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READER’S GUIDE

This Public Comment Summary Appendix of the Final Environmental Assessment for the
Acceptance and Disposition of Spent Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched
Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany (Final EA) consists of three sections:

Section B.1 — Overview of the Public Comment Process

This section describes the public comment process for the Draft Environmental Assessment
for the Acceptance and Disposition of Spent Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly
Enriched Uranium from the Federal Republic Of Germany (Draft EA); the format used in the
public meeting on the Draft EA; the organization of this appendix; how to use the document;
and the changes made by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) to the Final EA in response
to the public comments and recent developments that occurred since publication of the Draft
EA.

Section B.2 — Comment Response Topics

This section presents DOE’s responses to the public comments received on the Draft EA.
Similar comments have been collected into topic areas for which a single response is
provided.

Section B.3 — Public Comments

This section provides an alphabetical list of the commentors by last name (Table B-1); as
well as a list of commentors by name, a numerical identifier for each comment, and the
corresponding section or sections of this appendix where DOE’s response to each comment
can be found (Table B-2). This section also includes the comment documents received by
DOE on the Draft EA, with associated comments identified with unique identifying numbers
(comment number). These comment numbers provide the mechanism to track the
corresponding DOE response to each comment. Comment documents received by fax,
email, U.S. mail and as public meeting hand-ins are identified by a “PC-" comment number
prefix. Oral statements presented at the public meeting on the Draft EA are identified by a
“PCT-" comment number prefix.

To Find a Specific Comment and DOE Response

Refer to Table B-1, Alphabetical List of Commentors, at the beginning of Section B.3.1.
This table is organized alphabetically by commentor name and shows the corresponding
page number(s) where commentors can find their comment document(s). Comments
within comment documents are identified by a unique comment number, with which the
comment can be tracked to the applicable response in Section B.2. Table B-2 provides a
list of comment numbers and the corresponding response numbers within Section B.2 of
this appendix.

DOE has made a good faith effort to interpret the spelling of names that were either hand-
written on comment forms and letters, or transcribed from oral statements made during
the public meeting.

B-2

December 2017



Final EA for the Acceptance and Disposition of Spent Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched
Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany

Table of Contents — Appendix B

B.1: OVERVIEW OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS ......c...cccooiviieeiie e B-5
B.1.1 PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS ...ttt B-5
B.1.2 PUBLIC MEETING FORMAT ...t B-8
B.1.3 CHANGES FROM THE DRAFT EA. . ..ot B-8

B.2. COMMENT RESPONSE TOPICS ...ttt B-8
B.2.1 NEPA PROCESS ...ttt B-8

B.2.1.1  Level of NEPA DOCUMENTATION .....oivviiiiiiiiieieeie e e B-9
B.2.1.2  PUBliC INVOIVEMENT ... B-10
B.2.1.3  INfOrmMEd DECISION.....cciiiiiiieiiesiesiieesee e B-11
B.2.2 PURPOSE AND NEED .....ocoiiiiiiiiiet et B-11
B.2.3 REACTORS OPERATED FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
PURPOSES ...ttt e e et e e et e e snb e e e snbaeeesaeeanneeeanes B-13
B.2.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL .......cccccvvviiiiiiicicee, B-13
B.2.5 PROCESSING TECHNOLOGIES ......ccocciieieiieieeceee e B-14
B.25.1  Technology RiSK ........cciieiiiieiieece e B-14
B.2.5.2  WaSe GENEIALION ......ecvveieieieiie sttt B-16
B.2.5.3  Supporting Technical REPOIt ..........ccceciiiiieiiie e B-16
B.2.5.4  ThOUM SIUAQE.....ceiiieiieie ettt e e nneas B-19
B.2.6 SAVANNAH RIVER SITE ..ot B-19
B.2.6.1  H-Canyon and SRS Liquid Nuclear Waste Facilities ..............cccccverurrvvnrrannn. B-19
B.2.6.2  Waste Management.........cooiuiiiiiieiiiie et B-20
2 T T - ol U | S B-21
B.2.7 GERMANY S PLANS . ...ttt e nee e B-22
B.2.8 FUNDING ...t e re e et e e nne e e e s e e anneas B-23
B.2.9 ALTERNATIVES ... oottt nee e B-24
B.2.10 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED FROM DETAILED
ANALY SIS e e e e a e e n e e e nnreeeanns B-25
B.2.11 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ...ttt B-26
B-3

December 2017



Final EA for the Acceptance and Disposition of Spent Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched
Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany

2 0 I Nt N | @ T 11 2SS B-27
B.2.11.2  HUmMaN HEaItN ........ooiiiiieee s B-28
B.2.11.3  TranSPOITAtiON ........cccueieiieiiiiesie ettt B-29
B.2.11.4  Transportation — NEVAUA ..........cccceriiiiieieieiee e B-31
B.2.12 REPOSITORY FOR SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL AND HIGH-LEVEL
RADIOACTIVE WASTE ..ottt B-32
B.2.13 OUT-OF-SCOPE ISSUES ........ocot ittt B-32
B.2.14 REFERENGCES. ...ttt sttt B-34
B.3  PUBLIC COMMENTS.....o ettt B-37
B.3.1 LIST OF COMMENTORS ...t B-37
B.3.2 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPT ................. B-45
B-4

December 2017



Final EA for the Acceptance and Disposition of Spent Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched
Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany

B.1: OVERVIEW OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS

This section of this Public Comment Summary describes the public comment process for the
Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and Disposition of Spent Nuclear Fuel
Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany (Draft
EA), as well as the procedures used to respond to those comments.

Section B.1.1 describes the public comment process and the means

through which comments on the Draft EA were received. It also | comment Document — Written
identifies the comment period and the location and date of the | version of comments submitted
public meeting on the Draft EA. Section B.1.2 addresses the | Pyacommentor (e.g., a leter,
. . . postcard, e- mail, or transcript of
public meeting format. Section B.1.3 addresses changes made t0 | oral comments at a public
the Final Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and | meeting or in a telephone
Disposition of Spent Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly | Message). A comment document
. ] h . can contain any number of
Enriched Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany (Final | comments.
EA) that resulted from the public comment process.
Comment — A distinct statement

B.1.1 PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS or question regarding the draft
DOE prepared the Draft EA in accordance with the National A

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) and DOE NEPA regulations (Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500 — 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021, respectively).

On January 25, 2016, DOE published a notice in the Federal Register (FR), announcing the
availability of the Draft EA (81 FR 4023). A 45-day comment period, from January 25 to
March 11, 2016, was announced in notices published in the Aiken Standard and Augusta
Chronicle, and the Savannah River Site Environmental Bulletin
(http://sro.srs.gov/docs/GermanProject/bulletin March.pdf), on DOE webpages, and through
email notifications sent to stakeholders to provide time for interested parties to review and
comment on the Draft EA. In response to public request, the public comment period was
extended to March 25, 2016.

DOE actively solicited public comments on the Draft EA and considered those comments in
preparing a Final EA. DOE distributed copies of the Draft EA to those Federal agencies, state
and local governmental entities, American Indian tribal governments, and members of the public
most likely to be interested in or affected by the EA alternatives, as well as those organizations
and individuals who requested a copy. Copies also were made available on the Internet and in
regional DOE public document reading rooms and public libraries.

During the public comment period, DOE held a public meeting to provide interested members of
the public with opportunities to learn more about the content of the Draft EA from exhibits,
factsheets, and other materials; to hear DOE representatives present the results of the Draft EA
analyses; to ask questions; and to provide oral or written comments. The public meeting was
held on February 4, 2016, at the North Augusta Community Center, 495 Brookside Drive, North
Augusta, South Carolina.
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In addition, Federal agencies, state and local governmental entities, American Indian tribal
governments, and members of the public were encouraged to submit comments via the U.S. mail,
email, and a toll-free fax line.

Upon receipt, comment documents were assigned a document number for tracking during the
comment response process. The transcript from the public meeting also was assigned a
document number. Ninety comment documents containing 245 comments were received during
the public comment period. DOE considered all comments received in preparing the Final EA.

Each comment document was reviewed to identify individual comments, which were numbered
sequentially within each document. The combination of comment document number and
individual comment number provides a unique identifier for each comment (e.g., comment
number 14-4 corresponds to comment document 14, comment number 4). Comments that DOE
determined to be outside the scope of this Final EA are acknowledged as such in this appendix.
The remaining comments were then reviewed and responded to by DOE.

Figure B-1 illustrates the process used for collecting, tracking, and responding to the comments.
Section B.2 presents DOE’s responses to the comments. Section B.3 presents the delineated
comment documents, including copies of campaign letters', and the public meeting transcript.

L A letter was considered to be part of a campaign if multiple letters were received with the same text in the body of
the letter. In this case, eleven comment documents were identified as part of a campaign, several of which included
petitions. Only the initial received form letter was delineated. Subsequently received form letters were assigned
comment document numbers, and are presented in Section B.3 of this appendix, although these subsequently
received letters were not delineated.
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Comments received on the Draft EA provided the basis for revising and finalizing the EA. The
comments assisted in determining whether the alternatives and analyses presented in the Draft
EA should be modified or augmented; whether information presented in the Draft EA needed to
be corrected or updated; and whether additional clarification was necessary to facilitate better
understanding of certain issues. Change bars are presented alongside the text in the Final EA to
indicate where substantive changes were made and where text was added or deleted. Editorial
changes in the Final EA are not marked.

B.1.2 PUBLIC MEETING FORMAT

The public meeting was organized to encourage public comments on the Draft EA and to provide
members of the public with information about the NEPA process and the proposed action. A
court reporter was present to record and prepare a transcript of the comments spoken publicly at
the meeting. This transcript is included in Section B.3.3 of this appendix. Written comments
were also collected at the meeting. Comment forms were available at the meeting for anyone
wishing to use them.

At the public meeting, poster displays were staffed by DOE and DOE contractor subject matter
experts. Members of the public were invited to view the displays and ask questions of the
subject matter experts before the formal meeting was conducted. The displays addressed the
NEPA process and the facilities, alternatives, and impacts evaluated in the Draft EA.

The DOE-SRS Deputy Site Manager opened the meeting with welcoming remarks. The DOE
NEPA Document Manager then provided an overview of the Draft EA and the NEPA process.
Following DOE’s presentation, the meeting facilitator opened the public comment session. To
ensure that everyone interested in speaking had the opportunity, a time limit was established
based on the number of people who had indicated a desire to speak. As part of the comment
response process, the transcripts and written comments collected at the meeting were reviewed
for comments on the Draft EA, as described in Section B.1.1 of this appendix.

B.1.3 CHANGES FROM THE DRAFT EA

In preparing this Final EA, DOE made revisions to the Draft EA in response to comments
received from other Federal agencies, state and local government entities, American Indian
tribes, and the public. Vertical change bars appear alongside such changes in this Final EA.
Editorial changes are not marked. Chapter 1, Section 1.6, of the Final EA summarizes the more
important changes that were made.

B.2: COMMENT RESPONSE TOPICS
The following pages present comments received on the Draft EA. These comments are

aggregated by topic, followed by a response. Each delineated comment is associated with a
summary comment and response.

B.2.1 NEPA PROCESS

Commentors provided their opinions about the appropriate level of NEPA documentation for the
Proposed Action. Other commentors took issue with or asked questions about public
involvement for this project. Finally, commentors were concerned that additional studies are
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needed before an informed decision can be made. Responses for these comments follow in this
section.

B.2.1.1 LEVEL OF NEPA DOCUMENTATION

Comment: Some commentors were of the opinion that an EA is not the appropriate level of
NEPA documentation and that an environmental impact statement (EIS) should be prepared.
Another commentor was of the opinion that the EA is appropriate to support the proposed action.
A commentor was concerned that categorically excluding research and development activities
may be a form of segmentation under NEPA regulations. Two commentors stated that an
amended EA was required based on an assertion that not all actions were addressed in the draft
EA. Finally, a commentor was concerned that additional NEPA documentation may be needed
for disposal of any low-level radioactive waste (LLW) from the proposed action at the Nevada
National Security Site (NNSS).

Response: DOE has prepared the EA in accordance with CEQ regulations and DOE NEPA
implementing procedures at 40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021,
respectively. This EA analyzes a range of alternatives for processing and disposition of the spent
nuclear fuel (SNF) from the Federal Republic of Germany (Germany). Sufficient information
exists to enable adequate evaluation and comparison of the environmental impacts of the
alternatives, and the range of alternatives appropriately bounds the impacts of these activities.
As the analyses presented in Chapter 4 of this EA demonstrate, the potential environmental
impacts associated with the transport, storage and processing of SNF from Germany using any of
the proposed alternatives, options, or technologies evaluated in this EA entail minor impacts and
low risks.

With respect to the concern about segmentation, DOE’s categorical exclusions allow for small-
scale research and development projects and small-scale pilot projects to verify a concept prior to
proposing a larger project and performing NEPA analysis for the proposed project. Appendices
A and B to DOE’s NEPA Implementing Procedures provide categorical exclusions, categories of
actions for which neither an EA nor an EIS is normally required. DOE initially evaluated
research activities associated with development of this technology under Categorical Exclusion
B3.6 (small-scale research and development, laboratory operations, and pilot projects) and B1.30
(transfer actions) and documented that evaluation in a series of Categorical Exclusion
Determinations prepared by the Savannah River Site (SRS) NEPA Compliance Officer
(DOE 2013a, 2013b, 2014, 2015a, 2015hb, 2017). These research activities have also been
considered in this EA in conjunction with the proposed processing activities (see, in particular,
Section 4.1 of this EA).

DOE has identified and analyzed all connected actions related to disposition of SNF from
Germany. Two commentors identified “other missions” and graphite “burning” as further issues
that were not addressed in the EA, and require an amended EA. The technical aspects of these
comments are discussed in Sections B.2.9 and B.2.10, respectively. Additionally, DOE believes
that no additional NEPA analysis is required for disposal of LLW addressed in this EA at NNSS.
For any changes that result as technology maturation proceeds or as new actions not known at
this time are identified, DOE would prepare any required NEPA documentation at that time.

B-9
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B.2.1.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Comment: A commentor suggested that DOE ensure its strategy and plans are subject to public
involvement and acceptance. A commentor was concerned that they were not notified of this
project and asked if there is a protocol for alerting the public about projects SRS is considering
and where they might obtain information on upcoming projects. Another commentor was
concerned about how scoping comments were considered by DOE in developing the Draft EA,
and that DOE had not provided adequate information about persons providing scoping
comments. A commentor asked how public comments on the Draft EA would be considered by
DOE in making a decision. A commentor was concerned about the availability of reference
documents for the Draft EA. Finally, a commentor invited DOE to share information at an
environmental justice outreach meeting.

Response: DOE provides numerous methods for the public to learn about its proposed projects
and participate in DOE’s decision making processes. One method for a member of the public to
receive information on the activities at SRS is to attend the Citizen Advisory Board meetings.
These meetings are publicized in the Federal Register as well as local newspapers. In addition,
information can be obtained at http://cab.srs.gov/srs-cab.html. DOE also posts the status and
schedules for SRS NEPA documents at http://www.srs.gov/general/pubs/envbul/nepal.htm.

Public involvement opportunities for scoping on the Draft EA were described in Section 1.5 of
the Draft EA. DOE invited Federal agencies, state and local governments, Native American
tribes, industry, other organizations, and members of the public to submit comments on the
proposed scope of the EA during a public scoping period that closed on July 21, 2014. A public
Scoping Meeting was held on June 24, 2014, at the North Augusta Community Center in North
Augusta, South Carolina. Approximately 227 public comment documents, including those in
two letter campaigns, were received during the scoping period. Section 1.5.1 of the Draft EA
provides a summary of those comments. All scoping comments were considered in developing
the Draft EA, and in particular resulted in DOE adding the L-Area Alternative as an alternative
to processing in H-Canyon and, as discussed in Section 2.3.6 of this EA, eliminating an option
(blending down highly enriched uranium (HEU) to low-enriched uranium (LEU) for reuse as
reactor fuel) included in the Notice of Intent.

Section 1.5 of this EA explains how the scoping comments were considered in preparing the
Draft EA. It should be noted that NEPA regulations do not require public scoping for an EA. As
is normal practice, neither the names of the commentors nor their affiliations were included in
the Draft EA.

As described in this EA, DOE solicited public comments on the Draft EA and considered those
comments in preparing the Final EA. A 45-day comment period, from January 25 to March 11,
2016, was announced to provide time for interested parties to review and comment on the Draft
EA. In response to public request, the public comment period was extended to March 25, 2016.
During the public comment period, DOE held a meeting to receive public comments on the Draft
EA at the North Augusta Community Center. All comments received on the Draft EA were
considered in developing the Final EA. Section B.3.1 of this appendix provides a list of
commentors including their agency affiliations. All submitted comment documents (e.g., letters,
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emails, faxes and meeting hand-ins) are presented in Section B.3.2. Petitions include the names
of all persons signing the petition. It is not DOE practice to provide information on commentors
beyond basic identifying information, including, when appropriate, affiliations.

As described in the Notice of Availability for the Draft EA (81 FR 4023), the Draft EA is
available on the DOE NEPA Web site at http://nepa.energy.gov/ and on the SRS website at
http://www.srs.gov/general/pubs/envbul/nepal.htm. All publicly- releasable references have
been made available on the SRS website at http://www.srs.gov/sro/germanheuproj.html to
support public comment. In some cases, copies of references were provided by disk upon
request (e.g., people with slow or no internet connectivity).

The DOE-SR Environmental Justice Coordinator will add a presentation on this EA and the
project to the next meeting agenda following the issuance of the Final EA.

B.2.1.3 INFORMED DECISION

Comment: Commentors were concerned that additional studies are needed before an informed
decision can be made to move forward with the project to receive, store, and process for
disposition the SNF from Germany.

Response: DOE would continue to conduct research and development and maturation studies,
paid for by Germany, to further refine the carbon digestion process and the engineering and
safety requirements for implementation of the action alternatives, including modification of
existing facilities and installation of new capabilities that may be required (see Section B.2.5,
“Processing Technologies,” for more information). As these studies proceed, DOE will provide
updates at the Citizens Advisory Board meetings about the progress of technology development
and any decisions on acceptance of the material.

This EA evaluates the potential environmental impacts of acceptance and disposition of SNF
containing U.S.-origin HEU from Germany. No decision to receive this SNF would be made
until the technology maturation work is complete. In this regard, Figures 2-5, 2-6, and 2-8 of
this EA have been revised. As stated in the Statement of Intent, any decision to proceed with the
project will depend upon the ability to comply with all applicable requirements of U.S. law and
DOE requirements, and resolution of any technical, financial, and legal issues that may be
identified.

B.2.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

Comment: Many commentors expressed their opposition to bringing the SNF from Germany to
the United States in general, or South Carolina specifically, for processing and disposition.
Some commentors provided reasons for their opposition, indicating that Germany is able and
capable of safely managing the SNF, the SNF is not of U.S. origin, the risks of transporting and
processing the SNF outweigh the benefit or are just not acceptable, and Germany (or any other
country) should be responsible for taking care of its own waste. One commentor suggested the
EA should evaluate refusal of the import of this SNF until existing stockpiles have been reduced
by the same amount (no net increase). Some commentors are of the understanding that DOE is
proposing this activity as a nuclear nonproliferation initiative and either support the effort on that
basis or are opposed to the Proposed Action being considered a nonproliferation initiative. A
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commentor was concerned that processing would be against nonproliferation goals and that a
nonproliferation assessment should be performed. A commentor questioned DOE Headquarters’
role on this project.

Other commentors expressed support for the proposal to return this SNF containing U.S.-origin
HEU as the responsibility of the U.S. under the Atoms for Peace Program and/or the U.S.
objective to reduce, and eventually eliminate, HEU from civil commerce. Many of those in
favor also cited Savannah River Site facilities, operational capabilities, and staff expertise.

Response: As discussed in Sections 1.2 and 1.4 of this EA, DOE proposes to receive, store,
process, and dispose of certain SNF from Germany that contains U.S.-origin HEU that was
provided to Germany between 1965 and 1988 under the Atoms for Peace program. This
U.S.-origin HEU was made into fuel that was irradiated for research and development purposes
in experimental and demonstration reactors in Germany (see Section B.2.3, “Reactors Operated
for Research and Development Purposes™). Returning this material to the U.S. would meet
DOE’s purpose and need stated in Section 1.3 of this EA: to support the U.S. policy objective to
reduce, and eventually eliminate, HEU from civil commerce; and to further the U.S. HEU
minimization objective by returning U.S.-origin HEU from Germany to the United States for
safe storage and disposition. Repatriating the SNF containing U.S.-origin HEU from Germany is
consistent with U.S. nonproliferation policy. If the technology is successful, the HEU, thorium,
and fission products would be processed through the SRS HLW system, thus putting most of
these materials in a demonstrated waste form for a repository (i.e., HLW glass canisters).

This would not be a nonproliferation action and a nonproliferation assessment” would not be
required for this project. The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) in a
memorandum dated August 1, 2013 (DOE/NNSA 2013), documenting the results of a technical
evaluation of the SNF from Germany, concluded that the SNF is not a proliferation concern
because: it is not attractive to sub-state/terrorist entities in its current state and is stored in a
secure environment in a politically stable country.

In addition, processing this SNF from Germany at SRS would not create a greater security or
nonproliferation concern than that posed by the existing SRS SNF inventory. See Section
B.2.6.3,“Savannah River Site — Security,” for more information.

The Atoms for Peace program was first announced in a speech by President Eisenhower to the
United Nations in 1953 (Eisenhower 1953). The Atoms for Peace program provided the basis
for the lease, or sale, of moderate quantities of fissionable material for peacetime reactors to
other nations (NSC 1954). The Atoms for Peace program was further described in a National
Security Council (NSC) Statement of Policy on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy (NSC 5431/1)
(NSC 1954). In this policy statement, the NSC advanced a program to make available moderate
quantities of fissionable material for peacetime reactors to other nations. The NSC specifically

2 A nonproliferation impact assessment examines the alternatives (same alternatives examined to determine
environmental impacts) based on their potential impacts on the risks of nuclear proliferation and the ability to
advance U.S. nonproliferation goals.
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recognized that the sharing of this material was a prerequisite to the development of a foreign
“nation’s capability to utilize nuclear power when it becomes economically attractive.”

Section 1.2 of this EA was revised to describe the program under which the U.S.-origin HEU
was provided to Germany, the Atoms for Peace Program.

The DOE Headquarters role in general is to provide direction and guidance to the sites. As for
this project, DOE Headquarters has the lead for negotiations with the German Ministry and will
make the final determination whether to proceed with the project. DOE will not make a final
decision until the technology maturation is completed and following resolution of any technical,
financial, and legal issues. DOE Headquarters first received the request from the German
Ministry and asked DOE-EM at SRS to look into the request. DOE Headquarters has been an
integral team member on this project with the site and its contractor.

B.2.3 REACTORS OPERATED FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
PURPOSES

Comment: Commentors were concerned that the SNF from Germany was used in commercial
nuclear power reactors and therefore should not or cannot legally be returned to the United
States.

Response: As noted in the Statement of Intent, the SNF from Germany containing U.S.-origin
HEU has been determined to have been irradiated in Germany for research and development
purposes. Further, in a letter dated May 8, 2015 (Kraus 2015), the German Ministry for
Education and Research, citing the Report of the Federal Government of Germany for the Fifth
Review Meeting of the Joint Convention on the Safety of Spent Fuel Management and on the
Safety of Radioactive Waste Management submitted to the depository of the Joint Convention in
October 2014 (BMUB 2014), stated that the Arbeitsgemeinschaft Versuchsreaktor (AVR) and
the Thorium High Temperature Reactor-300 (THTR) were operated as experimental and
demonstration reactors for the purpose of demonstrating the viability of the graphite pebble bed
reactor technology, and that accordingly, these reactors are not classified as commercial nuclear
reactors. In addition, U.S. law subjects proposed imports of foreign SNF irradiated in power
reactors to certain statutory requirements. These requirements do not apply to imports of SNF
irradiated in foreign research reactors. If a decision is made to accept fuel, DOE’s acceptance of
the fuel will be in accordance with all applicable legal requirements.

B.2.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL

Comment: Commentors requested more information on the composition of the SNF, including
the amount of U.S.-origin HEU in the fuel, and the amount of HEU, LEU, and thorium
remaining in the fuel after irradiation and decay.

Response: Section 2.1.2 of this EA describes the composition of the SNF from Germany. The
SNF is in the form of small graphite (carbon) spheres, referred to as pebbles. As depicted in
Figure 2-2, each pebble is approximately 60 millimeters (2.4 inches) in diameter and is
composed of approximately 200 grams of graphite surrounding the 0.5 millimeter diameter fuel
kernels. Each sphere contains from 10,000 to 35,000 fuel kernels, which comprise about
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2 percent of the volume of the fuel pebbles. The nuclear material is contained only in the fuel
kernels.

As explained in Section 2.1.2 of this EA, there are approximately one million pebbles currently
in storage in 455 CASTOR casks. The pebbles contain varying quantities of uranium and
thorium, with uranium-235 enrichments up to 81 percent. Prior to irradiation, the fuel contained
approximately 900 kilograms (1,980 pounds) of HEU provided by the United States. As a result
of irradiation and decay, the SNF also contains actinides, fission products, and other radioactive
isotopes. As indicated in Section 4.2.1.3 of this EA, a typical CASTOR cask with SNF from
Germany is expected to contain about 4,500 curies of radionuclides (SRNL 2014b).

If one were to average the fissile content of all the AVR pebbles, it would be about 15 percent of
the total mass of the spheres, with over 80 percent of the AVR pebbles containing HEU. Some
LEU fuel pebbles are mixed in with the HEU fuel pebbles (~56,000 pebbles out of
~290,000 AVR pebbles are LEU). Because the HEU and LEU pebbles are intermixed and
indistinguishable from one another, and the process can handle both HEU and LEU pebbles in
the same manner, separation of the HEU from the LEU pebbles is not reasonable. All of the
approximately 630,000 THTR fuel pebbles contain HEU. Therefore, only approximately
6 percent of all pebbles (both AVR and THTR) are LEU.

B.2.5 PROCESSING TECHNOLOGIES

A number of comments were submitted related to the technologies being considered for
processing the SNF from Germany including comments related to Technology Risk, Waste
Generation, Supporting Technical Report, and Thorium Sludge. These topics are discussed
below.

B.25.1 TECHNOLOGY RISK

Comment: Commentors were concerned that the technologies proposed to be used for
processing of the SNF are not proven technologies and therefore there is a high risk that the
program may fail, possibly resulting in long-term storage of the received casks of SNF. A
commentor was concerned that a portion of the SNF from Germany was damaged, and could
affect processing. Another commentor was concerned that expected emissions of carbon-14
(C-14) from the carbon digestion process would be much higher than from commercial light-
water reactors or from the Sellafield reprocessing plant.

Response: As described in Section 1.2 of this EA, DOE is conducting studies and reviews
required to determine whether to proceed with acceptance of the SNF for processing and
disposition, including preparation of this EA and certain technical and engineering work.
Development efforts to date have demonstrated the feasibility of a salt digestion technology and
vapor-digestion technology, extended the technology to the concurrent digestion of multiple
unirradiated pebbles, and reached the operation of an engineering-scale (one-fifteenth scale)
system. The next steps include a scale-up maturation process, a development program to address
technical considerations related to the processing of the SNF from Germany. The maturation
approach reviews the progress of development efforts to date, identifies technology needs and
risks, prioritizes a plan for addressing those technology needs while mitigating risks, and
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considers available technology to accelerate technology development and deployment. Future
development activities to advance the technology include remote opening and handling of the
CASTOR casks, design of a fully-integrated prototypical digestion system, operation of
prototypical equipment in a remote-handle configuration, and obtaining critical process data
using irradiated fuel kernels and individual pebbles. The maturation approach will also address
essential safety, security, and facility interface issues which include facility permitting, waste
disposal, and final fuel disposition.

The research being developed only addresses removal of the graphite from the fuel kernels (i.e.,
carbon digestion). Proven technologies for processing the fuel kernels are currently available at
H-Canyon at SRS. DOE will not enter into an agreement with Germany to accept the SNF until
the carbon digestion technologies have been demonstrated capable of performing at full scale
operation. As these studies proceed, DOE will provide updates at the Citizens Advisory Board
meetings about the progress of technology development and any decisions on acceptance of the
material.

Although the period for storage of the casks could be longer than planned by DOE, the risk of
extended storage would be minimized by DOE’s intent to defer an agreement to accept the SNF
until the carbon digestion technologies had been demonstrated to be capable of performing at full
scale. A demonstration of full-scale performance would depend on the results of the technology
maturation program discussed above. Acceptance would also be dependent on a determination at
the end of the technology determination process on the continued availability of H-Canyon to
process the SNF as discussed in Section B.2.6.1. If processing operations were to be delayed for
a period of time, there are two possible considerations. Shipments of SNF from Germany could
be delayed to minimize the number of casks in storage pending resumption of operations.
Alternatively, due to the robust character of the CASTOR casks, additional storage time could be
safely recommended.

Carbon digestion processing would not be adversely affected by the damaged condition of some
of the AVR pebbles. Both the molten salt and vapor digestion processes evaluated in this EA
can handle the material, regardless of condition. Processing the damaged fuel would not
generate additional waste. This is discussed in Section 2.1.3.3 of this EA.

DOE Order 458.1, Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment (DOE 2011),
establishes 100 millirem (1 milliSievert) as the annual dose limit to a member of the public from
all pathways and 10 millirem in a year from airborne pathways. The annual airborne release
guides are further administratively limited for as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA)
considerations to less than 0.2 millirem/year at SRS. The expected average annual release of
C-14 from the proposed project would be a small fraction of the ALARA guide administrative
limit and within the SRS overall-site regulatory limit. Awvailable technology for removal of
radioactive gases from airborne emissions includes filtration and scrubbers, and are proven to be
effective to meet regulatory limits. Further removal and sequestration of C-14 is not feasible.
Operation of a commercial light-water reactor or the Sellafield Plant located in England, would
be expected to release less C-14 because graphite (carbon) based fuels are not used at these
facilities.
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B.2.5.2 WASTE GENERATION

Comment: Commentors were concerned about the amount of waste generated by the various
alternatives and options for processing and disposition of the SNF from Germany, including
differences in waste generation for the molten salt digestion and vapor digestion options for
carbon digestion, waste generated from down-blending, disposition of the CASTOR casks and
inner liners, and secondary waste generation.

Response: The quantities and proposed disposition of the different kinds of wastes that would
be generated under all evaluated alternatives and options are addressed in Section 4.2.3.4 of this
EA and summarized in Table 4-23. DOE does not expect that secondary waste would be
generated above that evaluated in the EA because conservative analyses have been used for
evaluation purposes.

The vapor digestion process for the bulk pebbles would result in much less waste than molten
salt digestion since much less salt is used in the process. Section 2.1.3.3.2 of this EA states the
“quantity of salt used for digestion of the residual carbon on the kernels would be much smaller
than that used in the molten salt digestion process.” The amount of waste from either of the
carbon digestion processes evaluated in this EA (Table 4-23) is bounding because it is based on
the molten salt digestion process. Downblended uranium/thorium waste would be generated
under two options under the H-Area Alternative (LEU Waste and LEU/Thorium Waste Options)
by mixing the uranium and/or thorium with depleted uranium and incorporating the mixture into
a grouted waste form (see Sections 2.1.4.3.2 and 2.1.4.3.3 of this EA). As reported in these
sections, the estimated waste volumes are 3,600 cubic feet of grouted LEU LLW and
10,100 cubic feet of grouted LEU/thorium LLW.

As described in Section 2.1.6 of this EA, DOE does not expect that reuse of the inner canisters
would be feasible, because they would have been cut open to obtain access to the SNF pebbles.
The canisters would be disposed of as low-level radioactive waste, either nested inside the
CASTOR casks (if the CASTOR casks are not used to dispose of a generated waste form) or
separate from the casks, depending on the alternative and option considered. Under the H-Area
Alternative, LEU and LEU/thorium options, the CASTOR casks would be used as containers for
disposal of the grouted LLW waste form. Under the H-Area Vitrification option or L-Area
Alternative, the empty canisters would be placed into the empty CASTOR casks for disposal.
Should DOE identify an alternate use for the CASTOR casks such as reuse as shipping
containers for other materials, the total volume of the low-level radioactive waste generated
under the evaluated alternatives and options would be reduced accordingly.

B.2.5.3 SUPPORTING TECHNICAL REPORT

Comment: Comments were provided on three Savannah River National Laboratory (SRNL)
reports used as a reference in this EA. Nearly all comments were on Feasibility and Alternatives
for Receipt, Storage, and Processing of HTGR (High Temperature Gas-Cooled Reactor) Pebble
Fuel at SRS (F&A Report) (SRNL 2014a), with a few comments provided on Scale-Up
Maturation Plan for Digestion of Graphite Fuel Pebbles (Scale-up Plan) and Preliminary
Scoping-Level Hazardous Analysis for the Processing of HTGR Pebble Fuel at SRS (SRNL
2015). The Scale-up Plan is an appendix to the F&A Report.
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The comments included nontechnical and technical concerns. Nontechnical concerns can be
grouped into those addressing DOE’s need to transport the SNF to the United States, DOE’s
basis for a decision on whether to accept the SNF, the availability of H-Canyon, the potential for
indefinite storage of the SNF at SRS, and funding. Technical concerns can be grouped into those
addressing CASTOR cask storage at SRS, safety and safeguards, potential delivery of fuel
pebbles to SRS as part of process research and development, airborne emissions during
processing operations, the isotopic composition of the fuel, separation of LEU or damaged
pebbles from HEU pebbles, and waste management.

Response: As discussed in Section 2.3.1 of this EA, SRNL prepared the F&A Report to
evaluate the potential alternatives and technologies for receipt, storage and processing the SNF
from Germany. DOE reviewed these and other documents for information that would inform
DOE’s analysis of potential environmental impacts in this EA.

With respect to the nontechnical concerns raised by the commentor, DOE’s need for transport of
the SNF to the United States is addressed in Section 1.3 of this EA and Section B.2.2 of this
appendix, which is to support the U.S. policy objective to reduce, and eventually eliminate, HEU
from civil commerce by returning U.S.-origin HEU from Germany to the United States for safe
storage and disposition. As stated in Section 1.4 of this EA, DOE’s decision on whether to
accept the SNF will be made on the basis of compliance with all applicable requirements of
United States law and DOE requirements, including NEPA, and resolution of any technical,
financial, and legal issues that may be identified during consideration of the feasibility of the
project and development of an appropriate legal framework. The availability of H-Canyon for
the proposed project is addressed in Section B.2.6.1; DOE would not implement the proposed
project without an assurance that the necessary capabilities were available at SRS. Regarding
the concern about storage of the SNF at SRS for an indefinite period, DOE’s intent as discussed
in Section B.2.5.1 is to defer a decision on whether to accept the SNF until the carbon digestion
technologies have been demonstrated to be capable of performing at full-scale operations. If a
decision is made to proceed and for some reason processing operations were to be suspended for
a period of time, shipments of SNF from Germany could also be suspended to minimize the
number of casks that would require storage until processing operations were resumed. Funding
is addressed in Section B.2.8.

With respect to technical concerns, the commentor was concerned about the safety of storing
CASTOR casks on concrete or gravel storage pads rather than within a seismically qualified
building. The CASTOR casks containing the fuel are Type B casks that would be designed,
constructed, and certified by independent regulatory agencies in Germany and the United States
to withstand normal and potential severe accident conditions without significant release of
materials. If a severe earthquake occurred as postulated by the commentor, then an outside
storage configuration would avoid the potential for damage to the casks from falling debris that
could occur in a building. In any event, DOE is conducting a technology maturation process as
discussed in Section B.2.5.1 to address technical considerations such as safety, security, and
facility interface issues; and the cask storage configuration will be addressed as part of that
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process. If, through development of the safety basis for cask storage, additional measures were
required to ensure safety, those additional measures would be implemented.

DOE believes it to be unnecessary to complete the safety and safeguards-related activities that
were envisioned in the F&A Report, such as preparation of safety-related analyses, material
control and accountability provisions, and technical readiness reviews, before preparation of a
final EA. The technology maturation process discussed in Section B.2.5.1 will address a variety
of issues including the concerns noted by the commentor. DOE had sufficient information to
prepare a meaningful analysis of potential environmental impacts in this EA; additional NEPA
analysis would be performed if the need was recognized during the technology maturation
process.

Regarding potential accidents during processing operations at H-Canyon, the impacts of potential
accidents associated with processing the fuel are evaluated in Section 4.2.3.2.2 of this EA and
summarized in Section B.2.11.2. As informed by the technology maturation process discussed in
Section B.2.5.1, safety basis documentation would be prepared or updated, and approved, before
commencement of processing operations.

DOE acknowledges that there is a potential for delivery of a few irradiated fuel pebbles to SRS
as part of process research and development. Shipments, if made, would comply with all
national and international regulations for transport of radioactive material. As discussed in
Section B.2.1.1, shipment of a small amount of irradiated and unirradiated spheres and kernels to
facilitate further R&D efforts is categorically excluded under Categorical Exclusion B1.30
(transfer actions) and has also been considered in this EA in conjunction with the proposed
processing activities (see Section 4.1).

With respect to treatment of airborne emissions from processing operations, a prototype air
treatment system for carbon digestion was assumed for analysis. The technology maturation
process discussed above will include further development of the air treatment system, including
control of emissions of C-14 as necessary. In any event, all activities associated with the storage
and processing of the German fuel at SRS would be conducted in compliance with all
requirements for public and environmental protection, including compliance with EPA
regulations for emissions of pollutants to the air.

Information about the isotopic composition of the SNF is available in Process Description for
Processing of HTGR Pebble Fuel at SRS, SRNL-TR-2014-0209, Revision 0 (SRNL 2014b).

DOE has no plans to separate LEU or damaged pebbles from HEU pebbles and return the
separated pebbles to Germany. The high radiation environment associated with the SNF would,
in any event, make it impractical to try to separate the HEU pebbles from the LEU pebbles. As
discussed in Section B.2.5.1, carbon digestion processing would not be adversely affected by the
damaged condition of some of the pebbles. Both the molten salt and vapor digestion processes
evaluated in this EA can handle the material, regardless of condition.

Potential waste management impacts would be one of the issues considered by DOE when
making a decision about whether to accept the fuel from Germany. Refer to Sections 4.2.3.4 and
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4.4.2.6 of this EA for an analysis of impacts associated with management of the waste that would
be generated from the proposed project. The waste that would be generated from the proposed
project would be covered by existing waste handling capabilities at SRS.. Except for high-level
radioactive waste (HLW), all waste that would be generated has an identified disposal pathway.
Because no geologic repository is available at this time for HLW, all HLW from the proposed
project would be safely stored at SRS pending its disposition. The proposed project is not
expected to generate transuranic (TRU) waste. Regarding the commentor’s concern about
safeguards for special nuclear material that may be separated from the German fuel, any
separated uranium or thorium will be down-blended to a minimum attractiveness level and
appropriately disposed.

B.2.5.4 THORIUM SLUDGE

Comment: Commentors were concerned that thorium in the sludge from processing the SNF
would put a strain on SRS waste tanks or other disposal methods.

Response: Thorium sludge waste, if generated under the Vitrification (Section 2.1.4.3.1) or LEU
Waste (Section 2.1.4.3.2) options, would go to the H-Area Tank Farm/Liquid Nuclear Waste
Facilities for processing. SRS first processed fuel containing thorium in the 1960s, and more
recently, Sodium Reactor Experiment (SRE) fuel containing thorium was processed in H-Canyon
from 2012 through 2014. While processing the SNF from Germany may result in a sludge-like
material containing thorium, H-Canyon and subsequently H-Tank Farm have successfully
handled similar solutions since the 1960s.

B.2.6 SAVANNAH RIVER SITE

Commentors asked questions about facilities and capabilities at SRS including H-Canyon and
SRS Liquid Nuclear Waste Facilities, waste management capabilities, and security features.
These topics are discussed below.

B.2.6.1 H-CANYON AND SRS LIQUID NUCLEAR WASTE FACILITIES

Comment: A commentor was concerned that H-Canyon is aging and its lifespan is limited. In
addition, a commentor questioned if the SRS Liquid Nuclear Waste Facilities would be fully
operational and in regulatory compliance in time to receive waste from processing the SNF from
Germany.

Response: DOE evaluates H-Canyon and its supporting infrastructure on a frequent basis to
ensure its ability to safely perform operations in compliance with regulations and DOE
requirements. For example, the current evaluations of the H-Canyon ventilation system are not
expected to have long-term impacts. The current H-Canyon mission planning proposes the
facility operating through 2024 and DOE is assessing the expected operational life of the facility.
SWPF is expected to begin operations in December 2018, well before technology maturation is
complete.

As indicated in the public meetings on the Spent Nuclear Fuel from Germany EA, the technology
to process the SNF must first be proven and demonstrated. This will take approximately three to
four years and then the project would have to be authorized, modifications to the facility for
inclusion of the technology process completed, and readiness assessments conducted. That being
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the case, the additional minor increase in waste sent to the HLW system from this project would
not be expected for at least 5 years. At that time, the Salt Waste Processing Facility should be
fully operational and the HLW system should be at maximum treatment capacity. Future
decisions would consider H-Canyon’s processing mission schedule integrated with other nuclear
materials in the queue. Consequently, at the time that DOE might initiate processing of SNF
from Germany, it is anticipated that overall HLW system risks would be low as many of them
would be mitigated.

B.2.6.2 WASTE MANAGEMENT

Comment: Commentors were concerned that SRS has become a “dumping ground,” and that
the State of South Carolina is storing more than its fair share of nuclear materials and waste.
Commentors want a clear path out of South Carolina for nuclear materials and waste currently in
storage and do not want more nuclear materials or waste entering the State until a clear path out
exists. A commentor asked that DOE describe the criteria to be used to determine whether LLW
would be disposed of onsite, at commercial disposal facilities, or at NNSS. Commentors were
opposed to the Proposed Action of bringing the SNF from Germany to SRS for processing on the
basis that there is no permanent solution to the disposal of HLW and SNF, which they then
interpret to mean that the SNF or any HLW generated by its processing would remain at SRS
indefinitely. A commentor was concerned there are “leaking barrels of spent nuclear waste” at
SRS.

Response: DOE does not view SRS as a "dumping ground.” Processing nuclear materials at
SRS results in the generation of radioactive wastes, some of which are disposed of in onsite
facilities such as the LLW vaults and trenches, and the Saltstone Disposal Facility. LLW is also
sent to other DOE facilities or commercial LLW disposal facilities. Processing the SNF from
Germany under any of the H-Area Alternative options would result in production of liquid HLW.
The low-activity fraction would be processed into saltstone and disposed onsite in vaults in the
Z-Area Saltstone Disposal Facility. The waste generated from this project for disposal at the
Saltstone Disposal Facility would be similar to those generated by any processing activities and
would be in accordance with Section 3116 of the 2005 National Defense Authorization Act (SRR
2015). The high-activity fraction would be vitrified in HLW glass in the Defense Waste
Processing Facility (DWPF) and stored along with other HLW glass canisters until a disposition
path is identified and implemented. Treatment under the L-Area Alternative would produce
similar quantities of waste as those of H-Area Alternatives up through digestion of graphite.
However, since the kernels would not be further processed under the L-Area Alternative, there
would be no liquid HLW generated. Kernels would be blended with other uranium and
aluminum metal, loaded into multi-canister overpacks, and stored pending disposition. Section
3.3.4 of this EA describes SRS waste generation, facilities, and capacities.

DOE-generated radioactive wastes would be managed in accordance with DOE Order 435.1,
Radioactive Waste Management. In determining the disposal location for radioactive wastes,
DOE would consider the disposal facility waste acceptance criteria, any required treatment
before disposal, disposal facility capacity, timing, transportation costs, and disposal costs. Any
decision would reflect DOE’s preference for use of onsite radioactive waste disposal where
feasible, or use of other DOE disposal facilities.
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As discussed in Sections 2.1.4 and 2.1.5 of this EA, DWPF canisters containing vitrified HLW
resulting from processing SNF under the Proposed Action would be managed in the same
manner as other DWPF canisters containing HLW. Depending on the alternative and option
selected, between 15 and 101 HLW canisters (H-Area Alternative), or 82 multi-canister
overpacks (L-Area Alternative) would be generated and remain in storage until a disposition path
becomes available. This would be in addition to the 4,155 canisters poured through the end of
fiscal year 2017, and the total of about 8,170 HLW canisters projected to be generated at DWPF
(DOE 2016; SRR 2016) without the proposed action. If the maximum number of 101 HLW
canisters were generated by the Proposed Action, this would result in a 1.2 percent increase in
the number of canisters that would need to be stored at SRS pending the availability of a
disposition path for HLW.

This project anticipates that the resulting HLW would be sent to a repository for HLW, but DOE
cannot at this time specify any time requirements regarding the removal of the HLW from SRS.
Please see Section B.2.12, “Repository for Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive
Waste,” for more information.

SNF from other SRS missions is currently stored in L-Basin and is routinely monitored to ensure
safe storage of the material. Some HLW tanks have a history of previous leaks (only tens of
gallons were found to have leaked to the environment) but the tanks are not currently leaking.
The liquid waste in each of those tanks has been lowered below the leak sites and the leak sites
are routinely monitored. In addition, both SCDHEC and EPA are involved with the decisions
regarding treatment of HLW and closure of the HLW tanks at SRS. No difficulty is expected
with use of the SRS liquid waste system for the proposed project.

B.2.6.3 SECURITY

Comment:. Commentors were concerned that SRS facilities to be used for storage and
processing of the SNF from Germany are not secure and do not meet strict security standards.

Response: As described in Section 3.3 of this EA, SRS is a controlled area, with limited public
access through security checkpoints. H-Area is located near the center of SRS, 6.8 miles
(11 kilometers) from the site boundary, and has additionally restricted access. L-Area is located
in the south-central part of SRS, approximately 5.7 miles (9.2 kilometers) from the site
boundary. SRS is monitored and patrolled by a highly trained security force.

As described in Section 2.1.1 of this EA, the form and composition of the nuclear material would
require storage in a Property Protection Area where security would be provided, in part, by
fencing, locks, and lighting. The H-Area and L-Area candidate facilities considered for
processing have robust structural features and established perimeter security zones. Further, as
Section 2.1.3.2 states, the storage locations would be within Property Protection Areas, with the
necessary infrastructure (lighting, fencing, locks) to meet security requirements.

As a matter of security, the specific scenarios that a terrorist might use to steal or cause releases
of radioactive materials are classified. Although the information from classified analyses cannot
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be made available to the public, these data are available to and considered by the DOE decision
maker. DOE believes this SNF would not be an attractive target for terrorist attack.

As described in Section 4.2.3.2.3 of this EA, the SNF at SRS would be protected and processed
such that an intentional destructive act that would threaten the public or workers would be
extremely unlikely. The SNF would be stored in heavily shielded casks in a property protection
area while awaiting processing. Processing of the graphite spheres through a highly secure,
shielded facility places the material in a solution that would be extremely difficult to obtain for
use in a radiological dispersion device. Due to the radiological properties of any material being
processed through the facility (including HTGR pebbles), all operations are performed remotely
and personnel access to radioactive materials is not possible. For most of the process, the fuel
would be within the hot cells of heavily reinforced buildings. The digestion of the pebbles and
dissolution of the kernels places the material into solution that remains within the shielded
facility until either transferred through shielded piping to the H-Area Tank Farm or converted to
LLW and packaged.

B.2.6.4 L-AREA FACILITIES

Comment: A commentor asked about the current status of L-Area and whether DOE is
considering restarting the L-Reactor.

Response: L-Reactor was shut down in 1968, and there are no plans to restart it. L-Area
facilities are now used for SNF and material storage. Section 3.3 of this EA describes the
mission at L-Area.

B.2.7 GERMANY’'S PLANS

Comment: Commentors requested more information regarding coordination between the United
States and Germany, and Germany’s plans for disposition of the SNF in particular, SNF from
THTR.

Response: In a February 2012, letter, a State Secretary of the Federal Ministry of Education and
Research of the Federal Republic of Germany requested DOE's Under Secretary for Nuclear
Security to consider accepting the SNF, and collaboration on the request was initiated in May
2012 (Schatte 2012). In April 2014, DOE, the Federal Ministry of Education and Research of
the Federal Republic of Germany, and the Ministry for Innovation, Science and Research of the
State of North Rhine-Westphalia on behalf of the North Rhine-Westphalian State Government,
Germany, signed a Statement of Intent to cooperate in conducting the preparatory work
necessary to support DOE’s consideration of the request that it accept the SNF from Germany
and to use SRS facilities for processing and disposition®. The preparatory work includes
conducting studies, technical and engineering work, and preparation of the EA. The EA analysis
and the technology maturation work will allow DOE to reach an informed decision on the
proposed receipt, acceptance, processing and disposition of the SNF from Germany. No "policy
decision” on processing the SNF from Germany has been made, only an agreement to work
together to determine a viable disposition path for the material.

® A copy of this Statement of Intent is provided in Appendix A to this EA.
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The Statement of Intent specifies that Forschungszentrum Jilich, an interdisciplinary research
center funded primarily by the German government, will bear the cost of the preparatory phase —
feasibility studies and NEPA analysis - and if there is a decision to proceed with the project,
would also bear the costs associated with acceptance, processing, and disposition of the SNF. In
September 2015, the responsibility for the AVR facility and resulting SNF was transferred to
Julicher-Entsorgungsgesellschaft Fir Nuklearanlagen mbH (JEN).

This EA includes both AVR and THTR material that could potentially be processed using this
technology. Although the analyses in this EA are based on the total quantity of SNF from both
AVR and THTR, the German government has not indicated whether the THTR SNF would be
proposed for return to the United States. However, if a decision is made by DOE and Germany
to proceed with the project, and the THTR SNF were included, the additional costs would be
negotiated with the understanding that costs associated with acceptance, processing, and
disposition of the spent AVR and THTR fuel would be the responsibility of the appropriate
German entity.

The Julich facility is a research facility with some testing capability. The Work For Others
Agreement (WFO-13-002) signed in December 2012 (SRNS 2012), is referring to testing that
Julich was capable of doing in order to independently confirm the results of tests conducted at
SRNL.

B.2.8 FUNDING

Comment: Commentors asked about funding for the Proposed Action. A commentor suggested
that DOE should enter into a binding agreement with the State of South Carolina that ensures
that the German funds are used to store, process and disposition the German fuel within a time
period that South Carolina will support.

A commentor suggested that waste from processing SNF from Germany would cost communities
time in getting SRS legacy waste risk reduced and that Germany should pay for the lost time.
Other commentors indicated that money should not be spent on this project, but instead used to
continue with SRS cleanup efforts.

Response: As discussed in Section 1.1 of this EA, DOE has received funds from Germany for
the preparatory phase of this project. The Statement of Intent specifies that Forschungszentrum
Julich, an interdisciplinary research center funded primarily by the German government, is
bearing the cost of the preparatory phase — feasibility studies and NEPA analysis — and if there is
a decision to proceed with the project, would also bear the costs associated with acceptance,
processing, and disposition of the SNF. DOE would not continue without assurances, through
signed contracts specifying the required continued funding. DOE is evaluating methods of
ensuring that any funds received from Germany for this project would be reserved for this
project and not be intermingled with funding received for other SRS missions. This would
include payment of the portion of costs for shared site services applicable to specifically support
this project.
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B.2.9 ALTERNATIVES

Comment: Commentors expressed their opinions that storage and processing of the SNF should
be performed in Germany under the No Action Alternative and that DOE could provide technical
assistance to the Germans. For example, the technologies developed by SRNL could be
implemented in Germany instead of SRS. Another commentor was concerned that the No
Action Alternative was not adequately described and fails to consider the incremental
environmental risks and costs avoided by leaving HEU in Germany.

Commentors were also concerned that the SNF from Germany could be reprocessed at SRS to
recover the fissile material for use in nuclear reactors or nuclear weapons or that DOE has plans
to process additional materials (e.g., such as from the Fort Saint Vrain or Peach Bottom reactors)
using the new technologies and facilities that would be developed to process the SNF from
Germany.

Response: DOE could assist Germany in developing a method to dispose of this SNF in their
country if requested.

As described in Section 2.2 of this EA, under the No Action Alternative, the SNF containing
U.S.-origin HEU from AVR and THTR would not be transported to the United States for
management and disposition. The SNF would remain in storage in Germany. As described in
Section 4.3 of this EA, because DOE would not undertake any actions involving the global
commons, Joint Base Charleston—Weapons Station, or SRS under the No Action Alternative,
there would be no incremental impacts from the proposed activities on these areas.

All of the action alternatives proposed in this EA consider processing the SNF from Germany
into waste forms for disposal. There are no alternatives or other considerations for processing
the SNF from Germany to recover the fissile material for use in nuclear reactors, nuclear
submarines, or nuclear weapons. In addition, selection of a single alternative, from the four
alternatives identified in this EA, would consider safeguards and security requirements
applicable to any activity at SRS, and would include physical protection, material control and
accounting, and reducing the potential for theft, sabotage, or diversion of special nuclear
materials.

No materials other than the SNF from Germany are being considered for processing in the
proposed facilities. The SRNL document Feasibility and Alternatives for Receipt, Storage, and
Processing of HTGR Pebble Fuel at SRS (SRNL 2014a) is a contractor document developed as
part of the Work for Others Agreement with Germany. At this time, DOE is only pursuing
technology maturation based on SNF from Germany, and has not determined the proposed
technology’s validity for application to other materials and does not propose to further assess
other uses for the technology. If in the future, another potential mission is identified, then at that
time appropriate NEPA documentation would need to be developed to address that mission. See
Section B.2.10, “Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Analysis,” for more
information.
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B.2.10 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED FROM DETAILED
ANALYSIS

Comment: Commentors were concerned about other activities, including carbon burning (i.e.
oxidation), direct disposal, down-blending, long-term storage, and processing at other locations,
and whether these options should be considered or not considered in this EA.

Response: Section 2.3 of this EA discusses the alternatives and technology options that were
initially identified for processing the SNF from Germany, and the reasons they were dismissed
from detailed analysis. This section of the EA provides the basis for not evaluating in detail a
number of carbon removal technologies, direct disposal of the SNF, down blending to LEU for
use as a reactor fuel, and uranium solidification in the H-Canyon Uranium Stabilization Facility.
The following information from Section 2.3 is specific to the options mentioned by commentors
on the Draft EA.

As discussed in Section 2.3.1 of this EA, the SRNL undertook a feasibility study to evaluate the
potential alternatives and technologies for receipt, storage and processing the SNF from
Germany (SRNL 2014a). A number of technologies for separating the SNF kernels from the
graphite (carbon) pebbles, including oxidation in a fluidized bed, were considered and eliminated
from detailed analysis. This technology was dismissed from consideration because historical
experience shows that fission product volatilization presents emissions problems and ash residue
presents disposition problems that could result in radiation exposures above limits. Therefore,
this technology was not considered in the EA. The technologies evaluated in the EA (i.e., vapor
digestion and molten salt digestion options) are chemical processes that would not burn the
carbon.

As described in Section 2.3.3 of this EA, the direct disposal alternative was dismissed from
further consideration because the CASTOR cask is not a qualified disposal container nor is there
an existing SNF cask qualified for disposal of this type of SNF. Also, compared to the
alternatives and options evaluated in this EA, this alternative would result in a much larger
quantity of SNF (about 20 times more SNF canisters than the 101 HLW canisters that would be
generated under the Vitrification Option of the H-Area Alternative (maximum number of
canisters generated by the Proposed Action)) requiring deep geologic disposal.

As discussed in Section 2.3.6 of this EA, DOE dropped from consideration one of the options
identified in the Notice of Intent, down blend of the HEU to LEU for reuse as reactor fuel. As
pointed out by commentors during scoping, the nature and isotopic content of the SNF from
Germany makes LEU from down blending this HEU unsuitable for use in commercial reactor
fuel.

Section 2.3 of this EA has been revised to discuss the reasons that long-term storage (Section
2.3.2), and processing at other locations in the U.S. (Section 2.3.4) were not analyzed in detail.
Long-term storage was dismissed from detailed analysis because DOE is in the process of
removing radioactive materials from the State of South Carolina to the extent possible and
because long-term storage only delays ultimate disposition. Processing at other locations in the
U.S. was dismissed because DOE had already evaluated SNF management in the Programmatic
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Spent Fuel Management and Idaho National Engineering Laboratory Environmental Restoration
and Waste Management Programs Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0203-F)
(DOE 1995) and decided that U.S. SNF would be managed at Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory (now known as the Idaho National Laboratory) or at SRS (60 FR 28680). In
addition, DOE evaluated the potential environmental impacts of the disposition of aluminum-
based and TRIGA (Training, Research, Isotope, General Atomics) foreign research reactor
(FRR) SNF containing U.S.-origin HEU and target material in the Environmental Impact
Statement on a Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy Concerning Foreign
Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel (FRR SNF EIS) (DOE/EIS-0218) (DOE 1996). In the
record of decision for the FRR SNF EIS (61 FR 25092), DOE decided to return this SNF to the
U.S. to be stored at INL and SRS pending treatment and packaging for transport to a final
repository.

Although the analyses in these NEPA documents and decisions announced in the records of
decision for the documents are not directly applicable to the SNF from Germany, the effect of
these decisions is that U.S. capabilities for management of SNF are concentrated at INL and
SRS. Between these two DOE sites, only SRS has the capability in H-Canyon/HB-Line to
process the declad (i.e., graphite removed) SNF from Germany.

With respect to processing the SNF at other locations at SRS (see Section 2.3.5), due to the
shielding requirements of the material, and the need for remote handling of the CASTOR
casks/containers, only H-Canyon and L-Area were considered. K-Area was not considered due
to its ongoing plutonium mission. P- and R-reactor areas have been deactivated and
decommissioned. F-Canyon has been deactivated and is awaiting decommissioning. C-Reactor
has been deactivated; and C-Area is used for training purposes, storage of heavy water, and is
under consideration as a historical preservation site. Therefore, H-Canyon and L-Area were
considered in this EA, and C-, F-, K-, P-, and R-Areas were not considered further.

B.2.11 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Comment: Commentors were concerned that the proposed action could result in adverse human
health, environmental, and socioeconomic impacts. Some commentors expressed general
concerns; others asked questions or raised concerns about specific impacts.

Response: As described in Chapter 4 of this EA, the proposed receipt of SNF from Germany
and any of the proposed alternatives, options, or technologies for storage and processing in the
U.S. would result in little or no risk to human health or to the quality of the environment.
Activities related to the Proposed Action at SRS would largely occur in existing industrial areas
far from offsite areas. In addition, little land would be disturbed, contaminated water would not
be discharged, and resource use would be low. Although some jobs may be preserved,
noticeable impacts on the existing socioeconomic or demographic characteristics of the region
are not expected. New air emissions at SRS may require a permit review but would be a small
percentage of Aiken County emissions. The carbon dioxide equivalent emissions that would be
generated under the proposed action would be a marginal increase over the No Action
Alternative, and would not substantially increase carbon dioxide equivalent emissions or
associated climate change impacts. In addition, because of the relatively short timeframe of this
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project, the impacts of this project are not expected to be affected by future climate change. No
latent cancer fatalities would be expected among the ships' crews, workers unloading containers
from the ships, ground transportation personnel, workers at SRS, or the public. Projected waste
volumes would be within waste management capacities. Therefore, minimal or no impacts are
expected.

B.2.11.1 AIR QUALITY

Comment: A commentor requested additional information regarding the statement in the EA
that minor changes in criteria air pollutants may require modification of the SRS Clean Air Act
permit.

Response: The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for six common air pollutants. These commonly found air pollutants are
found all over the U.S. They are particle pollution (often referred to as particulate matter),
photochemical oxidants and ground-level ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur oxides, nitrogen
oxides, and lead. In high enough concentrations, these pollutants can harm human health and the
environment, and cause property damage. EPA calls these pollutants “criteria” air pollutants
because it sets NAAQS (concentration limits for releases) for them based on the human health-
and/or environmentally based criteria.

Title V of the CAA requires major sources of air pollutants, and certain other sources, to obtain
and operate in compliance with an operating permit. Sources with these "Title V permits" are
required to certify compliance with the applicable requirements of their permits at least annually.
As stated in Section 3.3.1.2 of this EA, "SRS is required by its Title V Part 70 Operating Permit
to demonstrate compliance through air dispersion modeling and submittal of an annual emissions
inventory of air pollutant emissions.” As stated in Section 4.2.3.1.1 of this EA regarding the
Vitrification Option, "Although emissions are expected to be similar to historical levels and
within current permitted levels (DOE 2015c), the change in nitrogen dioxide emissions would
necessitate a permit review to determine whether revisions to the Title VV Air Operating Permit
(DOE 2007) would be required.” Similarly, Section 4.2.3.1.1 states for the LEU Waste or
LEU/Thorium Waste Options, "The increase in nitrogen dioxide emissions would necessitate a
permit review to determine whether revisions to the Title V Air Operating Permit would be
required (DOE 2007).” Further, for the L-Area Alternative, Section 4.2.3.1.2 states "These
would be new emissions for L-Area, therefore the Title VV Operating Permit (DOE 2007) may
require revision. Any permit revisions would need to be approved by the State of South
Carolina, ensuring appropriate emissions control technologies are incorporated and no State or
Federal emissions limits are exceeded."

In summary, any time major modifications or new emissions sources are incorporated at a major
source such as SRS, the Title VV Air Operating Permit must be reviewed and/or updated in order
to maintain compliance with the Clean Air Act. This does not mean that there would be major
changes in the emissions or significant impacts resulting from implementation of any of the
proposed activities, only that the required regulatory process would be followed to account for
new emissions and demonstrate that emissions would remain within regulatory limits.
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B.2.11.2 HUMAN HEALTH

Comment: Commentors were concerned that the Proposed Action could result in adverse
human health impacts on workers and the general public. Other commentors were concerned
that the computer models used to estimate impacts are not tested or verified. Finally,
commentors were concerned about the lack of emergency response procedures, and how the
public would be notified in the case of an accident.

Response: The proposed transportation and processing activities for this SNF from Germany are
very similar to actions that have been conducted at SRS for over six decades. The proposed
processing of SNF from Germany would incorporate personnel protection and safety practices
based on prior experience in SNF and nuclear materials receipts, processing, and facility
emissions controls, and no adverse impacts on the workers or the public are anticipated.

Section 4.2.3.2 of this EA indicates that the potential impacts on the public from normal
operations are negligible and the annual cancer risk to the hypothetical maximally exposed
individual would be much less than 1 in 1 million. For potential accidents, the distances between
SRS facilities and the public are large such that radiological releases from even catastrophic
events, such as a major earthquake, would be small.

Potential impacts on workers would be larger than those on members of the public due to the
proximity of workers handling and processing the radioactive materials. As discussed in
Section 4.2.3.2.1 and shown in Table 4-15 of this EA, no latent cancer fatalities are expected
among the involved worker population (calculated annual risks of a single latent cancer fatality
for all alternatives range from 0.005 to 0.02). This latent cancer fatality risk was stated on a slide
for presentation at the Public Meeting on the Draft EA as the annual risk of a single latent cancer
fatality in the worker population of one in fifty to one in two hundred. As is the practice across
the DOE Complex to ensure worker doses are maintained as low as reasonably achievable,
workers would be monitored and their individual radiation doses would be controlled below not
only the regulatory limit of 5,000 millirem per year (10 CFR 835), but DOE’s more stringent
administrative limit of 2,000 millirem per year in DOE-HDBK-1130-98 (DOE 1998).

Section 4.2.3.2.2 of this EA describes the methodology used and results of the accident analysis
for processing the SNF from Germany at SRS. The analysis of accident impacts is based on
evaluation of previous analyses for processing various types of SNF at SRS over the past six
decades. Data from SRS activities and facilities and from other similar activities and facilities
have been used in these analyses. The analysis in this EA shows that the impacts identified for
previous accident analyses bound the projected impacts from processing the SNF from Germany.

DOE would like to clarify the basis of the analysis for the L-Area Alternative in response to a
commentor’s concern that accident analyses performed for the University of Missouri Test
Reactor were extrapolated to accident analyses for activities proposed in this EA. This is not the
case. Rather, the composition of fuel for the University of Missouri Test Reactor was used as
input data in accident analyses for the melt and dilute technology that was proposed for
implementation in L-Area at SRS in the early 2000s (L-Area Experimental Facility)
(WSRC 2001). This study was cited in this EA along with several others in Section 4.2.3.2.2.6
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to describe the potential impacts from postulated accidents using the melt and dilute capability
under the L-Area Alternative.

Computer codes used to evaluate potential impacts from normal operations and accidents model
real world situations through the use of proven mathematical relationships. The mathematical
models used in the computer codes are based on sound scientific and engineering principles and
studies, and are refined through years of experience. Once developed, computer models are
verified by rigorously evaluating test problems and comparing the output with the results of hand
calculations. When applied to a particular analysis, parameter selection is done to ensure that the
results are conservative, that is, tend to overestimate the potential impacts. Thus, DOE is
confident that the potential impacts presented in the EA are conservative estimates of those that
could occur.

As a matter of security, the specific scenarios that a terrorist might attempt to disrupt activities or
cause releases of radioactive materials are classified. Although the data from classified analyses
cannot be made available to the public, these data are available to and considered by DOE
decision makers. As indicated in Section 4.2.3.2.3 of this EA, an intentional destructive act that
would threaten the public or workers would be unlikely due to the high system effectiveness of
the SRS security program.

As discussed in Section 4.2.3.2.5, the SRS has an Emergency Response Program consistent with
applicable DOE requirements. This program includes drills with local community emergency
responders. Community preparedness calendars are published annually and mailed to residents
living around SRS. These calendars provide information about SRS, the potential types of
emergencies, types of protective actions that may be recommended in the case of an emergency,
where residents can go for emergency and non-emergency information, and contact information
in case they have any questions or concerns regarding emergency management in their counties.
Accidents or emergencies affecting residents of the surrounding area would immediately be
announced through local and social media outlets to alert residents of any necessary protective
actions.

B.2.11.3 TRANSPORTATION

Comment: Commentors were concerned about the regulatory framework, impacts, and security
of transportation of the SNF from Germany to SRS. Commentors were concerned about who
would be responsible for cleaning up an accident and how people would be compensated for
damage.

Response: Section 2.1.3.1 of this EA describes the proposed transport of the SNF from
Germany to the United States, and applies to both transportation of a single shipment of
unirradiated and irradiated fuel expected to support technology maturation, as well as the full
transportation activities under the proposed action.  Impacts from transportation of
unirradiated/irradiated fuel during technology maturation are not expected to be significant, as
noted in Section 4.1. The SNF would be transported in the United States under regulations of
DOE, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission;
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transport in Germany and across the global commons while under German control would be
under equivalent agencies within the German Government.

DOE has been accepting U.S.-origin SNF from around the world since the early 1990s. The
German government or its contractors would provide physical protection of the shipment in
Germany and the global commons and maintain physical protection responsibilities until
transferred to the United States. The SNF would be transported in chartered ships certified to
carry nuclear materials, and as the vessels approached entry into the United States,
communications and protocols would be established for travel to, docking, and unloading the
cargo at Joint Base Charleston—Weapons Station. Railcars for transport of the SNF would be
staged in advance of the arrival of the ship at the dock. The SNF would be transported the
approximately 133 miles (214 kilometers) to SRS by a commercial carrier using a dedicated
train. The receipt of these shipments at Joint Base Charleston—Weapons Station and transport to
SRS would follow NNSA infrastructure and protocols for receipt of U.S.-origin SNF shipments,
including Federal and State coordination protocols, and those for transport, security, and
radiation control. These protocols include a well-established safe and reliable mode of transport
managed and operated by NNSA and their approved contractors. The SNF from Germany would
not traverse federally recognized Indian Reservations.

To estimate potential impacts, the accident analyses for maritime accidents assume catastrophic
breaches of cargo that likely would not occur given the robust packaging required for these
materials. Severe accidents at sea are unlikely, but the potential impacts of such accidents were
evaluated in this EA. Section 4.2.1.3 of this EA describes the accident scenarios evaluated and
the potential impacts. Section 4.2.3.5 presents the potential overland transportation risks
associated with incident-free and accident conditions, including for shipments between Joint
Base Charleston-Weapons Stations and SRS. Transportation risks are evaluated using route
characteristics and statistics including accident and fatality rates for both rail and truck
shipments.

As described in Section 4.2.1.2 of this EA, under incident-free ocean transport there would be no
impacts on the public. As shown in Section 4.2.1.3, the probabilities of an accident at sea
resulting in a CASTOR cask being submerged are 2.9 x 10™ (1 chance in 34 billion) for a
damaged cask in coastal waters, 1.5 x 10® (1 chance in 67 million) for an undamaged cask in
coastal waters, and 1.1 x 10 (1 chance in 910,000) for a damaged cask in the deep sea. The
overall accident risks in the global commons from ship accidents associated with the transport of
SNF from Germany to the United States are about 15 times lower than those projected for the
FRR SNF EIS.

As shown in Section 4.2.2.3, the risk of an LCF in the population surrounding Joint Base
Charleston-Weapons Station due to a hypothetical severe accident (collision with another ship
followed by a fire) at the seaport is 9.8 x 10® (1 chance in 10 million). As shown in Table 4-28,
the risks from a rail transport accident (from Joint Base Charleston-Weapons Station to SRS) are
5 x 103 (1 chance in 2 trillion) of an LCF and 9 x 10™ (1 chance in 1,000) for a nonradiological
fatality due entirely to the physical forces of the accident.
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As described in Section 4.2.1.4 of this EA, maritime areas where acts of terrorism or piracy are
more likely would be avoided or ships passing through these areas would invoke additional
security measures as necessary. The locations having the most incidents of piracy included
waters near Nigeria, Somalia, and Southeast Asia (ICC 2016). Shipments of SNF from Germany
to the United States would not transit waters near these areas.

Security measures are dependent on the material being transported and the mode of
transportation. Due to security reasons no specifics can be provided. DOE has a formal
agreement in place with the South Carolina Law Enforcement Division to provide security
coverage for each shipment including assessment of potential threats and providing security
escorts. Communications between DOE and community emergency preparedness and law
enforcement personnel along the transportation route from Joint Base Charleston-Weapons
Station would follow the DOE Transportation Emergency Preparedness Program. This program
was established to ensure its operating contractors and state, tribal, and local emergency
responders are prepared to respond promptly, efficiently, and effectively to accidents involving
DOE shipments of radioactive material. This program is a component of the overall emergency
management system established by DOE Order 151.1C.

In the unlikely event there is a serious accident during transport within the U.S., cleanup and
compensation would be handled by responsible governmental entities in accordance with
applicable procedures, agreements, and laws.

The movement of other nuclear materials in the U.S., which would include the southeast U.S.,
was considered in Section 4.4.2.7, “Cumulative Impacts on Transportation.” The impacts of
transport of the SNF from Germany would be quite small compared with overall cumulative
transportation impacts.

Intentional destructive acts on the global commons are described in Section 4.2.1.4 of this EA, at
Joint Base Charleston-Weapons Station in Section 4.2.2.4, and at SRS in Section 4.2.3.2.3.
DOE believes this SNF from Germany would not be an attractive target for terrorist attack. The
risks during transport of the SNF would be minimized to the extent possible within the control of
the German entity, DOE and their respective contractors. The U.S. port to be used for these
potential shipments (Joint Base Charleston—-Weapons Station) is a military port with the
increased security associated with this mission. As mentioned earlier in this section, transport by
truck or rail to SRS would follow the NNSA infrastructure and protocols for receipt of U.S.-
origin SNF shipments. As such, DOE believes that the risk during transport of this material
would be minimized to the extent possible.

B.2.11.4 TRANSPORTATION — NEVADA

Comment: A commentor was concerned the transportation risks for NNSS disposal options are
greater than other disposal options. The commentor requested additional information on the
Nevada transportation route including population characteristics, whether the routes selected are
approved LLW shipment routes, and whether the shipments would meet DOT requirements for
Highway Route Controlled Quantity (HRCQ) shipments.
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Response: The analysis as presented in Table 4-27 of this EA indicates that the transportation
risks under the NNSS disposal option are not significantly different from the transportation risks
under the offsite commercial disposal facility option.

The transportation analysis for this EA was performed using the Transportation Routing Analysis
Geographic Information System (TRAGIS). TRAGIS had been unavailable for an extended
period and was brought back online just as the analyses for this EA were started. At that time,
TRAGIS did not have full functionality such as allowing the user to select or avoid certain
routes. Instead, the shipments were automatically routed by TRAGIS through Las Vegas, which
is not an approved route for LLW. Transport through Las Vegas provides conservative results
(maximizes risk) because the population density is higher than using approved routes. Any
shipments of LLW that may result from the activities proposed in this EA and intended for
disposal at NNSS would follow approved shipping routes to the facility.

In order to meet HRCQ requirements, LEU or LEU/thorium waste packaged in CASTOR casks,
if intended for disposal at NNSS, would require intermodal transport. The LEU or LEU/thorium
waste would be transported by rail to an intermodal facility where the casks would be transferred
from the railcars to trucks for transport to NNSS. These truck shipments would use approved
shipping routes to NNSS.

B.2.12 REPOSITORY FOR SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL AND HIGH-LEVEL
RADIOACTIVE WASTE

Comment: Commentors were concerned there is currently no disposition path for SNF and
HLW that could be generated from processing the SNF at SRS under the Proposed Action.

Response: The SRS is not a disposal location (i.e., a repository) for SNF and HLW. DOE is
committed to meeting its obligation to dispose of SNF and HLW in a geologic repository.

B.2.13 OUT-OF-SCOPE ISSUES

Comment: Commentors were concerned about a number of issues not directly affected by or
affecting activities proposed and evaluated in this EA. These out-of-scope issues are listed
below:

1. Other countries sending SNF and other nuclear materials and wastes to the United States
for treatment, storage or disposal

2. Cleanup of DOE sites including SRS

Health studies on persons living near SRS

4. Policies related to nuclear weapons, nuclear energy, nuclear medicine, and renewable
(“green” or “clean”) energy

5. Human, mineral, and money trafficking and the functionality of indigenous and non-
indigenous governments

6. German Policy and Law

The applicability of Department of Energy Acquisition Regulation (DEAR)

8. A settlement between the U.S. Government and Indigenous Peoples of the Southeast

w

~
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9. Operations at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
10. Other documents not relevant to this EA

Response: Please see the following general information to assist in understanding or finding
more information for some of these issues.

Other countries sending SNF ... to the United States for treatment, storage, or disposal.
DOE receives SNF and other nuclear materials as part of other authorized programs and
activities. These other activities perform their own environmental reviews and provide
appropriate and required documentation to the public. However, these other activities are not
analyzed in this EA.

Cleanup of DOE sites including SRS. SRS performs a variety of activities directed by
Congress and the President, including cleanup and remediation, maintaining a safe and
secure nuclear weapons stockpile, and plutonium disposition and nonproliferation. DOE will
continue to conduct the environmental restoration programs at SRS (and other DOE sites) in
parallel with its other missions. As described in Section 4.4.2.1 of this EA, the maximum
delay in SRS site closure is estimated to be 1 year. This includes impacts on closure of the
SRS Liquid Nuclear Waste Facilities including the tank farms and DWPF.

Health studies. Section 3.3.2 includes information on the local environment relative to the
potential impacts on human health from the activities evaluated in this EA. Requests for
health studies on people living near SRS are outside the scope of this EA. The SRS
Environmental Report, available at http://www.srs.gov/general/pubs/ERsum/index.html, provides
information on site compliance with environmental laws and regulations, environmental
monitoring and surveillance, and highlights of community involvement.

German Policy and Law. Consistent with the requirements of Executive Order 12114,
Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions, this EA evaluated potential impacts
on the global commons, in other words, on areas not within the sovereignty of any country.
Activities occurring within other countries, including Germany, would be addressed by those
countries in accordance with their requirements.

Applicability of Department of Energy Acquisition Regulation. The DEAR, specifically
DEAR 970.5226-3, is only applicable to contracts when the work is performed using U.S.-
appropriated dollars. Since this project is reimbursable work and will be funded by the
Germans, DEAR is not applicable to this contract. The reimbursable work will be performed
by the site management and operations contractor, whose contract does include the clause
and who has a Community Commitment Plan. If DOE accepts the SNF from Germany, the
management and operations contractor will follow its Community Commitment Plan,
including but not limited to, the Regional Purchasing Program, in the performance of this
project.

Settlement between U.S. Government and Indigenous Peoples. As described in
Section B.2.2, “Purpose and Need,” the scope of this EA is related to the potential return and
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processing of SNF from Germany containing U.S.-origin HEU. Unrelated activities, such as
providing a response to any settlement regarding the Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC)
from indigenous peoples’ governments, were not considered in this EA.

Operations at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) is a
repository only for defense TRU waste. This proposed action would not generate TRU
waste, therefore no waste generated by proposed activities would be disposed at WIPP.
Significant improvements are being implemented to enhance the safety environment at WIPP
including enhancements to fire suppression and underground ventilation and improvements
in underground stability. DOE provides regular updates and detailed information on the
status of  recovery activitiess at WIPP on the WIPP  Web site:
http://www.wipp.energy.gov/wipprecovery/recovery.html.
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B.3 PUBLIC COMMENTS

B.3.1 LIST OF COMMENTORS

This section lists the individuals and organizations providing comments on the Draft EA. In
Table B-1 commentors are presented alphabetically by last name. Comment documents were
numbered according to the sequence in which they were received. Where commentors provided
multiple submittals, each comment document was numbered in sequential order and maintained
as a separate comment document. Comment documents identified with a “PC-" suffix were
received during the public comment period as e-mails, faxes, letters or hand-ins at the public
meeting. Comment documents identified with a “PCT-" suffix represent public statements
delivered at the public meeting and found within the public meeting transcript. Table B-1
presents the appendix page where the comment document can be found, identified as

Bsup-XXX.

Table B-1:  Alphabetical List of Commentors
Comment Appendix Page Where
First Document Comment Document can
Last Name Name Affiliation (if any) Number be Found?®
Anonymous PC-070 Bsup 167
Anonymous PC-075 Bsup 173
Anonymous PC-080 Bsup 178-179
Anonymous PC-086 Bsup 185
Anonymous PC-088 Bsup 187
Baitinger Claudia Friends of the Earth Germany PC-047, PC-055 | Bsup 50-51, Bsup 78-110
North Rhine Westphalia
Bancroft Brenda PCT-15 Bsup 243-244
Barton Sarah PC-006 Bsup 7
Beeny Diane PC-081 Bsup 180
Belaski Meghan PC-074 Bsup 171-172
Blackman William PC-076 Bsup 174
Bledsoe Deb PC-089 Bsup 188
Boslar Guido Alliance 90/The Greens PC-048, PC-050 | Bsup 52-53, Bsup 58-59
Boslar Marita PC-046, PC-049 | Bsup 47-49, Bsup 54-57
Bridges Donald Citizens for Nuclear PC-013, PCT-06 | Bsup 22-24, Bsup 224-
Technology Awareness 225
Cadotte Bruce PC-002 Bsup 2
Carroll Glenn Nuclear Watch South PCT-21 Bsup 255-256
Chaput Ernest PCT-11 Bsup 233-235
Clements Tom SRS Watch PC-008, PC-053, | Bsup 10-18, Bsup 65-75,
PC-060, PCT-01 | Bsup 123-133, Bsup 215-
217
Cooper Elaine PCT-04 Bsup 222
Corbett Susan Sierra Club PCT-24 Bsup 261-262
Dickson Paul PC-054 Bsup 76-77
France Marushka PC-084 Bsup 183
Geddes Stephen. PC-007 Bsup 8-9
Gillas Dawn PC-012; PCT-05 | Bsup 21, Bsup 222-223
Goergen Chuck PC-057, PCT-07 | Bsup 113-115, Bsup 225-
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Comment Appendix Page Where
First Document Comment Document can
Last Name Name Affiliation (if any) Number be Found?®
227
Gray Erica PC-082 Bsup 181
Greenlaw Pamela PCT-03 Bsup 220-221
Guld Robert PCT-27 Bsup 266-268
Haase Martina PC-062 Bsup 137-143
Hal evy Libbe PC-087 Bsup 186
Hall Chris S.C. Sierra Club PCT-16 Bsup 245-247
Haskell Sandy PCT-19 Bsup 252
Hayes Rose PCT-09 Bsup 229-231
Hoel David PC-097 Bsup 203-205
Hogness Pauline PC-079 Bsup 177
Jenkins-Boseman | Brendolyn PCT-28 Bsup 269-270
Jensen Pia PC-043 Bsup 40-42
Jones Virginia PC-001 Bsup 1
Kaminski Daniel SRS Citizens Advisory Board PCT-08 Bsup 228-229
Kehr Ken, Jr. N. Augusta Chamber of PCT-10 Bsup 232
Commerce
Kotting-Uhl Sylvia Member, German Bundestag PC-059 Bsup 119-122
Krischer Oliver Member, German Bundestag PC-093 Bsup 192-193
Lance Laura PCT-12 Bsup 235-237
Lawless Bill PCT-17 Bsup 247-249
Lindner-Hausner | Hilde PC-044 Bsup 43-45
Lovato Greg Nevada Department of PC-058 Bsup 116-118
Environmental Protection
Mahood-Jose Eileen PC-071 Bsup 168
Mann Viv PC-039 Bsup 35
Martin William PC-090 Bsup 189
Matos David Carolina Peace Resource Center | PCT-18 Bsup 249-252
McConney Ramona U.S. Environmental Protection PC-064 Bsup 147-148
Agency
McLeod Rick SRS Community Reuse PC-021, PCT-13 | Bsup26-27, Bsup 238-241
Organization
Miller Barry PC-077 Bsup 175
Minerd Leslie PCT-26 Bsup 264-266
Moormann Rainer PC-063 Bsup 145-146
Nicholson Ruth PC-003 Bsup 3
Parr Susan Chamber of Commerce PCT-14 Bsup 243
Parson Marolyn PC-065 Bsup 149-158
Patterson Karen S.C. Nuclear Advisory Council | PC-051 Bsup 60-63
Powell Larry PC-092 Bsup191
Presler Jeannie PC-052 Bsup 64
Quast Irene PC-061, PC-067 Bsup 134-136, Bsup 161-
163
Rafter Becky PC-066 Bsup 159-160
Reynolds Donna PC-041 Bsup 37
Rhodes Suzanne League of Women Voters PC-009, 056; Bsup 19, Bsup 111-112,
PCT-02 Bsup 219
Rickman Wayne CNTA PC-032, PCT-25 | Bsup 29-30, Bsup 263-
264
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Comment Appendix Page Where
First Document Comment Document can
Last Name Name Affiliation (if any) Number be Found?®

Rieman Laurie PC-072 Bsup 169

Rivard Betsy PCT-23 Bsup 258-259

Schimmelpfennig | Pamela PC-083 Bsup 182

Sego Erika PC-085 Bsup 184

SEIPA SE Indigenous Peoples PC-068 Bsup 164-165
Association

Shepherd Tammy Columbia County Chamber of PC-042 Bsup 38-39
Commerce

Spinelli Nina PC-005 Bsup 5-6

Stennes Nancy PC-078 Bsup 176

Tatum Gloria PCT-22 Bsup 256-258

Thomas Ruth Environmentalists, Inc. PC-096 Bsup 200-202

Thompson Mark PC-091 Bsup 190

Utley Charles Blue Ridge Environmental PCT-20 Bsup 253-254
Defense League

Wert Julie PC-073 Bsup 170

Wilder Ronald PC-094 Bsup 194-195

Williams Joanne PC-036 Bsup 32

Wilson Shelly South Carolina Department of PC-095 Bsup 196-199
Health and Environmental
Control

Wortiska Dan PC-069 Bsup 166

Yates Kenneth PC-004 Bsup 4

Young Jesse Don’t Waste Aiken PC-038 Bsup 34

® Page references to the delineated public comments, including the transcript, are expressed as Bsup-xxx, indicating

that the referenced document can be found in a supplement attachment to Appendix B.

Table B-2 presents the commentors and associated comment numbers and the corresponding
section of this appendix where the DOE response to comment can be found. For ease of use,
commentors are presented alphabetically by last name.

Table B-2 List of Commentors, Comment Number, and Summary Response
Last Name First Name Comment Number ? Response Summary Section °
Anonymous PC-070-1 B.2.13
Anonymous PC-070-2 B.2.13
Anonymous PC-075-1 B.2.2,B.2.6
Anonymous PC-080-1 B.2.9
Anonymous PC-080-2 B.24
Anonymous PC-080-3 B.2.2,B.2.4
Anonymous PC-086-1 B.2.2
Anonymous PC-088-1 B.2.2,B.2.9,B.2.12
Anonymous PC-088-2 B.2.5,B.2.9,B.2.13
Baitinger Claudia PC-047, PC-055 See Table Note ¢
Bancroft Brenda PCT-15-1 B.2.2
Barton Sarah PC-006-1 B.2.2,B.2.3
Barton Sarah PC-006-2 B.2.11,B.2.13
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Last Name First Name Comment Number 2 Response Summary Section °
Beeny Diane PC-081-1 B.2.2
Beeny Diane PC-081-2 B.2.11,B.2.11.3
Belaski Meghan PC-074-1 B.2.2,B.2.6
Blackman William PC-076-1 B.2.2
Bledsoe Deb PC-089-1 B.2.2
Boslar Guido PC-048 See Table Note ¢
Boslar Guido PC-050 See Table Note ¢
Boslar Marita PC-046 See Table Note ¢
Boslar Marita PC-049 See Table Note ¢
Bridges Donald PC-013-1 B.2.2
Bridges Donald PC-013-2 B.2.2
Bridges Donald PC-013-3 B.2.11
Bridges Donald PC-013-4 B.2.2
Bridges Donald PCT-06-1 B.2.2
Bridges Donald PCT-06-2 B.2.2,B.2.11.2
Bridges Donald PCT-06-3 B.2.11
Bridges Donald PCT-06-4 B.2.2
Cadotte Bruce PC-002-1 B.2.2
Carroll Glenn PCT-21-1 B.2.5
Carroll Glenn PCT-21-2 B.2.2,B.2.6
Carroll Glenn PCT-21-3 B.2.3
Chaput Ernest PCT-11-1 B.2.2
Chaput Ernest PCT-11-2 B.2.2
Chaput Ernest PCT-11-3 B.2.2
Chaput Ernest PCT-11-4 B.2.13
Chaput Ernest PCT-11-5 B.2.6,B.2.10
Clements Tom PC-008-1 B.2.9
Clements Tom PC-008-2 B.2.2,B.2.6,B.2.12
Clements Tom PC-008-3 B.2.2,B.2.7
Clements Tom PC-008-4 B.2.9
Clements Tom PC-008-5 B.2.1,B.2.4,B.2.5,B.2.10
Clements Tom PC-008-6 B.2.9
Clements Tom PC-008-7 B.2.2
Clements Tom PC-008-8 B.2.5 B.2.7
Clements Tom PC-008-9 B.2.4
Clements Tom PC-008-10 B.2.2,B.2.4
Clements Tom PC-008-11 B.2.5
Clements Tom PC-008-12 B.2.5,B.2.6
Clements Tom PC-008-13 B.2.1,B.25
Clements Tom PC-008-14 B.2.3
Clements Tom PC-008-15 B.2.6
Clements Tom PC-008-16 B.2.1
Clements Tom PC-053-1 B.2.9,B.2.13
Clements Tom PC-053-2 B.2.3,B.2.6, B.2.13
Clements Tom PC-053-3 B.2.3,B.2.9
Clements Tom PC-053-4 B.2.2
Clements Tom PC-053-5 B.2.9,B.2.10
Clements Tom PC-053-6 B.2.2,B.25
Clements Tom PC-053-7 B.2.13
Clements Tom PC-060-1 B.2.1,B.25
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Last Name First Name Comment Number 2 Response Summary Section °
Clements Tom PC-060-2 B.2.1,B.2.5,B.2.9,B.2.13
Clements Tom PC-060-3 B.2.1,B.2.7,B.2.9,B.2.11,
Clements Tom PC-060-4 B.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-5 B.2.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-6 B.2.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-7 B.2.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-8 B.2.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-9 B.2.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-10 B.2.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-11 B.2.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-12 B.2.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-13 B.2.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-14 B.2.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-15 B.2.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-16 B.2.5.3
Clements Tom PC-060-17 B.2.2,B.2.7
Clements Tom PCT-01-1 B.2.5,B.2.9, B.2.11
Clements Tom PCT-01-2 B.2.2,B.2.3
Clements Tom PCT-01-3 B.2.2
Clements Tom PCT-01-4 B.2.9
Clements Tom PCT-01-5 B.2.2
Clements Tom PCT-01-6 B.2.5,B.2.6,B.2.9
Clements Tom PCT-01-7 B.2.2
Cooper Elaine PCT-04-1 B.2.6
Corbett Susan PCT-24-1 B.2.2,B.2.6,B.2.12, B.2.13
Corbett Susan PCT-24-2 B.2.2
Dickson Paul PC-054-1 B.2.2,B.2.10
France Marushka PC-084-1 B.2.2,B.2.11
France Marushka PC-084-2 B.2.2
Geddes Stephen V. PC-007-1 B.2.2
Geddes Stephen V. PC-007-2 B.2.6,B.2.8,B.2.12
Gillas Dawn PC-012-1 B.2.1
Gillas Dawn PCT-05-1 B.2.2
Gillas Dawn PCT-05-2 B.2.2
Goergen Chuck PC-057-1 B.2.2
Goergen Chuck PCT-07-1 B.2.2
Gray Erica PC-082-1 B.2.2,B.2.9,B.2.13
Greenlaw Pamela PCT-03-1 B.2.1,B.2.5
Greenlaw Pamela PCT-03-2 B.2.4,B.2.5
Greenlaw Pamela PCT-03-3 B.2.11.1
Greenlaw Pamela PCT-03-4 B.2.9
Guld Robert PCT-27-1 B.2.2
Guld Robert PCT-27-2 B.2.6,B.2.12
Guld Robert PCT-27-3 B.2.11.2
Guld Robert PCT-27-4 B.2.2
Guld Robert PCT-27-5 B.2.13
Haase Martina PC-062 See Table Note ¢
Halevy Libbe PC-087-1 B.2.12
Halevy Libbe PC-087-2 B.2.11.3
Hal evy Libbe PC-087-3 B.2.5
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Last Name First Name Comment Number 2 Response Summary Section °
Halevy Libbe PC-087-4 B.2.2
Hall Chris PCT-16-1 B.2.6,B.2.13
Haskell Sandy PCT-19-1 B.2.2
Hayes Rose PCT-09-1 B.2.12
Hayes Rose PCT-09-2 B.2.11.2
Hayes Rose PCT-09-3 B.2.6
Hayes Rose PCT-09-4 B.2.6
Hayes Rose PCT-09-5 B.2.6, B.2.12
Hoel David PC-097-1 B.2.2
Hoel David PC-097-2 B.2.10
Hoel David PC-097-3 B.2.8,B.2.12,B.2.13
Hoel David PC-097-4 B.2.2,B.2.6
Hoel David PC-097-5 B.2.6, B.2.12
Hoel David PC-097-6 B.2.9
Hogness Pauline PC-079-1 B.2.13
Jenkins-Boseman Brendolyn PCT-28-1 B.2.6,B.2.9
Jenkins-Boseman Brendolyn PCT-28-2 B.24,B.2.11
Jenkins-Boseman Brendolyn PCT-28-3 B.2.11.3
Jenkins-Boseman Brendolyn PCT-28-4 B.2.11.2
Jenkins-Boseman Brendolyn PCT-28-5 B.2.5
Jenkins-Boseman Brendolyn PCT-28-6 B.2.1
Jensen Pia PC-043-1 B.2.11.3
Jensen Pia PC-043-2 B.2.9,B.2.11
Jones Virginia PC-001-1 B.2.2
Jones Virginia PC-001-2 B.2.12
Kaminski Daniel PCT-08-1 B.2.8,B.2.9
Kaminski Daniel PCT-08-2 B.2.6, B.2.12,B.2.13
Kehr Ken, Jr. PCT-10-1 B.2.2
Kotting-Uhl Sylvia PC-059-1 B.2.7
Krischer Oliver PC-093 See Table Note ¢
Lance Laura PCT-12-1 B.2.6, B.2.13
Lance Laura PCT-12-2 B.2.2,B.2.13
Lance Laura PCT-12-3 B.2.11.3
Lawless Bill PCT-17-1 B.2.2
Lawless Bill PCT-17-2 B.2.13
Lindner-Hausner Hilde PC-044-1 B.2.3,B.2.9
Lindner-Hausner Hilde PC-044-2 B.2.2,B.24
Lindner-Hausner Hilde PC-044-3 B.2.5,B.2.9
Lindner-Hausner Hilde PC-044-4 B.2.7
Lovato Greg PC-058-1 B.2.1,B.2.5
Lovato Greg PC-058-2 B.2.5
Lovato Greg PC-058-3 B.2.6
Lovato Greg PC-058-4 B.2.114
Mahood-Jose Eileen PC-071-1 B.2.2,B.2.9
Mann Viv PC-039-1 B.2.7,B.2.11
Mann Viv PC-039-2 B.2.6, B.2.11.3
Martin William PC-090-1 B.2.2
Matos David PCT-18-1 B.2.2,B.2.6,B.2.12, B.2.13
Matos David PCT-18-2 B.2.2,B.2.11,B.2.11.2
McConney Ramona PC-064-1 B.2.5
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McLeod Rick PC-021-1 B.2.1,B.2.9
McLeod Rick PC-021-2 B.2.2
McLeod Rick PC-021-3 B.2.1,B.2.6,B.2.8,B.2.11, B.2.13
McLeod Rick PCT-13-1 B.2.1,B.2.2
McLeod Rick PCT-13-2 B.2.2
McLeod Rick PCT-13-3 B.2.2,B.2.6,B.2.8,B.2.12, B.2.13
Miller Barry PC-077-1 B.2.2
Miller Barry PC-077-2 B.2.2
Minerd Leslie PCT-26-1 B.2.6,B.2.12
Minerd Leslie PCT-26-2 B.2.2
Moormann Rainer PC-063-1 B.2.5.3,B.2.10
Moormann Rainer PC-063-2 B.2.2,B.2.4
Moormann Rainer PC-063-3 B.2.1,B.2.5
Nicholson Ruth PC-003-1 B.2.6
Nicholson Ruth PC-003-2 B.2.7,B.2.9
Parr Susan PCT-14-1 B.2.2
Parson Marolyn PC-065-1 B.2.6,B.2.11, B.2.11.2
Parson Marolyn PC-065-2 B.2.11
Parson Marolyn PC-065-3 B.2.12
Parson Marolyn PC-065-4 B.2.13
Parson Marolyn PC-065-5 B.2.9,B.2.12
Patterson Karen PC-051-1 B.2.2
Patterson Karen PC-051-2 B.2.1
Patterson Karen PC-051-3 B.2.6,B.2.8, B.2.12, B.2.13
Powell Larry PC-092-1 B.2.2,B.2.12
Presler Jeannie PC-052-1 B.2.12,B.2.13
Quast Irene PC-061 See Table Note ¢
Quast Irene PC-067 See Table Note ¢
Rafter Becky PC-066-1 B.2.9
Rafter Becky PC-066-2 B.2.1
Rafter Becky PC-066-3 B.2.10
Rafter Becky PC-066-4 B.2.6
Rafter Becky PC-066-5 B.2.4
Rafter Becky PC-066-6 B.2.2
Rafter Becky PC-066-7 B.2.2,B.2.9
Rafter Becky PC-066-8 B.2.7
Reynolds Donna PC-041-1 B.2.2
Rhodes Suzanne PC-009-1 B.2.2
Rhodes Suzanne PC-009-2 B.2.6
Rhodes Suzanne PC-056-1 B.2.2,B.2.5,B.2.6
Rhodes Suzanne PC-056-2 B.2.9
Rhodes Suzanne PC-056-3 B.2.3
Rhodes Suzanne PC-056-4 B.2.2
Rhodes Suzanne PC-056-5 B.2.13
Rhodes Suzanne PC-056-6 B.2.9
Rhodes Suzanne PCT-02-1 B.2.3
Rhodes Suzanne PCT-02-2 B.2.2
Rickman Wayne PC-032-1 B.2.2
Rickman Wayne PCT-25-1 B.2.2
Rieman Laurie PC-072-1 B.2.2,B.2.9
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Rivard Betsy PCT-23-1 B.2.6
Rivard Betsy PCT-23-2 B.2.3
Rivard Betsy PCT-23-3 B.2.5
Rivard Betsy PCT-23-4 B.2.1
Schimmelpfennig Pamela PC-083-1 B.2.2
Sego Erika PC-085-1 B.2.2,B.2.6,B.2.11.3
Shepherd Tammy PC-042-1 B.2.2
Shepherd Tammy PC-042-2 B.2.11
SE Indigenous Peoples PC-068-1 B.2.6, B.2.11.3, B.2.13,
SE Indigenous Peoples PC-068-2 B.2.9,B.2.11,B.2.13
SE Indigenous Peoples PC-068-3 B.2.1
SE Indigenous Peoples PC-068-4 B.2.11,B.2.11.3,B.2.13
Spinelli Nina PC-005-1 B.2.9,B.2.12
Spinelli Nina PC-005-2 B.2.11.3
Stennes Nancy PC-078-1 B.2.2,B.2.9,B.2.11.3,B.2.12, B.2.13
Tatum Gloria PCT-22-1 B.2.6, B.2.12
Tatum Gloria PCT-22-2 B.2.3,B.2.5,B.2.6
Tatum Gloria PCT-22-3 B.2.2,B.2.3
Tatum Gloria PCT-22-4 B.2.11,B.2.11.2
Thomas Ruth PC-096-1 B.2.1,B.2.5
Thomas Ruth PC-096-2 B.2.5
Thomas Ruth PC-096-3 B.2.1
Thomas Ruth PC-096-4 B.2.1,B.2.11,B.2.13
Thomas Ruth PC-096-5 B.2.11.2
Thomas Ruth PC-096-6 B.2.1
Thomas Ruth PC-096-7 B.2.2
Thompson Mark PC-091-1 B.2.2
Utley Charles PCT-20-1 B.2.11
Utley Charles PCT-20-2 B.2.2,B.2.7
Wert Julie PC-073-1 B.2.2
Wilder Ronald PC-094-1 B.2.2,B.2.7,B.2.11,B.2.11.3
Wilder Ronald PC-094-2 B.2.11.3
Wilder Ronald PC-094-3 B.2.2,B.2.6,B.2.12
Williams Joanne PC-036-1 B.2.7
Williams Joanne PC-036-2 B.2.6,B.2.13
Wilson Shelly PC-095-1 B.2.2,B.2.6,B.2.12, B.2.13
Wilson Shelly PC-095-2 B.2.6
Wilson Shelly PC-095-3 B.2.8,B.2.13
Wilson Shelly PC-095-4 B.2.6, B.2.13
Wilson Shelly PC-095-5 B.2.1,B.2.6
Wilson Shelly PC-095-6 B.2.6
Wilson Shelly PC-095-7 B.2.1,B.2.12
Wortiska Dan PC-069-1 B.2.2
Yates Kenneth R. PC-004-1 B.2.2
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Final EA for the Acceptance and Disposition of Spent Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched
Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany

Last Name First Name Comment Number ? Response Summary Section °
Young Jesse PC-038-1 B.2.2
Young Jesse PC-038-2 B.2.6
Young Jesse PC-038-3 B.2.2

& Oral comments received in the public meeting are identified with a PCT- prefix. All other comment documents
are identified with a PC- prefix.

®  Comments frequently addressed multiple response topics within the same delineated comment. For those
comments, each of the response summary sections in this appendix where the comment is addressed is listed in
the Response Summary Section column.

¢ Multiple form letters were received during the public comment period, including several with petitions. Only the
first such form letter was delineated, Lindner-Hausner, PC-044. All subsequently received form letters and
petitions received a comment document number and are included in the compilation of public comments in
Section B-2, but were not individually delineated. Please refer to Lindner-Hausner PC-044 for the form letter
delineation and the corresponding response summary section associated with the respective comment.

B.3.2 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPT

This section of Appendix B presents the delineated comment documents. Each comment
document is provided with the respective delineated comments noted in the margin. Personally
identifiable information (PII) such as personal addresses, email addresses, and phone numbers
were redacted.

As noted above, there were multiple duplicate comment documents. Several comment
documents (e.g., PC-010) were initially hand-notes capturing testimony provided at the public
meeting on the Draft EA. After the meeting transcript was received and specific comments
extracted from that transcript, the hand-written notes were labelled as duplicates. However, to
preserve the integrity of the comment document numbering system, the document numbers for
the duplicate documents were retained.

Several commentors submitted identical form letters. Only one of these form letters was
delineated (e.g., PC-044). Subsequent submittals of the same form letter were not delineated
(e.g., PC-046, PC-047, et seq.). The duplicate form letters are also retained and presented in the
compilation of documents.

The comment documents received via email, letter, and fax are presented first, and are followed
by the transcript from the public meeting.
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PC-001

001-1

001-2

From: Virgina Jones
Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] No to German fuel

| am opposed to German fuel being

#Received in any form at SRS

#processed in any manner at SRS

#stored for ANY amount of time, in any waste form at SRS...low level, vitrified, TRU, spent
or high level.

[ There is NO national repository for disposition of nuclear materials.
There is not even a Congressional PLAN for a disposition site.
There is not even a single penny of Congressional funding designated for a disposition
site.
It will take decades to build a disposition site and that's not talking about state and

L national approval and licensing of such a site.

Sent from my iPad

Bsup1



PC-002

002-1

From: Bruce Cadotte
Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] Acceptance of spent German HEU fuel at
SRS

[ Consistent with existing policy and with US interests in nonproliferation, the
subject fuel should of course be received at SRS for processing. The simplest and
lowest-cost secure alternative would seem to be the H Area Alternative, and DOE
should adopt that alternative.

One would think that the receipt of US-origin HEU for processing would, by this
time, be settled policy that would pose no unexpected impacts and that could be
pursued without the continual added costs and delays of re-reviews, unless there
has been some technical development that would bar this practice. I've seen no
mention in the documentation that there has been any such development. After
all, that this fuel was out there and that it was expected to be returned for
disposition is not a surprise. But | understand the CYA need to make sure the NEPA

Ltrail has been well-papered. Please proceed with all deliberate speed.
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PC-003

003-1

003-2

003-1

From: Ruth Nicholson
Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] Comment on this project
proposal

| wish to register my opinions about the proposed environmental impact statement for
bringing spent nuclear fuel from Germany to the SRS.

[South Carolina, as a relatively poor state, has, for decades, accepted all kinds of toxic
waste from other locations in exchange for money from companies eager to be rid of the
waste. "Dumping ground" is a term often mentioned for our state. Even with assurances
of safe storage and minimal risk to the natural environment and public health, our state is
now struggling with the failure of many of the "safe" storage methods, resulting in
contamination of ground water and danger to the public health. It is my opinion that no
assurances of safety can rule out problems in the future, especially with the lack of
| oversight which has also been an unfortunate tradition in South Carolina.

[ Second, the national government has dragged its feet on reprocessing projects after
promising that these would get off the ground and create jobs, etc., as well as making
nuclear materials sent to the SRS "safer." How can citizens of this state be sure that the
money and manpower and oversight for re-processing of the German material will be
| adequately funded and carried out according to the optimistic blueprint?

South Carolina is a small state. It has borne the load of so much dangerous material for
which no other state wanted to take responsibility. | am strongly against relying on ANY
environmental impact statement, no matter how encouraging, to allow the German material
project to go forward. We have enough radioactive material already at SRS, in a
deteriorating storage situation. It would be reckless to accept more. The future health and
L wellbeing of the citizens here demand that we say "No!"

Sincerely,
Ruth Nicholson
West Columbia, SC
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PC-004

From: Kenneth Yates
Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] Comments

My comments on the Draft EA for the Acceptance and Disposition of
Spent Nuclear Fuel form the Federal Republic of Germany follow:

1. Savannah River Site (SRS) routinely accepts spent nuclear fuel from
small reactors all over the world as part of the program begun under
President Eisenhower. Thus, it seems entirely fitting the U.S. accept the
shipment of German spent fuel to SRS. The number of shipments is small
compared to the total number of shipments received by SRS over the past
several decades, and small compared to the number of shipments that will
continue to be routinely accepted at SRS.

2. The form of the German spent fuel is robust. That is, the carbon coating
is very tough and not amenable to dissolution in water, dispersal in the
atmosphere as particulate, or dispersal due to fire.

004-1 | 3. The Castor shipping casks meet transportation requirements
established by the U.S. The material used for the cask walls (ductile cast
iron) is very durable. Cask tests are included as part of U.S.

approval. The Sandia crash tests a few decades ago provide useful
information on the crash-worthiness of shipping casks in general.

4. Given the current climate of international terrorist activities, the spent
fuel will be safer at SRS than in Germany. Moreover, SRS has the
capability to process the spent fuel in a number of ways,thereby
eliminating the potential for proliferation or (at least) greatly increasing the
proliferation resistance of the material.

5. While there are those who will always concerned about, or oppose,
almost anything involving nuclear/radioactive materials, there is nothing
particularly unusual about the proposed activity and any safety issues
involved have long since been more than adequately addressed.

In conclusion, | fully support the shipment of German spent fuel to SRS.

K. R. Yates
Aiken, SC 29803
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PC-005

005-1

From: Nina Spinelli
Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] Public Comment

Good Morning,

Attached is my public comment regarding the Acceptance and Disposition of Spent
Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S. Origin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal
Republic of Germany.

Thank you,
Nina Spinelli - Member of the Public

To paraphrase, the Department of Energy’s purpose in this proposed project is to
accept, store, process and ultimately disposition the spent nuclear from Germany
to support the United States’ policy to reduce and eventually eliminate HEU
derived from US origin. This return would further current policy to safely store
HEU in a form that is no longer usable for an impoverished nuclear device, a
radiological dispersal device, or other radiological exposure device. The draft EA
also highlights that while the focus of the assessment is on HEU, spent nuclear fuel
does contain other radioactive materials that in the wrong hands, may create
radiological devices, such as dirty bombs, that could cause harm people and the
world.

In the EA, the baseline is no action, which in my understanding is leaving
the material in Germany. Germany today is a leading member of the European
Union and a member of the United Nations, acting as the third-largest financial
contributor after the US and Japan. According to the CIA Fact Book, the German
economy is the fifth-largest in the world and Europe’s largest. The country has a
civil legal system and a Federal Armed Force, a Navy, Air Force, Central Medical
Services, and Joint Support Services. All that to say to that Germany has many
factors similar to the United States as far as financial stability and military power
to maintain the security of the currently housed HEU, and in my opinion, maintain
the HEU safely and securely.

| believe that many public comments will be shared voicing concerns about
the amount of HEU that will be brought to the Savannah River Site and the lack of
a long-term geological repository that will actually store this material. Concerns
will be discussed about this material essentially sitting-in limbo at the Savannah
River Site. While as a citizen | have no doubt that the DOE will work diligently to
safely store and maintain the material, it seems odd to bring material from one
seemingly stable location to another without a final disposition path in place. |

Bsup5


mailto:germanspentnuclearfuelea-bounces@listserv.leidos.com
mailto:GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

PC-005

005-1

005-2

005-1

 believe that if a final path could be established, bringing the material from
L Germany brought to SRS to be sorted and moved would make more sense.

My comment, however, does not focus on what will happen with the
material once brought, but rather, on the transportation of the material. Train
and ship will be primarily used to transport the material from Germany to the
Savannah River Site. The material will be transported in approximately 30
shipments over a three-year period over 4,000 nautical miles. In total, it will take
120,000 miles to bring the material to SRS. My concern rests in the actual transit
of the material. | understand all the safety precautions that will be in place, but
the open sea seems to provide extreme vulnerability of the material. Stories, both
over past years and recent weeks, have emerged about vessels being taken

| hostage and attacked in an attempt to gain access to materials on board.

| am deeply concerned about how ships will be protected against theft, the
cost associated with that protection, and | do not believe that the benefit of
bringing the material to the US is not worth the material crossing 120,000 open
sea miles. I, as a member of the public, believe that no action should be taken at
this time, since | do not believe that the material is a threat in Germany and that
our work should focus on receiving fuel from states that do pose a risk and having

| afinal resting place for those foreign receipts.
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006-1

006-2

From: Sarah Barton
Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] Spent Nuclear Fuel From Germany
EA

Dear Tracy Williams,

| This letter is written in objection to the ill conceived plan to bring in spent
commercial nuclear fuel from Germany. This waste is not part of the Atoms For
Peace agreement, but a ploy to bring in the fuel, as a purely profitable venture,
based on monetary gain, and has nothing to do with national security, nor,
obviously, clean up. The NNSA has declared that this waste is left safe, in
Germany, and poses no international security risks. In fact, it is more of a risk to
| move this material, than to let it remain in German.

~ As a legitimately concerned lifetime resident of Aiken, and daughter of a past
nuclear reactor operator, my father developed cancer, as a result of his exposure
while employed at DuPont. We are still struggling to clean up the mess from our
ignorant past, in so far as ways of dealing with this waste goes. The last thing we
need is to be the world's repository for such toxic waste.

I, a concerned citizen, with a voice that counts, urge you, strongly, to take a
stance against brining in more waste, while we are still cleaning up the aftermath
of our previous waste. | believe a healthy environment, in which to live and raise
our children, trumps the hunger for monetary gain, through this reprocessing. |
believe that anyone who cares about the environment, and our future, will put

| forth every effort to put a stop to this insanity. | hope you are one of them.
Sincerely,

Sarah L. Barton
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007-1

007-2

From:Stephen Geddes
Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] Comment on bringing German nuclear waste
to SRS in South Carolina

Please add this to the record of comments received subsequent to the 4 Feb 16 DOE
Public meeting in North Augusta, SC:

To: Tracy Williams, NEPA Compliance Officer
Draft Spent Nuclear Fuel from Germany EA
U.S. Department of Energy
07 February 2016

[ Somewhere in the public meeting presentation, | believe, the comment was made that
this waste had been provided to Germany under the Atoms for Peace program which
obligated us to take the material back when Germany was finished with it. That being
the case, | support bringing the material to SRS, a place where it can be protected from
theft by terrorist organizations and treated, as necessary, prior to ultimate disposal.

[ If it is germane to this proposition, and allowed under the rules for preparing the final
Environmental Assessment, | would like to see the US government specify where the
"ultimate disposal" point will be and specify a "to be delivered no later than date" to
assure that the material not remain in South Carolina any longer than might be
necessary for a chemical separation to be effected to minimize the volume of the
radioactive waste, if that is what is desired. Also, to minimize the opportunity the
Congress and various Administrations might have to attempt to change its mind on
delivery of the material to its "ultimate disposal" point, | would suggest the same, or
similar, conditions currently placed on the Federal Government to complete certain
work at SRS be included in the agreement for receiving and removing this waste to its
"ultimate disposal" point, i.e., a one (no, make that ten) million dollar a day fine to be
paid to the State of South Carolina by the Department of Energy, to begin to be paid on
the very day that the material remains at SRS in South Carolina beyond that "to be

| delivered no later than date."

So long as that "ultimate disposal" point is provided and the needed fine and means of
payment is specified, | see no reason why this Environmental Assessment not be
finalized.

Also, please include the following article as a part of my comment, for the record.

http://www.examiner.com/article/this-public-meeting-could-be-key-to-the-safety-of-
all-americans?

Thank you.
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Stephen V. Geddes sent 07February,2016 via email to:

germanspentnuclearfuelea@leidos.com

Stephen V. Geddes
Aiken SC 29801-5163

cc: Senator Lindsay Graham,
Senator Tim Scott
Representative Joe Wilson
Governor Nikki Haley
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PC-008

"Vm%’ Department of Energy
@‘!&%ﬁ : Natlonal Nuclear Security Administration

Washington, DC 20585
Augustl, 2013

MEMORANDUM FOR KENNETH PICHA
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SHCRETARY
OPRFICE OF TANK WASTE AND NUCLBAR MATERIAL

ARTHUR G, ATKINS .
ACTING ASSISTANT DEPUTY ADMMNISTRATOR
OFFICE OF GLOBAL THREAT REDUCTION

FROM: JACKSON Q. CROCKER Mvc
DIRBCTOR
OFFICE OF NUCLEAR TfIREAT scmwcn

SUBJRCT: Proliferution Altractivencss ol JUlich Graphite Spheres

We have completed o lechnical evaluation of the High Temperature Gas-Cooled Reactor graphite
fuel nssemblies currently stored nt Forschungzentrum Jolich (GmbH) to assess its material
attractiveness. The graphite spheres each weigh approximately 200 g, The coneentration of
uranium [mU) is 0.5% by weight, ns dioxide. Thorium dioxide is also present at 5% by Weight
along with a stall amount of SiC (2.3 g). We assess (he niaterlal as low atteactiveness
(Attractiveness level “B™), which only requires Category IV security proteetion. We nlso nssess
the material is not attractive to sub-stute/terrorist entities in its current state, Since the material is
stored in n secure environment in a politically stable country, it is not of a proliferatioi concern.

However, beeause the material is of U.S, -origin, tho NNSA believed that the Department does
have an unofficial responsibility to assure the materiall is ndequately dispositioned. Therefore,
NNSA supports “Wark far Other” activities by DOE's Office of Bnviranmental Munngement to
help Germany dovelop and implement an appropriute disposition pathway for this materinl.
Although not n nonproliferation netivily, it does serve to minimize the amount of U.S. [IBU at
civilian Meilities worldwide.

[~ Jay Tllden, NA-80
Deleon Edparda, EM-22

TR
Lram bl afanse e Lha f
Eluirnitlon At AL
Daprani ol L bain,
LU

e el

) tivwa v sy on eyl papes
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009-1
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Comment document number PC-010 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-03

Comment document number PC-011 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-04
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PC-013

o High Level waste placed in containers as noted above from a practical
standpoint represent absolutely zero risk to the public or the environment.

Any independent assessment will confirm that the proposed action is safe and
secure with no technical basis for rejecting such an action.
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Comment document number PC-014 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-07

Comment document number PC-015 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-08

Comment document number PC-016 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-09

Comment document number PC-017 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-10

Comment document number PC-018 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-11

Comment document number PC-019 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-12

Comment document number PC-020 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-14
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021-3
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Comment document number PC-022 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-15

Comment document number PC-023 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-16

Comment document number PC-024 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-17

Comment document number PC-025 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-18

Comment document number PC-026 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-19

Comment document number PC-027 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-20

Comment document number PC-028 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-21

Comment document number PC-029 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-22

Comment document number PC-030 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-23

Comment document number PC-031 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-24
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Comment document number PC-033 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-26

Comment document number PC-034 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-27

Comment document number PC-035 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-28
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PC-036

From: germanspentnuclearfuelea-bounces@listserv.leidos.com
Sent: Monday, February 15, 2016 4:44 PM

To: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] German nuclear waste

NEPA Compliance
Dept. of Energy

Please accept the No Action Alternative
" German spent nuclear fuel waste should stay in Germany. It is outrageous to hide

behind a proliferation threat. Would this even be under consideration if the
| Germans weren’t going to pay the U.S. to get the waste out of their way?

036-1

| The mission at SRS for decades has been to clean up the waste the United States
created. With no final disposition for the waste, even if it is satisfactorily

036-2 | processed, it should be unthinkable to be considering accepting waste from other
countries.

It doesn’t make sense to be focusing on the details of environmental assessment
when the main point is not being addressed: given the nuclear history in the state,
L why should South Carolina be burdened with any more nuclear waste at all?

Joanne Williams
Columbia SC 29206

Bsup32


mailto:germanspentnuclearfuelea-bounces@listserv.leidos.com
mailto:GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

Comment document number PC-037 was a placekeeper for a duplicate. Commentor
comments can be found in the delineated public meeting transcript at PCT-12
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038-1

038-2
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PC-039

From: Viv Mann

Sent: Sunday, February 21, 2016 9:19 AM

To: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA @leidos.com

Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] German Nuclear Spent Fuel

Hello.
039-1 [ We are Opposed to the proposed plan to bring spent nuclear fuel or any other
nuclear waste to our area]The transport of this fuel is also dangerous and a
security concern. No one here wants our air, lands, waters, citizens contaminated.
039-2 | Clearly, there is an appalling aura of greed and lack of interest in the well-being
of our communities here. Presently, there are leaking barrels of spent nuclear
_waste that have yet to be dealt with properly.
We are residents of Aiken County, South Carolina who want this project
039-1 | terminated. There is no risk to the spent fuel staying put where it is now in
Germany. STOP POISONING OUR LANDS !!!
. Do you live here ? Do your loved ones live here ?
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Comment document PC-040 was a replaced by a revised supplement comment document.
See Revised Comment Document PC-056
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PC-041

From:

Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2016 1:00 PM

To: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] Spent Nuclear Fuel

Please, please, please do not consider the proposition to receive, store, process
041-1 | and disposition spent nuclear fuel (SNF) from the Federal Republic of Germany at

DOE's Savannah River Site (SRS) (Draft Spent Nuclear Fuel from Germany EA).

SRS is NOT the place for this! Thank you.

Donna Reynolds
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PC-042

From: tammy@columbiacountychamber.com

Sent: Tuesday, February 2, 2016 1:41 PM

To: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] Support letter for HTGR

Please see attached letter for the support of HTGR at Savannah River Site.

Tammy G. Shepherd, IOM, GCCE
President / CEO

Columbia County Chamber of Commerce
1000 Business Boulevard

Evans, GA 30809

(706) 651-0018 Office

tammy(@columbiacountychamber.com
www.columbiacountychamber.com
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PC-043

From:

Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 5:40 AM

To: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA @leidos.com

Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] Draft Spent Nuclear Fuel from Germany
EA: #2016-01371

Please find attached my comment on Draft Spent Nuclear Fuel from Germany
EA:#2016-01371 as a PDF - it is also in text, here:

Federal Register Number: 2016-01371

Environmental Assessments; Availability, etc.: Acceptance and Disposition of
Spent Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched Uranium From the
Federal Republic of Germany.

"The shipping campaign from Germany would involve about 30 shipments over
approximately a 3.5-year period to transport 455 CASTOR (3) casks containing
the SNF from Germany aboard chartered ships across the Atlantic Ocean to Joint
Base Charleston-Weapons Station near Charleston, South Carolina. From Joint
Base Charleston-Weapons Station, the CASTOR casks would be transported to
SRS on dedicated trains."

Risk is a critical factor in the decision-making for an assessment of the logistical
disposition of the SNF "composed of kernels containing thorium and U.S.-origin
highly enriched uranium (HEU) embedded in small graphite spheres that were
irradiated in research reactors used for experimental and/or demonstration
purposes."

Does the assessment include accounting for rail transport - material integrity of
rails, security along the full route at all times, and is there rapid response
emergency services ready along the route in case of incidents?

Ditto for ocean transport - material integrity of shipping vessels, on board
security, port security, and rapid response emergency services on board and at
ports?

Recent and ongoing acts of terrorism create a need to be fully prepared for assault
and/or theft, especially considering the time frame from start, to finish. Multiple
years of activity exposes shipments to greater risk potential. Who will be
responsible in the event of a terrorist attack?

Natural events also need to be considered. Have logistics managers assessed
ocean weather and are all vessels fully prepared for a potential natural disaster at
sea? We have experienced large, ocean based hurricanes at sea in "off season"
times recently. Is the changing climate factored in?
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Transporting HEU in any form poses possibly great risks. What insurance
coverage will this project have?

It is my belief that the risks are too high and that nations ought revamp codes and
rules, et. al., to emphasize security; keep radioactive materials where they are and
manage their fate there. I support the No Action Alternative.

Sincerely,

Pia C. Jensen

Saludos

Pia Jensen
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PC-044

Von: Hilde Lindner-Hausner und Biirgerinitiative gegen atomare Anlagen www.biwaanaa.de
kontaki@hiwaanaa.de

An: GermanSpentNuclearFuel EA@leidos.com
CC: Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams

wir sind zuliefst besorgt tiber die amerikanisch-deutschen Plane zur Lagerung und
Wiederaufarbeitung vonetwa 200 000 kg kommerziell genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus
den Atomkraltwerken AVR Jiilich (15 MW el.) und THTR-300 (300 MW el.) in Savannah River
Site. Wir haben folgende Einwendegegen diese Pléne:

*Die deutschen Geselze und die der Europdischen Union erlauben den Export von radioakliven
Abféllen nicht, mit Ausnahme von proliferationsgefihrliche Abféllen aus Neutronen erzeugenden
Forschungsreakioren. AVR und THTR sind aber offenkundig keine Forschungsreaktoren und sind
auchnicht als solche gelistet bei der IAEA, sondern es sind kommerzielle Atomkrafltwerke.

*Die Aufarbeitung von Brennelementen aus kommerziellen Reaktoren ist nach deutschem
Rechtverboten. Sowohl der AVR als auch der THTR wurden betrieben und waren im Besitz (der
THTR auch jetzt noch)von kommerziellen Betreibern; sie produzierten Strom fiir das offentliche
Netz (4,4Mrd. kWh).Fiir beide deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA:
PEACH Bottom HTGR fiir den AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fir den THTR; diese Anlagen
werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deatschen
Kugelhaufen-Reakiaren kann nicht als Argument pegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie
waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!s

Es besteht kein signilikantes Proliferations-Risiko iir den AVR-Miill, wie verschiedene Gutachten
(z.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Miill kein HEU. Eine
Konditionierungund Endlagerung in Deutschland wiren somit moglich.

*Dic Brennelemente wurden hauptsichlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

*Wie eine unahhingige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfdlle im AVR, die
iber Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr
schlechten Zustand. Thre Wiederaularbeitung wird vermutlich grofie Mengen sekunddren Miills
erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Siuberung der SRS behindern diirften. Ungefihr 4% der THTR-
Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mil vermutlich dhnlichen Konsequenzen.

*Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklir, dass es keine Pline
[iir den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gibe, sondern nur [iir die des AVR.
Ausgehend von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertriglichkeitspriifung
des amerikanischen DOE fiir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstiitzt, vermuten wir dass die
deutschen Exportpline fiir den AVR-Miill nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch hachst
prohlematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommiills in andere Lander daistellt. Es gibt bereits
entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertriglichkeitsstudie:
http:fenergy.govisites/prod/files/2016/01/128/Dralt%20DOFE%Z0EA%201977_FOR
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Comment document PC-045 was a updated and revised by comment document PC-056.
Please see comment document PC-056 for the complete delineation from this commentor.
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From:

Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2016 3:44 PM

To: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA

Cc: Marita boslar

Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] Comments against the DEA concerning the
processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS

Following comments are attached:
Dear Ms. Williams

I am deeply concerned about the US/German plans to reprocess and store about
200,000 kg of commercial Ger-man pebble fuel elements from the nuclear power
plants AVR Juelich (15 MWel) and THTR-300 (300 MWel)

at SRS. The reasons for my comments are:
. European Union and German laws do not allow the export of nuclear
waste, except for proliferation relevant waste from neutron generating research
reactors. The reasonable general rule is that the waste has to remain in the country
of its origin. AVR and THTR are obviously no research reactors and are not listed
as research reactors by the International Atomic Energy Agency, but as nuclear
power plants. There are several legal expertizes, which underline this position.
For that German environmental organisations as BUND (friends of the earth) and
Greenpeace have announced legal actions in case of a transport of the German
fuel to SRS.
. Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by law in Germany for
commercial fuel elements. Both, AVR and THTR were both owned and operated
by commercial utilities (and THTR still is) and produced electricity (4.4 bn kWh)
to the grid. For both German NPPs sister plants existed in the US: Peach Bottom
HTGR for AVR and Fort St. Vrain HTGR for THTR, and these US plants are
considered as commercial in the US. The very poor performance of these German
pebble bed NPP may not be taken as argument for non existing commercial
intentions: They were commercial NPPs.
*  There is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR waste, as
several expertizes (e.g. from the NNSA 2013) indicate. In average the spent AVR
waste does not contain HEU. A conditioning and final storage in Germany is
possible.
. The fuel elements were mainly (96 %) fabricated in Germany at Nukem,
US origin is only the HEU content (830 kg).
. As an independent official experts group outlined 2014, there were
several severe accidents in AVR reactor (which were hushed up for decades). The
fuel elements are thus in a very bad shape. Their reprocessing will probably
produce huge amounts of secondary waste, which will hinder the intended
cleaning of the SRS site. About 4 % of the THTR fuel elements are broken with
probably similar consequences.
. The German government has officially announced here in the past years
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that there are no plans to export the waste from THTR to the US, but only for the
AVR and that they wonder about an “Draft Environmental Assessment” (DEA)
by DOE for THTR waste. Having in mind that it seems that the German side has
officially supported the DEA for THTR waste too, we guess that the German
export plans for the AVR waste are only the first step of an ecologically highly
problematic export of all German nuclear waste to other countries. Russia has
already similar offers.

Yours sincerely,

Marita Boslar
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BUNDNIS 90
DIE GRUNEN

Alliance 9 | Ihe Greens, Marita Boslai, Steineweibier 2, 52428 ilich Alliance 90/The Greens
Vice-chair of parliamentary party leader
Member of alderman (Jiilich)

Ms. Tracy Williams Marita Boslar

NEPA Compliance Officer Stemeweiher 2

U.S. Department of Energy 52428 Jitlich

P.C. Box B Germany

Aiken, South Carclina 29802 Tel.: +49 (0)2461 9367093

marita.boslar@posteo.de

www, gruene-juelich.de

Jilich, 2016-03-10

Comments on “Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and Disposition of Used Nuclear
Fuel Containing U.S.-Crigin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany” (DEA) deal-
ing with processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS.

Dear Ms. Williams

| am deeply concerned about the US/German plans to reprocess and store about 200,000 kg of commercial Ger-
man pebble fuel elements from the nuclear power plants AVR Juelich (15 MWel) and THTR-300 (300 MWel)

at SRS. The reasons for my comments are;

* European Union and German laws do not allow the export of nuclear waste, except for praliferation
relevant waste from neutron generating research reactors. The reasonable general rule is that the waste
has to remain in the country of its origin. AVR and THTR are obviously no research reactors and are not
listed as research reactors by the International Atomic Energy Agency, but as nuclear power plants. There
are several legal expertizes, which underline this position. For that German environmental organisations
as BUND (friends of the earth) and Greenpeace have announced legal actions in case of a transport of
the German fuel to SRS.

* Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by law in Germany for commercial fuel elements. Both, AVR
and THTR were beth owned and operated by commercial utilities (and THTR still is) and produced
electricity (4.4 bn kWh) to the grid. For both German NPPs sister plants existed in the US: Peach Bottom
HTGR for AVR and Fort St. Vrain HTGR for THTR, and these US plants are considered as commercial in
the US. The very poor performance of these German pebble bed NPP may not be taken as argument for
non existing commercial intentions: They were commarcial NPPs.

s There is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR waste, as several expertizes (a.g. from the NNSA
2013) indicate. In average the spent AVR waste does not contain HEU. A conditioning and final storage in
Germany is possible.

* The fuel elements were mainly (96 %) fabricated in Germany at Nukem, US origin is only the HEU content
(830 kg).

- As an independent official experts group outlined 2014, there were several severe accidents in AVR
reactor (which were hushed up for decades). The fuel elements are thus in a very bad shape. Their
reprocessing will probably produce huge amounts of secondary waste, which will hinder the intended
cleaning of the SRS site. About 4 % of the THTR fuel elements are broken with probably similar
consequences,

* The German government has officially announced here in the past years that there are no plans to export
the waste from THTR to the US, but only for the AVR and that they wonder about an “Draft Environmental
Assessment” (DEA) by DOE for THTR waste. Having in mind that it seems that the German side has
officially supported the DEA for THTR waste too, we guess that the German export plans for the AVR
waste are only the first step of an ecologically highly problematic export of all German nuclear waste to
other countries. Russia has already similar offers.

Yours sincerely,
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Sammeleinwendungen - Keine
Castor-Exporte in die USA

To: Ms. Tracy Williams, NEPA Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box B
Aiken, South Carolina 29802. e-Mail: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

Comments on “Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and Disposition of Used Nuclear Fuel
Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany” (DEA) dealing with
processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS

Dear Ms. Williams

we are deeply concerned about the US/German plans to reprocess and store about 200,000 kg of commercial
German pebble fuel elements from the nuclear power plants AVR Juelich (15 MWel) and THTR-300 (300 MWel) at
SRS. Our reasons are:

=« European Union and German laws do not allow the export of nuclear waste, except for proliferation relevant
waste from neutron generating research reactors. The reasonable general rule is that the waste has to remain
in the country of its origin. AVR and THTR are obviously no research reactors and are not listed as research
reactors by the International Atomic Energy Agency, but as nuclear power plants. There are several legal
expertizes, which underline this position. For that German environmental organisations as BUND (friends of
the earth) and Greenpeace have announced legal actions in case of a transport of the German fuel to SRS.

= Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by law in Germany for commercial fuel elements. Both, AVR and
THTR were both owned and operated by commercial utilities (and THTR still is) and produced electricity (4.4
bn kWh) fo the grid. For both German NPPs sister plants existed in the US: Peach Bottom HTGR for AVR and
Fort St. Vrain HTGR for THTR, and these US plants are considered as commercial in the US. The very poor
performance of these German pebble bed NPP may not be taken as argument for non existing commercial
intentions: They were commercial NPPs,

« There is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR waste, as several expertizes (e.g. from the NNSA 2013)
indicate. In average the spent AVR waste does not contain HEU. A conditioning and final storage in Germany
is possible.

» The fuel elements were mainly (86 %) fabricated in Germany at Nukem, US origin is only the HEU content
(830 kg).

« As an independent official experis group outlined 2014, there were several severe accidents in AVR reactor
(which were hushed up for decades). The fuel elements are thus in a very bad shape. Their reprocessing will
probably produce huge amounts of secondary waste, which will hinder the intended cleaning of the SRS site.
About 4 % of the THTR fuel elements are broken with probably similar consequences.

The German government has officially announced here in the past years that there are no plans to export the waste
from THTR to the US, but only for the AVR and that they wonder about an “Draft Environmental Assessment” (DEA)
by DOE for THTR waste. Having in mind that it seems that the German side has officially supported the DEA for THTR
waste too, we guess that the German export plans for the AVR waste are only the first step of an ecologically highly
problematic export of all German nuclear waste to other countries.

TRANSLATION/ Obersetzung:
Sehr geehrte Frau Williams

wir sind zutiefst besorgt Gber die amerikanisch-deutschen Piane zur Lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von
etwa 200 000 kg kommerziell genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR
Jilich (15 MW eL) und THTR-300 (300 MW eL) in Savannah River Site. Die Griinde fiir unsere Bedenken:

.

» Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Europaischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven
Abfallen nicht, mit Ausnahme von proliferationsgefahrliche Abféllen aus Neutronen erzeugenden
Forschungsreakioren. AVR und THTR sind aber offenkundig keine Forschungsreaktoren und sind
auch nicht als solche gelistet bei der IAEA, sondern es sind kommerzielle Atomkraftwerke.

Die Aufarbeitung von Brennelementen aus kommerziellen Reaktoren ist nach deutschem Recht
verboten. Sowohl der AVR als auch der THTR wurden betrieben und waren im Besitz (der THTR
auch jetzt noch)von kommerziellen Betreibern; sie produzierten Strom fiir das offentliche Netz
(4,4Mrd. KWh). Fir beide deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH
Bottom HTGR fiir den AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fiir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in
den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-

Y
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Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren

kommerzielle Reaktoren!

> Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Mdill, wie verschiedene Gutachten
(z.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Aligemeinen enthalt der AVR-Miill kein HEU. Eine
Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland wéaren somit mdglich.

» Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergesteilit,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

» Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die
Uber Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr
schlechten Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich grofte Mengen sekundéren Mulls
erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Sduberung der SRS behindem diirften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-
Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ahnlichen Konsequenzen.

» Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Plane
fir den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fur die des AVR. Ausgehend
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitsprifung des
amerikanischen DOE fiir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstiitzt, vermuten wir dass die
deutschen Exportpléne fiir den AVR-Mill nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch hbchst
problematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommidills in andere Lander darsiellt. Es gibt bereits
entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20D0E%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these Comments on DEA dealing with processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS — final 11.03.16

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, prename city signature
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Eine Aktion des Biindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
MerowingerstralRe 88, 40225 Disseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,

L o

V.i.5.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296 Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net Stand 06.02.16
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Guido Boslar Steineweiher 2 52428 Julich
GERMANY

Ms. Tracy Williams

NEPA Compliance Officer
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box B

Aiken, South Carolina 29802

Jilich, 2016-03-10

Comments on “Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and Disposition of
Used Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal
Republic of Germany” (DEA) dealing with processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel
elements at SRS

Dear Ms. Williams

| am deeply concerned about the US/German plans to reprocess and store about 200,000 kg
of commercial German pebble fuel elements from the nuclear power plants AVR Juelich (15
MWel) and THTR-300 (300 MWel) at SRS. The reasons for my comments are:

e European Union and German laws do not allow the export of nuciear waste, except
for proliferation relevant waste from neutron generating research reactors. The
reasonable general rule is that the waste has to remain in the country of its origin.
AVR and THTR are obviously no research reactors and are not listed as research
reactors by the International Atomic Energy Agency, but as nuclear power plants.
There are several legal expertizes, which underline this position. For that German
environmental organisations as BUND (friends of the earth) and Greenpeace have
announced legal actions in case of a transport of the German fuel to SRS.

e Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by law in Germany for commercial fuel
elements. Both, AVR and THTR were both owned and operated by commercial
utilities (and THTR still is) and produced electricity (4.4 bn kWh) to the grid. For both
German NPPs sister plants existed in the US: Peach Bottom HTGR for AVR and Fort St.
Vrain HTGR for THTR, and these US plants are considered as commercial in the US.
The very poor performance of these German pebble bed NPP may not be taken as
argument for non existing commercial intentions: They were commercial NPPs.

e There is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR waste, as several expertizes (e.g.
from the NNSA 2013) indicate. In average the spent AVR waste does not contain HEU.
A conditioning and final storage in Germany is possible.

e The fuel elements were mainly (96 %) fabricated in Germany at Nukem, US origin is
only the HEU content (830 kg).

e Asan independent official experts group outlined 2014, there were several severe
accidents in AVR reactor (which were hushed up for decades). The fuel elements are
thus in a very bad shape. Their reprocessing will probably produce huge amounts of
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of the THTR fuel elements are broken with probably similar consequences.

e The German government has officially announced here in the past years that there
are no plans to export the waste from THTR to the US, but only for the AVR and that
they wonder about an “Draft Environmental Assessment” (DEA) by DOE for THTR
waste. Having in mind that it seems that the German side has officially supported the
DEA for THTR waste too, we guess that the German export plans for the AVR waste
are only the first step of an ecologically highly problematic export of all German
nuclear waste to other countries. Russia has already similar offers.

Yours sincerely,

DL .
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2 attachments (2 MB)

Sammeleinwendungen USA. pdf; ATTO0001 txt;

Comments on "Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and
Disposition of Used Nuclear Fual Containing U.5.-Origin Highly Enriched
Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany™ (DEA) dealing with
processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS.

-->Lists with signatures (26) are attached.
Yours sinceraly,
Marita Boslar

Aktionsblndnis “Stop Westcastor”
http/fwwwwestcastorde/
Germany

52428 Jalich
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Sammeleinwendungen — &Y
Keine Castor-Exporte in die USA  ~L¢g&*

To: Ms. Tracy Williams, NEPA Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box B Aiken, South Carolina
29802. e-Mail: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

(=

Comments on “Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and Disposition of Used Nuclear
Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany” (DEA)
dealing with processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS. Final date for comments:
11.03.2016

Dear Ms. Williams

We are deeply concerned about the US/German plans to reprocess and store about 200,000 kg of commercial
German pebble fuel elements from the nuclear power plants AVR Juelich (15 MWel) and THTR-300 (300 MWel)

at SRS. The reasons for our comments are:

e European Union and German laws do not allow the export of nuclear waste, except for proliferation
relevant waste from neutron generating research reactors. The reasonable general rule is that the waste
has to remain in the country of its origin. AVR and THTR are obviously no research reactors and are not
listed as research reactors by the International Atomic Energy Agency, but as nuclear power plants. There
are several legal expertizes, which underline this position. For that German environmental organisations as
BUND (friends of the earth) and Greenpeace have announced legal actions in case of a transport of the
German fuel fo SRS.

e Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by law in Germany for commercial fuel elements. Both, AVR
and THTR were both owned and operated by commercial utilities (and THTR still is) and produced
electricity (4.4 bn kWh) to the grid. For both German NPPs sister plants existed in the US: Peach Bottom
HTGR for AVR and Fort St. Vrain HTGR for THTR, and these US plants are considered as commercial in
the US. The very poor performance of these German pebble bed NPP may not be taken as argument for
non existing commercial intentions: They were commercial NPPs.

s There is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR waste, as several expertizes (e.g. from the NNSA
2013) indicate. In average the spent AVR waste does not contain HEU. A conditioning and final storage in
Germany is possible.

e The fuel elements were mainly (96 %) fabricated in Germany at Nukem, US origin is only the HEU content
(830 kg).

. As an independent official experts group outlined 2014, there were several severe accidents in AVR
reactor (which were hushed up for decades). The fuel elements are thus in a very bad shape. Their
reprocessing will probably produce huge amounts of secondary waste, which will hinder the intended
cleaning of the SRS site. About 4 % of the THTR fuel elements are broken with probably similar
consequences.

e The German government has officially announced here in the past years that there are no plans to export
the waste from THTR to the US, but only for the AVR and that they wonder about an “Draft Environmental
Assessment” (DEA) by DOE for THTR waste. Having in mind that it seems that the German side has
officially supported the DEA for THTR waste too, we guess that the German export plans for the AVR
waste are only the first step of an ecologically highly problematic export of all German nuclear waste to
other countries. Russia has already similar offers.

TRANSLATION/ Ubersetzung:

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams,

wir sind zutiefst besorgt (iber die amerikanisch-deutschen Plane zur Lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von etwa
200 000 kg kommerziell genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR Jilich (15 MW
el) und THTR-300 (300 MW eL) in Savannah River Site. Die Griinde fur unsere Bedenken:

» Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Europaischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven Abféllen
nicht, mit Ausnahme von proliferationsgefahrliche Abféallen aus Neutronen erzeugenden
Forschungsreaktoren. AVR und THTR sind aber offenkundig keine Forschungsreaktoren und sind auch
nicht als solche gelistet bei der IAEA, sondern es sind kommerzielle Atomkraftwerke.

» Die Aufarbeitung von Brennelementen aus kommerziellen Reaktoren ist nach deutschem Recht verboten.
Sowohl der AVR als auch der THTR wurden betrieben und waren im Besitz (der THTR auch jetzt noch)
von kommerziellen Betreibern; sie produzierten Strom fiir das 6ffentliche Netz (4,4Mrd. kWh). Fir beide
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deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fiir den AVR und
Fort St. Vrain HTGR fir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet.
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen

deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

» Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Milll, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Aligemeinen enthalt der AVR-Mill kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wéren somit méglich.

> Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich

der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.
Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfélle im AVR, die tber

Y

Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekundaren Mdlls erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sduberung der SRS behindern dirften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ahnlichen Konsequenzen.
Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Plane fir den
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gébe, sondern nur fir die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen DOE
fir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unteistitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exporiplane flir den
AVR-MUIl nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch hdchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommdills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:
htip:/lenergy.qov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these comments against the DEA concerning the processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
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Eine Aktion des Biindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und

bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de

www.wesicastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:

Merowingerstrale 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296

Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Ubersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine

Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt.

Stand 18.02.2016
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deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fiir den AVR und
Fort St. Vrain HTGR flir den THTR,; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet.
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen
deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kammerzielle Reaktoren!

Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Miill, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Mill kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit méglich.

Die Brennelemente wurden hauptséachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, ledigiich
der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

Wie eine unabhéangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfélle im AVR, die (iber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich gro3e Mengen sekundaren Mlls erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sduberung der SRS behindern dirften. Ungeféhr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ahnlichen Konsequenzen.

Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Pléne fir den
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gdbe, sondern nur fir die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen DOE
{Ur die THTR-Brenneiemenie offiziell unterstitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fir den
AVR-Miill nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch hdchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommuills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertrdaglichkeitsstudie:
http:/fenergy.qov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these comments against the DEA concerning the processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, Prename City Signature
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Eine Aktion des Blindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstrafe 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,
V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296

Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Ubersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine
Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt. Stand 18.02.2016
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deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fiir den AVR und
Fort St. Vrain HTGR fur den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet.
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen

deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

> Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Miill, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Mill kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wéren somit méglich.

» Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich
der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

» Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfélle im AVR, die tiber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich grofte Mengen sekundaren Mulls erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Saduberung der SRS behindern durften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich &hnlichen Konsequenzen.

Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Plane fiir den
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fur die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen DOE
fiir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstiitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpléne fiir den
AVR-MUII nur der erste Schritt eines tkologisch hochst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommiills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these comments against the DEA concerning the processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, Prename City Signature
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Eine Aktion des Blindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und

bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de

www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:

Merowingerstralie 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,
V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296

Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Ubersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine

Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt.

Stand 18.02.2016
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Guido Boslar Steineweiher 2 52428 Julich
GERMANY

Ms. Tracy Williams

NEPA Compliance Officer
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box B

Aiken, South Carolina 29802

Jilich, 2016-03-10

Comments on “Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and Disposition of
Used Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal
Republic of Germany” (DEA) dealing with processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel
elements at SRS

Dear Ms. Williams

| am deeply concerned about the US/German plans to reprocess and store about 200,000 kg
of commercial German pebble fuel elements from the nuclear power plants AVR Juelich (15
MWel) and THTR-300 (300 MWel) at SRS. The reasons for my comments are:

e European Union and German laws do not allow the export of nuciear waste, except
for proliferation relevant waste from neutron generating research reactors. The
reasonable general rule is that the waste has to remain in the country of its origin.
AVR and THTR are obviously no research reactors and are not listed as research
reactors by the International Atomic Energy Agency, but as nuclear power plants.
There are several legal expertizes, which underline this position. For that German
environmental organisations as BUND (friends of the earth) and Greenpeace have
announced legal actions in case of a transport of the German fuel to SRS.

e Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by law in Germany for commercial fuel
elements. Both, AVR and THTR were both owned and operated by commercial
utilities (and THTR still is) and produced electricity (4.4 bn kWh) to the grid. For both
German NPPs sister plants existed in the US: Peach Bottom HTGR for AVR and Fort St.
Vrain HTGR for THTR, and these US plants are considered as commercial in the US.
The very poor performance of these German pebble bed NPP may not be taken as
argument for non existing commercial intentions: They were commercial NPPs.

e There is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR waste, as several expertizes (e.g.
from the NNSA 2013) indicate. In average the spent AVR waste does not contain HEU.
A conditioning and final storage in Germany is possible.

e The fuel elements were mainly (96 %) fabricated in Germany at Nukem, US origin is
only the HEU content (830 kg).

e Asan independent official experts group outlined 2014, there were several severe
accidents in AVR reactor (which were hushed up for decades). The fuel elements are
thus in a very bad shape. Their reprocessing will probably produce huge amounts of
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of the THTR fuel elements are broken with probably similar consequences.

e The German government has officially announced here in the past years that there
are no plans to export the waste from THTR to the US, but only for the AVR and that
they wonder about an “Draft Environmental Assessment” (DEA) by DOE for THTR
waste. Having in mind that it seems that the German side has officially supported the
DEA for THTR waste too, we guess that the German export plans for the AVR waste
are only the first step of an ecologically highly problematic export of all German
nuclear waste to other countries. Russia has already similar offers.

Yours sincerely,

DL .

Bsup59



PC-051

From: Ashlie.Lancaster@admin.sc.gov

Date: March 11, 2016 at 5:41:53 PM EST

To: "GermanSpentNuclearFuel EA@leidos.com"
<GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@]leidos.com>

Cc: JoshBaker@gov.sc.gov

Subject: SC Nuclear Advisory Council German Fuel EA Comments
Please see the attached letter.

Ashlie Lancaster
Innovations Director, Office of the Executive Director

The South Carolina

Department of Administration

1200 Senate Street, Suite 460, Columbia, SC 29201
(803) 734-9260 | (803) 734-9002 fax

Note: Act 121 of 2014 (SC Restructuring Act of 2014) abolished the Budget and

Control Board. Effective July 1, 2015, the Department of Administration has been
established. Please update your contact information.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Nuclear Advisory Council
1200 Senate Street, 460 Wade Hampton Building
Columbia, SC 29201
(803)734-8120

KAREN PATTERSON, CHAIR DAVID PETERSON
STEVE BYRNE VINCENT VAN BRUNT
CLAUDE C. CROSS REP. DON WELLS
CAROLYN HUDSON SEN. TOM YOUNG

JIM LITTLE

March 10, 2013

Ms. Tracy Williams

NEPA Compliance Officer

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O.Box B

Aiken, South Carolina 29804

RE: Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Acceptance and Disposition
of Used Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU)
From the Federal Republic of Germany (DOE/EA-1977)

Dear Ms. Williams:

The South Carolina Nuclear Advisory Council (NAC) was formed by statute to
advise the Governor on issues relating to nuclear materials and activities in South
Carolina. We appreciate this opportunity to provide comments on DOE’s draft EA
analyzing accepting, processing, and dispositioning used nuclear fuel from the
Republic of Germany that includes US-origin highly enriched uranium.

The Nuclear Advisory Council supports the national goal of eliminating highly

051-1 |enriched uranium from civil commerce and understands that the proposed action,
to return this used fuel the SRS for processing and disposition, would support that
goal.

In this EA, DOE analyses two action alternatives with four disposal options, and a
no action alternative for disposition of the German fuel.
e Dissolving the HEU fuel kernels in H Canyon and
o vitrifying through the liquid nuclear waste system
0 extracting U for disposal as a LLW grout and vitrifying the
remaining material through the liquid nuclear waste system
0 extracting U and Th for disposal as a LLW grout and vitrifying the
remaining materials through the liquid nuclear waste system
e Downblending and converting the fuel kernels into a U-Al alloy using a melt
and dilute technology. The resulting ingots would be stored in concrete
overpacks in L-Area.
e No action in which the HEU fuel would not be transported to the U.S.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Nuclear Advisory Council
1200 Senate Street, 460 Wade Hampton Building
Columbia, SC 29201
(803)734-8120

KAREN PATTERSON, CHAIR DAVID PETERSON
STEVE BYRNE VINCENT VAN BRUNT
CLAUDE C. CROSS REP. DON WELLS
CAROLYN HUDSON SEN. TOM YOUNG

JIM LITTLE

We understand that a NEPA analysis of the environmental consequences is only
one of many actions that must be addressed prior to a decision on whether or not
or proceed with this program, and actually we believe the NEPA analysis is one

of the less complex tasks.

[The EA discusses on-going technical feasibility studies done as NEPA
Categorical Exclusions. Given that these studies are necessary to determine if the
graphite digestion technology is possible on a scale adequate to complete the
project in a timely manner and to identify technology risks and mitigation
measures, the NAC suggests that DOE postpone its final NEPA decision until
such time as those studies are complete, and the public has an opportunity to
review their conclusions.

051-2
We understand that NEPA addresses only environmental consequences and that
the public should limit its comments to environmental considerations. However,
the NAC is compelled to reiterate that we do not consider the environmental
impacts as the primary drivers in this decision. NAC is confident that, regardless
of the technology selected, SRS has the ability to successfully complete the

| disposition.

[ Regardless of NAC’s support of the goal of securing nuclear materials from civil
commerce, and our confidence in the technical abilities of the SRS, we cannot
support this program unless DOE satisfactorily addresses our concerns regarding
the effects of this specific project on the vast amount of nuclear materials already
at SRS without the benefit of disposition plans, schedules and funding. Until
such time as Congress funds and DOE demonstrates the ability to schedule and
execute plans for the disposition of nuclear materials at SRS, NAC does not
support transferring additional materials at SRS, particularly from allied countries
with adequate security systems.

051-3

At a minimum, if DOE proceeds with this project, it should enter into a binding
agreement with the State of South Carolina that ensures that the German funds are
used to store, process and disposition the German fuel within a time period that

L South Carolina will support.

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to comment in this draft EA.

Sincerely,
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Nuclear Advisory Council
1200 Senate Street, 460 Wade Hampton Building
Columbia, SC 29201
(803)734-8120

KAREN PATTERSON, CHAIR DAVID PETERSON
STEVE BYRNE VINCENT VAN BRUNT
CLAUDE C. CROSS REP. DON WELLS
CAROLYN HUDSON SEN. TOM YOUNG

JIM LITTLE

PO P (R e

Karen Patterson, Chair
South Carolina Nuclear Advisory Council

cc: Members of Council
Gov. Haley
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052-1

From:

Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 5:45 AM

To: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] Draft Spent Nuclear Fuel from Germany
EA comments

South Carolina to discuss a proposed shipment of radioactive waste from
Germany to the Savannah River Site (SRS) in South Carolina.

To Tracy Williams at the Draft Spent Nuclear Fuel from Germany EA comments.

[ Renegotiate all international treaties to share information and solve nuclear waste

at its current locations around the world. No Russia, no German, no Japan, or
British or any other nation’s nuclear waste should be brought to the US for any
reason. We have too much unresolved nuclear waste products of our own.

There is taxpayer lack of trust in Congress, the Senate Appropriations Committee,
and its agencies ability to perform national cleanup measures at the 80 spent
nuclear fuel and high-level waste sites, in 35 states, across America. Not ever
solving nuclear waste needs to be a realistic national level debate discussion.

All nuclear sites need share science at all levels and create no more nuclear
weapons, and make all waste disposal locations uniformly; so to avoid future
confusion, and costs, with the nuclear waste storage locations that exist
worldwide.

Also no more talk nuclear waste pit Boreholes for Hanford, or anywhere please.
The National Nuclear Safety Administration needs to solve nuclear waste period;
and plan to use only new plants, that don't produce more radioactive waste.

We live down river from the toxic Hanford WA Nuclear Site along the Columbia
River. I hope our river can stay radioactive free, as much as possible. It’s very sad
that our delayed, over budget cleanup operation at Hanford WA Nuclear Site

| became a national park.

Gene & Jeannie Presler
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Research Unit Sustainability and Clima e Palicy
Konneritzstrulle 41

D-M229 Leiprig

The Legality of the Export of Radioactive Waste of AVR Jillich to the USA

Legal Opinion on behalf of ike Bund fiir Umwelt und Naturschutz
Germuny, State Association North Rhine-Westphalia e.V, (BUND NRW)

By

Prof. Dr. Felix Ekmrdt, LL.M., M.A., Leipzig and
Lawyer Raphael Weyland, Hambirg

Final version, 21 Sepiember 2014
(translated by Manuela Jiger)

Short summary

The present Jegal opinion dmws on to the recent planming by various auhorities on state snd
wuthona) level aiter which fugl element spheres of the pebble bed restor Arbeiisgemeinszhnit
Versuchsrenktar Jllsh - AVER Jokich (association experimenial réactor Jolich) shall be
shipped 1 the USA. The German public receives this planning criticlly, The sccusution st
exporting fucl element spheres abroad was agninst the law resonutes repeaiodly. Tharefore,
the task was fo examine to whal extent the statutory provisions of the Germen and European
Inw dre excliding the expart of fuel ¢lement spheres to the USA,

+  The AVR Jolich was n pebble bed reactor at which e nuclear Fuel i looated inside
individun) graphile conted spheres, The AVR Jilich initially fed eleairicity into (he
alectrielty grid In the year 1967, In the end af 1948 il wis denctivited due o earlier
incidents. At present, sbout 300,000 fuel element spheres within | 52 castor casks ae
pul ke interiny storwee o e premises of the Fomschungszentrum (research cantre)
Jm[mﬁwmmmdhmfnﬂymﬁdpuﬁ:hﬁw:
iranium [IJ-BSJ, mm-]'lmmlbl: uninium (U-238) and thorium (Th-232), as well &
the ging p ium (Pu-239), uranium (U-239) and otber fission
products. Amn:ﬂnlm the Stelemvent of Intent of | April 2014 signed by the Amerizan
Department of Energy (DOE), the German Federl Minjstry for Educstion and
Hescarch (BMBF) und the Ministry. for Innovetion, Science and Resenrch North
Ririge-Westphalia (MIWF NRW), the sitempt shall be made 1o export the fuel ¢lement
spheres for mefurbishment 25 soon as possible 10 the American centre for muclear
weapans Savarmel River Site (SRS) o South Carolina.

+ An ondinary transpert permit Is nof sufficient 1o suthorizs the plannel expant of filkl
element sphieres off AVR Jilich to the USA sccording (o § 4(1) of the Atomic Energy
Act (At0), This regulation relates solsly to the transport process of nuclesr fuels. For
the question whether the export of fuel element spheses of AVR Jofich 1o (he USA
would be legal or not the disposal regime of the Alomic Energy Acl s much more
relevant Any approval in secondance with the Nuclesr Waste Shipment Qrdinance
would however likewise be unlawful, because the shipment violates the Atomic
Energy Act provisions.

» The export of the fuel element spheres of AVR J0lich fur reprocessing i the centre for
nuclenr weapans SRS in the LUSA vhhhiﬂlll]&mhwuiefﬂu&mnw
Act. However; such a dispoasi of the ive waste does principally not
a harin-free wilization within mmnﬂmurmamk&wm regardless
wlo:ﬂwrnrmh\mﬂlkl\wnmw Inmnwlntlnllmfl'nmu

furbish of mdicactive wasie of ized and boiling water
Mmrn.mlhemahnmmnlmﬁkbkhmafwﬁurmnfwbﬁlew
reactors It ks especially problemattc that the nuclear fugl i morged with graphite and
\rere i no practicable technique so fir for (he removal of the graphile, Likewise, the
Statement of Intent of | Aprl 2014 does not assume the feanibility of refiidbishment.
Moreaver, seconding to the findings of the German Government the refurbishment of
dzrwlukmmlphuuuflﬂmﬁshwuldubuIudmldd'lhnlluwhwvdmm
and 1o the additionnl of lum. In due
consideration of the legistative in g nl'tlle i of the
Alomic Energy Act in 2002 il can overall pot be sssumed that » refurbishiment of ihe
fhie] element sphers of AVR, Jlich constitritas & harm-free utilization.

i

Aboul the authors

Pral. Dr. Felix Ekardt, LLM,‘ MA hﬂdt lh: Itmﬂ Unit Sustainabifity and Climale
Polfsy in Leipaig end Bedin (www. stice-climate.eu), that s dedicated (o the
hasie research and pn!ln)'adwu 1o puibslic and nnnwﬁt entithes in the feld of himan sclence
sustuinnbility research about policy ingstumems, legal issues, conditions of social
transformation wnd justice issies. He is also I‘mrmr n(mc Law ad Philosophy af Law
it the Baltic Institute of Mari Law, Ei | Law and Infr Law of the:
Law Fagulty of the University of Hostock s well as Lang-Tesv Fellow &t the Research
Institute for Philossphy Hammover.

Lawyer Raphae| Weyland suthored with Prof. Dr. FﬂkMLLILMJ\‘MHIDunk
on the updnting of and s Linit

Sustainability and Climate Policy since his legal environmentil I'om-dswlhmaremn
After his legal clerkship al the Federal Environment Minisiry and ihe European Commission
b worked for two yesrs ds @ lawyer in 8 fimn speclalized in eovi | law i Humibuirg
and there inter alia represented clisents against new power plonts and river deepening, When
writing this opinion he supports the Hamburg Institute in various consulting projects for
energy pollcy and for public traspare.

Preface
T'hammmwmwwhdﬁuu\nnwﬂunlmmuluhmaﬂiptmol‘
the pebble bed resctor kior Jilich - AVR Jialich"

wmwmmlhh].nhhmﬁwmﬁmm govemment, i
compatible with the sintatory provisions of the German and European luw. Because of the
wvery lopicaliry the given analyses is Tocused thus on the evident problematic regulations as a
shont expert report.

The unalysis was done in Septesnber 2014 on behall of the Bund fiir Umwelt und Nutorsehutz
Germany (the Geoman Friends of the Earth member), stale sssociation North Rhine-
Westphalla (BUND NRW). It displavs the apinion of the sutlors umd pot necessarily fully that
of the BUND NRW.

The presenl expert opinion depicts the scientific fndings of the suthars. It relates specifically
to the observed case of the plamed export of mdionctive waste of AVR Jilich far
refurbishment 1o the centre for nuchear wespons Savannah River Site (SRS}, USA. Therefore
the made are not ily wpplicable jo other esses of exports of mdipactive
waste ahroad byollwpllnll-m'll'll\ejuﬂu'.&d nssessment of otlier cases might be similar,
Furthermore, Ifhpwlhlamulmnuhieh is-concemed with & conorete case ussesses (he
fegal nvineing or not) differently from the suthors.

LeipzigHambuirg, September 2014
Felix Ekardt avd Raphael Weylind

* Funthermore, the shipment of the fuel element spheres of AVR Jilich for
furbish is also ding 16 § Bail) 5 1 of the Alomic Encrgy Aet
explisilly imadmissible, because AVR Jblich was & plant for ihe commercidl
wenerstion of electrivity and oot  research vesctor Within the meaning of the Atomic
Energy Act. In sccordance ‘with the Alomic Energy Act the term research reacior
applics enly 1o thuse plants thet ere used for reseanch relited (0 neatron radistion, for
example for isotope research for medical purposes, for hiological measires s well as
for the genertion of tracers. AVR Jilich did not serve such a purpose. [l was ordered
instead as nuclear power mactor by u consortium of (5 municipel power supply
companies. During s operating time the AVR Jiilich delivered ia toml |51 tera watt-
hours electricity. A comespondent encrgy supply contrmct is given, According to media
reports fron the mid- 1970 this generated u revenue of ibout 3 million DM, Also the
Germwy Govermment and the Federal Office for Radiation Protection (BIS) proceed in
official documents on the assumption that AVR Jilich was a nuclear power rescior

and rot 8 reseurch resctor. Apart from that, ing the legnl diffe it is
irrelevant that the full mme of AVR Jolich containg the femm “Versuchareakioe™,
meaning experimental reactor.

*  In nddition, the dispazul of the fuel element spheres of AVR Jolich can also pal be
congidered s sufe, controfled dispossl within the meaning of § 9 1) Sentence 1 of the
Muksnnwm&nhmudh:pnmmdwmkhwwﬂm

it 18 in principl g o the disposul regime of
hAminMMLmwpufmupmﬂnﬂmhﬁmmmhﬂuusn
exists 4 repository for the permanent dispossl of the muclear waste in question,

« This prohibition of permanent disposal sbroad is also confirmed by § 1(1) Senience |
of the Selection nfsm Act (MU). whiteh says that for the permanent disposal of
all waste prod i B reposilony must be sought {exclusively) on German
terTitory, l'.‘wplmlmry by means of § 1(1) Sentence 2 of the Selection of Sites Act
it i Further clarified that any fiire export of mdisaciive waste for the purpase of
permanent disposal abroad is insdmissible due to intemetional reatics,

* The export of the fuel element spheres of AVR Jillich 1o the centre for nuckear
weapons SRS in the USA nlso dicts the provisions of B law, Accordi
1o Art. 4(2) of the Directive 2011 TWEURATOM the shipment of the fuel slement
sphieres of AVR Jifich 1o the LUSA for refurbishmen fils o abadicate Germany's
rezponsibility for permanent disposal, According to Am. (4} Semence | Hall-
Sentence | of the Direclive 2001 TOEURATOM s permmnent dispossl has fo lake

In pringipal domestically. This provision sgplies for the radlosstive witte of
AVER Jukich. A privileging of AVR Jilich a5 rescarch reactor does slso not come into
‘consideratiaon mﬁnnwu:mummruu Europenn Atomic Energy ¢
Algo, the i disposal abrond ms in Ant d(4) Semience |
HalfSertence 2 of the Directive 201 | F/ELURATOM is oul of question, hecaise the
ditions af Art 4(4) 5 2 of the Directive 201 1/TOEURATOM are not met
by the envisaged of the rud) waste in the USA.

*  This vesult s ovemll supported by the | haw principles of the
LUnion law that sre basically spplicshle 1o mmurnﬂm . Especinlly the
principle of origin and the polluter pays principle of An 191(2) Subsection |
Sentence 2 of the Treaty on the Funetioning of the Eurdpean Union argue in particulur
against s refurbishment of the Tuel element spheres ahmad wod principally in f@vour of

w
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According to Ar. 4(4) 5 1 Hali-S | of the Directive 201 |/TEURATOM, In
prineipal @ permament dispozal hax 6o take place domestically, This provision applies to the
redioactive waste ol AVR lnllut becimse n privileging ur A\l"ll JI.LIh.h wu resenrcly renctor
duss mal same inio il Alsa, the d disposal
abroad s in A A4(4) & | HalF-5 2 of the Direetive 201 1/70/EURATOM is out
of guestion, because fhe preconditions u! M #(4) Sentepee 2 of the Directive
zoumm.«mummmmhruu 2 of the radionctive waste In the
USA. This result is overall s d by the | lew principles of the Europ
Union law that are basically applicable 1o the sphere of nuclear energy, Efpecinlly the
principle of origin and the poliuter puys principle of Ad 191(2) Subsection | Sentence 2 of
the Treaty on the Funciloning of the Europesn Llnlunlt;ue in Mﬂdﬁml
refurbishment of the Tuel element spheres abroad nnd principally i Tavour of & &
permanent divposal of the adioactive wasle, Mﬂmmmbwml_y
derogate from thase priniples for the expor of the midlooctive wiste shrosd,

0. Result

Thie-expart of the fuel element spheres ol AVR Jilich 1o e centre for nuclesr weapans SRS
in the USA violates the provisions of e German low, A transport permit pursiant § 4(1) of
the Atomie Encrizy Act is not sufficient for the export of the mdioactive waste of AVR Jifich
abroad. Any suthorization sccording to the Nuclear Weste Shipment Ordinance would be
ilegal because the shipment vialates provisions of the Attmile Ensrgy Act. Regardless of the
question whether or not AVR Jolich is & resesrch resctor, § 9a(1) Sentence 1 of the Atomic
Energy. Act prohibits ibe export because i harm-free utiltzation of the el elemeni spheves
cunngt be ensured, Furthermore, the ulilization of the fugl element spheres by the planed
refurbishment in the centre for ouclesr weapons SES in the USA also unequivecslly
MIMW;M[}SM’J arlhehmthmg-A:t,hmﬂ\l&\mekh
was & plant for the ion of el nned not & research resctor. The
indirectly envisaged permunent dhpwul of the rldiwﬁw waste of AVIL Jilich abrond is
acearding o the disposal regime of § 9a(1) Sentence |, § 9a(3) of the Atomic Encrgy Att in

| probibited. This exclusion is i by the provision in § 1)
SuMe]uNllSeh:doldEluAuL

The expon of the fuel element spheres of AVR J0lich to the centre for nuclear weapons SRS

in the USA also dicts the provisions of the European law, According o An. 4(2) af the
Directive 201 | TWEURATOM the shipment of the fuel cloment spheres of AVR Jatich 10 the
USA for refurbishment fails 1o abdicus s ibility for digpasal,

Acconting to Art. 4(4) Scrtence | Hall-Semence | of |h= Directive 20117WELRATOM »
permunet disposal hew to ke place domestically in principal, This provision applies far
radioactive waste of AVR Jifich because # priviloging of AVR Julich a5 a nsearch reactor
does not come inta i Also, the disposal
#broad w5 in Art 4(4) Semence | Hmsmm:ammmmznnlmmuumunm
nquﬂton‘hulnzunnmldlthnsnfanﬂnjsmmznfﬂuww
MIIJTWElmAToMmmlnubyum s of the mmdi wiste in the
USA. Thiis result is averall supported by the envi I law principles of the Europ

Union few ihal are tasically spplicable to the sphere of nuclear energy. Especinlly fhe
principle of origin and the pollier pays principhe of Art 191(2) Substction | Sentence 2 of
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Bechisnnwilio Qeniher
Pesbih

The designation of i reactor 1o be an expar | reactor (V

might primy facie creale (e impresion (hel the reactor s sumetbing to do
wilhmwuhpurpm Bt this irupression iv deceptive'”. Rosearch reactors
e not designed fo generate eloctricily. They lve ur explomtbory fooes, Usual-
Iy they deal with the investigation of physiml and meteria! properties and the
production of mdionuclides in the Geld of malies! scienee unid ather fiskds off
lechulgue, Research reactors do mlunlhndlwmll energy bt fhe neiimn
ranlintion, They elso sorve educationl purposes'’,

The German phass-oul legislator Ihllmrnﬁ he sume lnuk when anly prohibit-

ing the 1 ng of reaciors ity by Sec 7 (1)
Semtence 2 AIG. The official reavoning for the fogislation follows the same
specifications when mesearch renclors on constitutional grounds

exempiing
{with respect w ncademic freedom; Ant S (3) of the Basic Law) from the prohi-
bltian of eretling new resctnos

"LinafTected temain reserach renctary the significance of which e.g. in
the ficld of basic resmiroch, materials rescarch, isotopic rescarch, biolog-
lcal mensitres (inter-alin cancer terspy) and the production of tracer i
widely acknowledpod. Because of their finehion snd becatse of their
infeyention it European md billeral, (nlemefiomsl hill!ln,l scicntific

these retelor n withy respect 1o pow.
emﬂwdnmmnﬂmmﬂn{mmmﬂwl
1 |esser nsk potentinl beeaise of their lower degee of powes." '

Expermenial reactors pursue completely. different poald, Th:a\mnﬂlhn
Tharum High- Tempemture Rescios [THTR) at Hamm Onwop’® were

" Gatt Wfirmiafl, L (i 13
" J#EA, Memarch Rissciven Yurpenes and Funer, Novembe 2010, p2. “Rexsersh o

eimen Sopderfall gagenilher Lalvimngs.
reakioneg dar. kmmuwmmmumummm
lich isdrigeresi Liistang cin geringsres Rislkopolesiial ™

"mm“mu ot ¥ reyearel eacinr, wes Wollied, Les (- L) . 6 £ e

der
hdhl.m\mzmau wwmbﬁmwhmmw&mmmh

Rechts tend ermsit
wAuﬂngh Ministerizmy i Klimsachnsz, Umwsll, Landwitacbafi, Natur and Verbmi-
Landes Mordrbeio- Wioafalon, 4 of Felmusry 2014,

B i

Mruhiinnwilis QUaLke
et

aYw

by tising thermal hest are meant to penerale clectricity to be fod to the grd =
AVR has produced o considershie amount of electneity over 20 yearn und hes
fiad ithis electricity |o the grid. The AVR was o prototyps for & nety resctor line
anid clenely was bulii and operated in n commercial confexl. The facl that e
tezhnological zoncept of the AVIL and the [niention to develop a new line of
pawes reactors retrospectively did not twrn out 10 become 8 commercisl success
does not make (be AVR o research roscinr. Since the AVR (sod the THTR
ven more] oo doubl does not festure the charecteristion of & research resetar i1
has to be deemed to be b power resctor’’, This qualification comypilies with the
approach of the BIS and the TAEA which both did not put the AVR aud ihe
THTR on their thi of resesrch renctors but on their list of power reactors.

o) Intermedinic Resul)

The analysis shove clearly shows thnt. the disposal of spent fuel form the AVE.
1o the U.S.00F Savannab River Situ for the purpose of reprccsing does ot
comply with binding Gepman Jow™ The disposal comtmdices Sec Ua (1) See
tence 2 At which prohibits the disposal of spent puelear fuel deriving from
power renctor (o d reprocessing plant after 0. July 2005, This mssessment
withols ary dowbt sven maore applies (o the 303 casks derlving froo the THTR
;:"hnm ntrop™ which possibly might alsa be covered by the Staement of
i

2. Vialxtion of See. 9& {2} Sentence 1 and 3 ALG and of Sec. 1 (1)
StandAG

The Sturemant of fntent from Apnil 2014 clesrly assumes o fnal dispasition of
the shipped spent nuclear fite] at Savannah River Site afier & possible ropro-
cesving procedure. The finel disposition of nicieon’ wasic deriving from  Os-
mmimunhnh!mmbdnpwlﬁlﬂmkﬂw

u) Vialition of Sec. 9a (2) Sentenze | und 3 MG

The option {0 dispose of nueleur peicior spent el from a noclear power plan
hy-upmlwnﬂmmmsplnummmwwmw
legislation in 2002 with no further tmasports after the (* of July 2008, The
anly remaining legal way lo depose of spent nuclenr reastor fuel i providid
hj!ﬂh[:)iﬁlﬂﬂlnd!ﬁﬂ"ﬂ:}ﬂﬂlhﬂmﬂhmtmmlm

= AEA, R Reudtars: Purpuscs el Fitirs, Novesiber 2010, pl.
"s.n mm,umlnuwuchm.p i3
mﬂw&kl& 14
's:nmuu Le, (i |} mpﬂkf’l’ﬂl’;lﬂl‘ﬁll}.
c:hdanhﬁuhn.}l.m

l et Ermat s
-h.ntm,pmu Ra 3013,

o — T 1Y B et

Keshiomnwiite Odmibir
s

-6

operniing on the basis of & pew High- Tempernmure Gos Rescior tochinalogy
(NTGR), Hoth resctors are considered (o be “prointype rencton® for mew
mumm" The AVR served s kind of blvo-prnt for fittwe HTGR-

s, In carly pub this purpose of the AVR has precisaly bees
tescribed es follows:

* “Brown Bover/frupgp Reatorban Lid, s developimg a line of high-
tempomture helium-conled pebble-bed reactors, with complelely iate-
pruted primery system, The feraibility of the concept has been demon-
strutead by tie AVR exporiments] reacton, wihich liks been supplving elec-
tricity o the gnd sioce December 1967, The nicx! stage in tie develop-
m‘:.irnxagﬂMWemth&hnmmnaﬁpm
-]

* “The AVR iga |5-MWe HTR sicam wdwum slnﬂ meu.
West Germany, The AVR began ge in Iy
1867, I\'l ﬂln'pul'all W dimanstonte the rmmuq nfan TR "Ilhan!Ig
firel and high op The utility
froup in Arbeitpemeirischiafl Versuchs-Reakior (AVR) Gmbl u!‘Dﬂ-uI
drf. The construcior was Brown-Bover-Krupp Reaktathau Crohil™

These quolations clearty show that the gupose of the AVR wis 1o demonsirale

the feasibility of & fifure HTR- wimpﬁblemdm-ﬁhlﬁ

i i, The o wilrly' b Versuchs-
Reaktor GmbH), ofu and the
Immmﬂmkmﬂnﬂﬂmmmmufmﬂﬂn
cariosily bul were d by | inlerests, E

lways mmmmmwimrammmm tndm:lupw&-
types for new reactor lines. This cleurly indicates thut spent fuely from such &
reactor is not deriving from @ seimitific background bul out of & commerctal
conlext | he sense of Bec. 99 (1) Senlence 2 AIG,

Tho decisive division line between power reactors and rescarch renctors runs
nlong functionsl criterin. As already wie pointed oul research resciors da wol
ilse the thermal encrgy bit the neuiron mdiition. These resctors are Jinked o
bwgic research, malerials research md medical ressarch while power reciom

" Shwpshiratiden mmmwumwmmm
g Temperature Gies Heactom, Paper presonged ot i Conleroncs; Amenicas Neslcar Enorgy
MIM‘BMLMHRMIWIW rE

¥ OrtoueSchdming, Deaign, Festares, end Staties o the THTT, 300 MWe Proo-

MMA%M&“M&&MM e presco=d o) fhe
IAES Specialins Meoting on Saftty and Accident Anstyses for Gas-Cooled Nosiire, Ok
= Temreses May 13- 13, 1785, 3.

— g

Beehmpanwd ] O0are
e,

dbligntion Io dispose of high ective waste i & final weste Hspoeil site or an
mierim sorage Ecility before final dispossl. A erss border shiprent of spent
nuelenr fuel Mmmwmmmmlamwmdﬁllw
wipulated in See % (2) Sentence | anid 3 AtG and thermfre would be illegal™.
Thamhmlmmnfmdmwmmwmwwmkm
MMW:&Mdm&IﬁnﬂmhfnﬂuﬂnMﬂ:mW
et and 1o operate & finnl wste disposal sie ™

b Violation of See. | (1) StandAG
In July 2013 & hwmm.unmmmﬁrwnmm(sm

wenl fnto force, The PHDCE.
e StandAG tl lnSw'ltl)" 1 SumdAG us fullaws:

Goul of the selection procsss i 1o find in the Federal Republic ol
Germany # site for n final stomge Tor nuclear waste subject 1o Sec Y8
(3) Sentenoe | AVO caused by netfvities in inland, especially of High ne-
tive wastey in o scientific based and tmnsparent proceduro which guar-
nitees bl possible salety for i period of ane million years ™

mmw.mmumlmmmmmwmw
waste genernted o Gemman auclewr instull b i
mnﬁwlmpmlwm\ﬂﬂﬂnﬂmdﬂmm Bt (ha Stand-
AG dill pot only offirm this besic decision but alse closed # polentisl loophole
thot might arise from European faw under Ast 4 No 4 Council Directive
WINAWEURATOM of 19 July 201) (establishing a Cc i

for the responsible and safe managsment of spent Tucl and eadibactive weste)”!,
Art 4 No 4 Council Directive 200 1/70EURATOM allows (he omss bordor
shipment of nuclear whsie i this shipment iv Justified by en istemntionnl
ugreement, This possibility to cireutavent the provisions nf See 92 (2) Sen-
tence | AIG and of Sec | (1) Sealence | SiandAG hus heen explicily exclivled

' Piast tho iamponition of wpent nuelesr il 1o o third pary coustry undar German law w 11
wimiessble charly shows Hored, Dis digaliver AbMille sui I
Alsbend, ol 2014, p.53; wed shea Wollenied, Le. (. L), p. B ElardtWinloed Lo (fir 14),
;!’ﬂ.dﬂmht&m.‘ml&{hl 3L

Dbl e '
e [hlle ot i s Ausland, im ‘mnmmi
ummmmmmu.s.m

[rs— \
s Abiille mmrm},munu m
i T e

it dey f
Viectahren fis die i Inlend i b il amhm
mahmummlham’m:hmhuw
bl Devtschlend Mau dey dis bestmdgliche Sicherheit fir sinen Zeilreimy von s

Miltio Jahren
M OrL 199 of 19 Juby 2011, 5 40,
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by Sec | {1) Sentemce 2 StndAG. Under Sec 1 (1) Sentence I StandAG he
Fedieral Hepublic of Germuny may not,

“uceording m Cnllml IJrlu:llu ZﬁllﬂwBUMI'ﬁM nf 19 July 2011

blishi rk for the e snd gafe man-
wdmﬁd-ﬂmm(ﬂl L 199 of 19 July 2011,
p 48) negotiate 4 tresty which would meke possible the dispasal of nu-
clenr wiste including spent auelear fuel e the purpose of finad digpasal
outsida of Germmany.”

Sec | (1) Sentence 2 SmndAG |s meand (o effectively discolimge any funers
mmwﬁmmum:wﬁmmmo{mwwm
mieni by secking an fntemational soll

o) Intermedinte Result

The finul disposition of spent nuclear foel Bom the AVR st the U5.DOE Sa-
venmeh River Site dooy not comply with Sce. % (2) Sentence | and 3 MG and
with See. | (1) StindAG which bath allow & disposition of rdioactive waste
end spont nuclear fuc) only in & fodernl findl dispasal site or an intermedinte
storage Theilily in Germany, The lergeted project to dispose of spent muclear
fuc! from ihe AVR st the U.S.DOE Suvamak River Site therefore would be
el under Germin law,

3. Violation of Art 4 No 4 Council Directive 2011/ TOEURATOM
Ar 4 Na 4 Counei] Directive 201 1ITVEURATOM stipulaes, that

“irfmdinnctive waste shill bo disposed of in the Member Stte in which
uw-mmLm!mﬂlkwarwﬂmlﬂmllﬂ-
& sl ey Pl

wilh Article 1602) of Direstive zmﬂil'.'.‘amm hn entered Into
mmmmmmmmauﬂnmmmm
of a third country (6 use 2 disposal fcility in ong-of them.”

As already was pointed ool See 1 {1) Senwnce 2 StandAG cuts off the
possibility 1o lepsllee omss border shipment of suclear wasie (rough an
infermational agreement, Since no teaty with the US. ellows German
authorities to uss u foreign dispossl facility i the U5, the turpeted shipment
does ant comply with Art 4 No 4 Councll Directive 201 1/TWEURATOM.

An 2 (3) b) of the Directive Art 4 No 4 Council Directive 201 |TOEURATOM
{& ot agplicable for research reactors, However, (his exception may nol be
Involoid with vespect (o the AVR hecause fie AVR is not a resessch reactor s
alrendy hes been shiown.

BT 1 b g

Muanluamwilic Gonlher
Feaninat

5. Transport License 1o US.OE Snvannab River Sie Megal

The shipment ol spent nucler fiel from the AV 1o the U.S.DOE Savennah
River Sijo would finully pecd & tranwpont Ticense inder Sec. 4 AlG.

Sinee 1he disposition of the spent nuclesr fuel from the AVR (0 U.5.DOE Ss-
vannah River Sitz would be [llegal, prepandirant considernrions suggesi that
iis would also apply o the ssuing of a transport lisense under German law™

1v,
Final Canclusing

The licensing of & disposition of spent nuclear foel from (e AVR storcd Iy 4n
interim storage faaility ko JUlich (Gormany) (o the U8 DOE Savennih River
Site would severely vinlate several Germim and Europesn Liws und therefore
would chearly be illegal. This assessment withoat any doubi alvo applies 1o he
Bl uﬁdﬁﬁmiﬂlﬁem High-Temperatime Reaotar (THTR) af
Hamm Untrop,

Hamburg, 3rd of Decoirber 2014

* e Padientest, L2, (s 1), @ 10 1

e g 1178 R—-

L L LU
[T

~ -

Therefore the tengaied disposition of spent nudler fucl From Lhe AVR ui

USDOE Savannah River Site would alio violate Evropesn Law especially At

4 No 4 Couneil Diractive 2011 70/EURATOM. The violation therefore could

trigger trealy violution proceedings under Art 258 f of the Treaty on the Fung-

ﬁmﬂnscfhﬁ:ﬂwnlfalwm Citizens uf the EU eould place an in-
laint with the Commission of the E Uniow™.

A. Violution of See. 9(1) No. 4 AAY

‘The Garman 13 hip ol waste wid spent
uctenr fuc’ (ATAV) contain provisi ! ing the. aof
Countil Directive 2006/117/Euratom of 20 November 7006 au the pervisi

and contral of shipments of radlosctive wasts end spent fuel™ They also sup-
plement the provisiona of See, 3 AIG which deal with licenuing procedures
conceming tho import &nd export of nuclear fucl. I scope is limited by See. |
%M&Vmumm shipment of nuelesr waste wnd spent nuelear

8«:5(3] Ml‘b)mmmal.{warnﬂhmv:wmeewmdﬂrﬁd
shall be shipped from Germiny 0 4 third party country like the 1.8, Sce. &

AIAV contning Lisensing requineménts for & cross border disposition of mdlose-
five waste and spent niiclear fuel to @ (kird party country. Sea, 9 (1) No 4 AlAV
mmﬁmsﬁ.smunmvmmwm.ummmmb

“ihe shipment docs not violae provisions within the anea of spplication
of this reg ly Sec. 9n {1) S 2 AVG and Sec, 9 (2)
semienice | and 3 AT,

As aiready bas been poinicd oul the disposition of speal nuclesr fitel for repro-
erssing purposes violntes Sec. B (1) Sentence 2 AlG The shipment of spent
nuciear fuel with the intention of waste disposition coniradicts Soc. Ya (2) sen-
tence | and 3 ALG, Under Sec. & AtAY therofore  licease for the of
spent nuciear fitel may ot be fssusd™, The fdng of o license allowing the
shipment of spent guclesr from the AVR the U S.DOE Sovansmh River Sile
would clearly violate German low md therefore wounld be ilegal
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053-7

Savannah River Site Watch

February 4, 2016

Statement of Concern for the Record about the Highly Speculative and Misguided Plans to
Import Highly Radioactive German Commercial Spent Fuel to the Savannah River Site

[ Savannah River Site Watch (SRS Watch) is alarmed that unnecessary plans are continuing to

import spent fuel from Germany for processing and dumping at the Savannah River Site.
Importation of about 900,000 highly radioactive graphite balls from two long-closed
commercial, experimental nuclear power reactors - now stored in 455 casks in Germany - is an
action that must be terminated. The highly speculative import proposal would result in

|_negative environmental impacts to SRS and could damage U.S. non-proliferation policies.

European Union and German laws and regulations do not allow the export of nuclear
waste, except for proliferation-relevant waste from research reactors. Likewise,
reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by [aw in Germany for commercial fuel
elements. As both the AVR and THTR were not research reactors, the export of the spent
fuel is not permitted. Despite efforts in the last three years by DOE to redefine the
nature of the reactors, that effort will not stand up in court in the EU or in Germany.

No “need” has been established to bring the spent fuel to SRS for processing. While
DOE rhetorically claims in but a few sentences that there is a need for pursuing the
proposal no such need has been established.

DOE has rejected the option of “direct disposal” of the intact graphite balls but this is
the option that has long been the plan in Germany and this is the option that must now
be pursued. DOE can help with this option if Germany request such assistance.

Despite the claim in the draft document that the project is being pursued for nuclear
non-proliferation reasons, the DOE's National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA)
has established that there is no proliferation concern if the material remains in Germany.
Additionally, the NNSA has determined that the material is of “low attractiveness” to
terrorists. The biggest nuclear non-praliferation concern with this project remains the
new reprocessing and processing techniques being developed but DOE still refuses to
prepare a nuclear non-proliferation impact analysis on those new techniques.

Perhaps of most concern is that this import will add to the waste burden at SRS at a
time of shrinking clean-up budgets. The proposal is an unwelcome indication that SRS is
fronting for efforts by Savannah River Nuclear Solution and the Savannah River National
Lab to expand the business of nuclear waste import and processing as a substantial part
of the future of the site. We firmly reject that SRS will become an international nuclear
waste processing center under the guise of nuclear non-proliferation.

Tom Clements, Director, SRS Watch, Columbia, South Carolina, tel. 803-834-3084,
cell 803-240-7268, srswatch@gmail.com
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Ms. Tracy Williams: March 14, 2016

I want to provide comments on the German fuel shipment to SRS as
one who is fairly knowledgeable of SRS and nuclear fuel, and at least
somewhat familiar with the "Atoms for Peace" program and the later
resulting non-proliferation efforts. I have tried to address erroneous
criticisms I've heard regarding the activity.

The operation is not unique. The Site has always had missions
involving radioactive material because it has the expertise to
handle it safely. A frequent mission has been to receive spent fuel
from offsite, purify it to recover valuable products, and dispose of
the fission products. These spent fuels have included Naval and
experimental reactor fuel, as well as fully enriched fuel from
research reactors to reduce the threat of theft and weapons
proliferation. The mission is so common that the Site had a special
facility for the purpose, named the Receiving Basin for Offsite Fuel
(RBOF, pronounced rub-off on the Site). I understand RBOF is
gone now, but I have no doubt that SRS can receive, store, and
process the fuel safely.

As for the size of the shipment, I note that one ton of uranium
dioxide would fit in a cube one and one-half foot on a side--if it
were U-238, that is. The shipment will not be only uranium dioxide,
nor will it be packed that tightly--enriched uranium has criticality
concerns of course-- but it doesn't seem so very large.

Radioactive material can be dangerous, but when handled by
experts according to procedure, there is little danger. Note that
there have been over 30,000 shipments of spent fuel over American
highways, railways, and waterways in the past 50 years without one
incident.
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Sammeleinwendungen — Keine
Castor-Exporte in die USA

To: Ms. Tracy Williams, NEPA Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box B Aiken,
South Carolina 22802. e-Mail: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@|leidos.com

Comments on “Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and Disposition of Used
Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany” (DEA) dealing with
processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS. Final date for comments: 11.03.16

Dear Ms. Williams

we are deeply concerned about the US/German plans to reprocess and store about 200,000 kg of commercial German
pebble fuel elements from the nuclear power plants AVR Juelich (15 MWel) and THTR-300 (300 MWel) at SRS. The reasons
for our comments are:

® European Union and German laws do not allow the export of nuclear waste, except for proliferation relevant waste
from neutron generating research reactors. The reasonable general rule is that the waste has to remain in the country
of its origin. AVR and THTR are obviously no research reactors and are not listed as research reactors by the
International Atomic Energy Agency, but as nuclear power plants. There are several legal expertizes, which underline
this position. For that German environmental organisations as BUND (friends of the earth) and Greenpeace have
announced legal actions in case of a transport of the' German fuel to SRS. -

® Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by law in Germany for commercial fuel elements. Both, AVR and THTR were
both owned and operated by commercial utilities (and THTR still is) and produced electricity (4.4 bn kWh) to the grid.
For both German NPPs sister plants existed in the US: Peach Bottom HTGR for AVR and Fort St. Vrain HTGR for THTR,
and these US plants are considered as commercial in the US. The very poor performance of these German pebble bed
NPP may not be taken as argument for non existing commercial intentions: They were commercial NPPs,

® There is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR waste, as several expertizes (e.g. from the NNSA 2013) indicate. In
average the spent AVR waste does not contain HEU. A conditioning and final storage in Germany is possibie.

®  The fuel elements were mainly (96 %) fabricated in Germany at Nukem, US origin is only the HEU content (830 kg).

s As anindependent official experts group outlined 2014, there were several severe accidents in AVR reactor (which were
hushed up for decades). The fuel elements are thus in a very bad shape. Their reprocessing will probably produce huge
amounts of secondary waste, which will hinder the intended cleaning of the SRS site. About 4 % of the THTR fuel
elements are broken with probably similar consequences. Russia has already similar offers.

The German government has officially announced here in the past years that there are no plans to export the waste from
THTR to the US, but only for the AVR and that they wonder about an “Draft Environmental Assessment” (DEA) by DOE for
THTR waste. Having in mind that it seems that the German side has officially supported the DEA for THTR waste too, we
guess that the German export plans for the AVR waste are only the first step of an ecologically highly problematic export of
all German nuclear waste to other countries.

TRANSLATION / Ubersetzung:

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams,

wir sind zutiefst besorgt liber die amerikanisch-deutschen Pldne zur Lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von etwa 200 000 kg

kommerziell genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR Jiilich (15 MW el) und THTR-300

(300 MW el) in Savannah River Site. Die Griinde fiir unsere Bedenken:

® Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Europédischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven Abfallen nicht, mit
Ausnahme von proliferationsgefahrliche Abféllen aus Neutronen erzeugenden Forschungsreaktoren. AVR und THTR sind
aber offenkundig keine Forschungsreaktoren und sind auch nicht als solche gelistet bei der IAEA, sondern es sind
kommerzielle Atomkraftwerke.

* Die Aufarbeitung von Brennelementen aus kommerziellen Reaktoren ist nach deutschem Recht verboten.
Sowohl der AVR als auch der THTR wurden betrieben und waren im Besitz (der THTR auch jetzt noch)von
kommerziellen Betreibern; sie produzierten Strom fiir das 6ffentliche Netz (4,4Mrd. kWh). Flir beide
deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fiir den AVR und Fort St.
Vrain HTGR fiir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet. Die miserable
Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzielle
Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren! Bsup78



p&_osEs besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Miill, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. auch von NNSA,
2013) darlegen. im Allgemelnen enthalt der AVR-Miill kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland
waren somit moglich.

® Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschiand von der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich der HEU-Anteil
(830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

*  Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die iber Jahrzehnte
verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schiechten Zustand. thre
Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekundaren Miills erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Siuberung der
SRS behindern diirften. Ungefdhr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich 3hnlichen
Konsequenzen.

* Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Pldne fiir den Export der
THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gibe, sondern nur fiir die des AVR. Ausgehend von der Annahme, dass die deutsche
Seite nun doch die Umweltvartraglichkeitsprifung des amerikanischen DOE fiir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell
unterstitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpldne fiir den AVR-MUll nur der erste Schritt eines Skologisch
hchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommiills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende
Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/§28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%2Z0PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these comments against the DEA concerning the processing of German pebble bed
NPP fuel elements at SRS

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
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Eine Aktion des BUndnisses gegen Castar-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de P
www . westcastor.de i

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstrale 88, 40225 Disseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,
V.i.5.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296 Claudi itin bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: _ .
Abgesehen von der Ubersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt.
Stand 18.02.2016
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o PE0%ustent kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Miill, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. auch von NNSA,
2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthdlt der AVR-Miill kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland
wadren somit moglich.

® Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich der HEU-Anteil
(830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

®  Wie eine unabhdngige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfille im AVR, die iiber Jahrzehnte
verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten Zustand. thre
Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groe Mengen sekundiren Miills erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Siuberung der
SRS behindern diirften. Ungefihr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich dhnlichen
Konsequenzen.

® Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklirt, dass es keine Pliine fiir den Export der
THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gdbe, sondern nur fiir die des AVR. Ausgehend von der Annahme, dass die deutsche
Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen DOE fiir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell
unterstiitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpldne fiir den AVR-Miill nur der erste Schritt eines ékologisch
héchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommiills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende
Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertriglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20D0OE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these comments against the DEA concerning the processing of German pebble bed
NPP fuel elements at SRS

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, prename city signature
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Eine Aktion des Biindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de
www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstralle 88, 40225 Disseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,
V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296 Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz:
Abgesehen von der Ubersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt.
Stand 18.02.2016
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deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteraniagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fiir den AVR und
Fort St. Vrain HTGR fiir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet.
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen
deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

» Es bestent kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fur den AVR-Mill, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-MUll kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wéren somit méglich.

> Die Brennelemente wurden haupts&achlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich
der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

» Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfélle im AVR, die Uber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich grofze Mengen sekundéaren Mulls erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sduberung der SRS behindern diirften. Ungeféhr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich &hnlichen Konsequenzen.

Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Plane fiir den
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA géabe, sondern nur fur die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitsprifung des amerikanischen DOE
fur die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstiitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fir den
AVR-Mll nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch héchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommills in andere La&nder darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertriglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these comments against the DEA concerning the processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, Prename Gity Bighari
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Eine Aktion des Bilindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstrale 88, 40225 Disseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296
Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Ubersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine
Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt. Stand 18.02.2016
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deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fir den AVR und
Fort St. Vrain HTGR fir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet.
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen
deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

» Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Mull, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Mull kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit méglich.

» Die Brennelemente wurden hauptséachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich
der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

» Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfélle im AVR, die tiber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekundaren Mulls erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte SAuberung der SRS behindern dirften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ahnlichen Konsequenzen.
Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Pléne fiir den
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gébe, sondern nur flr die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertréglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen DOE
fur die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpléne fir den
AVR-Mill nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch hochst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommiills in andere La&nder darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertriglichkeitsstudie:
http://lenergy.govisites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these comments against the DEA concerning the processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, Prename City Sigrature
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Eine Aktion des Biindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de

www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstralie 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,
V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296

Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Ubersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine

Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt.

Stand 18.02.2016
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deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fiir den AVR und
Fort St. Vrain HTGR fiir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet.
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen
deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

» Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fur den AVR-Mll, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-MUll Kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wéaren somit méglich.

» Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich
der HEU-Anteil (830 ky) stamml aus den USA.

» Wie eine unabhéngige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfélle im AVR, die lber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich gro2e Mengen sekundéren Mills erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sduberung der SRS behindern dirften. Ungeféhr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich dhnlichen Konsequenzen.

Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Pléne fiir den
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fir die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen DOE
fir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstiitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fir den
AVR-MUll nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch hdchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommiills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russiand.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these comments against the DEA concerning the processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, Prename City Signature
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Eine Aktion des Bilindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstralde 88, 40225 Disseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296
Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Ubersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine
Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht stati. Stand 18.02.2016
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deutschen Anlagen existierlen Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Botiom HTGR flr den AVR und
Fort St. Vrain HTGR fiir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet.
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen
deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

» Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Mll, wie verschiedene Gutachien (z.B.
auch van NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Mull kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wiren somit maglich.

> Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschiand von der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich
der HEU-Anteil (830 ka) stammi aus den USA.

» Wie eine unabhéngige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfille im AVR, die liber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekundaren Malls erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dlrften. Ungefdhr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich dhnlichen Konseguenzen.

Die ceutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklért, dass es keine Plane fir den
Export der THTR-Breanelemente in die USA gébe, sondern nur fir die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertréglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen DOE
fur die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstiitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exporiplane fir den
AVR-Mull nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch héchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommiills in andere Lander darstelll. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebate durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertridglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.qovisites/prodifiles/2016/01/f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977_FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these comments against the DEA concerning the processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, Prename City Signature
L kARYGE, v U739 mpcurEuAddach N W
2l ondnberp  Sey @ G e 0 g S p e 1\.‘51-5—%,__
S [Vaslews , Bk O JeAe3  Mndiuglackmdy f- /
: e u ~Fedkons Hikacle [4gppt L‘(Jmhu:\g&oﬂé adn A fpl o
5.
r
8.
.
10. _[

Eine Aktion des Blindnisses gegen Castaor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstralte 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296
Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Ubersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine
Weitergabe der Daten an Dritle nicht statt. Stand 18.02 2016
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deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fiir den AVR und
Fort St. Vrain HTGR fir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet.
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen

deren kommerzielle Intentionen disnen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Milll, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthélt der AVR-M0Il kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung

und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren

somit méglich.

Die Brennelemente wurden hauptséchlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich
der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.
Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfélie im AVR, die dber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelementa sind daher in einem sehr schlechten

Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groie Mengen sekundéren Miills erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sduberung der SRS behindem durften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind

zerbrochen, mit vermutlich &hnlichen Konsequenzen.

Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Pléne fiir den
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gibe, sondern nur fiir die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertréglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen DOE
flr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstutzl, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpigne fiir den
AVR-Miill nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch hdchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Alommillls in andere | Ander darstellt. Es gibt bereits antsprechande Angebole durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these comments against the DEA concerning the processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel eiements at SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, Prename City Signature
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Eine Aktion des Blindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
www.westcastor.de

bundesweiten Anti-Atom-[nitiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstralle 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296
Claudia.Baitinger

bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesenen von der Ubersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine
Weitergabe der Daten an Dritle nicht statt.

Stand 18.02.2016

Bsup85



PC-055

deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteraniagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fiir den AVR und
Fort St. Vrain HTGR fir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet.
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen
deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

» Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Miill, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Mull kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit méglich.

Die Brennelemente wurden haupiséchlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergesielit, lediglich

der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

» Wie eine unabhéngige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die liber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zusland, Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groe Mengen sekundéren Mdlls erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sduberung der SRS behindern dirften. Ungeféhr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrachen, mit vermutlich &hnlichen Konsequenzen.

Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Pléne fiir den
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gébe, sondern nur fir die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertréiglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen DOE
fr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpléne fir den
AVR-MUull nur der erste Schritt eines tkologisch hichst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommiills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

Y

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.govisites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC. pdf

With my signatur, | support these comments against the DEA concerning the processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
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Eine Aktion des Biindnisses gegen Castor-Exporie (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de =~ www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstralle 88, 40225 Diisseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,
V.i.8.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296

Claudiz.Baitinger@bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Ubersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet sine
Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt. Stand 18.02.2016
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Sammeleinwendungen —Keine | |+ | -
Castor-Exporte in die USA R Lot
To: Ms. Tracy Williams, NEPA Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box B I'i_r %‘ “w

Aiken, South Carolina 29802, e-Mail: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

Comments on " Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and Disposition of Used Nuclear Fuel
Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany" (DEA) dealing with
processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS

Dear Ms. Williams

we are deeply concerned about the US/German plans to reprocess and store about 200,000 kg of commercial
German pebble fuel elements from the nuclear power plants AVR Juelich (15 MWel) and THTR-300 (300 MWel) at
SRS. Our reasons are:

European Union and German laws do not allow the export of nuclear waste, except for proliferation relevant
waste from neutron generating research reactors. The reasonable general rule is that the waste has to remain
in the country of its origin. AVR and THTR are obviously no research reactors and are not listed as research
reactors by the Inlernational Atomic Energy Agency, but as nuclear power plants. There are several legal
expertizes, which underline this position. For that German environmental organisations as BUND (friends of
the earth) and Greenpeace have announced legal actions in case of a transport of the German fuel to SRS.

Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by law in Germany for commercial fuel elements. Both, AVR and
THTR were both owned and operated by commercial utilities (and THTR still is) and produced electricity (4.4
bn kWh) to the grid. For both German NPPs sister plants existed in the US: Peach Bottom HTGR for AVR and
Fort St. Vrain HTGR for THTR, and these US plants are considered as commercial in the US. The very poor
performance of these German pebble bed NPP may not be taken as argument for non existing commercial
intentions: They were commercial NPPs.

There is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR waste, as several expertizes (e.g. from the NNSA 2013)
indicate. In average the spent AVR waste does not contain HEU. A conditioning and final storage in Germany
is possible.

The fuel elements were mainly (96 %) fabricated in Germany at Nukem, US origin is only the HEU content
(830 kg).

As an independent official experts group outlined 2014, there were several severe accidents in AVR reactor
(which were hushed up for decades). The fuel elements are thus in a very bad shape. Their reprocessing will
probably produce huge amounts of secondary waste, which will hinder the intended cleaning of the SRS site.
About 4 % of the THTR fuel elements are broken with probably similar consequences.

The German government has officially announced here in the past years that there are no plans to export the waste
from THTR to the US, but only for the AVR and that they wonder about an "Draft Environmental Assessment” (DEA)
by DOE for THTR waste. Having in mind that it seems that the German side has officially supported the DEA for THTR
waste too, we guess that the German export plans for the AVR waste are only the first step of an ecologically highly
problematic export of all German nuclear waste to other countries.

TRANSLATION/ Ubersetzung:

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams

wir sind zutiefst besorgt tiber die amerikanisch-deutschen Pléne zur Lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von
etwa 200 000 kg kommerziell genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR
Julich (15 MW el) und THTR-300 (300 MW el) in Savannah River Site. Die Griunde fur unsere Bedenken:

Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Européischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven
Abfallen nicht, mit Ausnahme von proliferationsgefahrliche Abfallen aus Neutronen erzeugenden
Forschungsreaktoren. AVR und THTR sind aber offenkundig keine Forschungsreaktoren und sind
auch nicht als solche gelistet bei der IAEA, sondern es sind kommerzielle Atomkraftwerke.

Die Aufarbeitung von Brennelementen aus kommerziellen Reaktoren ist nach deutschem Recht
verboten. Sowohl der AVR als auch der THTR wurden betrieben und waren im Besitz (der THTR
auch jetzt noch)von kommerziellen Betreibern; sie-produzierten Strom fir das o6ffentliche Netz
(4,4Mrd. kWh). Fir beide deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH
Bottom HTGR fur den AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in
den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-
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Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren
kommerzielle Reaktoren!

Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fur den AVR-MUll, wie verschiedene Gutachten
(z.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthélt der AVR-Mull kein HEU. Eine
Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit moglich.

Die Brennelemente wurden hauptséchlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

Wie eine unabhéangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfélle im AVR, die
uber Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr
schlechten Zustand. |hre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekundéaren Mulls
erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Sduberung der SRS behindern dirften. Ungeféhr 4% der THTR-
Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich &hnlichen Konsequenzen,

Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Pléne
fur den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fir die des AVR. Ausgehend
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitsprifung des
amerikanischen DOE fir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstitzt, vermuten wir dass die
deutschen Exportpléne fur den AVR-MUll nur der erste Schritt eines dkologisch héchst
problematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommilills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits
entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/ Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.gov/ sites/ prod/ files/ 2016/ 01/ 28/ Draft 7:20DOE/a20EAY%:201977 FORY:20PUBLIC. pdf

With my signatur, | support these Comments on DEA dealing with processing
of German pebble bed NPPfuel elements at SRS—final 11.03.16

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, prename city signature
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Bne Aktion des Blindnisses gegen Castor-Bxporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
MerowingerstralRe 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,

V.i.Sd.P.: Buegece, ¢/o Qaudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296 Caudia.Baitinger@bund.net Sand 06.02.16
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Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren
kommerzielle Reaktoren! _

» Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko firr den AVR-Miill, wie verschiedene Gutachten
(z.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Mill kein HEU. Eine
Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit méglich.

» Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt,

lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfille im AVR, die

uber Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr

schlechten Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekundaren Miills
erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dirften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-

Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich dhnlichen Konsequenzen.

» Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Plane
far den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gébe, sondern nur fir die des AVR. Ausgehend
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitspriifung des
amerikanischen DOE fir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstiitzt, vermuten wir dass die
deutschen Exportpléne fir den AVR-Mull nur der erste Schritt eines ¢kologisch héchst
problematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommiills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits
entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertréiglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20D0OE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf
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With my signatur, | support these Comments on DEA dealing with processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS - final 11.03.16

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, prename city signature
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Eine Aktion des Blindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
MerowingerstralRe 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296 Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net Stand 06.02.16
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Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren
kommerzielle Reaktoren!

Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Mll, wie verschiedene Gutachten
(z.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthéalt der AVR-Mull kein HEU. Eine
Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland wéren somit moglich,

Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die
uber Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr
schlechten Zustand. |hre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekundéren Mills
erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dirften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-
Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ahnlichen Konsequenzen.

Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Plane
fur den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fur die des AVR. Ausgehend
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitsprifung des
amerikanischen DOE flr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstitzt, vermuten wir dass die
deutschen Exportplane fir den AVR-Mull nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch héchst
problematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommidills in andere Lander darstellt. Es_gibt bereits
entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20D0E%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these Comments on DEA dealing with processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS —final 11.03.16

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, prename city signatu re
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Eine Aktion des Biindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www. bund-nrw.de www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:

MerowingerstraRe 88, 40225 D usseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,
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Sammeleinwendungen — Keine
Castor-Exporte in die USA

To: Ms. Tracy Williams, NEPA Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box B
Aiken, South Carolina 29802. e-Mail: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

Comments on “Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and Disposition of Used Nuclear Fuel
Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany” (DEA) dealing with
processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS

Dear Ms. Willhams

we are deeply concerned about the US/German plans to reprocess and store about 200,000 kg of commercial
German pebble fuel elements from the nuclear power plants AVR Juelich (15 MWel) and THTR-300 (300 MWel) at

SRS. Our reasons are:

e European Union and Geman laws do not allow the export of nuclear waste, except for proliferation relevant
waste from neutron generating research reactors. The reasonable general rule is that the waste has to remain
in the country of its origin. AVR and THTR are obviously no research reaciors and are not listed as research
reactors by the International Atomic Energy Agency, but as nuclear power plants. There are several legal
expertizes, which underline this position. For that Gemman environmental organisations as BUND (friends of
the earth) and Greenpeace have announced legal actions in case of a transport of the German fuel to SRS.

=« Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by law in Germany for commercial fuel elements. Both, AVR and
THTR were both owned and operated by commercial utilities (and THTR still is) and produced electricity (4.4
bn kWh) to the grid. For both German NPPs sister plants existed in the US: Peach Bottom HTGR for AVR and
Fort St. Vrain HTGR for THTR, and these US plants are considered as commercial in the US. The very poor
performance of these German pebble bed NPP may not be taken as argument for non existing commercial
intentions: They were commercial NPPs.

= There is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR waste, as several expertizes (e.g. from the NNSA 2013)
indicate. In average the spent AVR waste does not contain HEU. A conditioning and final storage in Germany
is possible.

e The fuel elements were mainly (96 %) fabricated in Germany at Nukem, US origin is only the HEU content
(830 ka).

* As an independent official experts group outlined 2014, there were several severe accidents in AVR reactor
(which were hushed up for decades). The fuel elements are thus in a very bad shape. Their reprocessing will

probably produce huge amounts of secondary waste, which will hinder the intended cleaning of the SRS site,
About 4 % of the THTR fuel elements are broken with probably similar consequences.

The German government has officially announced here in the past years that there are no plans to export the waste
from THTR to the US, but only for the AVR and that they wonder about an “Draft Environmental Assessment” (DEA)

by DOE for THTR waste. Having in mind that it seems that the German side has officially supported the DEA for THTR
waste too, we guess that the German export plans for the AVR waste are only the first step of an ecologically highly
problematic export of all German nuclear waste to other countries.

TRANSLATION/ Ubersetzung:

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams

wir sind zutiefst besorgt tiber die amerikanisch-deutschen Plane zur Lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von
etwa 200 000 kg kommerziell genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR
Julich (15 MW eL) und THTR-300 (300 MW eL) in Savannah River Site. Die Grunde fir unsere Bedenken:

» Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Europaischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven
Abféllen nicht, mit Ausnahme von proliferationsgefahrliche Abféllen aus Neutronen erzeugenden
Forschungsreaktoren. AVR und THTR sind aber offenkundig keine Forschungsreaktoren und sind
auch nicht als solche gelistet bei der IAEA, sondern es sind kommerzielle Atomkraftwerke.

» Die Aufarbeitung von Brennelementen aus kommerziellen Reaktoren ist nach deutschem Recht
verboten. Sowohl der AVR als auch der THTR wurden betrieben und waren im Besitz (der THTR
auch jetzt noch)von kommerziellen Betreibern; sie produzierten Strom fiir das ¢ffentliche Netz
(4,4Mrd. KWh). Fiir beide deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH
Bottom HTGR fir den AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fir den THTR,; diese Anlagen werden auch in
den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-
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Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren
kdritiarzielle Reaktoren!

» Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fur den AVR-Mill, wie verschiedene Gutachten
(z.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Mill kein HEU. Eine
Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschiand wéaren somit maéglich.

» Die Brennelemente wurden hauptséchlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestelit,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA

» Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die

Uber Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr

schlechten Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekundaren Mills

erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern durften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-

Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich dhnlichen Konsequenzen.

Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Plane

fur den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fur die des AVR. Ausgehend

von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitspriifung des
amerikanischen DOE fir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstitzt, vermuten wir dass die
deutschen Exportplane fur den AVR-Mull nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch héchst
problematischen Exports ailen deutschen Atommdils in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits
entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20D0OE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf

A

With my signatur, | support these Comments on DEA dealing with processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS —final 11.03.16

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, prename city signature
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Eine Aktion des Biindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www, bund-nnw. de www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:

_ ®BunD
MerowingerstralRe 88, 40225 D Usseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26, FIENDS OF THE EARTH GERVANY
V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296 Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net Stand 06.02.16
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PC-055 Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren
kommerzielle Reaktoren!

» Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko flr den AVR-Mill, wie verschiedene Gutachten
(z.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enth4t der AVR-MIl kein HEU. Eine
Konditionierung und Endiagerung in Deutschland wéren somit maglich.

» Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

» Wie eine unabhéngige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfélle im AVR, die
Uber Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr
schiechten Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekund&ren Mills
erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dirften. Ungeféhr 4% der THTR-
Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich dhnlichen Konsequenzen.

» Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklar, dass es keine Pléne
fur den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fur die des AVR. Ausgehend
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umwaeltvertraglichkeitspriifung des
amerikanischen DOE flr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstitzt, vermuten wir dass die
deutschen Exportpléne flr den AVR-MIl nur der erste Schritt eines dkologisch htchst
problematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommuills in andere Lander darstelit. Es gibt bereits
entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/§28/Draft%20D0E%20EA% 201977 FOR%Z0PUBLIC.pdf

With my signatur, | support these Comments on DEA dealing with processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS - final 11.03.16

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, prename city signature
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Sammeleinwendungen - ERE &
Keine Castor-Exporte in %
die USA T e e

Comments on “Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and Disposition of Used Nuclear Fuel
Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany” (DEA) dealing with
processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS. Final date for comments: 11.03.16.

« le

¢

To: Ms, Tracy Williams, NEPA Compliance Officer, U.S, Department of Energy, P.O. Box B
Aiken, South Carolina 29802. e-Mail: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

Dear Ms. Williams
we are deeply concerned about the US/German plans to reprocess and store about 200,000 kg of commercial
German pebble fuel elements from the nuclear power plants AVR Juelich (15 MWel) and THTR-300 (300 MWel) at
SRS. The reasons for our comments are:
s European Union and German laws do not allow the export of nuclear waste, except for proliferation relevant
waste from neutron generating research reactors. The reasonable general rule is that the waste has to remain in
the country of its origin. AVR and THTR are obviously no research reactors and are not listed as research reactors
by the International Atomic Energy Agency, but as nuclear power plants. There are several legal expertizes, which
underline this position. For that German environmental organisations as BUND (friends of the earth) and
Greenpeace have announced legal actions in case of a transport of the German fuel to SRS.
* Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibiled by law in Germany for commercial fuel elements. Both, AVR and
THTR were both owned and operated by commercial utilities (and THTR still is) and produced electricity (4.4 bn
kWh) to the grid. For both German NPPs sister plants existed in the US: Peach Bottom HTGR for AVR and Fort St.
Vrain HTGR for THTR, and these US plants are considered as commercial in the US. The very poor performance
of these German pebble bed NPP may not be taken as argument for non existing commercial intentions: They
were commercial NPPs.
= There is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR waste, as several expertizes (e.g. from the NNSA 2013)
indicate. In average the spent AVR waste does not contain HEU. A conditioning and final storage in Germany is
possible.
* The fuel elements were mainly (96 %) fabricated in Germany at Nukem, US origin is only the HEU content
(830 kag).

* As an independent official experts group outlined 2014, there were several severe accidents in AVR reactor

(which were hushed up for decades). The fuel elements are thus in a very bad shape. Their reprocessing will
probably produce huge amounts of secondary waste, which will hinder the intended cleaning of the SRS site.
About 4 % of the THTR fuel elements are braken with probably similar consequences.

* The German government has officially announced here in the past years that there are no plans to export the
waste from THTR to the US, but only for the AVR and that they wonder about an “Draft Environmental
Assessment” (DEA) by DOE for THTR waste. Having in mind that it seems that the German side has officially
supported the DEA for THTR waste too, we guess that the German export plans for the AVR waste are only the
first step of an ecologically highly problematic export of all German nuclear waste to other countries. Russia has
already made similar offers.

TRANSLATION/ Ubersetzung:

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams

wir sind zutiefst besorgt tiber die amerikanisch-deutschen Pléne zur Lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von
etwa 200 000 kg kommerziell genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR
Jilich (15 MW eL) und THTR-300 (300 MW eL) in Savannah River Site. Wir haben folgende Einwende
gegen diese Plane:

* Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Europaischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven Abféllen
nicht, mit Ausnahme von proliferationsgefahrliche Abfallen aus Neutronen erzeugenden
Forschungsreaktoren. AVR und THTR sind aber offenkundig keine Forschungsreaktoren und sind auch
nicht als solche gelistet bei der IAEA, sondern es sind kommerzielle Atomkraftwerke.

¢ Die Aufarbeitung von Brennelementen aus kommerziellen Reaktoren ist nach deutschem Recht
verboten. Sowohl der AVR als auch der THTR wurden betrieben und waren im Besitz (der THTR auch
jetzt noch)von kommerziellen Betreibern; sie produzierten Strom fir das offentliche Netz (4,4Mrd. kWh).
Fir beide deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR flir den
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PC-055
AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle
betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als
Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

* Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Mill, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.

auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthélt der AVR-Miill kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wéren somit méaglich.

* Die Brennelemente wurden hauptséchlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA,

¢ Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfille im AVR, die Uiber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren, Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekundéren Miills erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sduberung der SRS behindern diirften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich &hnlichen Konsequenzen.

e Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklért, dass es keine Pléne fiir
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fiir die des AVR. Ausgehend von
der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen
DOE fir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstiitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpléne fiir
den AVR-Miill nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch hdchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommiills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:

http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20D0E%20EA%201977_FOR

%20PUBLIC. pdf

With my signature | support these comments against the DEA
concerning the processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at
SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, prename city __signature
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Eine Aktion des Blindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes-
und bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de
WWW, tcastor.d

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:

Merowingerstral3e 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,

\.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296
Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net Stand 14.02.16
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ARFR8nd Fort St. Vrain HTGR fiir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerziel's
betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als
Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

» Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Milll, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthélt der AVR-Miill kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wéren somit mdglich.

e Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschiand von der NUKEM hergestelit,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

e Wie eine unabhéngige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die Uber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekundaren Miills erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sduberung der SRS behindern diirften. Ungeféhr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich &hnlichen Konsequenzen.

e Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Plane fiir
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fiir die des AVR. Ausgehend von
der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen
DOE fiir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstiitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fiir
den AVR-Mll nur der erste Schritt eines kologisch héchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommiills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:

http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20D0E%20EA%201977 FOR

%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signature | support these comments against the DEA
concerning the processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at
SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, prename city / signature
1 ‘ -
- 6;?/{’3}4’&'(" ¢ /?f?{”“@ (-I{O@{,_S C/// %//%’

E\ Wag 15 ?"\,’*h [N

3. . :

&fn‘a:c— S _

Y , y 7 _
Zodeoed M8l /‘“ oevs /:3/% //f/%
% MQC{Q%:} /Tar“:‘f( /KZ(;-Q_;S 3 £ e %ac/ﬁ-ﬂ_r

LI T | — : La Pe L. LL A

. 1"":"{-7;":'7(”( awnrt , 5 } ;*é‘ ’L”"L | ‘Ji-'L'ﬁ f VR Geeeqy
. {2 'y

8.

9,

10.

Eine Aktion des Blindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes-
und bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de

www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:

Merowingerstral3e 88, 40225 Diisseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,
V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296

Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net Stand 14.02.16

2

Bsup96




PC-055
AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fur den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle

betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als
Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

» Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Mill, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Miill kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit méglich

* Die Brennelemente wurden hauptséachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

* Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfille im AVR, die Gber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekundéren Mdlls erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dirften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich dhnlichen Konsequenzen.

* Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklért, dass es keine Plane flir
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gédbe, sondern nur fir die des AVR. Ausgehend von
der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen
DOE fur die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstiitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpléane fir
den AVR-Milll nur der erste Schritt eines dkologisch hochst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommuills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:

http://lenergy.gov/sites/prod/lles/2016/01/f28/Draft%20D0OE%20EA%201877 FOR

%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signature | support these comments against the DEA
concerning the processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at
SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name, prename city signature
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PC-055

AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fiir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle
betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als
Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

* Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Miill, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.

auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Miill kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wéren somit méglich.

* Die Brennelemente wurden hauptséchlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

* Wie eine unabhéngige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfélle im AVR, die tber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groRe Mengen sekundéren Miills erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sduberung der SRS behindern dirften. Ungeféahr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ahnlichen Konsequenzen.

* Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Plane flir
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fiir die des AVR. Ausgehend von
der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitsprifung des amerikanischen
DOE fiir die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstiitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fiir
den AVR-Mill nur der erste Schritt eines dkologisch hichst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommiills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:

http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/Draft%20D0E%20EA%201977 FOR

%20PUBLIC. pdf

With my signature | support these comments against the DEA
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PC-055

AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fur den THTR, diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle
betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als
Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

» Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Miill, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-M(ll kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit méglich.

» Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

« Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfille im AVR, die Gber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groie Mengen sekundaren Mdlls erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern durften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ahnlichen Konsequenzen.

« Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Pléne fiir
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gébe, sondern nur fiir die des AVR. Ausgehend von
der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen
DOE fur die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fur
den AVR-Mull nur der erste Schritt eines dkologisch héchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommuills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:

http://energy.gov/sites/prod/les/2016/01/f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR
%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signature | support these comments against the DEA

concerning the processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at
SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
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PC-055

AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fur den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle
betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als
Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

= Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiir den AVR-Miill, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Milll kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit maglich.

* Die Brennelemente wurden hauptséchlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

* Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfille im AVR, die (iber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groe Mengen sekundéren Miills erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Sduberung der SRS behindern diirften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich dhnlichen Konsequenzen.

* Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Plane fir
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur firr die des AVR. Ausgehend von
der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitsprifung des amerikanischen
DOE fur die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpline fir
den AVR-Mull nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch hochst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommiills in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT /Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie:

hitp://leneray.qov/sites/prod/les/2016/01/f28/Draft%20D0OE%20EA%201977 FOR
%20PUBLIC.pdf

With my signature | support these comments against the DEA

concerning the processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at
SRS.

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift
Name prename city signature
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