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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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



Table of Contents

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Table Of CONIENLS ...ttt 1
LASEOE FIBUIES ...t i
List of Tables ............ccooiiiiiiiii e e et e s eeeans v
List of Acronyms and ABBIeVIAtioNS ............o.ouviuiueieiiieeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee oo e vii
Chemicals and Units of MEASUIE ...........cocoeuiiiiiimiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee e Xiv
Metric Conversion Chart and Metric PrefiXes ...............ooviueoeiurieeerieeeoeeeeeoeoeeeeooeoeooeoeeoooeeooooeoe Xvii
Volume IV - Part A
Chapter 1
Issue CAtegories ... 1-1
1.1 INEFOAUCHION ..o oo 1-1
1.2 OFANIZAUON .. .cvoiii et oo s 1-3
Chapter 2
Changes Made to the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement as a Result
of Public COMMENTS ...............cooiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee oo 2~1
2.1 INEFOAUCHION ..o 2-1
2.2 Comments RECEIVED ...........ccovmiiiiiiiieic oo 2-1
2.3 Changes Made to the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement ............................. 2-2
Chapter 3
Comment Documents and Responses (A-O).................coocooommommeoooo 3-1
Volume IV - Part B
Chapter 3
Comment Documents and Responses (P-Z)..................o..cooooooooveeoommroooooooooo 3-631




Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Final PEIS

i



List of Figures

Figure 1.1-1

LIST OF FIGURES

Dates and Locations of Public Meetings. ........cccooviiviiiiiiiiiniicic e, 1-2

i1



Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Final PEIS

iv




e

Table 1.1-1
Table 1.1-2
Table 1.2-1
Table 1.2-2
Table 1.2-3
Table 1.2-4
Table 1.2-5
Table 1.2-6
Table 1.2-7
Table 1.2-8

Table 1.2-9

Table 1.2-10

Table 1.2-11

Table 1.2-12

Table 1.2-13

Table 1.2-14

List of Tables
LIST OF TABLES

Meeting Attendance and COMMENLS ..................ovoveieiveerreeeeer oo oo 1-2
Document and Comment Submission OVErview ....\........coveroeerevoeeeeeseeoeooeooo, 1-2
ISSUE BUMS ...ttt et 1-4
Index of Attendance at Public MEEtings ...............cccoveveeeoreoeeeereeeeeeeeoeoeeeoeooeoeoo 1-7
Index of COMMENLOLS..........ccouiiiiiiiniiiiiecece e 1-24
Index of Commentors, Orgamizations ................cocov.ereouvueeeroeee oo oo 1-38
Index of Commentors, Private Individuals ................cocooervrmmmoreeoeeoeoeooo 145
Index of Commentors, Multiple Signatory DOCUMENtS ...........o.vevevvvevevoreeeeeeoeon 1-52
Index Of ISSUE BINS..........ocoviiiiiiiiieiic e 1-55
Individuals and Organizations that Submitted Public Meeting Hand-ins
as Part of Campaign 1 (Page 3—106)........c......cooiuivioireeeeeieececeiee oo eeee oo 1-60
Individuals and Organizations that Submitted Letters
as Part of Campaign 2 (Page 3—107).......c..ooooiiiiiieeeeeeee oo 1-84
Individuals and Organizations that Submitted Postcards
as Part of Campaign 3 (Page 3-109)..............couiimereereeeeeeceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeoe 1-85
Individuals and Organizations that Submitted Postcards
as Part of Campaign 4 (Page 3—110).......ccccooouiioiiieiiiioreceeeee oo 1-88
Individuals and Organizations that Submitted Letters
as Part of Campaign 5 (Page 3—111)....cccoouiiiiiiiiiiee oo e 1-89
Individuals and Organizations that Submitted Postcards
as Part of Campaign 6 (Page 3~112) ............ooovoiieieireieee oo, 1-90
Individuals and Organizations that Submitted Postcards
as Part of Campaign 7 (Page 3—113)......c.ccocouiviiiieireeeeeeeeeeeees e 1-91




SIAd 1puly S|DI4AIDN 3]1SS1
21qusn-suodpap fo vonisodsiq puv a8vu01§




List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

AADT
ACEC
ACGIH
AEA
AEC
AGV
ALARA
ALE
ANL-W
APSF
AQCR
ARA
ARIES
BEA
BEIR
BLM
BOP
BPA
BWR
CAA
CANDU
CAS
CCDF
CEQ
CERCLA
CFA
CFR
CGTO
CI

CIC
CLUP
CMR

LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Average Annual Daily Traffic

Area of Critical Environmental Concern
American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists
Atomic Energy Act

Atomic Energy Commission

automated guided vehicle

as low as reasonably achievable

Arid Lands Ecology Reserve

Argonne National Laboratory-West

Actinide Packaging and Storage Facility

Air Quality Control Region

Auxiliary Reactor Area

Advanced Recovery and Integrated Extraction System
Bureau of Economic Analysis

biological effects of ionizing radiation

Bureau of Land Management

balance-of-plant

Bonneville Power Administration

boiling water reactor

Clean Air Act

Canadian deuterium uranium

Chemical Abstracts Service

complimentary cumulative distribution function
Council on Environmental Quality
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Central Facilities Area

Code of Federal Regulations

Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations
confidence interval

can-in-canister

Comprehensive Land-Use Plan

Chemistry and Metallurgy Research

Vil




—

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Final PEIS

COE Corps of Engineers

Complex Nuclear Weapons Complex

CRD Comment Response Document

CRT Cargo Restraint Transporters

CWA Clean Water Act

D&D decontamination and decommissioning
DAF Device Assembly Facility

DCG derived concentration guide

DHLW defense high-level waste

DNB departure of nucleate boiling

DNFSB Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
DAL day and night average sound levels
DNWR Desert National Wildlife Range

DeD Department of Defense

DOE Department of Energy

DOT Department of Transportation

DP Office of Defense Programs

DRCOG Denver Regional Council of Governments
DWPF ' Defense Waste Processing Facility

Ea environmental assessment

EBR Experimental Breeder Reactor

EDNA Environmental Design for Noise Abatement
ElA Energy Information Administration

EIS environmental impact statement

EM Office of Environmental Management
EPA Environmental Protection Agency

ERR excess relative risk

ES&H Office of Environment, Safety, and Health
ESA Endangered Species Act

ETF effluent treatment facility

FAIR Forest, Agriculture, Industry, and Research
FCF Fuel Cycle Facility

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FFCA Federal Facility Compliance Agreement

FFTF Fast Flux Test Facility




List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

FLPMA
FMEF
FMF
FONSI
FR
FSAR
GBZ
GESMO
GIS
GMA
GMODS
HAD
Hanford
HE
HEAST
HEPA
HEU
HEU EIS
HFEF
HI

HLW
HQ
HRA EIS

HVAC
HWR
IAEA
ICPP
ICRP
INEL
IRIS
ISCST2
ISO
IWG
K-25

Federal Land Planning Management Act
Fuels and Materials Examination Facility
Fuel Manufacturing Facility

Finding of No Significant Impact

Federal Register

Final Safety Analysis Report

Glass-bonded zeolite

Generic Environmental Statement on Mixed Oxide
Geographical Information System

Growth Management Act

Glass Material Oxidation Dissolution System
hazard analysis document

Hanford Site

high explosives

Health Effects Summary Table
high-efficiency particulate air

highly enriched uranium

Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Environmental Impact Statement
Hot Fuel Examination Facility

Hazard Index

high-level waste

Hazard Quotient

Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use
Plan

Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning

Heavy Water Reactor

International Atomic Energy Agency

Idaho Chemical Processing Plant

International Commission of Radiological Protection
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

Integrated Risk Information System

Industrial Source Complex Short-Term Model Version 2
International Standards Organization

Interagency Working Group

K-25 Site

1X




=

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Final PEIS

L/ER
LA
LAA
LANL
LANSCE
LCF
LDR
LEU
LIGO
LLNL
LLW
LOB
LWR
MAA
MACCS
MC&A
MD
MEI
MHR
MMI
MOX
MSL
NAAQS
NAGPRA
NAS
NCDC
NCRP
NEIC
NEPA
NERP
NESHAP
NFS
NHPA
NIOSH
NMSF

X

Energy Research Program Office

Limited Area

Limited Access Area

Los Alamos National Laboratory

Los Alamos Neutron Scattering Center

latent cancer fatalities

Land Disposal Restriction

low-enriched uranium

Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

low-level waste

Laboratory Office Building

Light Water Reactor

Material Access Area

Melcor Accident Consequence Code System
Material Control and Accountability

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

maximally exposed individual

Modular Helium Reactor

Modified Mercalli Index

mixed oxide

mean sea level

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
National Academy of Sciences

National Climatic Data Center

National Commission of Radiological Protection
National Earthquake Information Center

National Environmental Policy Act

National Environmental Research Park

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant
National Historic Preservation Act

National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health

Nuclear Material Storage Facility



List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

NMSM
NOAA
NOI
NPDES
NPL
NRC
NRF
NRHP
NTS
NTS EIS

NWI
NWPA
NWS
OCRWM
ORISE
ORNL
ORR
OSHA
PA
Pantex

Pantex EIS

PBF
PCV
PEIS
PEL
PFP
PFP EIS
PIDAS
PNNL
PPA
PRA
PSAR
PSD

Nuclear Materials and Stockpile Management
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Notice of Intent

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Priorities List

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Naval Reactors Facility

National Register of Historic Places

Nevada Test Site

Environmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site and Off-Site Locations in the State
of Nevada

National Wetlands Inventory

Nuclear Waste Policy Act

National Weather Service

Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education
Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Oak Ridge Reservation

Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Protected Area

Pantex Plant

Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components

Power Burst Facility

Primary Containment Vessel

programmatic environmental impact statement
Permissible Exposure Level

Plutonium Finishing Plant

Plutonium Finishing Plant Stabilization Environmental Impact Statement
Perimeter Intrusion Detection and Alarm System
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

Property Protection Area

probabilistic risk assessment

Preliminary Safety Analysis Report

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

X1




Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Final PEIS

PUREX Plutonium-Uranium Extraction Plant

PWR pressurized water reactor

R&D Research and Development

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

REA regional economic area

RIA reactivity insertion accident

RFETS Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site
RIMS II Regional Input-Output Modeling System

RL Richland Operations Office

ROD Record of Decision

ROI region of influence

RSWF Radioactive Scrap and Waste Facility

RWMC Radioactive Waste Management Complex
RWMS Radioactive Waste Management Site

SAR Safety Analysis Report

SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
sd standard deviation '

SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act

SEB Security Equipment Building

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

SIP State Implementation Plan

SISMP Site Integrated Stabilization and Management Plan
SMR Standardized Mortality Ratio

SNF spent nuclear fuel

SNL Sandia National Laboratories

SRR standardize rate ratio

SRS Savannah River Site

Stockpile Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Stewardship

and Management

PEIS

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

PEIS

SST safe secure trailer

START Strategic Arms Reduction Talks

Xii



List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

TNRCC
TRA
TRU
TSCA
TSD
TSP
TSR PEIS
TvA
USFWS
USGS
VOoC
VRM
WAC

Waste

Management
PEIS

WIPP
WMIS
WNP
WPPSS
WSA
WSCC
WSCF
Y-12
Y-12EA

YMSCO
ZPPR

Technical Area
Test Area North

toxicity characteristic leaching procedure

Tennessee Department of Environmental Conservation
total dissolved solids

transport index

Threshold Limit Values

Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission
Test Reactor Area

transuranic

Toxic Substance Control Act

Transportation Safeguards Division

total suspended particulates

Tritium Supply and Recycling Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
Tennessee Valley Authority

United States Fish and Wildlife Services

United States Geological Survey

volatile organic compound

Visual Resource Management

Waste Acceptance Criteria

Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

Waste Management Information System
Washington Nuclear Power

Washington Public Power Supply System
Weapons Storage Area

Western Systems Coordinating Council
Waste Sampling and Characterization Facility
Y-12 Plant

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Interim Storage of Enriched Uranium Above the
Maximum Historical Level at the Y-]2 Plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee

Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Office

Zero Power Physics Reactor

Xiii




Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Final PEIS

CHEMICALS AND UNITS OF MEASURE

°C degrees Celsius

Ci curie

cm centimeter

CO carbon monoxide
CcO, carbon dioxide
Co-60 cobalt-60

Cs cesium

Cs-137 cesium-137

CsCl cesium chloride
Cu copper

dB decibel

dBA decibel A-weighted
°F degrees Fahrenheit
ft feet

ft? square feet

fi3 cubic feet

g gram

G gravitational acceleration
gal gallon

Gd gadolinium

Gwd gigawatt-days

ha hectare

H, hydrogen

HF hydrogen fluoride
HNO; nitric acid

hr hour

I-129 iodine-129

in inch

Kefr effective neutron multiplication factor
kg kilogram

km kilometer

km? square kilometer

Xiv



List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

Kr krypton

kV kilovolt

1 liter

lb pound

m meter

m? square meter

m’ cubic meter

mCi millicurie

mg milligram

mi mile

mi? square miles

min minute

mph miles per hour

mrem millirem (one thousandth of a rem)
MW megawatt

MWe megawatt electric

N, nitrogen

nCi nanocurie (one-billionth of a Curie)
N1 nickel

NO, nitrogen dioxide

NO, nitrogen oxides

05 ozone

0z ounce

Pb lead

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl

pCi picocurie (one-trillionth of a Curie)
PMy, particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns
ppm parts per million

Pu plutonium

PuCl plutonium chloride

PuO, plutonium dioxide

rad radiation absorbed dose

rem roentgen equivalent man

RfC Reference Concentration

RfD Reference Dose

XV




-

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Final PEIS

s second

SO, sulfur dioxide

Sr-90 strontium-90

t metric ton

Tc-99 technetium-99

ton short ton

U uranium

U-233 uranium-233

U-234 uranium-234
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Metric Conversion Chart

METRIC CONVERSION CHART

To Convert Into Metric

To Convert Out of Metric

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

inches 2.54 centimeters centimeters 0.3937 inches

feet 30.48 centimeters centimeters 0.0328 feet

feet 0.3048 meters meters 3.281 feet

yards 0.9144 meters meters 1.0936 yards

miles 1.60934 kilometers kilometers 0.6214 miles
Area

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

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

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

acres 0.40469 hectares hectares 2471 acres

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

fluid ounces 29.574 milliliters milliliters 0.0338 fluid ounces

gallons 3.7854 liters liters 0.26417 gallons

cubic feet 0.028317 cubic meters cubic meters 35315 cubic feet

cubic yards 0.76455 cubic meters cubic meters 1.308 cubic yards
Weight

ounces 28.3495 grams grams 0.03527 ounces

pounds 0.45360 kilograms kilograms 2.2046 pounds

short tons 0.90718 metric tons metric tons 1.1023 short tons
Temperature

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

multiply by 5/9ths then add 32

METRIC PREFIXES

Prefix | Symbol Multiplication Factor

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

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

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

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

Dear Mr. Nulton

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

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

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

weapous 1/08.03.01

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

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

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

0

o ltwill g
dlw- im‘ n.

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

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

from power p to reduce the cost of plutonium

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

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

Sincerely,
Michael ). Lawrence
President/ CEO

1/08.03.01
cont.

2/01.03.00

| 3108.03.01
| 4/06.00.09

01 0300 Comment Number 2

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

08 0301 Comment Number 3

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

06 00 09 Comment Number 4

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

sasuodsay pup
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PANGBORN, SALLY MACARTHUR, SEATTLE, WA

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

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

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

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

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

1/08.03.01
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May 2, 1996

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

Alexandria, VA 22302

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

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

Dear Sirs:

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

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

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

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

C. New construction/stewardship activities at Pantex,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1. Storage.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1/08.03.01
cont.

3/01.03.00

0103 00

Comment noted.

Comment Number 3

sasuodsay puv

SIUIWNDO(] TUIWWIO )



ot

PANHANDLE 2000, AMARILLO, TX,
JERRY JOHNSON AND WALES MADDEN, JR.
PAGE 8 OF 12

Wedi-guwthOE'nM‘std-dlhudn'NoA:ﬁonAhmM"or
MWTmmMWM"MMGMMNQ
potential 10 experk dv lative imp This conclusion is almost wholly
mehuDOElmnlhe“mlmm“thMnhﬁd.m
mmmmmmmmmmmmmlo,m
mmwﬁuhmbbaed.uﬂﬂmmh‘diuvﬂdﬂefamymww
Hﬁmummmhkﬂuﬂmﬁn&.m«hb&duﬁhﬁm:
mﬂmwmhmmﬁc(aﬂuhﬂo{m‘dnﬁmhm
mdmxuwuwmmmwmu
wunmhmhrmph,mhplythu' ¥ portation imp
Mhmumhmﬂ.ﬁm(!)mﬂmmmmm
ofphnminpiu,lhuwoidnslhﬁon‘sd-eofmyum(ndthewmm
W,Mﬁwiﬁdmmmao)ifimsdmduﬂn
pvd'md-lumﬁwforS&D.md(Z)kmeﬂedmtoLANLthpmpondﬁeﬁx
ﬂMEmemwwmlmwmmm&m
mmmmumunm«owmmeymummw
as an accurate or meaningful criterion on which to bese selection.

Hbmmmwmawmandwﬁdky.nmﬂ
whwﬂdmnwwwtommmddm

2. Disposition Altermatives.

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

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

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

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

fit into reciprocity? The White House Fact Sheet on

4/09.00.04

5/10.00.00

' 6/08.03.01

1/08.03.01
cont.

7/01.03.00

09 00 04 Comment Number 4

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

10 00 00 Comment Number 5

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

080301 Comment Number 6

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

010300 Comment Number 7

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

8/01.06.00

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

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

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

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

uleaﬂ‘eaedmmﬂmtheremstlong4mndwposmopuauwhchbmhﬁlw 9
national security interests as well as a common sense desire 1o reap a beneficial use from 3
these ials. The Administration should ider a jomt program b Russia and 3
)
g
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)
a O
w O
33

Q
w S
5 2 3
b “ o

W




99—t

PANHANDLE 2000, AMARILLO, TX,
JERRY JOHNSON AND WALES MADDEN, JR.

PAGE 10 OF 12
09 09 04 Comment Number 10
o dapir s roriospuiion | huisigton ;m”&‘:d‘ﬂ”mm Appendix R has been added to the Final PEIS to discuss aircraft crash and
water reactor. radioactive release probabilities for proposed storage and disposition
Such a policy would meet the “spent fuel standard® by making the phitonium s facilities at Pantex.
inaccessible for wespors use as the plutonium in spent nuclesr fuel from commercial
power reactors. It also recognizes the fact that the only course to safe disposition is to
the atom through fission. 1t also looks beyood the fuel standerd
persts the Som e i with, vegard bed 01 00 00 Comment Number 11
s the opaons avalable Administration

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

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

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

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

damdumﬁduﬂmWemeDOEmmmw;is;dmdn

muuﬁdpuh&mofhnnfmmﬁduﬁmddmm

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

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

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

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

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

befuemkinhsﬁmldedﬁmufaphnuﬁnnwmmm
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07 00 00 Comment Number 12

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

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

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

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

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

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

5. Economic factors.

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

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

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

Hr. J. David Nulton

U.S. Department of Energy

Otfice of Fissile Materials Disposition, MD-4
Forrestal Bujilding

1000 Independence Ave., B.W.

Washington, DC 20585

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

Dear Mr. Nulton:

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

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

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

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

1/08.03.01

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

possibilities, etc., as outlined in this document.

6v9—¢

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

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

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

food that the people of Albuquerque eat!

Aquifer, which is our sole source of water.

in the center of production agriculture.

The disposition options are not adequately analyzed.

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

Manzano WSS is considered a reasonable alternative in the Pantex

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

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

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

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

source is unjumtifiable.

exists here is heart-wrenching.

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

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

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

How will the economic stability of this area

2/01.04.00

3/09.04.04

4/08.03.01

3/09.04.04
cont.

5/09.08.04

6/09.00.04

0104 00 Comment Number 2

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

0904 04 Comment Number 3

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

080301 Comment Number 4

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

0908 04 Comment Number 5

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

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

Sincerely,

Do G L pp i

Doris & Phillip Smit
Co-chalrs

Enclosure

1/08.03.01
cont.

09 00 04 Comment Number 6

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

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

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

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

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

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

v Oonuary 1987)

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

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

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

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

Parmer, Castro, Hale, Dallam, Moore, Hartlcy, Sherman, and Deaf Smith counties
produce 63% of Texas com.
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Of the ten leading counties in sorghum production in 1989, five are in this trade area:
Hansford, Deaf Smith, Ochiltree, Moore and Carson counties. T2% of the irrigated sorghum
and 5% of the non-irrigated sorghum produced in Texas came from the HPTA in 1990: 26%
of all sorghum produced in Texas came from HPTA.

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

LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION

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

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

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

AGRIBUSINESS EMPLOYMENT

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

AGRICULTURAL QUICK FACTS

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

commodities and fifth in cash receipts for crops.

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

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

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

AR OF FARM SALES STIMULAJE ER U WITHIN THE TEXAS ECO

NQ

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

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

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

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

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

Business Developmen submitted to

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

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

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

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

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

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

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

Long - Term Storage Alternatives

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

public health and safety, t, intersite transportation, and

wastemanagemen!
environmental justice could be sasceptible to adverse cumulative impacts.”

SIAd 19Ul SIDUIID 211581
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PANHANDLE GROUND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT NO. 3,
WHITE DEER, TX, C. E. WILLIAMS
PAGE2 OF 2

Page 2
May 7, 1996

Disposition Alternatives

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

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

Sincerely;

—-

[,

C. E Williams
General Manager

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at Pantex. Waste/hazardous material treatment/handling operations
are regulated to minimize the potential for releases of hazardous substances
to the soil or surface water that could then migrate to the groundwater.
Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will
be based upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies,
national policy considerations, and public input.
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PANHANDLE PLASTIC SURGERY, AMARILLO, TX,
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PANHANDLE PLASTIC SURGERY, P.A.
JOHN C. KELLEHER, JR., MD., FAC.S.

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

April) 3, 1996

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

Washington, D.C. 20026

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

Dear Birs:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

RN

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

su

1/08.03.01

M-014

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s support of
Pantex. Decisions related to future missions at Pantex will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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PARUCHURI, KAVENDRA
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Department of Energy
POBox 3417
Alcxandria, VA 22302
Dear DOE,

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

You fail to note:

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

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

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

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

1/01.06.00

2/01.00.00

0106 00 Comment Number 1

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

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

010000 Comment Number 2

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

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

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

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

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

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

the government nationally encourage participation. I sec Army

3/01.00.00

4/01.00.00

5/01.00.00

6/08.02.00

e . - - e m = -

0100 00 Comment Number 3

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

01 00 00 Comment Number 4

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

01 00 00 Comment Number 5

Comment noted.

0802 00 Comment Number 6

The Department of Encrgy uses a wide variety of methods to communicate
with the public on these important issues. These methods include public
meetings, as part of the NEPA process, and meetings outside of the process,
such as the Plutonium Round Table. Numerous fact sheets and displays are
made available at the meetings as well as by mail. All of this information is
available on the Program’s electronic bulletin board.
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commercials all the time, but I did not see any commercials about SS&M
and PEIS. Why was the local Nashville football debate set above the
nuclear debate?

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

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

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

Outraged United States CITIZEN,

Kavendra Paruchuri

7/08.00.00

8/08.02.00

08 00 00 Comment Number 7

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

08 02 00 Comment Number 8

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

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

Washington, D.C. 20585

April 24, 1996
Dear Mr. Rose,

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

writing

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

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

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

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

Since|
20

Jan Sdnders
Chayf, Peace Action Texas

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

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

+)
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PEACE ACTION TEXAS, DALLAS, TX,

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

the Sworage and Disposition of Nuciesr Materials

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

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

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

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

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

ImehWhmmumwmmwulmud

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

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

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

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

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

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

1/08.02.00

08 02 00 Comment Number 1

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

‘ 2/09.04.08

| 08.03.00

4/08.02.00

5/08.03.01

6/08.03.01

09 04 08 Comment Number 2

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

08 03 00 Comment Number 3

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

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

transportation, and education), and environmental justice.

08 02 00 Comment Number 4

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

08 0301 Comment Number 5

The Department of Energy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new
missions at Pantex. Decisions on storage and disposition of weapons-usable
fissile materials will be based upon environmental analyses, technical and
economic studies, national policy considerations, and public input.
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7) Swopthe i h ical h and development and war and kitling. i
ummwmwmnoummmm Place R In one of our
grest universities or hoapitals or at the Peace Institute not for new bomb making.

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

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

Some further observations, questions and commaents:

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

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

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

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

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

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 6

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

0106 00 Comment Number 7

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

Bob Peelle
130 Oklahoma Avenue
Oak Ridge. TN 137830

Summary:

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

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

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

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

Details leading to Recommendation 1:

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

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

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

1/01.00.00

2/02.00.08

1 3/08.03.01

4/02.04.08

1/G1.00.00
cont.

01 00 00 Comment Number 1

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

02 00 08 Comment Number 2

Comment noted.

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

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

02 04 08 Comment Number 4

Comment noted.

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

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

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

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

Needs for careful analysis in the final PRIS:

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

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

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

6/02.00.08

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

5/07.02.00
cont.

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

7/13.00.00

07 02 00 Comment Number 5

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

02 0008 Comment Number 6

A basic assumption for this environmental analysis is that the materials are-

already in a stabilized form before they are received for storage. Actions taken
for materials stabilization are covered by analyses under the Environmental
Management Program.

130000 Comment Number 7

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

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

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

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

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

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

h. Have reactors been developed for which discharged fuel

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

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

‘ 7/13.00.00
cont.

| 8/15.00.00

1/01.00.00
cont.

1500 00 Comment Number 8§

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

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

0904 03 Comment Number 3

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

Eavir I Impact S (PEIS) Public Comment Form

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

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

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

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

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

AFde~ /3 funy xj,#i{/‘.k o
7

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

_mutnyts S grcves ™ rewse] Kr  wergans

1/08.03.01

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

2/08.03.01

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

Thes o5 less desiaobfe  and catls  For

Secar Ty g de  inceciced ERPWLN
~

— | 3/08.03.01

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 2

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

The Department of Encrgy acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the
Reactor Alternatives. However, NEPA requires that DOE look at all
reasonable alternatives and, therefore, reactor burning must be considered.
Deccisions on the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and economic studies, national policy
considerations, and public input.
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010300 Comment Number 4

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

Mevyy Anl,;“ Peteveor

ine Yigss Dr

A8k - 421

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

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

of

Name )
Address (optional):

oni;
this
Energy |

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

P.O Box 2]786c 00263786

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

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

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

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

e ve dont pad Wy £t il be b ooy dlecg

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

TThus Seseds geed

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

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

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

Mo

] 1/08.03.01

1/08.03.01
cont.

' ‘ 2/06.00.08

} 3/08.03.01

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

06 00 08 Comment Number 2

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

08 03 01 Comment Number 3

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

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

COLORADO CHAPTER

PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

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

May 7, 1996

office of Pissile Materials Disposition
Department of Energy

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Comments on the Storage & Disposition Draft PEIS

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

Introduction

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

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

Specific Comments

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

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

CLO¢

| 1/08.03.01

1/08.03.01
| cont.
! 2/01.05.00

2/01.05.00
cont.

\ 3/08.03.01

M-169 I

08 03 01 Comment Number 1

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

01 0500 Comment Number 2

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

08 0301 Comment Number 3

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

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

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

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

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

Inforsation is scant on the science behind the deep borehole
option. Nevertheless, there ara health, safety and environmental
concerna that should be thoroughly addressed should this option be
explored more closely<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>