear to conslict with Volume 11, Pages 4-175 and 4-191 text.  

Summary, Page S-48 - Comparison of Sites Within Alternatives - The statements concerning 
environmental impacts do not 2p7ear to be supported by the text and appear to be in conflict with 
Volume 11, Pages 4-175 and 4-1 1 text.  

Summary, Page 3-67 -Facility Accidents - The statements do not provide any information or 
diacussion upon which decislonst might be based. A discussion of accident assessments p•riously 
documeted ,would provide clarification. Volume I, Chapter 1.1.1. Page 1-2 "Maiiszn Covered 
In This PETS' describes the ban condition and storage eoniguratlon from which decisions will be 
made. Discussion of the Plutonium Working Group findings, Defense Nuclear Facility Safety 
Board recommendations and the DOE standard for long-term storage of the fissile materials 
appears to be absent from the test. Provision of a general summary of the identified 
vtlneabilitics or upgrades to storage conditlons would be a useful addition to this table.  

Summary, Page 3-78 - Upgrade Existing Facility for Continued Storage - The estimated mpa.ct.s 
from a set of accidents that p-oapate radioactive releasaes data appear to be a ica1of Olbte 
2.5.1, Volume 1, Page 2-180. This is Identical to *Beyond design basis eatquake" data 
contained in "lible 4.2.3.9-4, Volume 11, Page 4-160. Table M.,.2.S.2-1, Volume Il, Pge M
269, presents "Upgrade of Pantex Interim Storage' "Evaluation of a Conmpoilte Set of Accidents.  

cisa which are almilar (within order of magnitude) but not totally consistent with the above 

Summary, Page S-96 Consolidate all Pa Material at One Site - The *impacts from a set of 
accidents that propagate radioactive releases" data appear to be a replica of ITble 4.2.4.9-6, 
Volume IT, Page 4-218, *Beyond design basis earthquake" scenario. The Table on Page S-96 
relicates Table 2.5.1, Volume 1. Page 2-199. However, Table 5.2.1.2-4, Volume l11. Pap M
242 contains a summary entitled 'Evaluation of Composite Set of Accidents which presents 
conflicting informsation.  

Summary, Page S-117 - Collocation of Pu with HEU Storage Uplrde andlor New Facility - The 
headers of data columns indicate that the projections reflect a set of accidents that propagate 
radioactive releaus. The data presented, with the exception of MEl statistics, match exactly 
with Table 4.2.4.9-7. Volume 11, Page 4-222. The table on S- 117 replicates M•le 2.5-1, Volume 
I, Page 2-219. Tihble 5.2.2.2-4, Volume Ill, Page M-251 "Collocation Alternative' contains a 
SUarl tarentitled *Evaluation of Composite Set of Accidents' which presents conflicting 
inSumatn, 

Summary, Pages 149 and 150 appear to be out of order.'

3/09.01.04 

4/09.00.04 

5/09.09.04 

6/16.00.00

F-022

090104 Comment Number 3

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, 
not land use.

090004 Comment Number 4

Based on comments received, the Summary was revised. The bar charts 
providing the comparison of impacts for both storage and disposition were 
deleted from the Summary. The related text was revised to clarify the 
comparison of impacts and to delete references to "adverse" impacts.

090904 Comment Number 5

In the Draft PEIS Summary tables (Attachments A and B) and Chapter 2 
tables (Tables 2.5-1 and 2.5-2) of the Draft PEIS, the impacts from facility 
accidents are based on those scenarios that were estimated to have maximum 
impacts from the facility accidents analyzed for each respective alternative.  
For example, the number of cancer fatalities for the general population and 
the probability of the facility accident for Upgrade Alternative at Pantex 
presented in Attachment A (page S-78) of the Summary of Draft PEIS 
correspond to the "beyond design basis earthquake" which has the highest 
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 MEI, 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

00 
0
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STATE OF TEXAS, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, AUSTIN, TX, 

JOSEPH A. MARTILLOITI 

PAGE 3 OF 3 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.

160000

Pages are in correct order.

00
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
AUSTIN, TX, ATTORNEY GENERAL DAN MORALES 
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0 
efuict of tbt 21ttornep drntraL 

btale of Texas 
DAN MORALES 

May 13, 1996 

The Honorable Hmal R O'Leay 
Secretary of Energy 
7A257 Forrestal Bldg.  
IOO hcladpenderce Aw., S.W.  
Washingion. D.C. 20S55 

Re: COMMENTS REGARDING FUTURE ACTIVmT[ES AT PANTEX 

Dear Secretary O'Leary-.  

Upon evi ew ofliae eaimrta nad head viromintal impact awementn ("ElSs") regarding the raconfiguratem 
amd uftre of the Departmet of EnasV's nuelear weupeas eeplen., I am becoasIng .iancnaingly concerned 
that te Depament of Energy (DoE') may aion decide to proces phmotnium pa at the Paenx facility. I 
am fiathetmoc caed-one o p• d Texa Padnandle will become the deaf-. penamlment dump 
foe the nation's suplus plutonium upply. Gioen tie 24.000 year half-life of plutonium and the dittinel 
pobuilitey that the eirwmnentl, poitieal. and tocal ies surrounding any oeher permuint disposition 
of plusnium will not be resol•d in the foreseeable form. iti is an ommous development for Texas.  

I haoe attached peviean corespondence between DoE and my office doing back to 1991. As is readily 
apparent from t correspondence. I have log been frmly oppoaed to both propoiiorni Unfotuonately. it 
sow appears that e are mtanig closer to decisions by DoE that will unfairly blurden Teniam during the 
coming decades and necdlessl imp-os risk. on the farmers and chrs who depend upon the Oplallt 
Ailuilfer underlying Pantex.

A dminsm by DoE to begin pluoonium reprocessing, with its atendant problemns and risks foir isiderts 
thrioshoat the Panhandle. or a decision to store surplus plutonium (-.i nacile wast) on a mediom- or long
term basis is unacceptable to this office. Accordingly. I have isstincied my stuiff to rnew ia efforts io 
develop ill available legal options to p•event DoE from muning the Texas Panhandle into a deiocto nuclea 
wasse dump. or another Rocky Flan,

1/01.06.00

I iJrlimc that you and yut office bee made pma strides mn mcorpoeaig die concerts of all takeholders 
in yoar dec1sion-making process For that, yon deserve much credit Unfortunaaely. I do not believe that the 

maTlenah ElSa n Ia () dia P•tS on .Sineg mid Dapoakian or Waapina-nLbab FPik hiatonak (whei danam 

ie. at, din n ee d. al option in We: ain dprcil ssd tioma the ainim, sai. achd• a f•.ilnhm wyth u in i-n tamed pea thina .ainto a ainide. ian: pans athar t9e o(phaeaan mid an ins pheaniamid teme 
toen.b a anid aside ia (MOX) o he mad in sucloor pon- plans); (b) de Sm Wide EIS foe ho- (whic dcis 
d. PK Ra- facilty in le- detail). and (c) the PEIS an Stokepile S.itreidtp mad Mmiagmain.

f1t±41i1-.Zt10 P.O. BOX 12541 AUSTIN. TEXAS 71171 1-2541

M-199

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to new 
missions at Pantex. The utilization of MOX fuel for Pu disposition is not 
considered reprocessing and is consistent with the President's 
Nonproliferation Policy. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons
usable fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical 
and economical studies, national policy considerations, and public input.

00,

010600 Comment Number 1
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX, 
oo GOVERNOR GEORGE W. BUSH 

PAGE 1 OF 1 

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.  

STAT! OF TEXAS 

Ovp1ct OP ?No GOVAINOC 

Gý v,. K" 
May r 1996 

Thet Hamm" abl 01AarOt 
TMa Small Of 

3 ww 
U.S. Deparment c(rpwe 
Wedagloo, D.C. 20ss5 

R.e Com m Ston sckp StowwvdMp mW Ma•innoat and st- and 
DIhpoelftic of aWmpeUnble Piaie Maorials DMsf Progranwkal Bnvkrmnta 

Dow Madam Sortay 

The Pte NuPoo r Waolpona P•e Inbme a ke• acetynet I our matine abili•y to 
adder and rafalmn a mv% naona d1me, The wmmmm at Pt Is a rmlt of 
sevora iwnors lacbedhi good am andgaM dedicated AAAid hard-wocking effdert, 

iand bey-Dowousm mnpioYeer 

T-hs nation costitma to Me an munc•rtgn Am with mayW daks. An dci've mrtegy 
for mdshntg thosn rids Is to rtain om core lofin at the Paotd= Ple The 
progruwdo Rlzvlromnmmal Iapeot Stsemeta nw being rcviwd dancmatr that 

anh a muao is tlw bee option for our• makef tapayws-/8.30 each a1/08.03.01 

TWhe Fumi Plant arjoy broad wouawuiety uppor beuae it bas smaceeflly 
deWmrat it can da umty m b mulu of aedmbt8 d AntblW S nruci 
weepmo Tha Wooly ofe aqty. wo, Mad hWlhy i. the fosmedation ftr thM fati- of 

the Poaot Plant 

The Sie of Ta is prepard to noma to aselatP with the digidnst 1010 troit 
plays. khepig th United Stats the dehader of tPe hm wodd.  

• BUSH
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX, 

ROGER MULDER 
PAGE 3 OF 12

DOE PEIS Comments 
May 6, 1996 
Pape Two

However, as stated numerous times in the public hearings, there Is concern 
that this statement of no significant impact Is not dear in the summary 
document of the Storage and Dispolition PFf1.  

Instead, what is stated numerous times Is: *Adverse Impacts to water 
resources at Pantax would result from the continued local draw down of the 
Ogallala Aquifer, but Pante" contribution to this draw down is expected to 
continue to deI asee due to a decreese In other DOE activities at Pantex.  
Neither surface or ground water resources at other DOE sitas 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 to the statements regarding adverse Impacts, the Amarillo 
community was told by DOB officials during the public heasrins that there 
were no significant impacts an the environment, safety, or health from 
currn•t or future mtssions proposed at Pantax. Therefors. the Inaccurate 
perception of adverse affects, noted In the summary S&D document, should 
be corrected In the final document.  

Toward that end, the State of Texas requests that In the sMel F=1 summary 
document, a clear statement should be added that no significant 
environmental impact would result from any considered alternatives at 
Pantex. In addition, the ranking of sites based upon th=s insignificant 
impacts (found in the sections LjU-_Tem Storas, Alternatives (aes 5-46) 
DIZnjntoi Alternatives (Raga 5-461 and e oms rLon of Sites Within
Al atives f=e2 9481 ) should be removed fo0m the final report.

U the DOE instist upon using the word dverse in the final document to 
denote any deviation from the "natural state" of the envtronment, 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 slte considered would have adverse Impacts for all alternatives.  

The State of Texas is pleased that DOE selected rantex as the preferred 
alternative for asaambly/disassembly, therthy abandoning earlier plans to 

transfer those functions to the Nevada Test Sits.

2/09.04.04 

3/09.00.08 

4/09.00.08

F-025

00 
-.4

090404 Comment Number 2

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.

090008 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.

090008 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.

Cl 
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX, 
ROGER MULDER 

PAGE 4 OF 12

DOE PEIS Comments 
May 6,1996 
Page Three 

The •sme factoes that lead DOE to make the correct decision In 
_ssembly/d.ssei•bl•r activities, should be applied to the issue of moving the 

FU~h Explosve p~uction operations fromn Pam DOWEs own estimate 
that such a move would cost at least $40-50 million should make Pantex the 
only choice for those activities.  

Another factor Is the risk Involved in transporting the material from Pantex.  
And finally, there Is a elgntflcant technology risk, should the Hlgh Explosives 
production program leave Pantax, while the highly sklled, experienced 
workers choose to remain in the Amarillo area.  

If the statement is made that there sunpl Is not enough work to keep 
workers busy in both the New Mexico and Pantex, the obvious choice is 
to keep the work at Pantex and allow the lab personnel the opportunity to 
maintain their proficiency by visiting Pantex.  

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

STORAGE OPTIONS 

Pantex has a proven history of safely storing nudear weapons over the past 40 

Pantex could continue to store plutonium which is already at the site and 
upgrade facilities for the storage options Ibeng considered by DOE with 
minimal cost and difficulty. Pantex currently safely houses more than 8,000 
surplus pits. It makes little sense to re-create storage faclities at another site and then unnecessarily transport large amounts uf plutonium across the 
country from Pantex.  

Pantex has the necessary safety, security, and surveillance capablllites to 
accommodate an expanded role with minimal costs and It Is the production 
site closest to Los Alamos, the planned pit fabrication site.

5/08.03.01

F-025

080301 Comment Number 5

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

00 
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX, 

ROGER MULDER 

PAGE 5 OF 12 

DOE PW Comments 
May 6,1996 
Pap F our 

We believe any future mission at Pantex related to plutoiurm can be 

successfully carried out, provided the following three criteri am met: 

1. Continued Local Support 

2. Proven Technology 

3& independent Oversight 

OVI-LINH ISSUES 

During the public hearings in Amarillo, a number of comments were -adc 

from the audience requiring clarification from the DOE presenters.  

Unfortunately, on more than one occssion, the respon from the DOE 

official was that he and the questioner should "discuss that issue off-line." 

Because the Stats of Texas believes that to be a totally Inappropriate and 

unacceptable response to make, especially at a public hearing called for the 

sole purpose of discussing the Issues contained in the PMISs, I attempted to 

capture as many of those que stions In writing as possible.  

STORAGE AND DISPOSITION OFJ WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE 

MATERIALS PIS ISSUES 

Comment: 

Section 1502-1 of 40 CYR Parts 1500-1506, the regulations Implementing the 

National Envirorunental Policy Act, states: 

F-025 
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX, 
ROGER MULDER 

PAGE 6 OF 12

DOE PEIS Comments 
May 6, 196 
Page Five 

"The primary purpose of an environmental impact statnment is to serve as 
an actlon-forcing device to ensure that the policies and goals defined in the 
Act we Infused into the ongoing progpams and actions of the Federal 
Government. It should provide fall and fair discussion of significant 
environmental Impacts and shall Inform decidsos-makers and the public of 
the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts 
or enhance the quality of the human enviromenLt. Agencies shall focus on 
significant environmental issues... Statenents shall be concise, dear and to 
the point, and shall be supported by evidence that the agency has made the 
necessary environmental analyses.* (Emphasis added) 

Question 

In light of thes very dear and concise Instructions based In law, how does 
DO 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 area. Water resources and biological 
resources would be vulnerable, and land resources .. could be susceptible to 
adverse cumulative Impacts - (p. S-46) (Emphasis added) 

Comment 

The Summamy discusses three plutoninm disposition categories (deep 
borehole, Immobilization and reactor) consisting of nine alternatives, and 
ultimate high-level waste disposition.  

Questions: 

a. If the Immobilization alternatives and reactor alternatives (except 
CANDU) result in the same uLtimate disposition, i.e. a high-level 7/07.02.00 
waste repository, what is the cost/benefit of the reactor alternatives? 

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 
reactor alternative? Would the Canadians be allowed to send the 9/06.05.08 
resultant high-level nuclear waste back to the U.S.? 

F-025

090004 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.

070200 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.

060508 Comment Number 9

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

Ij 
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX, 

ROGER MULDER 

PAGE 7 OF 12 

DOE EIS Comments 
May 6, 1996 

Page Six 

Comment

The oft-repeated phrase appears In the Summary.  

"Potential adverse intersite transportation impacts related to all DOE sites 

could occur because of the increased risk of traffic accident fatalities." 

Question: 

Does any other site, except Pantax. have the capability to avoid the problem of 

having to ship the 21.8 metric tons of plutonium declared surplus by 

President, since the material is already at Pantex? 

Is there no risk to human health associated with Intersite transportation of 

radioactive materials? les a dose risk aesstment been made? 

Comment 

In the Storage and Dispositlon Summery it is stated (page S-20) that -Potential 

adverse Impacts to waste management would occur at Pantex, ORR (all three 

options), "n 53tS, because the construction of sanitary, utility, and process 

weate water treatment systemns to treat non hazardous liquid wastes may be 
required." 

Question 

How can the construction of facilities and systems to treat waste have the 

potential to adversely impact the maeSgement of waste? Is this a significant 

environmental Impact as Intended by Section 1502.1 of the NEPA 
regulations?

10/10.00.00 

11/10.00.00 

10/10.00.00 
cont.  

12/09.11.08

F-025

100000 Comment Number 10

The human health risks of material transportations associated with the 
proposed Pu storage and disposition alternatives are evaluated and presented 

in Section 4.4 of this PEIS. The more detailed description of the methodology 

and supporting data for the analysis is presented in Appendix G.  

Transportation of radioactive materials between sites includes health risks for 

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

100000 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.

091108 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 all waste generated into forms that 

would enable long-term storage and/or disposal in accordance with RCRA 

and other applicable Federal and State statutes and DOE Orders. The impacts 

of having to construct the waste management facilities are captured in other 

resource areas such as land use and air quality. The text referring to "potential 

adverse impacts" to waste management has been deleted.

a0z
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~ ROGER MULDER 

PAGE 8 OF 12

091008 Comment Number 13

DOE PEIS Comments 
May 6,1996 
Page Seven 

Comment 

In volume in 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 
N S reports N chemicals 
WEL reports 28 chemIcals, 12 with slope factors 

Pantax reports 25 chemicals, 6 with slope factors 
ORR reports 10 chemicals, none with slope factors 
SRS reports 15 chemicals, 5 with slope factors 
Rocky Flats reports 10 chemicals, 3 with slope factors.  

These reported chemical usages present an erroneous comparison, as all sites 
under conalderatilon will use similar chemicals. For example, benzene is a 
combustion product of both diesel fuel and gasoline, and would be common 
to all sites.  

Question: 

Was the manner by which the information was requested not specdilc enough 
to ensure accurate reporting or are the records at some sites incomplete? 
Please correct.  

Comment 

In the Summary (p. S-46), It Is stated that Wlen the other DOE programs 
previously ldenttfied in this section are considered, the rank order of DOE 
sites in terms of their descending potential for cumulative Impacts clhanes to 
SRS, INEL. Pantex, NTS, Hanford and ORWL A similar statement appears on 
p. 5-47.  

Question 

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

13/09.10.08 

14/09.00.08 

F-025

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.

090008 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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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX, 

ROGER MULDER 

PAGE 9 OF 12 

DOE FEIS Comments 
May 6, 1996 F : gep Eight

Cramman1t

Separation of the explosive fabrication and asmbly/dIsas-anbly mItaions 

would require that explosives be tranSpoated ov"er ong distances In order to 

be mated with the physics packages. In the case of LL'NL. the extensive winter 

fogs of the San Josaquin Valley that create near zeo visibility, sometimes for 

weeks-on-end, should be considered in any Wetr anAlysis.  

Question: 

a. Has an analysis been made of the additiotnal hazards of transportation 

of HmE from either of the national laboratories to where It would be 

used? 

bL What would be the increased costs of intersite transportation? 

comment: 
15/15.00.00 

NTh 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 area In the country.  

Question: 

Has an analysis been made of the Impact of then, 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 

laboratories is under consideration. Note that then have been attempts to 

.lth,. the land riOht next to LLNL's Site 300 fence for new housing.

F-025

150000 Comment Number 15

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

Management PEIS.

F-025
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STATE OF TEXAS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AUSTIN, TX, 

ROGER MULDER 

PAGE 11 OF 12 

Support Materiel 

The major impact areas covered by the S•D PEIS focus on water, air. and land resources.  

Pet was named 3 tines wih air irripak , 4 11mee wi land .npat, 5 time with waste 

.in.c•, and t k 1t 1 th"" M i a wirterIeh Jim ! . The stalaments about 

srand land impacts may be rasonable because at leat on other sfts was mntioed with 

sinmlar impact (i.e. Pentax was not singled out toon large OXaNe. Howeve more accurate 

purm would issult V DOE stated that these Impactn are not stgnlt-cat. The most Inaccurate 

repreatim in the Summary is the discuasson of adver watter resource Impact, for which 

Pantex was incorec* smrgled out at lest 11 time above other sites. Details are provided 

below.  

WaeWr Resources 

Ali comarisons on water resourms were made reltive to the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE for 

each Site, with no aeolule busis arong Sites, and ~ •tpreSSed as a percentage of the 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE ~ n absolute basLi mmonnhilIM 2 ascrts~~a :iinteru moalcI 

on the m .w o 
sll l matte baes u-l .one. .  

Z MeWi~L~EEANt (p"In A.~L2~iDAte agia fae S-46). an 

Coa s _oftr WMthin ANterm es (oat ..  

To make this point clea, for a site that has worked to conserve watr in the past, and which has 

a small water demand. the pencentae Icrar e due to ary Increase in consruction or operation 

acvty am disxopoarl* lr relative to a site which has not applied water coservation 16/09.04.08 

techniques and whi has a large water usage at to NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (se Item #1 

below). On the permcerta bais used mlve only to ft NO ACTION ALTERNATrVF sfts 

which apply conservation techniques -m una sigl outW 

Second, rmlating eveythintg to go NO ACTION ALTERNATNVE without an absoute basis, implies 

that the cumrnt water demand signtty impacts the aveabPie suPplYOr Is a signifcan pan of 

"th demand of the local community such that a are" percentage fMsaea In wa terdmnd 
detrimentally allca the amount of woa vab for the ll community (i.e. fanemrs and 

ranchers). Contary to that Implicatlon in the suannmay. the Impact of any of these activs on 

the Amanllo area watr consumption would be lass than 1% (see Ram #2 bolow).  

F-025

090408 Comment Number 16

I

0

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 a 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.  

In regard 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.
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To put this im•eo n penWpective, the baseline (NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE) water consumptions 
aNe summorzed below taken from the Summary S&w PEI$ in million liters per year (MLY) 
l .cusad orny on the ground water component, z 

NO ACTION WLYA~I (L) 
cz Hanford NTS INEL I te OaRi,'SRS 'FETS 

13.1 2,400 _7.70 1249 14, 13.24 430 
"n w e wft us a P u ne te 1s 14 se 30 fL Y " w Is a0 qeco to decrease to 240 M LY by 2005 due b o 

ftsgsw (i ial- ba ellm ed ral ). Rot. Vd IL p 4.157, 

Henm 3a: The PEt quotes nc -re in ground waler usage for Pantde for the various alternatives 
from 2.0% to 44.2% abon ft NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (this percentage ircreaaa is based upon 
the peqecled baallne of 240 MLY for the year 2005, a decrese from the current use raw of 835 W). Tmke ut of cnteAt.lhan numbers smetom a. Indeed, these percentages wer 
kIcomely brought forword In to word sutmary using this ettne repte . "Adavrs impacts 
to welaer esoumes at Penfej uld ,wa ug from the continued local dewlowdn of the Ogaslal 
Aqullar, but Pbr fex' coolluiflin to 9t0i draw*ow Is expected to cwtn to decrease dte to a dooweam oinher DO hs4l8ivics tetfPwtax. fe e surface or innd w resourme at ofter DOE 
.tes scod be aflTed " This causes the Inaccurate perception #ht the lrge projected percentage 

incrasue in water use would be deabsnentd to the welfare of the local community. This might have 
bean true f Itndeed fth obeoluie demand pAced on the rabable resourso was algtniLnt But.  
tie mnxinnum ealmbd incse s Ion thirtn 1% of the wate use II the area end a 44% inrlse 
of 1% Is oay 0.4% baluls Increas (and this was based upon the 2006 prolection. rela to 
osrrsnt operations It would be a 7% decrease in water usage).  

tm 62 (Rot Vol 1, p 3-150 to 3-,18;) 

A . In 194 nwtile Pentax was drawing M8 MLY (03 x li ), the city ofAmaftlo pumped 23.9 
BLY(23.9x 10L). from the Camon Countly wetfleld. Using tePEISnumberof249 MLYin 
2005. Ofth equates to about 1% of the Town's water use. If wtr pumped drectly by agriculture 
(which does not go rough the Ainwo's woter plant) were included this "r the relative 
dommd by Paex on the water drawn from th Ogalte Aquffer would be wel below 1%.  

I ti The recoverable wader volume in storage and avulable for use in the Ogallala Aquifer in the 
gHO Plains Aquifer system Is eanated at 5.15 x 10" L N ts rate. If Pentax were operated for 

1000 years using the highest water demand of all altmritives (Collocation - 370 MLY). Pentex 
wvuld use tess ta 7/100% of the avaiable wtr.  

in summary. the repeated Wsmatres of adem r mpacts on groundtwater resources for any and at 
alterative It based upon an inaocurate reference point and the ctual mpact brought out in the 
dran summary has no boals. To satisfy the requirement to make comperisona of water usage 16/09.04.08 
against the no action alternative, we suggest that he no action altemative be place on a percentage 
bas•i of acual sre water usage to alow for an equitable and obtective compareon between sties. Cont.  
For anya lt wher percentage Increase is Inslgnificant, the PEIS and Its Summary should 
sate that fed cleatly.  

F-025 
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T6. C.-, 
A-. T.- 76711-3et$ 

M1h12) 46-.01 
Minchl 28,.1996

4 
BoL Bullock 

Lietternant Governor of Tex" 
P,elet, Te,.T S..i. 1.8=l44.104573 

6:12) 475.3759q TIMD

Thi Ho-lrbk Hm O'1-Y 

p.O. Bo 54100 
Albuquoerqe. New Mexico 17185-5400 

D•wMadam S-'etay 

It ka, e ine to my asstion that you wee stihidled to hbold Pliu .hbearigs i Asirillo on April 22 

and 23, regarding the fsun role of the Patlox Shelity located in Anten, Toma.  

Te peopi of Pste ni the Ansillo ame have for decides nude so tavalub cestotbmion to the 

'= .t dour' moon. Teoa sad the cstontiei an tdo wase have Irn jeovtded "tes pubitc 
pd mppet o=pos t the hostile o t that c th r nuclear t1etilines in the 

Eveen thoug the fkm. of wa bas lesseted. we cerac afford to rela~x our defense policies. By 
mut ou nucle m upimity, we cn us m' the stf'y o oa coxty. Consequently, 
tinattsiaing what Ias bern whieved tktatgh the woek sod dedication of the people o° Pamex s us 
iinplotsit today, mad for the fture., a it was tn recent decades.  

While Psoex is oatp to the ecoatsy of Tex and the A mnillo ves, the federil governoesn a 

siso kexefio flo ra this un=ne Econsmically. tho eistence of Piatex is in the beat interest of 

tefedeali govereninexid bxwho swPpoet it. Psermits isharedy established as a fimt

rate f-•ility asd is willing end sWle to msceestoodate oy new fitaietto which niy be asstgned to tt.  
Give usdo uke anh sd we will keep Setting it done.  

BPartes is the best choice for the present and future nuclear needs ofour country.  

Lieteneant Governor 

BB:de 

cc U eS. Depene of Energy, Office of ReF essgaumts 
U.S. Departrinot of Enegy. Office of Fissile Materiasi

1/08.03.01

M-005

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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and comments at the Radisson Inm Amarillo Airport, 7909 1 H 40 East at Lakeside.  

Amarillo 79104. The workshop format of this m.eeing (which is different from the more 

fornal hearings used in the peat by DOE) has the stated purpose of allowing the public to 

interact directly and exmchange information with DOE representatives.  

Because of this alteration from prior practice. formal oral testimony wilt probably 

not be accepted (though your attendance and participation in the discussions would be 

appeciated vtid DOE would certainly make any necessary arrangemats to ensure you had 

an oppoetunity to make a statement). Accmng. making the submission of formal 

written testimony is the bea (and moat time-efficint) aveowe for expression of your 

views. Written teatimony should be amt to: 

ForjM: U.S. Departmet of Ener 

Office of Recoafiguration 
P.O. Box 3417 
Alexantdria. Yxgsu 2230 

For S&: U.S. Departmute of Energy 
Office of Fiask Materials 
P.O. Box 23736 
Washigton DC 20026 

Commemat ~ be realvapie• •o May 7. MIdE.  

For your convenience. I have enclosed some material to assist you m the 

preparation of youe testimony. The enclosed text is appropriate for boh environmental 

impact statements. Therefore, a convenient solution would be to draft a letter to both 

oficee (using dual addreasea) and smaling an identical letter to both. If you desire, you 

can forward ma your letter and I would be happy to send it to both offices if that is more 

convenies. I am happy to assist in the submission of your comments and with further 

briefing materials to help in the drafting of any testimony 

Please call me if you have questions, desre assistance with arrangemoe to attend 

aty of these events, or to testify or submit comments for the April 22nd and 23rd 

heaings. If you do plan to attend, I would be happy to also assist in making arrangemnts 

with DOE to amure you am recognized for an oral statement at a time convenient to you.  

Thank you for your interest.  

Enclosures0 

M-005 
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L;iot-i o-.. ofTt 

76CTI14MP-Aa.. T... L..  

Tie IHouctsibh Head IL Olowry 
Smemy of BMWg 

U.& Deyaumu ofbwrg 
P.O. ami 3417 
AWNaeePW V11is M23M 

Div Madwas 3=010 

The ep, ifbuD'Is c ~ pim dd~in~ donw role of do Pm 
Wflty bactn is AMOS. Tam 

Mwe peple of resnmo do~ Am.ire sm b- he deae -N inwaumb a-ilmi 
am do e say oiv maide. Texas m hO mindu m dims r hav - wg lauevded 
mu-s publid ml ~ pautpuv. m Opposed to h homils mIs bed 
Walter hdlih is do PO 

plaes. a tspm di 6sk jobe whe ei ss poem -mgMa avulfg war 
mwamuleb Tie 60 mduas up I a. Iuemiml ~ be barn 

aMbkd b' gi we& md defiamlno doe pseh of Pam im In wy bit sm IeaI in 
Wem pea-Col War am be a delamee Abeuiw , f NO demdm.  

it1ol 1u.I &-Me ifs powml st- u be alsAm -b Las *Wk Im. was pw qk.  
awl beif - on I 

yae beeing Fmen b~ in to sooand bairn d . BWflamg. busml 
uepra pum at ON=e is sve in Se bma -a - hfe &dluI puamvann and -e 

to usempims to peo ple adTwm an& Ammde arm aseu 

wene WW hea xtiu ka dams. ~~ -hebb.  

my mo.isue do isU.Im Sbi a t qf~ mweh and

DAMm 
beat Mr. Ras." 8gb.
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""DRAFT".  
April _ 1996 

U S Department of Energy 
Office of Reconfiguration 
P0 Box 3417 
Alexandria, VA 22302 

U.S. Depertmnt of Energy 
Office of Fiile Materials 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026 

Re: Comment on Stockpile Stewardship and Management (SSM) and Storage and 
Disposition (S&D) of Weapons-Usable Finite Materials Draft Programmatic 
Envinme Impact Statements (PEISS).  

Thank you for the opportunity to romaent on the U.S. Department of Energys 
(DOE) Progrmmanic Enviromnental Impact Statements (PETSs) on Stockpile 
Stwelrdship and Management (SSM) and Storage and Disposition (S&D) of Weapons.  
Usable Fisile Matmials. Please aLso comider this my commaent on the Pastex Site-Wide 
Draft Environnl Impact Statement, since moat of the issues addressed in these 
documents are idetical 

First and foremost, I am adamant that any current and future functions at Pantex 
will be conducted in a safe and envirormentally sound mamner. Our first priority is to 
ensure any expansmon at Pantex be implemented in a way thas does not impair the health or 
safety of ar residents or hawe an adverse affect on the environment. Theae goals serve as 
a preequite to any current or fiture activities at Pantex, including expansion.  

L Generaaly. I am pleased that DOE selected Pantex as the preferred tkernative 
for assenmly/diss.sembly, thereby abandoning earier plans to transfer those functions to 
the Nevada Test Site (NTS) which would have been cost prohibitive And never been 
adequate to meet fisture need. However, by failing to recognaze Pantex as tSe preiferred 
candidate ate for new and/or consolidated stockpile management failities, the DOE 
overlooks the besg site for maintaining the integrity of the U.S. nuclear stockpile anrd 
attatisng mimauom efficiencies and cost savings.  

IL SSM PEIS: 
1. Paatex I the best place to site new coastructlon/stewardlshp activities.  

Pastes is Perhaps the most co0t-effective alternative for any new construction of SSM 
facilities. First, labor costa, utility rates, and water and land availability at Pantex, as well 
as public and political support. are more amenable than those at any other Complex site. It 
is appropriate to consider Pastex as an alternative site for all future defense-related 
facilities to Complement activities at the national labs (such as the plamed Atlas Facility 
and plutoniuss pit fabrication site at Los Alamo, National Laboratory [LANLI). DOE 
makes no mention of a 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 she for such a mission in 
coordisation with its management functions. The location of additional defense-related Z 

M-005
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actvMes at Pamtex wmuld mnre that core technka capbilties awe preserved ata lWceion thia can 11=11 them at the most eMiTf nt cost to the Americm people. In its deliberations 
Z .  DOE sAould min d- b• • wry C= sAWlmm beftffl Paoumor and other sites are 

-rug, awl eclud , -putaLO , fr- ,atl mavedarim ana oMwr costs.  
2. Pastex h the best site to coend.u High Uploplves fabrication. Consistent 

with the strengths identified sbhoe for fincrsed stewardship and managernen duties, the 
high explosives (HE) fmnctions should a min at Pantex. Because the production ' assemtby/dillsaesnbly functions remain at Psteat the HE fabrications duties should be 
present at the corresponding site. After sl the SSM Draft admits that Pantex must retain HE capabilities to proem the invsories already on sit from dimantling. Theforer the 

:3 lost apeuve alternative is to mnsisitain E i a m I ndasnaraly diagree 
with the statement a, the draft PEIS that there are no advantages to siting high explosives 
at Pantex as opposed to the nsfional labs. The capit outlay alone necmay for ranfer 
:a cost prohibitive. In addition, hduld fiatu nee aia for nrw weapons proction it 
will be aitical to hew the HE failties at the w pons pdctionisably site.  

IHL Fleile Materials (hiuteenlum) Stomae and Dispositi. PES. As the sole 
DOE-authoried faciity for menbly snd diam ly of mi"a• weepons Paum has 
historically handled these nctionse ins& saft as aefist mamar for more then 40 years.  
One of the challnges flaced after dineminling a ipS'A , portion of the Iad stodkpl 
u proceusng or disposal with the maeials that r i. The DOE a coniduiag several 
options. Once again. acknowledging cosettings ouirldaesionsk Pamax could conose 
to store phustonium whica is akredy a the site ead upgrade facities for any and al storage 
options besng r We e by DOE with minimnal cot and diffirasty. Paesta cturranty 
safehouses more than 8,00 maxpu pits and plans us being made to sdip additional pits 
from Rocky Flat to Pase It oakes little mwn to re-crete stomrae faiities at another 
site and then unmeceaasily tralnpce e I amsnows of plutonium aross the country fom 
Pantex. The budgetary and political costs fU sucda a decision would be soramos.  
Because of these costs, Parsex also shou l be drapated the preferred she for any 
disposition options and reaed M a nctions It makes budgetary mad policy scres to site 
disposition wsher storser almedy ecists. Furthermnor, it makes no s-e foen my 
perspectiv budget or otherwise, to ste strseagic storage at one sit mad smrplus at 
another. Pants should be &s ele the both stor- e fAunctioe Pant s b the necssary 
safey, secuarity rend marveilasce capehilibtie to accntrodate ma expanded role with 
misinmal coa and it is the production site doem to Loe Alamog, the plmaed pit 
fabrication she.  

Wy. Ceudueim. Band upon the reasons, I repectldly urge DOE to desigine 
PaU x sth promr altnative Ite for adl eising and new Mckpile nineeear -ad 
stewardship fancons w•l as consolidation ofal plstonium orage and disposition mad 
any related fitmcs Theak you for the opponursasy to comm on these domunems.  

Yomr tily, 

M-005
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These comments were forwarded to the Stockpile Stewardship and 

Management Program for consideration in the Stockpile Stewardship and 

Management PETS.
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AprUl 15, 1996
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fabricat acton s atea L th ast ft~ch i plamal Alisz Pacialty andi plemenmia pit 
faiaiation iF~oslaa ai~tc-mg Laboratory. Doe utuics n at owele of a saratgic 

platoim, lesserve dial is neocsatasJ to nefte fuecnatioa asdooscurity nwds, evn oo thorde PETS 
tttaftaeo that omsnte c apeg shoold be co-locaind eddi dms=2ohly. ftatei shond be de: 
Preofesed swe for such a mission in coorduinsdon wiab be; mnagaerent fuoctisas. Tha location 
of adalifical dafesae-rstard activties at Pat Io would esure dKcm fthiedl capesllities am 
Preserved art a ocaion di al sea cuarte these at dth meat drort cans m to1 die Asoeneon people.  In Its dehblradoma. DOEs should Ideal tha budlgetary coatpmlasa berwee Paemr and Wedr abe 
arc arcitias, andindedad eqaltal, vtampoetatic, khming. reaffistota Rod odxt acost.  

Camsise aith the abuagaha Idsndflsl abore ter ineasned aiewaaald and auýs 
duties. doe hIghs easploarv buaun ioude Woan armais at Pastas. Because the producionle 

aaathl~lmsaa~y ascacma mamin at New. tea hIgb opedvesm hlcAtlosa duties ahoel be Ipatr 3d. coeseprodl miss, Afte all, the SSM Draf ahalto dat Pan&=a mum retain 
Higb explosive capamdesi to Fecsdo the itrroais Alicady on she firom dismsdieali 
Tbammco the kas cqimaiw shtnadve it an umalnMean fimcda at PWWust I darnanady 
disagese with &ab atamemim in she draft ME~ dial tre am ono advantages to wafta high 
exploeplya at Patio as opposed to dbe nadoni liar Mwe capta ouday deams necessary for 
trasafo is cam poalitNd. In shdft- dould ~ahre nee Odse fix new wesposta peoducont.  
It will be oatleul so hae- Oc hih =Asploves fmstideis at al. wvquo taodwoton 

U~di~sa hl216a6 
Atsole a DO1.bmoidaced faclit fat amnshy mod alr.ly of nolar ttes ooo, 

Pme haa hisandcaly handled 6a= fnoastei Ito a sa*en effiloas mano for ny d=n 40 
pesarL Ono afthm ohabionges &cdafe 'doswasstlig a aIVN~came posi, of the nucloar atokpll 
is poce.keg or disposal vM die emmodlal dst ree 11eDOtis In siudarlmactsal %opes.  
Owce again. adinewhAledgi osuta'vlnporodhesatleaPaon coieaM crotls 10 ahtPleaem~ 
-hs ia alrady at the tile sad upgpad fe~did tor any and al] &aag opfioan bdei considerod 
by r"( with ealsium coat and dhffculty. eatsm comscody saftousas aem Ihan &M00 asplm 
pits and plans am being made to ship adiditlmal plis fierot Rocky l'la 10 heats. h ft us littk 
amos to !ecicuso kug f~abd at anodior she Wad dices vannomslty atranpoer IMFe moants 
of ploomanas os do the musy from Pastes. Ilse bldtary and polIca cos13 for sucha 
decisin would be mcannooo. Dacs of ties cos, Posex also ahoold be desigasaed the 
pelead dals for any dispoaticeo opaloo and readom fuasetionz. Et oukes baadgctay tad policy 
amic so die diapoadoino whate norag akoady exalm. Futheseus, it makt 00m 'IMFrom aoy 
perspseate, budget or othtawlat. ti utgo " atasagozxa at .a fts ted suiplas at anodier.  
Maicm tissuld be foI~ro beth skn fatatoam Pane, has dse nesary safety, isamaity, 
and aasivlhanm cupoihialet to .std an wToxtadd role with mdobsul cost and ft isathe 
puoaucties tihe cloaat ft Los Alasoos, the PI Fpt fauicasifm Sh 

Based Va thoew mesns I respeufay urg D(31 dso lp6W Panist at O pribrrat 
altessaitwi'ms for an esadia and new ttockp~ numxmsen mad teewatudp functions at well 
as consolidation of all plekaimsitan atos and dispositio tand say celod fandloas Tbaok you 
for dine oppoirunlty so comaueon deolase documnents.

2/08.03.01
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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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May 23. 1996

John Hruda 
i1o .

To the United Sians Depainmnt of Energy 
0011w of Fusile Maieeials Dispooition 
P.O. Bo• 2Y756 
Wasagiraoo. D.C. 20062&736 

As a cncntined di,, an well a a Tceos Legislator I an distubed by die Piognaeoiwic 
Esoiroomma lmpeort Statement I P;aed for dte Departmen of Eseey regardmin Storae and 
Disposlie of Wespoas-Umble Flolle Mosaiedas 

While I bsoogaseth need to alase alek socme. ag-semn storae and disposition of die 
uignifleae qoualoito of sorplos 11"lenesodshaio. w hieh includeo p1oIoi (Pu) aid highly 
euvicked waisem (l-6U). I helene diu doscna~ee faollst addres very mideal bunrea issoes.  

In neiewiss the alitatove for the posible fuur of Partic. it becomes ray evident lt all of 
tie nados. weapo.-iuoahl piluonliam ta actne warued would be tormd at Pwasco - MOW51 
pits, plus muo h of tie plowman now at Rocky Fhli Phla. CO. Haford. WA; Lm Amos., NM: 
Sianatah Riner. SC and te Idaho National Esnpelsmg Laoar.  

Before 19119. phrannios pits w•mnýro sited at Partes. ,owe. wit thdie cling of Rocky 
Fl"a Puosis tae ie ismatm average site for at oast I200 pits Now tdi; docurwai lopon csoa 
only storing platohmi pits. but other oae undesirable forms of plumuin..  

Oni a Iead at PrIssx. dhu iet io biog considere for a plaisuan pit d€issanubly/oomeion 
facility to ut die pits and promo diet loto metal or oxide, a pluatoium couoras f-lity to 
proes limea typo of Pa; a facility to mix plaslaimi with tanmuln to make mized oxide fuel 
(MOX); Ioe poe aonsw•am to Mdi MOX fael. plus gmig of the spent fuel frot the 
re u a well s mapg of all die mied wasmlU Imld ori all these prm0ses Itis 
pomo•oa of p Iadsoln wi•ic has cemibaed 0 do uie soad miviotmensal delidabon which 
saddles owr ashiot with a S396I hillion dollar cleanup peohleo.  

This docuentoimesm there would he few aegaive efbmferom dos inig -" and all of diosae 
sedlnoles is Ptsmaam.~ chate docuaente falls to Inkiness to de, aspect oso the good repuatiaoe of 
oar aelsultu•al product. Agrli•ltud is the oan industry whidc lhas monsisty n itatamsl die 
Panhandle for decades.  

The food dhais begins here In the primte agricultural fasood o~fthe Twos Pasbandis, The mo 
prdcsaid coeal gramso produceid hae = slapped dirooghoui dIes woelli. 25% of tielNotion's 

baefis poI~ Iand - ocsse hetm The quality aid whieolaoowtiess of dieae proditei would 
a& ijeopardy with die string oftdie peocs at Putan. Pfthova prodaction agriculture 

P.O. 11- 2910 33M heup 

2t5 4 -"121 Tr 017-69149160

1/09.08.04 

M-249

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.

090804
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us p•rt of Texas would ces tO exist When one of every four people is employed in an 
apiculture related job. die lost to dis High Plains trade am of those jobs would Treate untold 

A second isue the docmment fails to address is the location or Pauntex above the Ogpshfla aquifer, 

the source of groundwateri for the plains of Texas and seven other Midwester food producing 

series. WMlt high explosives, chcanleasl solveants, and radionuclldes, Pantex has cotmimauted 

the fine Valued laor of wat bearing sands above the Ogullala aquifer. With the downward 

migration of the rech-ghing waters how long will It be before the Ogallala itself will be 

contaminated? 

Water and atgrcuture ae the real wealth of the Texas Panhandle. Without them there would be 

no "Texas Panhandle. We cannot asud by and allow these resources to be compromised in any 

way. Food is the most importent commodity we have - it must be protected.  

Not alternatdves fee siting these prcse at other shes were analyzed in this docunert.  

Defoge rhoosn g a piferrd alternative. othe options need to be considered. The siting of these 

misalona at Pantex aeenm slatsighled ard iW-oncie The eavironmeental impact in 

conjunction with thee processes han the potential to devastate Oils food producing region.

1/09.08.04 
cont.  

2/09.04.04 

13/08.03.01 
1/09.08.04 
cont.

The Panhandle is too valuable to be used as a plutonium aage, processing and waste facility.  

Sineey "Y' 

lotto Hinschi 
State Representatve

M-249

090404 Comment Number 2

Current and future operations at Pantex are not expected to affect the water 
quality of the Ogallala Aquifer. However, since this aquifer is being depleted 

(that is, the current withdrawal is exceeding the current recharge), Pantex 

operations contribute to the depletion of the Ogallala Aquifer and are 

analyzed in the PEIS.  

0803 01 Comment Number 3 

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

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

fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and 

economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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Tht * Atet of Zrxn" 

Apri 19. 1"6 

U.S. Deparment ofB=q 
OMS = aot R ooeigmd 

P.O. Box 3417 
Ak• ~&VA 22M0 

U.S. Dcsrnnt Of EMS'y 

P.O. Box 23786 
Washunpon. DC 20026 

: C, ar i a 3fit (SSM) Cmd O Sr l 

To Whom I
t 

May Cowers: 

As th Texas State Senator rersetn 36 Northr Tuna Comft •1indt Ca"No County in 

which the Puget ftrIty is located, I wNt Wo bank you for one opprtnityto provide coamwnnt on 

Sbd*T, T=u on Stockpile Stewardship Ind Mmasupmet ($$M) ge $torp arid Dispositiom 

(S&tD) o Wenpost Usable Robi Materls- This koaw wig also serve as m" €ommriet on the Psnici 

Sko.V/kla Drf Euirnticated /]mpa Stasenicas, as rnOn o~f the isusadrse in that docurnent 
am identcalto th isue a in th SSM and S&D PEISe 

I want to stess im support for DOB'i cate docisica to abandon plans to taznsfcr 

Issemblyldisassebly funtir to the Nevada Teat Site. Your decision to select Pamnx as the 

Ill. sherra fo tos fum.tin nc€onms that toafe to Ne w ul veb 

prohibitive, and wouki not have provided siakluws facilitie to meet future needs. H-~r h 

&u tjo te,4.ptze psoecx as die preferred site fur new an&Aoc wnsolidsled stockile management 

frucihsies his overlooked the begS sic for nuintlining the ift~gr ity of the United States nuclear st•x-k

M-046
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pile and attaining m~axim= efficiencie and amn savingt.  

Before addresing dhe two Impact Statements individually, I want to stress that any current or future 
Department of Energy functions at Pants tast be conducted in a saft and environmentally sound 
mann=. While I am ootfdent that cent prcdur t mor than adequat I also am adamantZ 
that any expansion at Pamtrx be implemented in the smem fashion. The residents of the Texas ,

Panhandle have come to expect Pantex operationa to be handled in a way that does not impair their 
health or safety, and future plans should recogsize that necessity.  

Pantex is the most cost effective alternative for any new construction of SSM 
fcilkis. Labor osts, utility rat, and waver and land availability at Pante. as well 
as pub•ic and political support in the surrounding community. are mote amenable to 
DOE needs than at any other sire.  

Pantex should be considered as a slit for all futue defense related programs to 
onimpkrcnt activities at the national lebormauics. including the planned Atlas Facility 

and the plutonnit pit fabrication site at Los Alasms National Laboratory. The 
location of additional defen related progrs•m at Pasnex would mum that core 
technical capabilities at preserved at a location that can secure them at the moat 
efficient cost 

While the Depatmnaet of Enery makes no mention ofa srategic plutonium resve 
to mnet future national security samdsw the PELS .ttita that stratgic storage 
shouhd be co-locatd with ditsams ly. Pmnt should clearly be the prferred site for 
such a mission in cootdination with its management functions.  

The sngI * above supporting increased stewardthip and masnagemnt for 
Pantm alo support the continuatio of High Explosives (HE) fabrication at that slit.  
Jnst a siras gic and surplus stoge should remain with disassembly, HE functions 
shoiuld re•u on-located with assembly. The DOE SSM draft indicates that Pantex 
shoull metain HE capablties on sie to procass inventories accrued from dismsntling; 
therfore the continuation of HE fusctions at PaNes is cearly the least expenssve 
atesutiavailable to DOE. I strongly disagree with the draft PEIS statement that 
siting HE activities at Pantex offers no advantages over the national labs. The cost 
of tranfmring such fuoctiom is cost prohibitive, and such plans ignore the possibility 
of future weapon production activitims which woukl require a full HE capability at 
Pantey, and ignore t adm•itn necessity of continued limited HE activity at Pantcx.  

M-046
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I believe that mny factors argue for the coniued operation of HE activities at 

Pantex, in addition to an expansion of its existing stewardship and manissnenlt 

activities. in all of the above cases. I want to tm= that the Deprlnent of Energy 

sbouladtliae that budialgetary amWUafltbetween Pantes and other rites at•e accurate 

and incluke capital, tranhportation, training. reosdiatios. and other costs.  

As the sole Deparvenst of Energy authtxind faclity for asaembly and disenthly 

of nuclear weapons, Palint has served our county for stinehan 40 years, It has 

handled them bFtetions in a safe and etficant nannocr, and should continue to do so.  

As oarn mton continues its pgVr of dinarntding a larp portion of our nucaear 

detent. one of the dallenges we face is prom ising. storing, or disposing the finsie 

sturik dust snain. Pan=e cierly offers the best solution to hids vexing problea

Ackknowlidging the iporteasne of exst savings. Pautex has the existing capability to 

amt the plutoniusmalredy at the stle, ind wosld easily cxpand and upgrade existing 

fatics to rmn amy or anl of the storage options being comiderd by DOE. For the 

reasons identi•ied in the SSM PETS, the Pastex facility could acxxropti• this with 

nutnrnut cost and difficulty.  

Pantex already houses tori thaM 8,000 surplus pits, with store pits scheduled for 

mAsu fror fth Rocky lPts facility. The r.-creatKNI of stolage facilities at anodstr 

site, and the costs and dangers ausociated with transporting large csnaouts of 

pltit•niurn aci113 the country. tkes little sene buidgetsrily or politically. The 

conmon sense solution to this probem is to nat strategic storage and surplus 

functions at the su- plac as diusseribly. Since facilities for all three functions 

already exist at Pantex, dtis constots sense solution is practical. ressuosabl, and 

unsarguable.  

All possible factors argue for Pamtex.s continued assd expanded role in storage of 

disassembled fissle inaial. it has the necessary Waty. sec-ity. asd s ine 1/08.03.01 

it has tt mst cost effict operations, it has existing strocur as facilities, and 

it it the closest production site to Lm Alanms, the planned pit fabrication site.  

Based on the rsesuts outlited in dc above two conisntt on the draft Progaisatic Environmental 

lriset Statemets. I urgre f DeWpasi of Energy to designate Pans-x as the preferred allemanve 

ate for all existing ansd new stodpie nuangetirt sd -7wtlii functions, as well as consolidation 

of all plutonium storage, disposition, and relaned fasctio•s.  

M-046

080301 Comment Number I

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 WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

1315tl W 4 A-ie.. - Kt.,,eewk&., W.5hkqh "4f•6 * IS"9) 735.7581

CAommtnts an pL tnn a! PIS 
April 11,1996 

Presented by Max S. Power 

Nuclear Waste Program 

My name is Max Power. I represent the Washington State Department of Ecology, and I am 

presenting the agency's comments.  

I want to begin by stressing three basic points, based on positions taken by Govemor Lowry at 

the time of leoping (August 1994) and the Plutonium Roundtable (October 1995): 

tNnngillfletltiMn: Action to convert weapons usable plutoniwrn to form that discourage 

weapons ue is urgent The United States needs to be seen to be acting forcefully and with 

public suppoet to assure that this material is not available for reuse in nuclear weapons. The 

consequences of not acting are immense.  

E• Z All the states mand regions of the country benefited from the defense provided by 

nuclear weapons. Now all need to share in an equitable way in the overall costs and risks of 

closing the circle on production of nuclear weapons material. Washington State has borne 

more than its share of the costs and risks in the pest. We have both expertise and facilities 

that mcn help deal with plutonium and radioactive wastes, but we are only willing to play a 

role if others assume their fair share of the burdens.  

Sa•q• amnmiMWnL Washington will not accept additional burdens on Hanford that 

detract from or delay commitments to cleanup the legacy of past contsminatton.  

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

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

As selection of disposition options proceeds. DOE should use information such as that 

developed in the draft PEIS to inform a broader national equity dialogue. Decisions about 

plutonium storage and disposal must be made in the broader context of such a dialogue, 

dealing with treatment storage and disposal of all surplus nuclear materials and wastes.

1/01.06.00 

WA-020

010600 Comment Number I

Efforts are being coordinated within DOE to assure 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 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.

0
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Comment Number 2

2. We encourage DOE to take a conservative approach on storage options. It does not make 
sense to ship signiricart quantities of plutonium to a consolidated or collocated storage site, 
only to have to ship most of it again to yet another site for disposition. Near-ters emphasis 
should be on selection of a disposition approach long-term storage decisions can then be 
linked to the configumron of the disposition system.  

3. Ecology commends DOE for the level ofanalysis and documentation in the PEIS: 
* a good basis for ass ng generic disposition alternatives 
Secognizes need for additional NEPA documentation to select disposition sites 

• sufficieat analysis to evaluate storage options once disposition path selected 

4. We also emplhsize the need to identify the full extent ofrisk*, costs, technology 
development needs. mid further requirements for public decision-making. This should be an 
important document contributing to public awareness and national equity dialogue.  "a The PEIS includes information that puts plutonium disposition in context ofthe 

legacy ofweapons production. Eg. stbstantial information about wastes, storage 
facilities, etc. at candidate sites.  "a The PEIS makes resonable efforts to identify emissions and wast streantm fiom 
proposed atorage, mmtnent, and disposal facilities. DOE is to be commended for 
using appropitate site-specific data in the conceptual analysis of the disposition 
optio• 

"* However, we we concerned that some materials may not be covered in this PEIS or 
others 

5. Therforc, we ask DOE to clarify how-and how much of-Hanford plutonium stock is 
included.  "a Fig. .. indicates 1.7 t. of Hanford Pu identified as "surplus" There is 

approximately another 2.1 t. in forms other than spent fuel. Some may be 
coucmsirated and become surplus; some may become waste. It is not clear that the 
lat ctategory, which is explicitly beyond the scope of this PEIS, is included in other 
programmunati document.  "* The PEIS needs mor explicit discussion about the implications of non-pit forms of 
plutonium for the confilgration of storage, treatment, and disposal options.  

In conclusion, the disposal option. or combination of options, selected should: "* minimire overall risk to public and worker health, and to the environment; 
"• take accouts of equity among sites and regions; "* not divert resources from or delay cleanup of past contamination at nuclear weapons 

production sites; "* have a clear and reasonable path forward to develop and implement the technology; 
and "* accommodate the plutonium metal scrap and other forms that could nonetheless be 
used in weapons.

2/08.03.01 

3/08.03.01

4/08.00.00 

5/01.00.00 

5/01.00.00 
cont.  

6/01.00.00 

7/01.00.00 

8/08.03.00

WA-020

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 
cqnsiderations, and public input.

080301 

Comment noted.

080000

Comment Number 3

Comment Number 4

In the interest of openness and more informed decisionmaking, DOE released 
Technical Summary Reports to the public as soon as they became available.  
Cost data, along with technical and schedule data, were provided in Technical 
Summary Reports of both storage and disposition in the summer of 1996.  
Results of the nonproliferation analysis were made available in the fall of 
1996. Each of these analyses along with the environmental analysis and 
public input will be integrated into DOE's decisionmaking process.

010000 Comment Number 5

A description of all DOE's environmental analyses for weapons-usable fissile 
materials to comply with NEPA is given in Chapter 1 of the Final PEIS.

010000 Comment Number 6

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.  

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.

0 
1'.

080301

'4 � 
C., �-t 

,- C., 

0 

C., 

0 
0-

I



STATE OF WASHINGTON, DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY, 

KENNEWICK, WA, MAX S. POWER 

PAGE 3 OF 3 

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 addresses 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.  

0803 00 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.  

C'
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Date: Mon. 6 May 1996 - t

Subject: FORUM Form - incoming 

scial no- 168 
MailTitle - FORUM Form - incoming 

namc - Mark Wallace CIO 
title - Public Involvement Officer 
company - Washington Dept- of Ecology 
addr I - P.O. Box 47600 -• 

addr2 
city - Olympia 
state - Washington Cz 
zip - 92504 
phone - (360) 407-7121 
fax - (360) 407-7151 
cmail - MAWA461@cy.wa.gov 
ctypc - public 
suibject 

4 The following is the text of the Authots Comment.  

Spoken comments on the 

Storagc and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials 
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impacts Statement 

Recorded during a public meeting 
Co-sponmod by the Plutonium Roundtable at 
The University of Washington Center for Urban Horticulture 
3501 N.. 41st Sae 
Tuesday. April 30, 1996.  

I leauing officer: Patricia Boiko., Physicians for Social Responsibility: 

First commentor: 

My anme is Tom Carpenter.  
1m with the Government Accountability Project.  
My address is: 
1402 Third Avenue, Suite 1214 
Seattle, Washington 98101 
(206) 292-2150

E-006
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TOM CARPENTER: Comment that I would like to give to the Department of Energy 

is that burning plutonium in the reactors as an option is not a good option, in 

my opinion, because it creates an additional waste stream. And it raises safety 1/08.03.01 

issues, and it should be rejected as an option. That the tradcoff of 

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

new waste stream and a additional safety hazard.  

It appears from the information available that the immobilization technology 

is the preferred alternative. I have very, very strong concerns about the 

ability -- the technical ability and the managerial ability - of the current 

structures to be able to handle an undertaking of this sort, especially within 

the Department of Energy. And those are my key concerns about -- they I re 

technical in nature, and they I re managerial in nature, as well -- is that 

thereIs, overall, a lack of ovcrsight and a lack of reg ulatory integrity. 1 2/05.00.08 

guess. And it is a concern that is, I think, kind of overlooked in the whole 

process. And therel s symptoms of that throughout the management, for instance, 

of the Hanford Site, or the Pantex Plant. where important safety issues are ov 

erlooked, or ignored, or buried. That concerns me greatly when it comes to an 

issue like plutonium disposition. So a larger look at this, a national dialogue 

of the type that Tim Takaro was suggesting tonight, I think is urgently needed.  

There is way too much going on to make an intelligent decision without looking 

at the whole picture. I agree with the Physicians for Social Responsibility that 

it I s hard to follow all the EIS! s and PEIS's I s. As a proufessional activist, I 

don Ikeep track of them all. I have no idea whatt s going on with some of 

those. That, of course, concerns me greatly. So a national dialogue is greatly 

needed. And finally, I would like to agree that we need more information, more 

analysis about what, exactly, the im pacts would be from immobilization 

technologies. I feel that there is not enough information to go on to make an 3/08.02.00 
intelligent decision. And so I would like to see the Department of Energy step 

back, do a better job, do more stakeholder participation, so t hat the right 

decision is made, since the impacts are so far reaching and so potentially 

severe.  

Second commentor.  

My name is Rosemary E. Brodic 

My addresa is 3942 N.F- 90th St.  

(Seattle, WA 9S115-3745) 

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

ROSEMARY BRODIE: First of all, I would like to give a little background in 

E-006

080301 Comment Number 1

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

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

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

upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national 

policy considerations, and public input.

050008
The Department of Energy is committed to safe and effective management of 
all of its Pu-related missions.

080200 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.

0 
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Comment Number 4

terms ofthe Plutonium Disposition PEIS issues and concerns. The U.S.  
Department of Energy is conducting a peognasnmatic environmental impact statement 
to determine what to do with the surplus plutonium taken from dismantled 
weapons. DOE is considering alternatives for the storage - the storage 
alternatives are not addressed in this statement, here, but - and disposition 
of plutonium and has agreed to take comment and discuss th e PEIS at the 
Plutonium Roundtable in Seattle on April 30th.  

The good news is that plutonium is being removed from weapons. The process of 
disarmament has begun. The bad news is that keeping plutonium out of weapons 
and the environment is a formidable task. If we are going to meet our 
obligations under the NPT treaty to work towards disarmament, the plutonium 
stockpile firom disnmantled weapons will grow, so we must analyze how to 
effectively deal with plutonium. Unfortunately, this PEIS so far, is an 
inadequate analysis that does not facilitate informed public p articipation and 
openncss principles. DOE is also considering alternatives that exacerbate 
plutonium disposition problems. It is very important that everyone concerned 
about nuclear proliferation. Hanford, or the environment participate in this 
process.  

The problems with MOX: 
The use of plutonium in nuclear reactors is one of the disposition 

alternatives considered in the PEIS. First, the plutonium would be blended into 
a mixed plutonium dioxide mad uranium dioxide, or MOX, and then reactors could 
use the MOX to generate ele ctricity. This alternative is strongly opposed by 
many people concerned 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 Ildi rect uses in nuclear weapons. This 
means that in the storage and transport and use in reactors, MOX must be secured 
and handled as a weapons material. Using MOX in reactors is against stated U.S.  
non-profiferation policy. President Clinton has stated t hat. IrTbe United 
States does not enrcourage the civil use ofplutonium, and accordingly, does not, 
itself, engage in plutonium reprocessing for either mnclear power, or nuclear 
explosive purposes.¶ This is September 1993. Developing MOX would drastic 
ally alt 
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 in a 
commercial reactor. A MOX fabrication facility would have to be built, or a 
current facility adapted. This could be done at Hanford at a cost as yet 
undisclosed. Potentially, plutonium from around the country would be brought 
to a Hanford MOX fabrication facility. Also, there is currently no U.S. MOX 
fabrication facility. The PEIS assume& that if an existing light water reactor 
in the United States were to use MOX fuel, then a timely supply - in quotes

4/08.02.00 

5/01.06.00

E-006

Comment noted.

010600 Comment Number 5

The President's Nonproliferation Policy says the United States will not 
recycle Pu. Burning weapons Pu in reactors does not utilize the recycling 
process because the Pu in the spent fuel from this will not be extracted for 
reuse. The Reactor Alternatives will utilize a once-through fuel cycle. Spent 
fuel will be disposed of with other commercial reactor spent fuel. This is not 
inconsistent with U.S. policy since no Pu is being recycled.

080200
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- of MOX fuel would havc to be sought. while a U.S. fabrication facility is 

developed. This means that the DOE would send United States I plutonium to 

Europe. where MOX fuel would be developed, and then send it back to thc United 

Siatesl reactors. Because MOX is a direct-use weapons grade fuel, ills usc in 

commercia reactors would turn many utility nuclear energy plants into de facto 

weapons facilitics. Increased security to prevent diversion of plutonium would 

be 
requi red 

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

commercial spent fuel generated from MOX reactors is supposed to go to a waste 

repository. The development of a repository has been fraught with difficulty.  

Ther is no guarantee th at a suitable repository will exist for even more high 

level waste generated from MOX reactors. Simply stating that it will go to a 

repository which does not yet exist is not good enough. Hanford, as well as 

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

repository is not available. One alternative in the PEIS is to use Canadian 

CAN'DU reactors - thatl s an acronym. According to the PEIS, Canada would then 

be responsible for the waste generated from the reactors. This enco uages 

international commerce in plutonium, as docs any alternative calling for 

plutonium, or MOX shipment, to and from Europe. It may also smt a dangerous 

precedent for the United Statc to give up control of weapons material to other 

countries. An 
d it bri 

ngo up a question of fairness. Why should Canadian citizens take plutonium 

and waste that they did not develop? 

Instead of MOX, plutoniumn should be declared a waste and immobilization 

alternatives developed. We should declare plutonium a waste and insum that it 

is not used in weapons, or in eactors- By doing this in the United States, we 

can also take a leaders hip role in preventing an international industry in 

commnrce in plutonium that would be increasingly difficult to control.  

Inunobilization technologies should be vigorously pursued because these 

technologies provide the greatest ability to isolate plutoni uLm from the 

environmeit and prevent the proliferatios of weapons material. Immobilization 

technologies should be developed and shared with other counties. Meanwhile, 

storage of pluhtoium should maintain plutonium so as to prevent harm .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 becamuse DOE has not fiurthered informed public 

participation in the process, or adhered to basic principles of openness. DOE 

sectively solicited the nuclear industry in pursuJt of MOX in December 1995-

5/01.06.00 
cont.

6/08.03.01 

7/08.03.01 

8/08.02.00 

E-006

080301 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.

080200 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.
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DOE Included a request for, excuse me, in December 1995, DOE included a 
request for expesions of interest for tritium prxoction. a solicitation in 
pursuit ofcommercial reactors that would like to use MOX. This action, taken 
between the plutonium disposition PEIS seoping he ari and the draft PEIS was 
done without notice to the public, or incorporation into the PEIS. Not until 
March 29,1996, were expressions ofinterest, known as E01s, released. This 
solicitation indicates a substantial furtherance of MOX despite the fact that 
DOE has not chosen a preferred alternative. No EOt process has been followed 
for any of the other disposition alternatives. Among E01 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 at Hanford.  

DOE is not including cost studies and non-proliferation studies for public 
scutiny along with the PEIS. Coast tudice and non-prolIferation studies are 
going on outside of this PEIS prcess. Since these studies will affect the 
outcome of the PETS, they must be made public, publicly available so that 
citizen can make informed comments on the PEIS. Given that the need for action 
on plutonium disposition is baend upon proliferation concerns, there is an 
appalling lack of consideration of proliferation im pacts throughout this PEIS.  
Also, a full coat analysis of MOX, including a cleanup, clean-up costs of a MOX 
faitkication facility and MOX reactor sites, and the coats ofa suitable 
repository should be done and available public comment, as should cost esl 
imates for all other alternatives. DOE should extend the comment period and 
hold hearings in additional locations. Additional time is Deeded for the public 

to fully consider the PEIS, especially with additional cost and 
non-proliferation informatio 
n. H ear 
ingsp ought to held in additional locations. For example, actions at Hanford 

should require hcarings throughout the Northwest, Seattle, Portland, Spokane.  
ctc. Now that some of the potential reactor sites for MOX are known, hearings 

in those areas should be considered.  
"Think you.  

Third commcntor: 

Barbara 7.cpeda 
I live at: 1937 25th East 
Seattle, 98112 

B3ARBARA ZEPEDA: And I Im very interested in the fact that we are s dly 
cooperating with IAEA at I lanford, but we aren t even fiuding our UN obligations., 
so how can the International Atomic Energy Agency hive the money to do the

8/08.02.00 
cont.  

9/08.00.00 

10/06.06.00 

9/08.00.00 
cont.  

11/08.01.00 

12/08.02.00

13/15.00.00

E-006

080000 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.

010600 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.

080100 Comment Number 11

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

080200 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
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monitoring that it shout d? We could set an example by full funding ofthe 

United Nations, and the IAEA should be an example of not the United States 

pushing international agencies around, but actually strengthening -_rn. We have 

a history of private corporations making money at Hanford by making mistakes.  

We cant t afford this in the future. And the mere fact that they brought up the 

suggestion dot private corporations would be able to take the fuel and use it 

for a fgt breeder reactor to produce electricity is just outrageou a. Seems 

as those sae corporations am refusing to pick up -ay obligation they have to 

the WPPSS I bonds that are still outstanding and costing Seattle City Light 

hundreds of millions of dollars every year. I know the City of Seattle exists 

to unde 
rmrit e n 

uclear weapons, nuclear power and municipal bonds for the whole Northwest, but 

it I s an outrageous usic of our taxing and our bonding authority, and it I 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.  

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

Fourth commuetor: 

My name is: Sidney Stock S:r-O-C-K.  

address: 6023 Hazelwood Lane South East 

Bellevue, Washington 98006-2615 

SIDNEY STOCK: And I think itIs unconscionable that the DOE would propose to 

limit the public response to May ? when stuch a tiny, tiny fraction of the U.S.  

public has any knowledge, or information - I, as a semi-informed peoton 

following this much more cl osely than the average person, but not highly 

informed, know next to nothing about this. I guess that will do it.  

Mark Wallace: Can I take that as an official request for an extension of the 

comment period? 

Sidney Stock: It sure is.  

Fifth commentor 

My name is: Joshua Speiser. S-P- as in Paul -E.I-S-E-K 

I live at: 4039 Ninth Avenue North East 

Seattle, Washington 9 105 

JOSHUA SPEISER: And I I d simple like to say that I believe that the 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, as written right now, is

13/15.00.00 cont.

11/08.01.0 
cont.

14/01.04.00

E-006

0

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

150000 Comment Number 13

Comment noted.

010400 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.
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$rATil Ot WAJI4INGTOSE 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

P.O. 8 "4",0 OPy.Pk 110- 9016.70" 

(Nwt 4W40 . Tor io , t0 - s ,e 0 MIN 4#7480 

)une . 1996 

U.S. Dcpemet Ofllaur 
Ofice of riedle Materials Dispostion 
P.O. Box 237116 
wwahijg DC 20026-3796 

Dear Si or Madam: 

Thank you for the opportinity tomco--nNO on the draft Progiinnaldc 18at*042muial IMPact 
Statiare g (MEIS) for the Storage and Dhpoidon of Waspocm ble rlatle Mateals 
(DOEIIS-O229-D), We havb reviewed the dommemt sad have the folowinG COianMM s- Our 

Seawal ccmnet ass essetdly dhe sawe as those presented at the Rie~ait basing. April 11, 

1996. by Max Power. on behaltof WauhgO& fl Departmntn' ofEcology (Ecolog).  

0Ove,=W Mka Lowry aset ftsh Av key point during scot•og ft r d"te PS a"d in the PluMtOium 

Roundtable Forms held In Seattle, October 6. 1 S. The fi- key points wore as follows 

* Wk i- Actiomto convetwupseu mble pha -t-aimi o fn thattdiscourage 
,wapoe • un is ur3em. The United States ae to be a•m as e•ting forcedilsly and with 

publi eppot to mav e0 tMh m tee Is not avs l ON rwm ha nuclear weapolns The 
conamquencem ordon metins am inavose 

*Z i. AS the sew and rejm of"d cougay benefted ftom the defense provided by 

nudear w ep. Now at need to tak a eqstsble d hi di ovteall cos and mrsks of 

dodnW ft dade oa prodeclon of anucear weapons material Washington State his bog 

more than btsharae of die coat And risks in dit Peast We hae- both expertise and bhidnes 
dart c help deal with pltaut an and radloactve waesa, but we a only wilng to play a 

role if oth asaume their fair Ohe of the burdeat.  

• * -WashinLoa will not scapt addtional burdens on Hanford that 

deamc ftonm conmanmatalt made or delay the dcmuP of the legacy f Peat contsminatiut 

p Protetion of Public HeMth and Saf-ey. Any action to dog with plutonium IaUC Protec tie 

peopl., safety and security a wel as thc €irornmes. and muli ninize risks o worters 

said the public.  
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080200 

Comment noted.

Comment Number 1

001. offlalh M•aiab Disposlton 
;4M ?. 1W6 
pwas 

SrA Is 1 sadto mlar~vmh ikedaphi. hi nm uu it diwisAlw t ma d ¢comh 
to Mwal.e abuut dea.es need do treadskai Involved. iMtlic trea tsad cordme In the 
ded.om Wed Is ikpereive" wewe' to prwoie the stroeg; hisasiosatl haft"p neded to 

Our gresed eoowNoan oe she US fiede these pehuiplow: 

I Weappreci oate t dhe ~ " Unitd Stoe Depsweunmt o(Umwi' (USD08) ha aoe to 
provide pihi dimscseasi en eanwtIpls. awe. An sien 1 1 odepeelt-o- optionss proceeds, 
USD5 should usN hibrmaich s s *m l rs A deved hin dw d*A Pip to conomsbg.8 to a 

is, hd, teaonal equi der wetce.n• of mt eala pe. d 1,teom i a w ih t sh tw•is l m.t bi 

dispoeal .4E spkn, iiear wiseteriul aM wa".  

2 We eirceags USDO to t tke a conserutlve approckh em stmo options. It does n= make 
saw to *ip slpifncart quanullla ofpk um so a cosolifdo d or oollceted ampi di., 
cady to hbnv to ship It magai to yet anomter die ft d.ihudm N)eir-teunt nnplsud•n dsould be 
on uelmcslo of& dispo•itin approa0 lnw-trn teasfc m ..g" dv s JA tle, 1 i. le.n.- io inm 
6xmflgmtloim of the dhsposit•re ises•n.  

2. Eology commands USDOI for the Is vl of analyi and doQwmtn m tan the PE1• , which: 
Spcuvsdas a gd Itsis, f"'r am inws dlapcishtion abtarms,, 

* reconima hbenmed for mddlIioil NNEPA doumsntasios to selet dispositon sita.; and 

fdor~od.  

4. We als mhli. the nced to idonlfy the Ital Mnto ofdsu, osi, id uireioloe 
ddp ,ineed& Soamn of" Wi Icdaornwson wil he aowed In apassas doaurmnaent wiiclh 
mim. be "v"llbi to anble thad Pulic so here a proper role hi deds•l•-n-mkig. All this 
htforueodon will coan'btte.to publc ae.-warse nd id to a rasftAl national equity dialovg.  

7 The P$S heude intoimetion that puts plkadoe dispoohton I contet oarthe 
waspw pr~ontion legsasy,.& e ahetaitl isinforation about ~9ato. satore 
flncuities. etc. at nasidiag. sitee.  

SThe PEN makes rmesonsbl efforu to idenaif, the senios and weiss ireama Sort 
oIFoed storsf tometanvt, sad deposal fslitkl USD06 is to he cosemendad for 

osisi appropriae siltasped-el data hI the •onmeptusl selyws ofthe dipmiion 

options.  
9 Ho*ww, e ate concerned that soamm matetials nmy not be covered in this PHI. So 

other EIS'L

1/08.02.00 

2/01.04.00 

3/01.01.00

4/11.01.08

F-065

010400 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.

110108 Comment Number 4

A description of DOE's environmental analyses for weapons-usable fissile 
materials to comply with NEPA is given in Chapter I of the PEIS.

IJ



STATE OF WASHINGTON, DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY, 

OLYMPIA, WA, MARY RIVELAND 

PAGE 3 OF 4

Of110e of lsNa il Mm Dispositio 
AuM?7. 1996 
pages)

I. Thaellem w a* W1DO5 to dabr how-and how nx* uC-tlalind piw~aiwe mso-k is 

* ig. ii.)l.i ~idan 1.? mubl ion efltutnl p•juedan Wandlad un "nrs." 

Thskul 4 anhei mdme L mmit wme i= bm a otm AWLn Suisse 

abs c in urud lad beas surplu s.ma amesy ania -ý&" Itis ass dear if 

doe hietan owagoy. 114b Is explcitly boyondl Ohe sopsoels MtN.S. Is "ikded hn 
other prouiam ie o mmin a.  

,Thu PIS alms mob ma oplim dimewasaion ae she Isapfiadcus oftame-plt hbi 

Uftdafin A*e licumun dim uaaVCasMa. uM t=e. amd disposal opti• a.  

In contloplon, dom disposal opetwon of comsbination .topeico, eamieted should 
m iniulas overail risk to public end woricr bseha, and to dte mmoenmeenst; 

talike vacuusm oteqsuiy, snuatl mses and reeputa, 

*no ~du resuras foan or delay clusasep otpow ooeriralntion id noulam wupwa 

h 1aw a dls and ramasonble path Amorwi do deweallom mid ioptlanvoasia of 

9 sccurnerodste the plutonium noeda sca and othe Races that wiobi uewthedan be 
used hIn weapons.  

Our spo;WC cor a anottrise Wlyto poiUs4 ead 5, aboe Tharl Is mosiderable nled amf 

USDOB to dewily whet materials m nhidudod in the lope oftde MS, how then nmeals wil 

be beandld a dthy cear Ito do"ssrpla? stock to be sored and disposed, and what regulatory 

sogipni wilgven* theront- n 

Iqglalmasy Applic••lity; 

Washtintoe Bute; parnmet ofr~ology bu coesdad thae matriats wtich contai Spine 
Nde• wIASw, (1w04•) smae pAted ond t WasW- tm rdo.as We• man 

Act 09WIM4~ under eartain anaitions. Eco~lay, thasats.r, requestss farther clarification as to 

she raepimeoda that wiltge turpluaplutoolwut en plutoneasiw mlresiue given that they are no 
Ionger a•eded fbr their ordigns] purpose and law no clearly Identied f•A•ur use.  

I .Voluna 1. Section t I. ., and Volm ee I II, Appendix : USDO is proposing to in 'biline 
(thsetally uea) plutordun (tl) residues (tit dim 50% by wci$t) and transfe thi 
raddoes to the Hsdtord Site Solid Waste Maraganst Pacabtss. The PEt. does not d.snobo 
t1W 34"31tte"%n CWo *6", trmenA, and soarage f oP re s in suaMlert detaal to 
ssaw bow USOE wil omnnly with the state's •W•A The MS should momr Iny 

desIm USDOE~s repdstory approach far Pu residrienthat mr considered wante.

5/01.00.00 

6/01.04.00 

7/09.11.01 

F-065

010000 Comment Number 5

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.  

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.

010400 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 Rock)' 

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).

0
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offm dprask.Maish D"O*= 
Pop 47,199 
Pep 4
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for anu die tu.rum and howit fiff f tmtm IJStUsO w um rd Owwlejltr So 
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4. VomA 1Ssooothe 2.1,e•fadrd Sits:wNodmuis g-m-rcoddnmd uviw oftbe 

om wkd ih has lim SoV by wocWi ctaM.  

gtaelbeelso Ceomt Seerep mad lbm Inetria Ste m. d Res idues

In 0 tfidd cwINme, the Nheet OnbomENmd td ra*5ul'Mm INEW Fpin Mibk isd tO t0e 
paope waudiw miifrom atUonbgt~l vow m otpphammen baring redthm An ouwlm 
fhdip t*waoo thi USD06 ""10%ims.  

I. Xb to acfMioly dew In doh iW .to howmad wha &mt A-ud&mt to bi e 
odor- eauk opbM Plee pwohie quid.f 00" and M*edei thr mdiiwlasm drenkm 

I The Do&= Nuaket FoikTia efty bmoe (DN•S) Reaomeweddloo 94-1, mewFd o 

oomph.L The P=5 sboald oddidw the Wsevdwioa di ti r imd dro meeded to 

proper. msod uppeds eMial focee sad liebwtgae teo i meat 515(194-1iseid 
eddlald mesp =od dispoeldem ecioi ddloestd k" th, FM.  

3. PW3 dos eat Miy address the df to do pohaeW woteri md *e a 

metideg fOw Ase AmpermA eoeitlee say sduloft dide, moob. the Pkawosna 
Fir*,hg Pla nk. k 

yo bew, my qesdom pican mcl W. Max Pow with ce e ew N wivr Wane P ogn at (360) 
407-7118, or Mr. Tom Tetb as (509) 735-3020.  

Doldor

8/09.11.01 

9/11.01.01 

10/11.01.01 

11/07.01.00 

12/01.00.00

091101 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.

11 01 01 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 a 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 50-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.

010000 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.

0
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STATE OF WASHINGTON, STATE REPRESENTATIE, 
RICHLAND, WA, SHIRLEY HANKINS 

PAGE 1 OF 1 

08 0301 Comment Number 1 

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for Pu 
?Mpiidw Um disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon 

Mbicy 
Wukhlgte. Ewe 3opnhmtotd environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy 

8th DsI I considerations, and public input.  

I'd bike to thank the Doeartmeont cf~norgy for rav ldtis opportunity to doEver. cozunmnts on 
the progrusmatic Ezrvloointal Impact Staenea for storage and Dhapoaltoo oWeasposm
Usable Pi~kMtinb Cloedy, thleIis isa.lmonf grit nmaglode for ml l*seu of the Uritod 
Ststam. and upedelly far roddomt ofthe TrI-Cldl beam.. of the patmtilWI we bv for dorect 
lovolvemo with this pogrom 

I'm plaued to be "bl to provIda ue omca o the .moaM of matalal that p(viAui had 
co %xek tha ofroi -o, nnweepocs sadwapaioaW. 'What a poitive a owf stodoa for 
badh the Uritiod Stam. the Rumolk and athar Ahrn Soylt UWon pVoinrm~an to pit chin 
material to a produca"usieu 

With rempect to dwthe ooa option the Dopieztmmu of aWp is 9011YA"n for dapoddhof xo aurps 
plasoedum, I would urge the Dapeinetw to smlact In whole or ptana theBatder Iradfittle.t 

o This optloo, whtich is bon*l endoroed by the Natonal Acadowz of Sacties, abran the mom 
timel uIatI for roodoring tha metwie won-uamblto terrorist Or 0thff threatenifg countris 
or argatilozis.  

o DiapoWs of the aurplus puonium, fthough the ftm of Mined oxide FueL, is a prome 
tecknology *alrad use in many reactors throughout the world.  

0 noeme of MDX tol In U.S. ajalear maoctos would allow for the genuAtio of valuable 1/08.03.0 1 
aleJctroy. lrau-S ectall putting mateia ow. pechagd W1 Into Wiad l=03ao ta 
proýji Me fhr ggnmiutin clatrkiety. G~enoyao regulatidon of MDX Wi use would 
omou, the moterla is used in s way sa that pubic health and mafoy ane optinnaly protected.  

0 Through the DO's Hoodbird S4 iead the WAdington Pubfic Power Supply Systan. we b-v 
the oneded lafhotructure and oapehlft tofthlcote and cDOMne MOX Ai rig& hcre.  
offerig the Departmen of Eng a timel. comprehensve. and officiatit o ito winch to 
dispose of surplus plutodinn 

I hap. the Dep Itm of Ener will 0iv sricuus thought to the reactor jitedia8lon option, and 
whim it caorne tune to deliver the Record of Dad" thon. ta this option wil be aelated.Q 

Thank you.  

WA-017



STATE OF WASHINGTON, STATE SENATOR, OLYMPIA, WA, 
PATRICIA S. HALE 

PAGE 1 OF 1

Comment Number 1

oe Dan Washington State Senate 
o . A R- o Senator Patrica S. Hale 

(.Ho) 71'. 7614 Fah lcgisiatiac D)LArv.

April 12, 1996

The Honorable Hotil O'Leary 
SecretorT of Energy Forrostol .Ulding, MS 7A-2S7 

1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, D.C. 2058S 

Dear Secretary O'Leary: 

I believe the Washington Public Power Supply System's initiative to aervo as a 
key participont in the Department of Energ's plotonim 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 plutonimm, offers advoantages that far outweigh other disposal 
options being considered.  

The Supply System concept, along with use of the Fuels and Materlals 
Examination Facility (FMEF) for making mixed oxide fuel, incorporates maximum 
safety by centralizing operations on the Hanford Site, thereby resolving 
transportation, fuel-handling and safeguards issues. It also offers o cost
effective and timely approach to disposition by using 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-standlng policy against use of 
civilian nuclear power reactors to produce nuclear weapons.  

The Supply System hb: taken a ledeorship role in offering the federal 
government a feasible and technically sound solution to this problem. It is 
imperative that the WiiP-2 concept be provided every consideration in dealing 
with this important aspect of the nuclear legacy.  

i am confident that the Supply System's concept, If Implemented, would afford 
the United States a safe, cost-effective, and timely opportunity to take 
action toward solving the global plutonium disposition challenge.  

Senator Patricia S. Hale

1/08.03.01 

2/06.01.01

M-239

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.

060101 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.

C•
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STEIN, JERRY, HAPPY, TX 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

08 03 01 Comment Number 1 

Comment ID: P0039 The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's opposition to new 
Date Received: May 8, 1996 

Name: Father Jerr' Stein missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable 
Add"es: Box 129 

Happy, TX 
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and 

Phone: (206) 558-2871 economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.  

Transcription: 

I want tosy 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 

peace with the whole world and not more dangerous material that could make other countnes 

want to build thea too, and this agricultural area - an area that water and food - reputation needs 

to be kept high. Plus needs to be kept clean -all 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 place and no place needs to have any more of it, 

so 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.  

P-039 
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STOCK, SIDNEY, BELLEVUE, WA 
PAGE 1 OF 1

Comment Number 1

Storage and Diospoddoi of Weaponu-Usable Fissle Materials Draft Programmatc 
Enironmental Impact Sta t (PEIS) Public Comment Form 

Namse (optooisa):77, 
Ad*=~ (optinl~):S;1 

Pk- "ite dowmm yaw cmmcms &W dp fiorm f a the makal booms before you lessv 
taglbte The fImmix wil be saubitled to the Depatmenm of Enseeiy a pan of the formal conmess on 
thi PEIS. If you aim unmble 10 compla this form tonigiht. wsiso ov coreos -00 be mailed a: 

8Pr-idl1eEnoeulIz Dispositona 
P.O. Box 23736 
Wabiastto. D.C. 226-3786 

or. You canCan this WU-fres sesr a leave commons by phone: l-80t-20-5156. Conseanms must be 
suabied by May 7, 19%.  

The Depeous hs of Ese ibs typ•s of iscltmologiss w optios for disposing of 
wpa- s ri mterils. e Depaa•tneent has also comisisedl a '"n scoon sJitss"' wiuch 

Itsd matb l eong-term stoelge of these mtwelas. Please write down your comments one folbowing 
E- typo ofro for disposal aid the storage option 

I. Mateals limobillkaftlen/Villelfcatios - Im-hobisi fissle minctrllo by mixing thetm with gira, glsts 
bosaled soothes. or ceansic

1/08.03.01

2. Deep bar ie da l - b 'islo would be dispoaed i bebosi 1. Measst 2.5 miles deep, In 
gtoolegnll~dy Isde fos eta. Materialo €m1d be dispsosd disticly into the deep breehobe. or mterials 
amidt be iosAuilized riea. stnd thean deposited into tha deep bmechole.

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

080301 Comment Number 2

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

3. Retor OpsM - suoplo p6oafmfi•ln•o eniched aronist vwmd be mde into MOX foci for mt 
in ascies rctors, desitoy Ing fmoia msjoe peron of the weapom gafe materals.

RLA¶A- Y/k/ ~ AMO j-1Z5/k1C- ks12F

4. Storage 0 .-USDOE wouid conatint mistng simorip practice fom wespons-auable nsile 
aexo0(ah l a o moms I as d/or consolidate thin stosc a one ir more of the dticsignod sit"s.

M-233
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SZEMPRUCH, RICH, KENNEWICK, WA 

PAGE 1 OF 1 

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" 
addrl - 5513 Wed Sixth Avenue 
addr2 
city - Kennewick 
state = WA 
zip - 99336 
phone 509 783-3080 
fax = 

email f 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 concerns raised at recent public comments meetings on the 

PEIS, I too have to voice my opinion that the public comment period is too 1/08.01.00 
short I 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 
area 

End Reply 

E-002 
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SZEMPRUCH, RICH, KENNEWICK, WA 
PAGE 1 OF 2

contem on Storag and Disposition EIS: 

The scope s defined in the EIS is oonfusing and appeas inconplete. Correcting this may allow 
individuals to better judge the potential impacts to thermselves and potentially involved sites 
and coumnunities so that intent of the NEPA can be fulfilled To that end I suggest information 
regarding the quantities and locations ofplutoniun sddressed in the EIS (and perhaps more inporant 
that excluded fr•on this EIS) be included in the EIS, particularly the Summary, and the document be 
revised to correctly address the scope.  

The attached figure is a suggested way to aocomplish this if the quantities are added to it and scope 
dfaril ions keyed to the figure. Information on quantititt and locations were provided in documents 
available at public ne•tciW As a minimum. the Iowa. nigh hand boxes (locations and surplus, 
progranmatic, and strateic reserve quanitis) need to be provided A ursiory examination ofthis 
figure shovs that LANL has significant plutonium but is not added in this EIS even in the No 
Action alternative. Other flaws in scope logic and comnpletness exist in this document and are not 
included in other EIS efforts of the DOE 

Thank you foe onsideration ofthe matter. Should you desire clarification ofthese connents please 
feel frce to contact me.  

Rich Szmpnwuh 
5513 West Sixth Avenue 
Kennewidk, WA 99336 
(509) 783-30g0

1/01.00.00

F-059

010000 Comment Number 1

Information on the quantities of some weapons-usable fissile materials at 
various DOE sites is classified. To overcome this problem, the PEIS analyses 
assumed that the design of storage facilities would accommodate all existing 
weapons-usable fissile materials. Similarly, the design of Pu disposition 
facilities would be based on their annual throughput, so that the length of time 
these facilities are in operation could be adjusted based on the quantities of 
Pu being processed.

0 
0
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY, HOLLYWOOD, AL, 

NICHOLAS C. KAZANAS 
PAGE 2 OF 5

Comment Number 1

Ilesft PEM - Voh~ine I

" Pae 2 - 145 

Why Is the number of potential intersite transportation fatalities for the existing LWR 
a factor of around thre less than the other reacr alternhivea? Given the 

information stated, it would appear they would all be equal. Also, se comments for 

Page 2-257.  

" F lgurs 2.5.2-3 and 2.5.2-4 (Water Use and Operation Fatal Cancers) 

Why are the values for the partially complete reactora so much higher than the smilar 

existing LWR's? All LWR's require the same cooling levels and have similar risks 

for fatal erncr.  

"* Flilgisr 2.5.24 and 2.5.2.1-13 

These figurs do not agee in tem of values of solid waste. (Disposition Alternative 
vs Reactor Alutenutlve) Also, the exLlng LWR value of zseo bmasrdous waste is not 

realistic. (Figure 2.5.2.1-13) The stage of construction for th partially completed 

model used in this study Is not properly reflected. (i.e., - concrete work complete) 

" Figure 2.5.2.1 - 10 (Weekforce Cancers) 

Why is incremental workforce fatal cancer for the partially complete LWR almost a 

factor of four timm grester than the existing LWR's? Since both options operate 

similarly and for the .ame mission length, the partially complete LWR slould be 

.me as existing LWR's. Also, this figure has different values than Table 4.3.5.3.9
2.  

" Table 2.5 - 2 

Page 2 - X19 

For the partially complete model used in this study, there should be no sat drift.  

Page 2 - 241 

There is no impact to Native American resourc for the partially completed model 

studied similar to the existing complete LWR's.  

" Table 2.5 - 2a 

Page 2- 245 (Normal Radiological mipacts) 

The annual dose and the number of fatal cancers to the total public should be same 

for both existing and partially complete LWR's. These reactors operate 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.  

M-164

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 c 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.

090408 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.

090908 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.

100200
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY, HOLLYWOOD, AL, 
NICHOLAS C. KAZANAS 
PAGE 3 OF 5

D Craft P1S - Volume I 
(Continued)

"* Page 2 - 257 (Interslte Transportation) 

The differaece between incremental potential 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 partially complete, why are the potential fatalitie so 
much higher for partially complete LWR? (5.49 vs 1.39) It would appear that the 
value for existing and partially complete LWR'i 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

091108 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.

090608 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

0

Q) 

C. '

M-164

'awným

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 U0 2 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.



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY, HOLLYWOOD, AL, 

NICHOLAS C. KAZANAS 
PAGE 4 OF 5

DrinH rML - YW=nl~

" ectlon 43..3.10 (Waste Ma-n*ge-Mt) 

Ti1 date in this section states that the ummal fuel dsharge from the -me ase 
exitMing PWR's is between 50.7 to 106.5. ihis section needs 1o be revised 1o agree 
with 4.3.5.2.10 whlh uatu that 11 e avuage existing FWR annual fuel diasdarge is 
48 bundlcs ibs will affect heavy metil contmi- Tih differnces between the 

i and partially complete ms in tmms of mmual spew fuel discharge 
mininul at bet.  

" Figur 4..5-18 (Annual Volume of Spend Fuel...) 

iwis figure shows spet fud from the two partially completed reacto to be greater 
thm exiAng LWR's. See above comment ma waste snamgemenr. Aim, this figure 
does am agree with Figure 2.5.2.1-12.  

"* Figure 4A.23--12 (Ammal Solid Mited Low L"d Wiet...) 

The amount of Solid mixed low-level weaf should be the smne for both the existing 

and partially complete LWR's since they operate the same.  

" Figures 4.6.2.5-9 and 4.6.2.5-10 

The liquid low-level waste annual volumes show essentially zero for existing LWR 

and over 35km'n for partially complete LWIL Thee appears to be a simtlar prolem 

with the solid low-level waste differences between existing LIVR and the partially 

complete LWR. The liquid and soMl low-level waste values far the existing and 
partially complete LWR's should be the mine given similar operational 
charactaitis 

" Figure 4.6.23-5 (Fatal Caucens to Involved Workforce) 

The maximum incremental impacts to the involved workforce for the existing and 

partially complete should be the naie. Since these types of LWR's will operate the 

sune for plutonium disposition, the number of incremental fatal cancers should be the 

came.  

" Secton 4S(Palge 4 - 38 (Avoided Human Health Impacts...) 

The partially completed LWR alternative should be given credit for avoided impacts.  

New MOX facilities will have to be completed no mer which reactor alternative is 

chosen. To apply credit to only the existing LWR's is not correct.

8/09.11.08

9/09.11.08 1

3/09.09.08 

cont.  

10/09.09.08

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.

090708 Comment Number 6

Because the existing LWR is in use, its effects are known. Effects of the 
partially completed LWR are not. There is a potential for impacts to Native 

American resources under this alternative associated with infrastructure 

improvements and facility operation. Although such impacts are unlikely, 

they cannot be ruled out at this programmatic level of analysis.

090408 Comment Number 7

Comment was incorporated.

091108 Comment Number 8

The number of fuel assemblies with U0 2 fuel discharged for seven different 
existing LWR types is 48 assemblies per year (21 t [23.1 tons]). Using MOX 

fuel increases the number of assemblies by an average of 32 assemblies (14 t 

[15.4 tons]) as an average of 33, 61, and 3 more assemblies for a CE-RI, 

CE-R2, and W-ER, respectively. This gives a total of 80 fuel assemblies 

discharged per year using MOX fuel. For the partially complete LWRs using 

MOX fuels, the number of fuel assemblies discharged is 81, 109, and 51 for 

a CE-RI, CE-R2, and W-ER, respectively. Therefore, the range in Section 

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 

LWR. Additional information is contained in Data Report FMDP LWR PEIS, 

Rev 3, December 21, 1995.

091108 Comment Number 9

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 U0 2 fuel with 

MOX fuel. As stated in Section 4.3.5.2. 10, the use of MOX fuel versus U0 2 

fuel would not increase the waste generation rate at existing LWR site. The

Li
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY, HOLLYWOOD, AL, 
NICHOLAS C. KAZANAS 
PAGE 5 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.  

09 0908 Comment Number 10 

The avoided environmental impacts for the partially completed LWRs were 
analyzed and documented in the Final PEIS.
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TETON TECHNOLOGIES, INC., IDAHO FALLS, ID, 
BILL QUAPP 
PAGE 2 OF 9

Passively Secure 
Plutonium Storage 
Concept

W. J. Quapp 
j. W. Stcrbentz 
E. L. Shaber 

E. P. Stroupe

October 1994 

IFNEL

Plutonium:

If you can't move it - it can't 
be used to produce weapons

F-056
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TETON TECHNOLOGIES, INC., IDAHO FALLS, ID, 
BILL QUAPP 
PAGE 3 OF 9 

Plutonium Storage Has Specific 
Functional Requirements 

"* Safe from diversion risks 
"* Chemically inert storage environment 
"* Critically saft under all postulated conditions 
"* Safe from external events (fire, flood, tornado, 

earthquake) 

-Available technology - Easily demonstrated 

- Low cost - Easily implemented

F
Conventional Storage Uses Active 
Protection to Keep Secure 

Based on: 
. Need for material accessibility 
. Short term storage requirements 
. Used temporary storage containers 

- Cast cylinders 

- Formed wafers

F-056 
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INEL Has Conceived A Passively Secure 
System that Uses A Massive Container C 
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 

"* 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 
Calculations to Determine Criticality 
Control Requirements 

"* System will use passive criticality control methods 
built Into crucible alloy 

". Container and subassemblies are designed to be 
subcritical in an infinite lattice 

"* Vulnerability to physical penetration will be assured 
by design 

a Concept allows storage of Pu in any of several 
physical or chemical forms 

F-056

- *�-'� p



TETON TECHNOLOGIES, INC., IDAHO FALLS, ID, 

BILL QUAPP 

PAGE 5 OF 9 

Preliminary Design Concept for a 50 
Ton Inventory 

Assemnbly Numberq oA ,afi•Tf, NoOfO 

DierTet (ft) SubOSsy3 Mass (ton) Assemblies 

125 

Concept Uses a Critically Safe Cylinder of 

Borated Steel for both Nuclear Criticality 
Control and Diversion Resistance 

BBs cRUCULE

4CAST P'u 

L 
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International Implementation Offers 
Substantial Benefits and Ease of Treaty 
Verification 

* Concept does not require any irreversible 
decision such as midng Pu with fission products 
or depleted uranium 

. Storage configuration provides security against 

internal diversion 

. Eventual use in power reactors is feasible 

- Only the Pu casting requires high technology 
itfacliy 

. Steel components could be fabricated in Russia 
-__1.nd cratejobkLnd exportable oduct

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 

"* Aiternatively, recycled steel from low level waste 

could be used - probably resulting in a cost 
reduction 

"* Demonstration of concept can be perfornmed with 
minimal development costs and facility 
preparations

F-056

0

MEN



TETON TECHNOLOGIES, INC., IDAHO FALLS, ID, 
BILL QUAPP 
PAGE 8 OF9 9 

In Summary 

* Storage concept replaces guards with mass 

* Provides intermediate to long-term storage in 
chemically stable environment F 

* Requires only moderate facility upgrades to 
accommodate process demonstration 

* Makes Pu recovery difficult and easily 
detectable 

L Can be implemented on an International 
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 

* Obtain vendor material and equipment costs 
* Evaluate modifications for ANL-West facilities 
* Develop unit costs ($/kg-Pu) for various options 

-Cost Pu cy1nders 
- Forged wafers 
- Other 

i Evaluate vulnerability 

F-056
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Storage System Components Can Be 
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 

"* Moved to long tarM storage area

0

F-056
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090904 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.

090904 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 be 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

- - �-
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the public and the decisionmaker can put the risk of each alternative into 
proper perspective.

010000 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 facility are 3. 1 x 10- 10 to 1.6x 10-5 (generic site) and 5.6x 10-8 

(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.
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090304 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 10), hydrogen fluoride (HF), and organic pollutants such as 

volatile organic compounds (VOCs).

'09 03 04 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 10 concentrations represent the maximum estimated 

concentration of PMI 0 based on a 500, 1,000, and 2,000 weapons level of 

activity and scenarios which include the burning of 45.36 kg (100 lb) and 

362.88 kg (800 ib) of high explosives. The PM 10 monitoring data from 

TNRCC monitors at Pantex were not used since these data do not reflect the 

anticipated future level of activity at the site.

5/09.03.04 

6/09.03.04 

6/09.03.04 
cont.  

7/09.03.04 

F-039

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.
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090404 Comment Number 8

Waste/hazardous material treatment/handl ing 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.

090404 Comment Number 9

Wastewater discharge to Playa I is regularly monitored for specific 
parameters under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systemi 
(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.
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090404 Comment Number 10
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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.

090404 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.
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(%••) TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY HI-EALTH SCIENCES CENTER at AMARILLO 

1405 van-e flonWvad 
Aimilkk Tenso 79106 
(106) 354-W43 
PAX (806i 354.5549 

April 10. 1996 

U.S. Depairtmnct of Energy 
Office of Riomfigurstion 
P.O. Box 3417 
Alcnandia, Virginia 22302 

U.S. Deptasmmit of Enery 
Oficke of Fhl'tseMaes 

P.O. Box 23736 
Washington. DC 20026 

RE. Comment on Stod•kile Stewardship and Managmnt (SSM) and Stoiagc and Dispusition 
(S&D) of Wcapons-Usable Fisle materiali Draft Progrnmmatic Environmental Impact 
Stasementa (PSIsa) 

Thank you fot this opportunity to comment on the U.S. Depart(e•nt of Energy's (DOE) 
Progrinmatic Enviroomental Impact Statements (PEISs) on Stockpile Slewardsip and 
Managesmne (SSM) and Sltrage and Disposition (S&D) ofWeapons-Usable Fissile Maicrials.  
These commenn ate also directed toward the Panics Site-Wide Dralt Envrnrrnentil Impari 
Statement. as most maca addresaed in both these documents arte identical.  

Texas Tech Umnverity Health Sciences Center School of Pharmacy fully isppons the retention 
and enpaninmi of the Panies facility as stoangee. prucessing and componcts fabrication complex 
with cupabiliti for non-nudear manufacturing and also research. de-lopment and testing.  
Pantex has been an in•egral pant of this community for mo•e than foty years, and has done to as 
a ante and environttmeial clean* complex. There is every teon to believe that the facilty 
would continue opeating in such a tanner. Pantex haa bien a pivotal force in expanding the 
econteomic bane of the Panhandle from agrarian to industrial. As part of the community of 
Amasillo. we at Tens T"eh University Health Sciences Center at Amarillo, depend on the 
socioleconomni impact Panteie provides one area.  

I am pleased mt the DOE selected Pantex as the preferred alternative for ssennbly/disa.sembly.  
h is hopeful that Pantex will alao be recognied am the preferred candidate site for new and/or 
coenolidaned stockpile managerment facilititS. Pantex is the best site foe maintaining the integrity 
of the U.S. nuclear stockpile became of maximum efficiencies and cost savings

Laborcot. utitity eaten and water and land availability at Panite make it the hbst site and pnrhaps 
the mom coat-effc•tivc alternative for any new contirucuion of SSM facilitics. As an alternative 
site for all futute defense-crlatld facilities, Pantex would complement activities at the nahional

1/08.03.01

M-041

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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080301 Comment Number I
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labs (such as the la d Atas Facility and plutonium pit faIsication site at Los Alamos National 
Laboratory). A dedit-on l e activites at Pastie would ensure that core tochnial 
capilaitie sm preseaved at a tocattion thaI can secure them at the tost efficttien otL The DOE 
should mom that. in its deliberations. budgctary comepasons between Patex and the other sites 
are accurate and include capital, lwr ptottion, training. resuedialion and other costs.  

The high explosives (HE) functions should alm renain at Pmtex in conjuncuon with the 
aaombly/disonbly fh.unctions. HE capabilities .musm be retaied to process the inventories on 
site from dissmatling. Thls is also the least expetave alternative. Trnsfer of HE functions 
may from pustes would cons between $40td$0 million. Should future need sase for new 

p it would be critical to hav the HE facility at the weapons 

Psatex ciurnyn aely s ndeeY mo°stra than 8.000 stplusa pita and plans -e being mule to ship& &0 
additional pits rocbyd•Flats to PuteL Xdoes not make arose to re-ciete storge facilities ,I 

anmher Blte and tranuport large amounts of plutonium across die couuty.Pantex should be 
desipianed the prferred site fee my disposition option and related functionst. pates could 
continue to sme plamnian which is already on site and upgrade facilities fer any and all storage 1/08.03.01 
options by DOE with minimal cost. It makes buidgetary and policy anisc to site dthponstion 
wher sr-a a ,eady exists. inaten already han the necesary safety socinity and sur.eillance cont.  
capalblities to accommodate an expa•ted role and is the production site closest to Los Alarms, 
lhe planned pit falbhriaon sate.  

I nspoctfaly roquest DOE to designate Pantes as the preferred alternativse sc for aD existing and 
new stockpile mazapemoe and stewardship lunrtsos as well as consolidation of all plutonium 
storage and disposition and any related func.oo 

Thank y for the oppo ty to comment on these documents.  

M-4A. Neb Dean 

M-041
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From rsa@watson.ibm.com Mon Apr 8 14:21:26 1996 
Date: !on, 08 Apr 1996 14:18:52 -0400 (EDT) 
From: Jean Hernandez (Secretary to R.L. Garwin)- <rsaewatson.ibm.com> 
Subject: 04/08/96 Letter R.L. Garwin to President Bill Clinton.  
To? preeidentgWhiteHouse.GOV 
Reply-to: RSA@watson.ibe.com 
Heosage-id: <013IAVOOVFZ800007KISTORK.EOP.GOV> 

Richard L. Garwin 
IBM Fellow Emeritus 

Thomas 3. Watson Research Center 
P.O. Box 218 

Yorktown Heights, NY 10598-0218 
(914) 945-2555 

FAX: (914) 945-4419 
INTERNET: RLG2 at watson.iba.tcon 

April 8, 1996

President Bill Clinton 
The White House 
1000 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

I an writing to support enthusiastically the letter to you 
of 03/19/96 from John Ahearne, Floyd Culler, Paul Doty, 
Richard Kennedy, Pief Panofsky, and Nobel Prize winner 
Glenn T. Seaborg to hasten and reinforce the program for 
protection and disposition of excess weapon-usable fissile 
materials.  

At Los Alamos during the 1950e and 60a I helped design, 
build, and test nuclear and thermonuclear weapons. Over the 
decades, I have also been 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, 
w 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 reprocessing of nuclear 

fuel to obtain further plutonium) as well as to vitrify 

a portion of the excess weapon plutonium.

1/08.03.01

E-008

080301 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.
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T"I

2. Establish in law a national priority to proceed with 
plutonium disposition, making an explicit statement to 
utilities, regulatory authorities, and others that this 
in the policy of the United States, in the interests of 
U.S. national security.  

3. Support DOE's request for plutonium disposition 
activitiew, while directing that at least 15% of the 

PAGE 2 

total should be expended on programs in Russia, to 
ensure that disposition of Russian excess weapon 

plutonium can be accomplished together with disposition 
of U.S. plutonium.  

4. Increase funding for materiel protection, control, and 
accounting.  

5. Lead a Comprehensive approach to controlling nuclear 
smuggling.  

6. Redouble the focus on nuclear transparency to ensure 
that the U.S. has an insight into actual Russian 

activities, and that Russia has similar insight into 
U.S. stockpiles and disposition activities, in order to 
quell Russian internal propaganda.  

7. Show that reinventing government works in DOE in going 
beyond openness to effective action.  

I 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 behind 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 summit in Moscow.  

Sincerely yours,

2/15.00.00 

3/01.03.00 

2/15.00.00 
cont.

3/01.03.00 
cont.

150000

Comment noted.  

010300 

Comment noted.

Comment Number 2

Comment Number 3

Richard L. Garwin 

cc; 
B. Clinton, DC. (Via Email to president at whitehcuse.gov) 

RLG:jah:VO99BC:040896..BC

E-008
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080301 Comment Number 1 

conment nD3 P0021 
Date Reeived: April I1, 1996 The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor's support for Pu 

NAes: 3A5ta' homad disposition in reactors. Decisions on disposition will be made based upon 
Address: 3559 CoJ*,in Roa recos.o il ae"pn 

Pocat•lo, ID environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy zF F" 

Phone: 201-238-1696 considerations, and public input. t1 .  

Transcriptioni: 

I believe that It would be a ty good da to use tf pluorlo to generate em y in a nuclear 1/08.03.01 
ME 

reactor before disposing of it. Thanks.  

c-,
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TO whom It May CM00111 

(14MV520415l6) 

may 6. 1994

Prom L. ThusM 41, 
1409 Plksed Ame NE 
A .jb quO".NX $7110 

Subjec. S.•il and Dsp-Oo of Weepons-UsabOic Fissl Materials Drift Progromma E-fronma• 

w stSwimat canaents 

I wish W pethen follawlag rommeer 

1) Wb k Ihe w legal seem IEU aed U pimts am casjld•d a olid waste -U f 40 CPR 261.2 (sf1), 

(.X2). (i(2)i. (aXZ)il. (aXZ)l l. (23 b)l. (2Xb)l. (2)(b) A (2 Xc)3, (2(). (2•3X×t). (Xc)(2). 2(d). or 2(e).  

2) Whea do HEU mad pits beom a solld wast isuder (o3mel I's cittlom.  

3) Phks pmtvidE UA' Iopialco OO the jse tcoseamt lPt.  

4) pla provide th US Justice Departinst's oplilnon 0o d1c ise In comissent #I. Further provide State 

RCRA pSrm opinions of *ha tasjiavc sims.  

3) U lIMU amd N pits becora solid wsas at some point. wold dh waste be usr•aus waste because of 

lead (Pb) coutemt. DVOi, a. od D0D03
7 

Or s•ou.? 

6) V l aplue HEU and PN mu ao considmed solid waste bacaets of the vals and poatnta use a 

nuclear ws or other reason covered uner the Atomic ZWrY Act. what poof dose DOE provide thst 

Ssmatgle or siaplhsed HEU or N phis can pass rectificaton bec into to stckpi•e. This ERS does not 

prove DOE posasess th capability of rocetilfyiag lIU md N pbs during a crisis. Not does DOE prove 

regerscifcan sod roeassmbly dose sot pon a g rimtska w woskim beauses of hanges to th aging pits 

duouh b9E!rauediuadtiona VOe1t. Mesmisi fatigue Of *A cINIZag, or other materialMS mled prboblem.  

Further since on of DOX nsidmiete Includes providing soft and reliable waponst, -to psuof dose DOE 

have that a rmcalad HEU aed Pe pit ftm omitga ca be ..e a reliable? Request DOE be prudent 

sand powe~ proof rbq dosad kinpect This Issue of DOE. ressilficadoe capability lIse fabal flaw of 

tis EIl barm be=- 0 DOE lacks I"chlc•al msrltr' In dtis o -a. Puvshr. DOE bas not assessed tis 

7) DOE's reaponse to Corsrerd 06 should be d d corired by EPA. NRC" or odter agency.  

8) Oloa ncoomm - DOE sums dooughsut do documeni the wood disposition. I would arlgue te word 

sIuld b disposal Legally speacig Isn't the dafinshitimaom word dlsposklon defried s de act tr ie 

power of iapoking or *a stma of being disposed? if OE belleyss what It Is doing is 550t nwaegesswft of 

a solid wast as defined ins 40 CPR 261, and Oinefore so a hazardous waste. dm DOM shouald state That 

IRCA does to apply. Futher. am of NE 's purposs is to provide the public wlib ft best ava•lable 

informatio in plain language. This hpeflly allows for ssy undorstaadlug by f public in carplicated 

actions. Use of the wo•d disposltin is net plain language end thas nsot wotha sou of - ba-si 

meqtslruns" of NEPA. One he.as toquasdon DOE objectiveneas on this lIasse since declartng pits a solid 

wassa would resuit in massive oao-cumplance with RCA

9) To froort argue the point In crctanotf# that DOE plans to do disposal while avolding requitIMs01at 

utnder R A pleae ase the choic of words used an page i-3. DOE states 'Ejampla of residue fot.  

swap wd Dippoddon of Wenposa-Usable Pisule Mateilsa Draft Progrormstu c Envirownernal Impact 

Sut-at.c omset

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 

F-011

010000 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.

010000 Comment Number 2

The purpose and need 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.
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i-d - p -o" & mestls. halide seIta. combusdbtil. ash sludges. nd contamnateed glass
Tbem ms amr cleley warmauseso. What Is DoK's posice? 

10) To fsrear sgue dopole s commn N please agin, ae dfvvee iag ron peag 1-3. DOE smss "Poron of dfe s-M-s wil po•ndaf) be dedued mc-weapo-sso e wvmns. Tws satzos DOE does 
I" u" g~wit m -dy aeoos 006 -0ý busDOE does eam hae . good handle 00 hee 

uOOM" becaei It has not delser•ied cenm esides under its msagemawu are wasts. What is DOEBs 4/01.02.0C 
-,so cont.  

II) Legally whes is DOR's pa sea, ma t wh Peasidue stabilimation In't counsidered CR3A asmaatstt 
ple d intode fe leNld citations to defeud posito. Wbat ae do impam on1t reddue atabmiliustion if it 
is ,oidesd RCRA tumsne'? 

12) Lally -bet is DOB's po-•Ii , rea why HU and Pa Is not consideed a -s now- or 1/01.00.0C 
"lecsan -ua-- as dadind and masagad srder ]CRA? Please plraidsaf legal citatious to defend pstoI cont.  

13) s It aoe omfcnivab ead certain 1511 and Pu weapor-ab flMals osaadals cuendy In storage 
w-lid nom vowt t -orrec. asclesticelly producs and safsy based QAJQC ceite ftr actal us on a 

,s i u, a.,. Ifeat - ,-I ,ispsl ,basse...- f DoSgmd., -f.-y en.d riabflty of 2101.00.0C 
utmost importanen? A tus 1bi perston cosshl concluds er wife v/M wto u I t expensive twsaweb Into the 

recertfication ofol pin or a reduction inds safee y end -- lsbility QAIQC stImfuta DM woultd •m cont.  
succssally omdfs dispositicand * Uend ft pita b•ck Isno fee snochpils. Isi it am aonable, to a-ssu 
DMS would need an taly reprocess tfe pits or ownt ftmsu scrh (seS. Dew poduction) o assure sWaety 
amd reliability curretl~y expected by the peoplet of fee United Stases? 

14) Wiv -doea the sawoge of lEU end Pu men fee dsfiniio ,a -. ,cca,-latd spc.-.ad.,sly- and 1/01.00.c 
itdtsansy w P-lihe ocnur? Plese pro.ide ,,,m def•ens of fe positio.n utilizig ,egul•o,•y cont.  

IS) To provide a reasoable responses commasma u1. Yet oNo. ha s DOE sccesfuly stod 
dispoddosed pi Is? Par an maens pro•gaeos? Pl•a•s respond In a cassifel appendix if seccsasy.  

16) Slnc DO= dowe am proe in ads WLS fe It currently possesses on it.u•€ncu to r•arstit 2/01.00.OC 
dspoet•id plta.,,-,ho,,,toododec,.,-- mak, r , t, ly ad,, ,,-a feeat , pits? wt proof cont.  
dose DOS provide in feis document It has fee sfity s •-otfy? Pastiehr ibis cannected action of 
recordfcadon has, am bnee asalyzed far hupacts•o di•n -o and disposition EMS. Please assess impacts 
of dtdhs Ioasatd 1ction? A reasonable peson would believe do lack of dicussion about IM 
recertifiletion capebil•ies curemnt and fouam is a fatll ftlaw In tho docotusse. Also te itmpacts of 
ussating a I Iod od pog1rn has am beau addressed (also o ¢•secmed acioi) by this VIS should the 

reertification pains. fail. Plaun en -,yn enW discuss fe Impactao a onee pwo,•, o. onprogr restart 5/11.00.0E 
aftr a failedl rsesstflcaslou pugwn. DOS appea to be placing all its egsp Iin on basket whdout "raco uising feat oan It selests storag e ad dispoaition fte is no way ba 101.00.0 

17) Whn done srplus fis,,le mateial mnest O da•dbo- of a ,sold waow'? Hever? cont.  
18) Cleary DOE knows cetain lHIU nd Pu materials ae am warf eio m'gic. whet prof doe 
DON have fes stae•ic,. ,,vaor.s could be placed bach i•A, , stockpile duing alo o•ime cs? , 5/11.00.OE 
decision Ma er e , o, know. The has people of fee United Sta nesed know whe ther a " for edoo Is cont.  
a risk because DO plens so tadooe do drserraoce factor without a protvn cspabllity of mttwing us 

e If. dIf easod.  

2 
Storage end Dispositlon of Wespoon-Usable Fissle Matwrals Draft Progas stic" Evirnmenmtl Lpact 
St.umnaw. rtna

F-011

The Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS, which is referenced as 
related document in Chapter 1 of this Storage and Disposition PEIS, assesses 
pit refurbishment, stockpile management, and pit production capabilities.

110008 Comment Number 5
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Comment Number 6

19) DMO d EPA. What Irfijms sorplu.d lead-itd bhwmeos to di grood (a form of land diapoal lke 
asoca) why Is my bcllvby considwsd a vololaioo at RCA bot nora. and dispoition of HEU and P.i s 

M pl,,m ,', i l ,,m df a ofy p You lida,. 1/01.00.00 

20 DOan.d A. V fw•i . ,idard a msld wa-n would m. or-a-l of d. following a : 40 oCR cont.  
26121 (1X2). 261.21 •&X4). 21.23C.XI ). 261.23(aX2). 261.23(aX3). 261-23(aX4). 261.23(aX6)? 

21) Why Wmodupbondebck d hmnobhllsndooRCRA Iarsoam dtPosa? Massairocd a wrftnm 

po-alou n -ds 1 chad 

22) Whba Is EPA'sapo a dom on ne 92' 21? n ,

23) lDo -damp l as•let do dalbtiom of an i"j"dml warn Ha, DOE comlderd *1•s in nd 

24) Rwanoser undearVo mwdbw da lonso. ta.mt bant taaty digt alloww di.dlplosion of 
wwvbuda K W dom ia oCalolaW Phin om dmoeado could hae usad to demaroy aundpia wltsads or ean 
pIta I wolkd balls"w di RUNiM vearitlrom could by ralladuly any.  

25) SbooM consit• a I od I.w3sar dmmm6aoa In. namil as a jgrada.wo 

26) Q089l601 dt. aowscy Of dth DOE atsutAhi Italt underpound m.kar dlaonadio rrntigl mlt in a 
violado, of tagalmoy and Mos---t reqlubsosans? Plasm. nll ma what rgulatoy god ikcensin 

qukm would ba mnad by DM so dlpoai•o pi=7 

27) If-Mdfal•d R12 Wom 0.. sax•us of balk- enisM Tb.hels amlus is m)ph•osnsm Aardfllo-l-.$ 
a apwotiatr factim, eis dals di siatio- 1 was not una-w of. Pladr, dis US gOvarnrwnt is 

reoaplalble fit di. balka talaiw and Wdgal .owa sOlutiou to DME 

26) 1 bellows d*a requkmonbm secdoet in 2.3.2 and asisolstd subsections naglwx a rsquirainait of 
prosec.. l*aEU and Pu reposiay from a lsrostor an a kook's .ucl. bomb. I an embrnsd 
DOE would s u n alm eSp Ln on.beWal widsat a hIShly xweeciaw smd.zwnddl. Plum al1 eo..Idit 
diMdi. US am - oao-lns In a b prof -Poly. HIM and N ohl" b. any

01UV.UU.  

7/01.05.00 

8/02.00.08

29) Al a ldsnm.M plum V20 B&ii omaM &1a a fuel for engey ,wovmuy das'lnadof of snwaldf" W 
asahUdn.H of n binas for ass ho maid sodhwe•L.  

3M Aiim a.olbnda jf d.or dldo , of asak wa wii waepo-n ual. full.o Inusl•a as a of 7/01.05.00 
..-W. cont.  
31) Spraiftealy. andw w hai NEA documasdso Is fir w•g•.id dlApostdon Of COW i•maba'ls all 

incbadnd i. di.s ]M wieodd7 How doss r&as mlsa hip lact di!. dceunna?7 

32) A.aa whsich hfalty would b.aM minEud forutuimicanon of &569ila mnatial MiaI9 11 ~t 51.00 
.an*by s•,, i,• C•aity Lw,,ofc, . a,, . cap•b•lidaa. ,oarolfi,,,on ,a,- ' d, 5/11.00.08 cont.  
33) Pl-. mat nra a copy of d. FlILco 

3 
Simp. and Dispol•ltm ot Waap;UýUoblc Fissil. Manarlals Draft PrOWanaxdc Eoolroa•oemal looPat 
SMUM.e-C-C-Oi

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.

040000
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Comment ID: 
Date Received: 
Name: 
Phone:

P0044 
May 8, 1996 
Gary Thompson 
(303) 966-6419

Transcription: 

I had planned 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 erve 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 to do 
what they have said they will do. Keep materials in excess of those amounts needed for defense 
for use in reactors. Comments on the disposition alternatives - 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 vitsification as a 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 fiel in the United States for the sam 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 fuel. 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 fur us to rush to dispose ofour 
plutonium in this manner. It would be mor appropriate to recover and store it in 50 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. Ifwe are determined to treat plutonium as waste, 
it might be worth while to consider the option of immobilizing it perhaps by vitrification and 
placing it in the ocean in areas so 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. It 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-effective for us now, since we 
didn't develop fuel reprocessing technology. But what may happen in the future is another 
matter. Again, it seems to early to tanurmogrify this element made and recovered at great 
expense from treasure into trash. Burning it in a reactor would provide energy and transmute the 
plutonium into shorter lived actinides and fission products. Transmutation 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 minuscule number of citizens who care for whatever reason. I 
would suggest abandoning work on any waste form of surplus fissile material other than 
vitrification. Properly formulated glass is an excellent 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

080301 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.

010600 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

010400 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.

080301 Comment Number 4

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

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 

o PAGE I OF I

June 5, 1996

U. S. DOE 
office of y~ssile Materials Disposition 
P.O. BOX 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3756 

Storage and Disposition of weapons Usable Fissile Materials; MOX 

I 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. Terroriem is an escalating 
problem. There are many grou s who would want to acquire MOX or 
the plutonium separated from It.  

Furthermore, the use of MDX as fuel in comsercial reactors would 
substantially increase the volume and the radioactivity of the 
nuclear waste.  

The cost of one, possibly two, new plants to process the NOX would 
be $i billion or more.  

These dangers and expmses are inexcusable when there are at least 
two options already identified for plutonium; continued storage 
and vitrification.  

Please do not make permit these long-term dangers, inherent in the 
use of M10 in commercial nuclear reactors, to be authorized. The 
world has already had too many accidents and near accidents, and 

sure to low-level radiation continues to increase. Don't add 

thsetotally unnecessary new threat to our health and safety.  

sincerely yours, 

-M irxA^

1/08.03.01

M-262

080301 Comment Number I

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

usable fissile materials will be made based upon environmental analyses, 

technical and economic studies, national policy considerations, and public 

input.
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TURNER, CHARLES W., SEATTLE, WA 

PAGE 1 OF 3 

14 0000 Comment Number 1 

Comment noted.  

Charls .4 . Turner 
b33;-5th Ave. 1.L..  
seattle,.,A .118115-o517 

Telephone 236-5Z3-0166 

Lay 2, 1996 

U.3S Dept. of 3nerpy 

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 

P.O. Box 23786 
u;aehinXton, DC 2 0026-37P.6 

To Whom It Uay Concern: 

Starting in 1970, I decided to tr', te find out whet elements were 

abundant in the earth's crust in the Pacific Northwest, ýt lqe-st in tP'e 

part of the world from which I could conveniently ocllect ny own rock 

samples.  

Al C ros,ilt of h~ving collected several hundred samples (of rocks, 

sands, clays, nad a few other materials of geologic origin), end tifter 

.nolysing a number of these samples, I realized that stable, non-r:dio

active isotopes of the octinide elements Aid indeed exist, cnd in some 

places were very abundant, and eosy to get.  

I attended a plutonius Forun, sponsored by nine different or,ýcn

izotiane, one of which was the U.S. Dept. of Energy, on ;'u~stl:-, sv', -ing, 

•.pril 30: in Seattle. All of those attending were asked to submit Co.

monte on . blue form (one of w~hich is enclosed).  

In view of the existence of stable, non-redionctive isotopes of 

the actinide elements, I believe that noni the first tUo options listed 

can be modified to facilitate the safer disposal, or even make possible 

a safer storage of rrdionctive rmterinle of all kinds.  

I propose that the radioactive Plutonium be Aissolved in hydro

ohloric acid, edding a minimum qunntity of nitric s,cid, if necossary, 

and Wd-ing the resulting solution to e hyd:.ochlorio acid solution of 

non-radioactivo ,'ctinide elements, and eddina oxalic ecid and then 

sodium hydroxide o- sodium enrboete to precipitate the oxulrtos.  

(Unless you already heve suff'icient data, the relative amounts 1/14.00.00 
of rodioaotive and non-rvdioretive elements to prevent the cccumclation 

of soy d,ungerous critical miss of redioactive elements would have to be 

determined by experiment.) 

The oxelctns, after heing removed from the solution, can be either 

stored na such sefely enough in drums, or they can be heated to form 

oxides, which c.n either be stored as such, or con be vitrified with 

other constituents to form a Cgl's or n ceramic.  

LJ M-126 

0



Storage and Disposition of Weapons- Usable 
Fissile Materials Final PEIS 

. ,I 

o I 

c .04 2 

.1tv 

co 

Lee. I 

U4

3-1064

n



TURNER, CHARLES W., SEATTLE, WA 
PAGE 3 OF 3 

Storage and Disposition o( Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmaticm o.  
Environmentsal Impact Statement (PEIS) Public Comment Form 

N easn (pt~osW): I '- ý Address(opttonst): i-"', - . -, '' N. , 

Please arit down your comments snd drop dhis form in the marked boxes before you leave 
tonight. Then forms will be submitted to the DXepartment of Energy as pare of the formal comment on 
dus PEIS If you are unable ao e ths fars toright. written comments can be mailed to: Sof Energy 

O en a t Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington. D.C. 20026-3786 

or, you can call dhis toll-frec snhee to bave cnmment by pbone: 1-800-820-5156. Comments must be 
submitted by May 7, 1996 

The Depasene of Energy haa identified thdue types of technologies as options for duspos•t; of 
weapons usable fustle materials. Tie Depeomnema has also cotnsdered a "no action alternatite wshih 
would result in long-trnm stoege of thewe manteiaLs. Please write down your comments on the following 
three types of options for disposal and the storage option.  

I. Materials Inmoblzaties/ltrlflration - Immobilize fissile materials by mixing them with glass, glass 
bonded zeolites. or ceramic.  

2. Depp besebe d a - Mselrtala would be dCsposed at least 2.5 miles deep, in 
geologically fable foenmatiot. Materials could be dipoe directly inao the deep borehole, or materials 
could be uimobilized firm, and then deposied into the deep boerehole.  

3. Reac Optios - Surplus p .ltossaaaatilglht eneichad uranium would be made into MOX fuel for use 
ian nckar reacters, destroyinl by fissioa a major portion of the weapons grade materials 

4. Storage Optlons - USDOE would continue existing sofage practices for weapon-msable funik 
materials at current locations smdle ronsolidate doa storage st one or more of the designated sites.  

M-126


