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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 letters1, and the public meeting transcript.   

                                                 
1 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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Figure B-1 Comment Response Process 
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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 



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-9 
December 2017 

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, 2015b, 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. 
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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/nepa1.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/nepa1.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 assessment2 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.2.5.1 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.  Available 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 (Schütte 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 disposition3.  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.   
 

                                                 
3 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 Jülich, 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 
Jülicher-Entsorgungsgesellschaft Für 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 Jülich 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 
Jülich 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 V 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 V 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 V 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 × 10-11 (1 chance in 34 billion) for a 
damaged cask in coastal waters, 1.5 × 10-8 (1 chance in 67 million) for an undamaged cask in 
coastal waters, and 1.1 × 10-6 (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 × 10-8 (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 × 10-13 (1 chance in 2 trillion) of an LCF and 9 × 10-4 (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 
3. 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 
7. The applicability of Department of Energy Acquisition Regulation (DEAR)  
8. A settlement between the U.S. Government and Indigenous Peoples of the Southeast 



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-33 
December 2017 

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 activities 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 

Last Name 
First 
Name Affiliation (if any) 

Comment 
Document 
Number 

Appendix Page Where 
Comment Document can 

be Found a 

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 

North Rhine Westphalia 
PC-047, PC-055  Bsup 50-51, Bsup 78-110 

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 

Technology Awareness 
PC-013, PCT-06 Bsup 22-24, Bsup 224-

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, 

PC-060, PCT-01 
Bsup 10-18, Bsup 65-75, 
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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Last Name 
First 
Name Affiliation (if any) 

Comment 
Document 
Number 

Appendix Page Where 
Comment Document can 

be Found a 

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 
HaLevy 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 

Commerce 
PCT-10 Bsup 232 

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 

Environmental Protection 
PC-058 Bsup 116-118 

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 

Agency 
PC-064 Bsup 147-148 

McLeod Rick SRS Community Reuse 
Organization 

PC-021, PCT-13 Bsup26-27, Bsup 238-241 

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; 

PCT-02  
Bsup 19, Bsup 111-112, 
Bsup 219 

Rickman Wayne CNTA PC-032, PCT-25 Bsup 29-30, Bsup 263-
264 
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Last Name 
First 
Name Affiliation (if any) 

Comment 
Document 
Number 

Appendix Page Where 
Comment Document can 

be Found a 

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 

Association 
PC-068 Bsup 164-165 

Shepherd Tammy Columbia County Chamber of 
Commerce 

PC-042 Bsup 38-39 

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 

Defense League 
PCT-20 Bsup 253-254 

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 

Health and Environmental 
Control 

PC-095 Bsup 196-199 

Wortiska Dan  PC-069 Bsup 166 
Yates Kenneth   PC-004 Bsup 4 
Young Jesse  Don’t Waste Aiken PC-038 Bsup 34 

a    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 a Response Summary Section b 

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.2.4 
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 c 
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 a Response Summary Section b 

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 c 
Boslar Guido PC-050 See Table Note c 
Boslar Marita PC-046 See Table Note c 
Boslar Marita PC-049 See Table Note c 
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.2.5 
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.2.5 
Clements Tom PC-053-7 B.2.13 
Clements Tom PC-060-1 B.2.1, B.2.5 
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Last Name First Name Comment Number a Response Summary Section b 

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 c 
HaLevy Libbe PC-087-1 B.2.12 
HaLevy Libbe PC-087-2 B.2.11.3 
HaLevy Libbe PC-087-3 B.2.5 
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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.2.4, 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 c 
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.2.4 
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.2.11.4 
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 c 
Quast Irene PC-067 See Table Note c 
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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Young Jesse  PC-038-1 B.2.2 
Young Jesse  PC-038-2 B.2.6 
Young Jesse  PC-038-3 B.2.2 
a   Oral comments received in the public meeting are identified with a PCT- prefix.  All other comment documents 

are identified with a PC- prefix.   
b   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.     

c   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.   



PC‐001 

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

I 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 
national approval and licensing of such a site. 

Sent from my iPad 

001‐1 

001‐2 
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PC-002 

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 I understand the CYA need to make sure the NEPA 
trail has been well-papered. Please proceed with all deliberate speed. 
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PC-003 

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

proposal 

I 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.  I 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 
wellbeing of the citizens here demand that we say "No!"    

Sincerely, 
Ruth Nicholson 
West Columbia, SC 

003-1 
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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. 

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, I fully support the shipment of German spent fuel to SRS. 

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

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.   

       I 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 I 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.  I 
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PC-005 

believe that if a final path could be established, bringing the material from 
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.  I 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.   

       I am deeply concerned about how ships will be protected against theft, the 
cost associated with that protection, and I 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 I 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 
a final resting place for those foreign receipts.     

005-1 
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PC-006 

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. I believe a healthy environment, in which to live and raise 
our children, trumps the hunger for monetary gain, through this reprocessing. I 
believe that anyone who cares about the environment, and our future, will put 
forth every effort to put a stop to this insanity. I hope you are one of them.  

Sincerely, 

Sarah L. Barton 
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PC-007 

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, I 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, I 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, I 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, I 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, I 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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Department of Energy 
National Nuclenr Security Administration 

WAShing lon, DG 20585 

Aligusll,20lJ 

MEMORANDUM paR KENNETI·I PiCHA 

FROM: 

SUIJJRCT: 

DEPUTY ASSiStANT SClCIUITARY 
OPFICI! or TANK WASTB AND NUCLGAR MATERIAL 

ART!lUlt G, ATKlNS 
ACTrNG ASSISTANT O[U'UTY ADMINISTRATOR 
OItPICI! 01' GLOBAL TIIREAT REDUCTION . 

JACKSON Q. CROCKER ~i:'h~ ... , ry,.;l ___ _ 
DIRECTOR /{' ~ 
Ol1flfCP. Of' NUCLEAR T ·JR.I!AT SCII!NCI! 

(>I"O lifemtioli Altna;livcnC$~1 of JlIlicll Oillphitc Sphel"l~.~ 

We IUlVe COIIlI)letetln lecbnicnl eVldual ion of the 1IIIlh Teulperature OIlS·Cooled Reactor gJ1lphiti: 
fuel nssemblies c\lrrently slored III florschullgzclllrum JaUch (OmhH) to asscss its m~lerial 
nUrlletivcllcsS. Tho grnl'ilite 51l11erCi enell weigh AJ1l)l\():dmntely 200 g. The concenttntioll of 
IlIlInhllll (mU) 13 0.5% 1:1)' weight, !Ill dioxide. Thot'hun dioxide is niNO present lit 5% by Ivei"ht 
nlong with a Stnnllll1l101l1lt orSie (2.J g). We ilSlltlSS the ninterlnl ns low Ailrnclivcne.u 
(Allrnctivclless level "Ii''), which onl), rcquires Cnte&l~r)' IV 'ecmity protection. We olso o"e,u 
the Inntcrilll is not nltrneti~ 10 snlJ-slutehcrrorisl entitics ill illl cutTent stille. Since the material is 
Rored inn secure environment in 0 politicolly stuble country, it is not ofn prolircmtillii concern. 

HOlVcver, llceau5e the mntcrinl is of U.S. -origin, tho NNSA bclievcil thllt the Department «Deli 
hnvc nn unofficial fCSI>OI15ibilily 10 usure the muterin:1 r~ lIdef]unlcly disJ>oshioned. TIlcrefure., 
NNSA RIII)pOrIS "Work ror Othcr" oetiyities by DOIr:! Office of linvil"OnlllentoJ MlInngcmcnt 10 
hdl' Gel"!ll111lY devcloJ) nnd implemcnt I1Il III1Proprinle dis]losition I'mhwllY tor thi~ 11111lcrinJ. 
Although not n nonprollfcmUoll nctivily, il docs Hcr~ to minimize the amount oPU.S. !H!U nt 
civillnn fnci litiCllworldwidc. 

cc: JiY T1lden, NA·8\> 
Oeleel! EdEllr!k1, EM·22 

AITlgl tit '1m ~ 

.@ ....... ~ .. ' .. 1000 .. _ .. _ 



PC-009 

009-1 

009-2 

009-1 

Bsup19



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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o High level waste placed In containers as noted above from a practical 

standpoint represent absolutelv 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 s:uch an action. 



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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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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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?  

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 
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, 
why should South Carolina be burdened with any more nuclear waste at all? 

Joanne Williams 
Columbia SC 29206 

036-1 
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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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From: Viv Mann
Sent: Sunday, February 21, 2016 9:19 AM 
To: GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com 
Subject: [Germanspentnuclearfuelea] German Nuclear Spent Fuel 

Hello.  
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. 
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 
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 ? 

039-1 
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Comment document PC-040 was a replaced by a revised supplement comment document.  
See Revised Comment Document PC-056  

Bsup36

Mike Warner
Typewritten Text



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 
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

041-1 
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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 
(706) 829-5075 Cell 
tammy@columbiacountychamber.com 
www.columbiacountychamber.com 
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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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Von: Hilde Lindner-Hausner und Bu rgcrinitiative gegcn <Itamarc Anlagen www.b jwjl.1Qjlij.dc 

kontakt@biwaanaa.de 

An: GermanSpenLN udearFuelEA@le idos.com 

CC: Claudiil.BiIitinger@bund.net 

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams 

"" ir s ind l.uliefst besorgt [iher d ie ameri kal lisdHleuL<;chen PI:i lle ~.ur Lagt~rung uud 

Wicderaufarbeitung vonetwa 200 000 kg kommerz.ie ll gcnutzLc (' deutschef KugdbrmndcmC'lltc a us 

den Atornkraftwerkerl AVRJUlich (1.5 i\IIW e l.l unu THTR-300 (300 MW ell in Sav<mnall River 

Site. Wir haben folgende Einwcndegegen diese Plline: 

oDie deuL'Rhell GeselLe und die {leI' Europaischen Union erlauhen den F. )( po"rt lion radioakLi llen 

AblliUen nicht, mit Allsnahme lion prolifem tionsgefilllrlicheAbfallen <IUS NeutrollC'n erlcugenden 

Forschuos-<;reaktofC(I. AV R u(ld THTR siIld aber nJfe nkundi g kei.l1e Forscbungsre<JkWreD unci siJld 

ouciwiciu :Us sold1!! gelill tet bel dN rA£A, sondem es sind komrnerJ.ieUe Atomkra.ftwcrkc. 

oDie Aufarbeilung lion I3 rennelementen aus kommeiliellen Rea kloren ist nach deu tschem 

Rechlllerbolerlo Sowalll der AVR als auch def T HTR wurden belriebell und waren im I3esil2. (der 

THTR ilueh jetzl noch)von kommerzicllcn Bctrcibem; sic produzicrten Strom fO r das ofkntliche 

Netz (4,4Mrd. kWh).Filr beide deutschen An lagen existielten Schwesteran lagen in den USA: 

PEAC H Bottom HTGR fUr dC'll AVR und Fon St. Vrain HTGR fUr den THTR: diese Anlilgell 

werden iluch in den USA jlls komrnerzieHe betrachtel. Die misefjlble Le istungsbilanz def deutschen 

Kugel!J<Jufen-Rcilktnren kaml n ic11l a ls Argument gegen del'l'n komrnerl.ielle !nlent iUllen dienen: Sie 

waren kommerzielle Reaktoren! o 

Es beslehl kein signifikiwes Pmli fe f'dl ions-Risiko fur den AVR-Mi.iU, wie lIerschiedene Gutochten 

(z.B. <luch von NNSA, 2013) dar legcrl. 1111 Allgemcinen emhiiltder AVR· MiHI kcin HEU. Eine 

Konditionierungund Endlagerung in Deutschlantl wdrcn sumit moglich. 

oDic Brcnnek mcntc wurdcn hiluptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland lion clef NUKEM hergcstdlt. 

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

°Wie eint' unahhangi ge Expertengruppe 2014 dar legtf', gilb ~~ lIerschiedenf' Unrii lle im AVR, d ie 

fiber Jahrzchmc: vcrschwiegen worden Wilren. Die Brcnnclemellle sind daher in einem schr 

sddechten Zustclnd. rhre Wiooewwfarlleit.ung wird lIennuLlich gmBe Mengen sekundaren Mi.ills 

e,<'.Cugen, die die bcabs ichtigle S5uberung def S RS beh indem di.ir!ten. Ungef5hr 4% def THTR

Bren ne lemen te sind zerbrochen, mi t vennutlich iihn lidW fI Konsequen7.en_ 

oDie dcutschc Bundesregierung hat in den vcrgangenen Jahrcn affizicll erklart, dass es kcine Plane 

[ijr den 8JqxlrI der THTR -Btelli lclemenle in die USA gabe, sandem nur fi.ir d ie des AV R. 

Ausgchcnd von der Annilhmc, OjlSS die dculschc Sci!c nun doeh oie UmwC'ltllC'rtragJichkcitsl)Jii!ung 

des amerikanischen DOE fli r die THTR-I3renllelemellle offiziell untersllilZl, verllluten wit dass die 

dCul~chcn Exponplilnc fUr den AVR-MiilI flur der erstc Schrin cinr.s oko logisch hor.hst 

problematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommijlls in aJldere Landt'[ dal-s tellt. Es g ibl bere: its 

efltsprecheude Aogchotp durch Russlillld. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I UmwcltvC'rtrilglichkcilsstudic: 

ht.tp :lleuergy.govlsiteslprodl filesl20 1610 I/f2R1Draft %20 DO E%20EA %20 1977 _FO R 
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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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Ms. Tracy Wi lliams 
NEPA Compl iance Officer 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box B 
Aiken, South Carolina 29802 

Alliance 9Ofl'hc Greens 
Vice-cha ir of parlialllentllry P<lrty leader 
Member of alderman (Julich) 
Marita Boslar 
Stcineweihcr 2 
52428 JUl ich 
Germany 
[·el. : +49 (0)246 19367093 
marila.boslar@posleo.de 
www.gruene-juel ich.de 

hili ch, 2016-03-1 0 

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) deal
ing with processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS. 

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 Un ion and Germ an laws do not allow the export of nuclear waste , except for prol iferation 
relevant waste from neutron generat ing research reactors. The reasonable general rule is that the waste 
has 10 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 expert izes, which underline th is position. For that German environmental organ isations 
as BUND (friends of the earth) and Greenpeace have announced legal actions in case of a transport of 
the Germ an fuel to SRS. 

Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by law In Germ any fo r 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 Germ an NPPs sister plants existed in the US: Peach Bottom 
HTGR for AVR and Fort St. Vrain HTGR forTHTR, and these US plants are considered as commercial in 
the US. The very poor perform ance of these German pebble bed NPP may not be taken as argument for 
non existing commercial intentions: They were commercial NPPs. 

There is no sign ificant 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 condit ioning and fjnal 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 201 4, there were several severe accidents in AVR 
reactor (which were hushed up for decades). The fuel elements are thus in a very bad shape. The ir 
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 sim ilar 
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 wasle. Having in m ind that it seems that the German side has 
officially supported the DEA for THTR waste too, we guess that th e German export plans for the AVR 
waste are on ly the fi rst step of an ecologically highly problematic export of all Germ an nuclear waste to 
other countries. Russia has already similar offers. 

Yours sincerely, 

/;' 
.11 < ty_U 



PC-047

Bsup50

- • 
Sammeleinwendungen - Keine 

Castor-Exporte in die USA 

" \! 
. ~ 
• •• I I, 

,·1 

To: Ms. Tracy Williams, NEPA Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Bo)( B 
Aiken, South Carolina 29802. e-Mail: GermaoSoeo1Nuc!earfuelEA@leidos.com 

l ' i 
~ 

.. 

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

Dear Ms. Williams 

we are deeply concemed about the USfGerman 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 10 remain 
in Ihe country of its origin. AVR and THTR are obviously no research reactors and are not listed as research 
reactors by the Intemational Atomic Energy Agency, but as nuclear power plants. There are several legal 
expertizes, which underline this position. For thai German environmental organisations as BUNO (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 sisler 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 fO( 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 govemment 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 ·Oraft Environmental Assessment" (OEA) 
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 fO( the AVR waste are only the first step of an ecologicaJly highly 
problematic export of aJl German nuclear waste to other countries. 

TRANSLATION/Obersetzung: 

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams 

wir sind zutiefst besorgt uber die amerikanisch-deutschen Plane zur lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von 
etwa 200 000 kg kommerziell genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR 
JuUch (15 r..wv ell und THTR-300 (300 WNV eL) in Sallannah River Site. Die GrDnde fUr unsere Bedenken: 

);. Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Europaischen Union eriauben den Export lion radioaktiven 
Abfalien nicht, mit Ausnahme von proliferationsgefahri iche Abfalien aus Neutronen erzeugenden 
Forschungsreaktoren. AVR und THTR sind aber offenkundig keine Forschungsreaktoren und sind 
auch nicht als solche gelistet bei der IAEA, sondem es sind kommerzielle Atomkraftwerke. 

)0 Die Aufarbe1tung von Brennelementen aus kommerziellen Reaktoren ist nach deutschem Recht 
verboten. Sowohl der AVR als auch der THTR wurden betrieben und waren 1m Besitz (der THTR 
auch jetzt noch)von kommerziellen Betreibem; sie produzierten Strom fUr das offentliche Netz 
(4,4Mrd. kWh). Fur beide deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH 
Bottom HTGR fUr den AVR und Fort SI. Vrain HTGR fUr 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 Reaktorenl 

:; Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fOr den AVR-MOII, wie verschiedene Gutachten 
(z.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-MGII kein HEU. Eine 
Konditlonierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit mbglich. 

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

}o> Wie eine unabhBngige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfa1le im AVR, die 
Gber Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in elnem sehr 
schlechten Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich graBe Mengen sekundaren Mulls 
erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte SBuberung der SRS behindem dGrften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR
Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ahnl ichen Konsequenzen. 

}o> Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offlziell erklart, dass es keine Plane 
fOr den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondem nur fUr die des AVR. Ausgehend 
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprGfung des 
amerikanischen DOE fUr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstGtzt, vermuten wir dass die 
deutschen Exportplane fiir den AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines okolog isch hOchst 
prablematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommulls in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits 
entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertragllchkeitsstudie: 

http:Uenergv.r.ov/sites/p!od/flles/2016/01lf28/Draft%2000E%20EA%201971 FOR%2OPUBUC.pdf 

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

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift 

Name, pre name city signature 
1. 

'!JJbh (iu/:; Cm'!, 1/, /.;...; £ d//t!l2t!/J 
2. A "' cl n~ ~v b .. ~ ~o,J t ,\'" ,\U w e~' -:3 . 9t--~ 
3. s,-h,-(WL. ~kr1 t(.; tt, ~~ / ' 
4. ' cL' 1'fl.< . - <. ~';f;';X ~ [OM r.u vve0. ( 'L Q.. ]D ') 
5. W, \]... ~j, '\jl." ... u j..( ~ '" ~ c,,,~ " V 
6. ~,IA:~' h. -1\) 1,,\ 0 OIl D0.\~ - l~~~~ -
7. 

itoltL.. ",t r'1p( fo< K'.i, 'leU, 
"- 0-r;£;Uf.L, 

8. 

9. 

lD. 

.. 
Elne Aktlon des Bundmsses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegecej, Zusammenschluss aus landes- und 
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.dewww.westcastor.de 

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.v. senden: 
MerowingerstraBe 88, 40225 Dusseldorf. Fax: 0049211 302005-26. 

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296 Oaudia.Baitinger@bund.net Stand06.02.16 
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Guido Boslar 

Ms. Tracy Williams 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box B 
Aiken, South Carolina 29802 

Steineweiher 2 S2428 J(jlich 

GERMANY 

hilich, 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 

I 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 (lS 
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 ofthe earth) and Greenpeace have 
announced legal actions in case of a transport of the German fuel to SRS. 

• Reprocessing offuel 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 
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• 

ofthe 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: GermanSpentNuciearFueIEA@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. Wil liams 

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 ru le 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 sti ll is) and produced 
electricity (4.4 bn kWh) to the grid. For both German NPPs sister plants existed in the US: Peach Boltom 
HTGR for AVR and Fort SI. 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. Russia has already similar offers. 

TRANSLATIONI Ubersetzung: 

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams, 

wir sind zutiefst besorgt liber die amerikanisch-deutschen Plane zur lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von etwa 
200000 kg kommerziell genutz1er deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR Julich (15 MW 
ell und THTR-300 (300 MW ell in Savannah River Site. Die Grlinde fUr unsere Bedenken: 

>- Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Europaischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven Abfallen 
nicht, mit Ausnahme von proliferationsgefahrl iche 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 fUr das 6ffentliche Netz (4.4Mrd. kWh). Fur beide 

1 
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deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Boltom HTGR fUr den AVR und 
Fort SI. Vrain HTGR fUr den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtel. 
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-MOII, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Aligemeinen enthalt der AVR-MOII kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung 
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit m6glich. 

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

~ Wie eine unabhang ige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die Ober 
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten 
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich gro[\e Mengen sekundaren MOils erzeugen, die die 
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dOrften. 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 fOr den 
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOr die des AVR. Ausgehend von der 
Annahme, dass die ejeutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprOfung des amerikanischen DOE 
fOr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstotzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fUr den 
AVR-MOII nur der erste Schrilt eines 6kologisch h6chst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AtommOlis in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 1 Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie: 

http://energy. gov/sites/prod/fi les/20 1610 1/f281Draft%20DO E%20EA %201977 FOR %20PU B Lie. pdf 

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

7. 

8. 

9. 

Nachname, Vorname 

Name, Prename 

C &"di c \?,wt; .. : Mm.- P",./o 
IJ "",to' .5Cl I>1;<t. Pm~' at 

Wohnort 

City 

Unterschrift 

jig~re/ 

/~ (// 
/ ( ) ~ 

I . ..P' 
Elne Aktlon des Bundmsses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und 
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nJw.de www.westcastor.de 

BiUe bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW eV senden: 

Merowingerslra~e 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26, 

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, clo Claudia Bailinger, T 0049 2369 24296 
Claudia.Bailinger@bund.nel 

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Ubersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine 
Weitergabe der Daten an Drilte nicht stalt. Stand 18.02.2016 
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deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fUr 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 fOr den AVR-MOII, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Aligemeinen enthalt der AVR-MOII kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung 
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren 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 Ober 
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren . Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten 
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groi?e Mengen sekundaren MOils erzeugen, die die 
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dOrften. 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 fOr den 
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOr die des AVR. Ausgehend von der 
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprOfung des amerikanischen DOE 
fiji die TH;R-Brennelemente offiziell unterstotzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fOr den 
AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines okologisch hochst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AtommOlis in andere Lander darstellt Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland . 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertriiglichkeitsstudie: 

http://e nergy. gov/sites/prod/fi les/2016/01/f28/Draft%20DO E%20EA %201977 FOR%20P U B Lie. pdf 

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

Nachname, Varna me 

Name, Prename 

Wohnort 

City 

1. Irq\.e'l~vr", I'M qC A c/~/l 

, " 

Unterschrift 

Signature 

Eine Aktion des Bondnisses 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: 

Merowingerstral1e 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049211 302005-26, 

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

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Obersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine 
Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt. Stand 18.02.2016 

2 



PC-049

Bsup57

deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fOr den AVR und 
Fort St. Vrain HTGR fOr 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 fOr den AVR-MOII, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Aligemeinen enthalt der AVR-MOII kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung 
und End lagerung in Deutschland waren somit moglich. 

» Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutsch land 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 Ober 
Jahrzehnle verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten 
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich grol1e Mengen sekundaren MOils erzeugen, die die 
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dOrften. 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 fOr den 
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOr die des AVR. Ausgehend von der 
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprOfung des amerikan ischen DOE 
fUr die THTR-Brenneiemente offlziell unterstotz1, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fOr den 
AVR-MOII nur der erste Schril! eines okologisch hochst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AtommOlis in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt berei ts entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie: 

http://energy . 9 ov/siteslprod/fil esl20 16/0 1If28IDraft%20DOE%20EA %201977 FOR %20PU B Lie. pdf 

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

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Nachname, Vorname 

Name, Prename 

Wohnort 

City 

Unterschrift 

Signature 

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: 

Merowingers tra(l,e 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26 , 

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, cia Claudia Bailinger, T 0049236924296 
C la udia .Bailinger@ bund .ne t 

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 

Ms. Tracy Williams 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box B 
Aiken, South Carolina 29802 

Steineweiher 2 S2428 J(jlich 

GERMANY 

hilich, 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 

I 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 (lS 
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 ofthe earth) and Greenpeace have 
announced legal actions in case of a transport of the German fuel to SRS. 

• Reprocessing offuel 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 
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• 

ofthe 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, 



PC-051 

From: Ashlie.Lancaster@admin.sc.gov 
Date: March 11, 2016 at 5:41:53 PM EST 
To: "GermanSpentNuclearFuelEA@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 
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.    
 Dissolving the HEU fuel kernels in H Canyon and

o vitrifying through the liquid nuclear waste system
o extracting U for disposal as a LLW grout and vitrifying the

remaining material through the liquid nuclear waste system
o extracting U and Th for disposal as a LLW grout and vitrifying the

remaining materials through the liquid nuclear waste system
 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.

 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. 

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.     

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 
South Carolina will support.     

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

Sincerely, 

051-2 
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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 

Karen Patterson, Chair 
South Carolina  Nuclear Advisory Council 

cc:  Members of Council 
Gov. Haley 
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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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Ms. Tracy Williams: March 14, 2016 

I want to provide comments on the (ierman 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 Sit,e 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 threelt 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 sl~em 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 Williamt NEPA Compliance Officer, U.S. Depärtment of Ene.gy, P.O. Box B Aiker.,
Soqth Carolina 29802. eMail: German50entNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

Comments on "Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and Disposition of Used

;lt '€
r l  i . ,

. 6

I

Nuclear Fuel Containing U.S.-Origin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal Republic of Ge.mary'" (DEA) dealing with
proc$sing ofGcrman pebble bed NPP fuelelements at 5R5. final date lor @mmenrs: 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 cerman
pebble fuel elements from the nuclear power plants AVR lueli€h (15 MW€l) and THTR-300 {3oo MWel) at sRS. The reasons
for our comnents are:

. European Union and German laws do not allow the export of nuclear waste, except for proliferation relevant wäste
from neutron Benerating research reactors, The reasonable general rüle is that the waste has to remain jn th€ country
of its origin- AVR and THTR afe obviously no research reactors and are not listed äs reseärch reactors by the
lnternational Atomic En€rgy A€enci, but as nuclea. power ptants. Ther€ are several legal expertizes, whrch 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 ofthe German fuelto sRS_

. Reprocessing offuelelements is prohibited by law in Gefmany for commercial fuel elements. Both, AVR and THTR were
both owned and operated by commercial utilities (and THTR still isi and produ€ed ele€tricity (4.4 bn kwhl 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 th€se 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 eristing commercial;ntentions: Theywere commercialNpPs,

. The.e is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR waste, as several expertizes (e.9. from the NNSA 2013) inditate. In
average the spentAVR waste does not contain HEU. A €ond;tioning and finalstorage in Germany is possible.

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

. As an independent off;cial experts group outlined 2014, thcrc warc several severe accidents in AVR reactor (which wcrc
hushed up fof decades). The fuel elements are thus in ä very bad shape. Iheir reprocessing will probably produce hug€
amounls of secondary waste, which will hinder the intended cleaning of th€ SRS site. About 4 % of the THTR fuel
elements are broken with probably similarconsequences. Russia has akeadv similar offers.

The German government has officially announced h€re in the päst years that there are no plans to export the waste from
THTR to thc US, but only for the AVR and that they wonder abour än "Drafr Environmental Assessment" lDEA) by DOE fo.
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 pläns for the AVR waste are onlythe first step ofan ecologically highly problematic export of
ällGerman nuclear waste to other countries.

TRANstaTloN / übersetzunq:

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams,

wirsind zutiefst beso.gt über die amerikanisch-deutschen Pläne zur Lagerung und Wiedera ufarbeitung von etwa 200 000 kB
kommerziell genutzter deutscher Kugelbren n elem ente aus den Alomkraftwerken AVR Jü lich (15 MW eL) und THTR 300
(300 MW eL) in Savannah River Site.  Die Gründefür unsere Bedenken:

. Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Europäischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven Abfällen nicht mit
Ausnahne von proliferationsgefährliche Abfällen aus Neutronen efzeugenden Forschungsreaktoren. AVR undTHTR sind
aber offenkundig keine Fofschungsreaktoren und sind auch nicht als solchegeJistet be'der IAEA, sondern es sind
kommerzielle Atomkraftwerke.

.  Die Aufarbeitung von Brennelementen aus kommerziel len Reaktoren ist  nach deutschem Recht verboten.

SowohlderAVR als auch derTHTR wurden betr ieben und waren im Besitz (derTHTR auchjetzt  noch)von
kommer2iellen Betreibern; sie produzierten Strom für das öffentliche Netz i4,4Mrd. kwh). Für beide
deutschen Anlagen exist ierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR für den AVR und Fort  St.
Vrain HTGR für den THTRj diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerziel le bet.achtet.  Die miserable
Leistungsbllanz der deutschen Kuge{haufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzielle
Intent ionen dienen: Sie waren kommerziel le Reaktorenl
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Sammeleinwendungen - Keine 
Castor-Exporte in die USA 

- .. - -• I ,.j • 

To: Ms. Tracy Williams, N[PA Compliance Officer, u.s. Department of Energy, P.O. Box B Aiken, 
South Carolina 29802. e-Mail: GermanSpentNuciearFueIEA@Jeidos.com 

1 

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 pro~duced 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 simflar 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 IObersetzung: 

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams, 

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

kommerzlell genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR Julich (15 MW ell und THTR-300 

(300 MW eLl in Savannah River Site. Die Grunde fLir unsere Bedenken: 

• Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Europaischen Union erlauben den Export von radloaktiven 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 kommerzielJen Reaktoren ist nach deutschem Recht verboten. 

Sowohl der AVR als auch derTHTR wurden betriebeh und waren im Besitz (derTHTR auch jetzt noch)von 

kommerziellen Betreibern; sie produzierten Strom fUr das 6ffentliche Netz (4,4Mrd. kWh). Fur be ide 

deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fur den AVR und Fort St. 

Vrain HTGR fUr den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet. Die miserable 

Lelstungsbllanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzlelle 

Intention en dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren! 



. E5 besteht kein signmkantes Prolifurations-Risiko für denAVR-Müll, wie ve.schiedale Gutachten (2.8, auch von NNSA,
2013) darlegen. |m AUgemelnen enthähderAvs-Müllkein HEu. Ene (onditionierung und Endlagerungin Deutschland
wären somit möBlid1.

. Die Brennelementeuurden hauptsächlich izü 96yo)ln Deutschland von deTNUKEM hergestelll lediglidt der HEU-Anleil
{830 lg}stammt aus den USA-

. wi€ eine unabhängge ExD€rtengruppe 2014 darleet€, gab esverschiedene Unfälle im Avß die üb€r lahrzehme
verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brenn€lemente sind daher in einem lehr s€hlechten Zustand.lhre
rMederaufa rbeitung wird r€rmltlich graße Mengen s€kundären Mülh erreugen, die die bea bsichti8te Sälberung der
SRS behindern dürft€n. Ungetähr 4% der lHlR-Bre|lnelement€ sind zerbro*en, mitvermutlich ähntichen
(ons€auenzen,

. Die deüts€he BundesreBieru ns hat in d ed vergangenen Jah ren offiziell erklän, däss es keine Pläne Jtlr den Export der
THTR-B.enn€lemente in die USA gäbe, sondern nur für die des AVR. Atrsßehend von derAnnahnq dass d;e deutsche
Seite nün do.h di€ Umwpltverträgtich keitsprüfung dp. amerikäni!.hen DOE {ijr die THTR-ßrennelemente offiziell
unterstützt, vermuten wir.lass di€ deutschen Exportplän€ füaden avR-Müllnur dea e.ste Sch.itt eines ökologisch
höchst problematischen Exports allen dei]tschen Atommülls in andere tänder darst€llt. Esgibt bereits €ntspr€chende
an8ebote du.cö Rus.lend,

DRAFT f NVIRoNMENTALASSESSMENT / Umrvelwerträglichkeitsstudie:

http://enersv.sov/5ites/prodfüles/2016/0Llt28lDfaft%zoDoE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBuc,pdt

With my signetut I suppon these comm€nts against the DEA conce.ring the proessing ofGerman F€bble bed

NPP tuel€lements at SRS

Eineaktion d€s Bändniss€s gegen CastoFExpofte (Buegece), Zlsammenschluss auslandes"
bundesweiten Anti-Atom_lnhiativen und dem BUND NRWltUg!!!9:!IgJg 2
www,t^/estcastor-de

Bitte bls zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstraße 88, 40225 Dösseldorf, Faxt 0049 2L1' 302005-26,

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T0049 2369 24296 Claudia-Baitinser@bund,net

Hlnwels rum Dät€nsalluul
Abgesehen von der Übersend!ng der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findetelne Weitergabeder Dät€n än Drinenicht statt

stand 16.02.2016

z

Nachname, Vomame
Name, prename

Wohnort
ciW

Unterschrift
signatur€
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• Es tlesteh t kein signiflkantes Proliferations-Risiko FUr den AVR-Mull, wie vers.chiedene Gutachten (l .B. auch von NNSA, 

2013) darlegen . lrn Allgemelnen emMlt der AVR-MOl! keln HEU. E1ne Kondilionlerung und Endlagerung in Deutschland 
w~ren somlt mOgllch. 

• Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%1 in Deutschland 1100 der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich der HEU-Anteil 

(830 kg) stamm! aus den U5A. 

• Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 20]4 dartegte. gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR. die ubel'" Jahrzehnte 

verschwiegeo worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daMer in einem sehr scf'l lechten Zustand.lhre 

WlEderaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groBe Mengen sekundaren MUlls erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte 5auberung der 

SRS behindern dlirften. Ungefi:.ihr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, m it vermutlich ahnlkhen 

Konsequenzen. 

• Die deutsche BundesregiEfullg hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell etkliirt. dass es keine Plane fur den Export der 

THTR ·Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fO r die des AVR. Auseehend von der Annahme, dass die deutsche 

Self'" nlln doch die UmweitvE!rt raelichlo'eitsprfrfune des amerikanischE!n DOE fUr die THTR-BrE!nnelemente offiziell 

unterstOtzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fUr den AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines 5koiogisch 

h5chst problematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommulls in andere lander darstellt. Es glbt bereits entsprechende 
Angebot@durch Russl:md. 

DRAn ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertragllchkeitsstudie: 

http://enerev.gov/sites/prod/files!2016/01/f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBUC.pdf 

W ith my signatur, I support these comments against the DEA concerning the proceSSing of German pebble bed 

NPP fuel elements at SRS 

1. 

2, 

3. 

4, 

s. 

6, 

7, 

8. 

9, 

10 

Nachname, Vomame 

Name, prename 
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Wohnort 
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Eine Aktion des Blindnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece). Zusammenschluss aus landes
bundesweiten Anti·Atom-lnrt iativen und dem BUNO NRW w'NW.bund-nrw.de 

www.westcastor.de 

Bine bis zum 01.03,2016 an den BUND NRW e,V, senden: 

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

Unterschrift 
signature 

und 

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitineer, T0049 2369 24296 Claudja,Bajtjnger@bund.net 

Hlnweis zum Oatenschutz: 
Abgesehen von der Obersendung der Unterschri ften an den Adressaten flndet elne Weitergabe der Daten an Oritte nici"ll statt. 

Stand 18.02.2016 

2 



. Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fürden AVR-Müll, wie verschiedene Gutachten (2.8. auch von NNSA.
2013)darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthält derAVR-Müll kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland
wären somit möglich.

. Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsöchlich {zu 96%} in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, ledigllch der HfU-Anteil
(830 Glstammt aus den USA.

. Wie eine unabhängige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfälle im AVR, die überiahrzehnte
verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brenaeiemente sind daher in einem sehrschlechten Zustand. thre
Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich große Mengen sekündären Mülls erzeugen, diedie beabsichtigte Säuberungder
SRS behindern dürften. lJngefähr 4% derTHTR-Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ähnlichen
(onsequenzen.

. Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklärt, dasses keine PIänefürden Export der
THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gäbe, sondern nurfürdle des ̂VR. Ausgehendvon derAnnahme, dass die deutsche
Seite nun doch die Umweltverträglichkeitsprüfung des amerikänischen DOE für die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell
unterstützt, vermuten wir däss die deutschen Exportpläne für den AVR-Müllnur dereßte Schritteines ökologisch
höchst problemati$he. Exports allen deutschen Atommülls ib andere Länder darstellt. Esgibt bereits entsprechendc
Aagebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAIASSESSMENT / Umwelwe.träglichkeitsstudie:

hrrülleneqt.zovlsiteslercdlfilesl20!6louI28lpt"ft9620poi%20EA%20t977 FOR%z}pUBLtC.odt

With my signatur, lsupport these.omments agäinst the DEA concerningthe pro.essing ofcerman pebble bed
NPP fuel elements at sRS

Nachname, Vorname
Name, prename

Wohnort
city

U nterschrift
signature
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EineAktion des Bündnissesgegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes-
bundesweiten Anti-Atomlnitiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de
www.westcastor.cle

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstraße 88, 40225 Düsseldorf, Fax: 0049 211302005-26,

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

Hinweis rüm Datenschutl i!l*t-:'

Abgesehen von der Übersenddid{br Unterschriften an den Äüresdäten findet eine Weitergab€ der Daten an Dritte nicht siatt.

Stand 18.02.2016
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• Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferatians-Risiko fUr den AVR-Mlill, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. auch von NNSA, 

2013) darlegen. 1m Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-MOII kein HEU. Eine Konditianierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland 

waren samit mogJich. 

• Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, ledlgllch der HEU-Anteil 

(830 kg) stammt aus den USA. 

• Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die liber Jahrzehnte 

verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten Zustand. lhre 

Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich gro~e Mengen sekundaren MOils erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Sauberung der 

SRS behindern dOrfien. UngeHihr 4% der THTR-BrenneJemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutJich 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 rur die des AVR. Ausgehend von der Annahme, dass die deutsche 

Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprOfung des amerikanischen DOE fUr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell 

unterstlitzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fUr den AVR-Mull nur def erste Schritt eines tikologisch 

h6chst problem<ltischen Exports <llIen deutschen Atommulls in andere lander darstcilt. Es gibt bcrcits cntsprcchcndc 

Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie: 

http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28/0raft%2000E%2OEA%201977 FOR%20PUBlIC.pdf 

With my signatur, I support these comments against the DEA concerning the processing of German pebble bed 

NPP fuel elements at SRS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9 

10 

Nachnamel Vorname 

Name, prename 

Wohnort 

city 

Eine Aktion des BOndnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes
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 : 

MerowingerstraBe 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211302005·26, 

Unterschrift 

und 

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049236924296 Claudia.Baitinger@bund_net 

Hinweis zurn Datenschutz: 
Abgesehen von der Obersendung- der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt. 

Stand 18.02.2016 

2 



deutschen Anlagen exislierten Schwesteranlagen jn den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGRTür den AVR und
Fort St. Vrain HTGR für den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommeeielle betrachtet.
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen
deren kommerzielle lnientionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren!

> Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko für den AVR-Müll, wie verschiedene Gutachten (2.8.
auch von NNSA, 2013) ctarlegen. lm Allgeme,nen enthält der AVR-Milll kein HEU. Eine Konclitionierung
und Endlagerung in Deulschland wären somit möglich.

> Die Brenne,emente wurden hauptsächlich (zu 96%) in Deuischland von der NUKEM hergeslellt, lediglich
der HEu-Anieil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA-

> Wie eine unabhängige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfälle im AVR, die ilber
Jahzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlecl'rten
Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich große Mengen sekundären Mülls erzeugen, die dic
beabsichtigte Säuberung der SRS behindern dürften. Ungefähr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mitvermullich ähnlichen Konsequenzen.

. Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergengenen Jahren offiziell erklärt, dass es keine Pläne für den
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gäbe, sondern nurfür die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltverträglichkeitsprilfung des amerikanischen DOE
für die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstülzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpläne für den
AVR-Müll nur der erste Schriit eines ökologisch höchst problematischen Exports ailen deutschen
Atommülls in andere Länder darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland-

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltverträglichkeitsstudie:

http;//enerqv.qov/sites/prod/files/2016/01ff28/Draft%2oDOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLlC"pdf

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

Eine AKion des Bündnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-lnitiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de vvww.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 0'1.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstraße 88, 40225 Düsseldorf, Fax]. 0049 211 302005-26,
V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296
Claudia.Baitinqer@bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Ubersendung der Unteßchriften an den Adressaten findet ejne
Weitercabe der Daten an Dritte nicht slatt. Stand 18.02.2016

Nachname, Vorname
Name. Prename

Wohnort
City

Unterschrift
Signature
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deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fOr den AVR und 
Fort St. Vrain HTGR fOr 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 fOr den AVR-MOII, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Allgemeinen entMIt der AVR-MOII kein HEU. Erne Konditionierung 
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somi! moglich. 

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

};> Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die Ober 
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten 
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich graBe Mengen sekundaren Mulls erzeugen, die die 
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dOrften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind 
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ahnlichen Konsequenzen. 
Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offizielt erklart, dass es kerne Plane fOr den 
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOr die des AVR. Ausgehend von der 
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprOfung des amerikanischen DOE 
fOr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziel1 unterstOtzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fUr den 
AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines okologisch hOchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AtommOlis in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie: 

http://energv.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f28IDraft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLIC.pdf 

With my signatur, I 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 BOndnisses 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: 
Merowingerslra"e 88, 40225 DOsseldorf, Fax: 0049211 302005-26, 
V.LS.d.P.: Suegece, cia Claudia Sailinger, T 0049 2369 24296 
Claudia.Bailinger@bund.net 

-

/ 

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Obersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine 
Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt. Stand 18.02.2016 

2 



deutschen Anlägen existierten Sohwesteranlagen in den USA| PEACH Bottom HTGR frir den AVR und
Fort St. Vrain HTGR für den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommezielle betrachtel.
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen
deren kommerzielle lntentionen dienen: Sie waren kommezielle Reaktoren!

> Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko für den AVR-lvlüll, wie verschiedene Gufachten (2.8.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Allgemeinen enthaft der AVR-lvlütl kein HEU. Eine Konditaonierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wären somit möglich.

> Die Brennelemente wurden hauplsächlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEI\,,| hergestellt, lediglich
der HEu-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

> Wie eine unabhängige Expertengruppe 2014 da.legte, gab es verschiedene Unfälle im AVR, d;e über
Jahzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groß€ Mengen s€kundären Mülls erzeug€n, di€ d;e
beabsichtigte Säuberung der SRS behindem dürften. Ungefähr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ähnlichen Konsequenzen.

. Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklärt, dass es keine Pläne für den
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gäbe, sondern nur f(lr die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltverträglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen DOE
für die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstülzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpläne für den
AVR-Müll nur der erste Schritt eines ökotogisch höchst probtematischen Expons allen deutschen
Atommülls in andere Länder darstelll. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltverträglichkeitsstudie:

http:/,/enerqv.qov/sites,/prod/files/2016/01/f28lDraft%2oDOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLlC.pdf

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

Eine Aktion des Bündnisses gegen Castor-Fxporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-lnitiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de wlvw-westcastor.de

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

Hinweis zum Oalenschutz: Abgesehen von der Übersendung der Unierschriften an den Adressaten findet eine
Weitemabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt. Stand 18.02.2016

Nachname, Vorname
Name, Prename

Wohnort
City

Unterschrift
Signature

1 . 5z '.^ ) * l7o.,n irer'/ .i ,/?9 ,,)zf,zo r t W.ztr4ut-.-tL
2 .

/to.l,t'i,Lv ^ IAL<-I JQ vZV k n-a-zr- <
3 . Juu o./,- -., l--zz:"tt/. 1* <9kl? r/rtiz*t2.1",* VZr-/oo.,'..

fu u't4ro Zuu" 3?,7s? 3ü^dJ //)////4u
5. iZr-'- 2- /: t- ,9s57 äz,zr/cz1/ Z"--,'4
6. Itr"L"ol lJ"l' i ' | \ t* , ! toIt laalA

' / f f i ' , . ' /
7 . 'd.r,n, ' , '1, :T'tft t'"7r 1') r,,v/ a /
L W/r,,J rl2.z.> *Llos- 

'l /2.2,* /*za{--
9 . k;-/b,L/ ,U,-, flc s2 ///2.'/z

'za4*,
'10. 4/J ,4/r".-/h f k * fr /24 "/,./,.. / t,/,4-z ,//z/)//.4-

PC-055

Bsup82

deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fUr den AVR und 
Fort St. Vrain HTGR fOr den THTR; diese An lagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielie 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 fOr den AVR-MOII, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Mull kein HEU. Eine KOnditionierung 
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit m6glich. 

);> Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich 
der HEU-Anteil (830 k9) stammt aus den USA. 

}> Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die Gber 
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren . Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten 
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich grol1e Mengen sekund:;!.ren Mulls erzeugen, die die 
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindem dOrfien. 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 fOr den 
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOr die des AVR. Ausgehend von der 
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprGfung des amerikanischen DOE 
fOr die THTR-Brennelemen1e offiziell unterstOtzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fOr den 
AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines OKOlogisCh Mchst problematischen Exports ailen deutschen 
AtommGlIs in andere Lander darstel11. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie: 

http://energy.gov/sites/prodlfiles/2016/01/f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLlC.pdf 

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

Nachname, Vorname 

Name, Pre name 

Wohnort 

City 

Unterschrift 

Signature 

Eine Aktion des Bi..indnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und 
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de www.wes1castor.de 

BiUe bis zurn 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden: 
Merowingerstra[\e 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26, 
V.i.S .d.P.: Buegece, cia Claudia Baitinger. T 0049 2369 24296 
Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net 

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

> Es besteht kein signiflkantes Proliferations-Risiko für den AVR-Müll, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z-8.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. Im Attgemeinen enthätt der AVR-Mull t(ein H€U. Eine Kondilionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wären somit möglich.

> Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsächlich (zu 96%) jn Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich
der HEu-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den IJSA.

> Wie eine unabhängige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfälle im AVR, die über
Jahzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich große Mengen sekundären Mülls erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Säuberung der SRS behindern dürften. Ungefähr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermullich ähnlichen Konsequenzen-

. Die deutsche Bundesregierung hal in den vergengenen Jahren offiziell erklärt, dass es keine Pläne für den
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die tJSA gäbe, sondern nur für die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltverträglichkeitspriifung des amerikanischen DOE
für die THTR-Brennelemenle offiziell unterstützt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpläne filr den
AvR-lvlüll nur der erste Schritt eines ökologisch höchst problematschen Exports allen deutschen
Atommülls in andere Länder darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltverträglichkeitsstudie:

http://enerqv.qov/sites/prod/files/2016/01ff28/Draft%2oDOE%20EA%201977 FORo/"20PUBLlC.pdf

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

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

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstraße 88, 40225 Düsseldorf, Fax: 0049 2'11 302005-26,
V.i.S.d.P.; Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296
Claudia.Baitinqer@bund.net

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der 0beßendung der Untercchriften
Weiiergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht siatt. Stand 18.02.2016

Nachname, Vorname
Name. Prename

Wohnort
City

U nte rsch rift
Signature
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deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fOr den AVR und 
Fort St. Vrain HTGR fOr den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtet. 
Die miserable LeistungsbiJanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen 
deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren! 

);> Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fOr den AVR-MOII , wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Allgemeinen entha!t der AVR-MOI! Kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung 
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit moglich. 

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

» Wle eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die Ober 
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten 
Zusland . Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich graBe Mengen sekundiiren Mulls erzeugen, d ie die 
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dOrften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind 
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ahnlichen Konsequenzen. 

Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dRSS es keine Plane fUr den 
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOr die des AVR. Ausgehend von der 
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprOfung des amerikanischen DOE 
fOr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstotzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpli!me fOr den 
AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines oKologisch hOchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AtommOlls in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie: 

http://energy.gov/sites/prodlfiles/2016/011f28IDraft%20DOE%2OEA%201977 FOR%20PUBLlC.pdf 

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

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Nachname, Vorname 

Name, Prename 

Wohnort 

City 

Unterschrift 

Signature 

Eine Aktion des BOndnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und 
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUNO NRW lNWVV.bund-mw.de www.westcastor.de 

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

Merowingerstrar..e 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26, 
V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, cia Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2.369 24296 
Claudia.Baitinger@bund.net 

Hinweis zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Obersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine 
Weitergabe der Daten an Dritte nicht statt. Stand 18.02.2016 
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deutsohen Anlagen existierter Schwe6teranlagen n den IJSA; PEAC H Bottom HTGR ltlr den AVR und
Fort St. Vrain HTGRfürden THTR diese Anlagen we.den auch in den USA als kommerzjeile behachtet.
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der delrtschen KLrgelhalfen_Reaktoren kann nichi als Argumentgeg€n
deren kommerzi€lle Inlenlionen dienen: Sie wären kommerzielle Reaklolen!

> Es besteht kein signlfikantes Proliferations-Risiko fiirden AVR-Müll, wieve.schjedene Gulachlen (z.B
auoh ron NNSA, 2013) dadegen. lm Altgemeinen edhalt derAVR-Müll kein HEU Eino Konditonierung
und Endlagerung in Deulschland wären somit möglich.

> Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsächlich (zu 96%) in Deltschland von der NUKEM hergestel t, led ig l ch
de. HEU-Antell (830 kq) slammtaus den USA.

> Wie eine unabhängige Expertengrüppe 2014 daflegte,gab es verschiedene Unfäll€ im AVR' die über
Jaheehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher ineinem sehr schlechten
zustand. lhre WiederaufarbeitJng wird vermutlich große Mengeh sekundären Mülls erzeuqerl die dje
b€absichtigle Sauberung dersRS behlndern dÜdten Ungefätrr4% derTHTR_Brennelemenie sind
zeöEchen, mil verml'ltlich ähn ichen Konsequenzen

. Die deukche Eundesregierung hal in den vergangen€n Jahren offiziel erkläri' dass es kelne Pläne turden
Expori der THTR-Brenübme;le in die USA gäbe, sondern nurfü.die des AVR .Ausgehend von der
An;ahme, dass di€ deutsche seite nun doch die Umwe tvenräglichkeitsprÜtung des amerikan schen DOE
iür die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell ünterslÜtzt, vernr uten wir dass die deubohen Expartpläne l{Jr den
AVR-Müllnut der eßte Schritt eines ökologisch höchst problemalischen Exports a ien deußchen
AtommÜlls in andere Länder darstellt Es gibtbereits entsPfechende Angebote durch RussLard

DRAiT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / UmlYeltverträglichkeitsstudie:

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

U nterschrift
Signature

Wohnort
City

Nachname, Vorname
Name, Prename

r\44 | 5 t onz-ua-4irA:1. I lr l?-Tf c-. t

Eine Aklion des Bündnisses gegen
bundesweiten AntiAtom]nitiativen

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

Merowingerstraße BB,40225 Düsseldorf, Fax Oa49 211 302005-26'

V,i.S.d.P-: Buegece, clo Claudia Baitinger,I OO49 2369 24296
claudia.Baitinoer@bund.net

Hinweis zuh Daaenschutz: Abgesehen von de. Üb€.sendung der Unierschriften an den Mressäten findet eine

Weilergabe der Oaten an Dritle nichl staä sIänd 1a 02'2016

Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes !nd

und dem I'UND NRW rdww bund_nrw-de www westcaslor'de
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declschen Anlagen exislierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fOr den AVR und 
Fort St. Vrain HTGR rur den THTR; diese Anlagen werden such in den USA als kommerzielle betrachtel. 
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelha_ufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen 
deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzieJle Reaktoren! 

J> Es besteht kein slgn ifikantes Proliferalions-Risiko fOr den AVR-MOII. wie verschledene Gulachien (z.B. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Allgemeinen enthill! dor AVR-MOII kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung 
und Endlagerung in Deutschland w.a.ren somit mOglich . 

J> Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland lion der NUKEM hergesteJlt. iediglich 
der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA. 

,. Wie eine unabMngige Expertengruppe 2014 dariegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die Ober 
Jahrzehnte lIerschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in eioem sehr sChlechteo 
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wire! lIermutlich groBe Mengen sekundaren MOils er2eugen , die die 
beabslchtigte Sauberung der SRS behlndern dOnlen. Ungeral lr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind 
zerbrochen. mit lIermutlich ahnlichen Konsequenzen . 

Die deutsche Bundesregierung hal in den vergangenen Jahren offlZiell erkJart. dass es keine Plane rur den 
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe. sonc!em nur fLir c! ie des AVR. Ausgehend von der 
Annahme, dass die deu!sche Seile nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeilsprOfung des am erikan iscl1 en DOE 
fUr die THTR-BrenneJemente offizieJl unlerstOtzt, lIermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fOr den 
AVR-Mut l nur der erste Schritt aines okologisch hochst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AtommOlis in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bcreits e,ntsprechende Angebate durch Russland . 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie: 

http://enera Y. 9 ovls Itcs/p rodlfi Ie sl20 16/0 1/f2 SlOr aft% 200 0 E% 20EA % 201977 FOR %20P U B LJ C. pdf 

With my signatur, I 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 BOndn isses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusa mmenschfuss aus landes- und 
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-lniUativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-mw.de www.westcastor.de 

Bitte bis zum 01.03,2016 an den BUND NRWe,V. senden: 

Merowingerstra~e 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26, 
V,i.S .dP,: Buegece, clo Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296 
Claudia.Baitinger@bund .net 

Hinwels 2l1m Oatonschutz: Abgesehen von der Obersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine 
Weitergabe der Oaten an Dritte nich! statt. Stand i8.02 .2016 
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deutschen Anlagen existierien Schwesteranlagen in den USA PEACH Bottom HTGR für den AVR und
Fort 51. V€in HTGR f0fden THTR;diese Anlagen werden auch in den USAals kommerzielle betrach€t.
Die rniserable Leistungsbilanz derdeulschen Kugelhaufen-Reakloren kanf n cht als Argumentgegen
deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Siewarcn kommetzielleReaktoren!

> Es besteht kein signffikantes Prolife€llons-Risiko für den AVR]\,iüli, wie verschledene Gulachten (2.8.
auch von NNSA, ?013) darlegen.lm Allgemeanen enthölt derAVR-Müllkein HEU Eine Kondi$oni€.ün9
und End ager!ng in Deütschland wären sornil möglidt.

> Die Brenne emente wurden hauptsächlich (zu 96%) ln Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, lediglich
der HEU-Anleil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

> Wie eine unabhängige Expertengtuppe 2014 dadegte, gab €s vefschiedene Untrlle im AVR, die über
JahEehnte verschwiegen worden waren- Die Er6hn6lernenie sind deher in e nem sehrechlochten
Zustand. lhre Wiedera!furbeitung w rd vermltlich große Mengen sekundären Mülls eEeugen. die die
beabsichiigte Säuberung der sRS behindem düden. Ungefähr4% cler THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbpchen, mitvernudich ähnlichen Kons€quenzen.

. Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergange.En Jahren olfiziellerklärt, dass es keine Pläne fürden
Expod der THTR-Brennelemenle ir die USAqäbe, sondern nurfürdie des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertdglichkeitsprüfung des äne kanlschen DOE
fiir die THTR-Brennelemenie offiziell unterslilEl, vermuten wird€ss die deulschen Exportpläne fürden
AVR-MüIlnur dererst€ Schritl eines ökologsch hÖchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Alommil s in andafe Länder d*stelll. Es gibt bereits ernspre.hende Angeboie durch Russland

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT,I LJmweltverträglichkeitsstudie:

htlp://enerqv,qov/siteslprod/tile€/2016/01/f28lDraft7o20DOE%20EAol020t977 FOR%20PUBLlC.pdf

With my signatur, I support lhes€ comments against the DEA concerning the processing
of German pebble bed NPP luel elements at SRS.

Eine Aklion des Bündnisses gegen CastoFExporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundesweiten AntlAtomlnitiativen und dern BUND NRW !44 Lb!!f!:!!4.dg www westcaslor.de

Bitte bis zum 01,03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V, senden;
Merowingerstraße BB, 40225 Düsseldorf, Fax oO49 211 302005-26,
V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296
Claudia.Baitinqer@bund net

Ninwsis zum Datenschutz: Abgesefen von der Übersendung der Unterschriiten an den Ad€6säien findet eine
Weileroabe der Daten an Dritue njcht ställ. Sland 18 02.2016

Nachname, Vorname

Name, Prename
Wohnört

CitY
Unterschrift
Signature
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deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fur den AVR und 
Fort SI. Vrain HTGR fOr den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle belrachtet 
Die miserable leistungsbilanz der deulschen Kugelhaufen--Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen 
deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktorenl 

l> Es besteht kein signffikantes Proiiferations-Risiko rur den AVR-Milll, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. 
ouch von NNSA, 2013) darlcgcn. 1m Allgemeinen enthAlt der AVR-MQII kein HEU. Eine Konditionicrung 
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit mtlglich. 

~ Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) In Deutschland von der NUKEM hergesteln, lediglich 
der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stamm! aus den USA. 

}\- Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 dartegte, gab es verschiedene Unffll!e im AVR, die fiber 
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die BrannelGmente cind daher in einem sQhr schlgchten 
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutl ich groBe Mengen sekundaren Mulls erzeugen, die die 
beabsictlligte SAubenmg der SRS beh indem dQrften . Ungeflhr 4% der THTR-Brennetemente sind 
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich !ihnlichen Konseq uenzen. 

Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Plane fOr den 
Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gSbe, sondern nur fUr die des AVR. Ausgehend von der 
Annahme, dass die deulsche Seite nun doW die Umweltvertrtl.g lichkeitsprOfung des amerikanischen DOE 
fOr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell untersWtzI, vermuten wir dass die deulschen Exportplane fUr den 
AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines Okologisch h6chst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AlommUlls In andere LiindAr d:arstellt. Es gibt berelts entsprp-chenrte AnoehOle durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ( Urnweltvert,agliehkeitsstudie: 

http://energy ,9 ovfs ite$fprodlfi le$12 01 6/0 1Jf:28/Draft%20 DOE °/1)20 E A %201 977 FO R%2{) PU B Lie .pdf 

With my signatur, I support t hese comments against the DEA concerning the processing 
of Gennan p ebble bed NPP fue l elements at SRS, 

1. 

2. 

Nachname, Vorname 

Name, Prename 

Wohnort 

Ci ty 
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Unterschrift 

Signature 

Eine Aklion de!;; BOndnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und 
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de www.westcas1or.de 

Bitte bis zurn 01 .03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden: 

Merowingerst,a~e 88, 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax: 0049 21 1 302005-26, 

V.i.S.d.P.: Buegeee, cia Claudia Baitinge" T 0049 2369 24296 
Claudia. Baitinger@bund.net 

Hinweis zum Dalenschutz: Abgesehen von der Obersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaten findet eine 
Weilergabe der Dalen an Dritte nichl statt. Stand 1B.02.2016 
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deulschen Anlagen exislierten Schlvesteraniagen ln den USA: PEACH Aotum mGRfUrden AVR und
Fon SL Vrain HTGR für den THTR; dies€ Anlagen we.den auch in dea USA als kommerzielle b€irschet.
Die miser8ble Leistungsbilanz d er deutschen Kugelhaulen-Reaktoren kann nichtals Argument gegen
deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienenr Sie waren kommerzielle Reektorcnl

> Es besleh( kein signäikantes Proliferations-Risiko fürden AVR [rlü1, wie veßchiedeße Gutachten (2.8.
auch von NNSA 2013) dadegen. lm Allsemeinen enlhäft der AVR-Müll kein HEu. Eine Konditionier!nS
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wären sorntt möglich.

> Die Brennelemente wurden hauplsächllch (zu 96%) in D€utschland von der NUKEM hergeslellt. lediglich
der HEu-Anteil(630 kg) sbmrnt aus den llSA.

> Wie eine unabhängige Erpertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es venschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die über
Jrhrzehnle verschwiegen worden waren- Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zusland. lhre Wiederatrfarbeilung wifd vermuilich große N4engen sekundären lvlülls erzeugen, die die
beabsichiide SAuberung der SRS behindern dürtten- Ungcfähr40Ä der IHTR Brennelemonte sind
zelbroc,1en, m.l vermurlichähnlichen (onsequenzen.

. Die deutsche Bundesregierung h€t in den vergangenen Jahren offiziellerklärt, dass es keine Pläne fürden
Export de. THTR-tsrennelemenle in die USA gäbe, sondern nur für die des AVR. Ausgehend von der
Annahme, dass die deL.itsche Seite nuh doch die Umweltverldg I chkeitsprüJung des amerikanischen DOE
filr die THTR-Brennelernente ofliziell unteßlützt, vermuten wir dass die deulschen Exportpläne für den
AVR-Müll nur der erste Schrilt elnes ökologisch höchst probl€mälischen Exports allen deuischen
Atommülls n andere Landerdarstelll Es gibt bereils enlsprechende Anqebole durch Russl.nd.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT i Umweltverträgliehkeitsstudie:
http:/,lenerov.qov/sit€s/prodffiles/2016/0{f28lDraft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FORoÄ2oPUBLlC.pcff

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

Nachname, Vorname
Name, Prename

Wohnort
Ciiy

unterschrift
Signatuae

/,nbr, 4tt [1a , pnthlnqlAdfuik /Zzz/;z-
2. 6ötotJ'wl ,1sila l{öutüeuaö.,raa,i, {hti7€Äo
3. !i' t A41,J c L' / a.t Ei ) +A/ H 6 U \J*,<
4.

5.
6.

7.

L

9 .

1 0 .

Eine Aktion des Bündnisses g€gen Castor-Exporle (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes und
bundesweiten Anti-Atorn- nitiativen und dem BUND NRW !4ty4lD!!d:!!{llg uuw.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01,03.201G an den BUND NRW e V senden:
Merowingerstraße 88, 40225 Düsseldorf, Fax:0049 211 302005-26,
V.i.S.d P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, 1 OO49 2. 9 24298
Claudiä-Baitinqer{Abund.net

Hinryeis zum Datenschuts: abges€hen von der Übersendung del Unterschn'lten an den Adressaten findet eine
Weilergabe der Daten an Drilte nicht statl Stand 18.02.2016
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deulschen Anlagen exislierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fOr den AVR und 
Fort 5t. Vrain HTGR fOr den THTR; diese Anlagen we rden auch in den USA als kommerzielle betrachteL 
Die miserable Leistungsbilanz: der dectschen Kugelhaufen-ReaKtoren Kann nlcht sis Argument gegen 
deren kommer.zielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktorenl 

» Es beslehl keio signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fOr den AVR-MOII, wie verschiedene Gutachten (I.B. 
auch von NN$A. 2013) dar1egen. 1m Aligemeinen enthAtt der AVR-MUlI ketn HEU. Eine Konditionierung 
und Endlagerung in Deulschland waren somit mOglich. 

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

~ Wie eine unabMngige Expertengruppe 2014 dar1egte, gab es verschiedene UnfaJle im AVR, die aber 
Jahrzehnle verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemenle sind daher in einem sehr schlechten 
Zusland. Ihre Wiederaufarbeilung wird vermutlich grolle Mengen sekundaren Mulls erzeugen, die die 
boabslchligte saubcrung dcr SRS behindcm dOrften. Ungcfiihr 4% der THTR-Brcnnclcmcnto sind 
zerbrochen, milvermutlich i;lhnlichen Konsequenzen . 

Ole deulsche 8undesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiz.iell erklart, dass es keine Plane fUr den 
Export der THTR-Brennelemenle in die USA g~be, sondern nur fUr die des AVR Ausgehend von der 
Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltver1ri;lglichkeitsprufung des amerikanischen DOE 
rOr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstQtzt, vermulen wir dass die deutschen Exportp l~ne fUr den 
AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines Okologisch hOchst problematischen Exports allen deulschen 
Atommulls in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits enlsprechende Angebote durch Russland . 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertraglichkeilssludie: 

http://anorgy.Qov/si tes/prod/fl 19$/201 G/01 /f28/Draft%20DOE%20EA %201977 FOR%20PUBLlC.pdf 

With my signatur, I support 1hese comments against the DEA concerning the processing 
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS. 

Nachn·ame. Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift 

Name, Prename City Signature 

1. 7",i:>c. . J. ,} " /("'1c/,ln ~/i>fil-.t.c;'" .~?:-
2. &'aJ<£i} O!JA 11'{0£(c4 -'heci. 1,.<: 'Ie , 'y( .z,,, , 
3. s.7",I#IJi)V/G I ;:;1' ~""''' H6. V (., ~/ -
4. --, 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Eine Aktion des Bundnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus land~· 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: 
Merowingerstral1e 88, 40225 Dilsseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26, 
V.i.S .d .P.: Buegece. c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296 
Claudia .Baitinger@bund.net 

Hinwels zum Datenschutz: Abgesehen von der Obersendung der Unterschriften an den Adressaien findet eine 
Weilergabe dar Daten an Dritts nicht statt Stand 18.02.2016 

2 



$mmelei nwendungen - lGi ne
G$or-Rporte in die USA

To: lvls. TracyWil l iams, NEPACompliance Off icer, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O.BoxB
Aiken, Soulh Carolina 29802. e-lvla l :  GermanSoentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

Comments on Draft Envircnmental Assessment for the Acceotance and DisDosition of Used Nuclear Fuel
Containing U.s.-or igin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal  Republ ic of Germany" (DEA) deat ing wirh
processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS

we are deeply concerned about the US/German plans to reprocess and store about 200,000 kg ofcommercial
GeIman pebble fuel elements from lhe nuclear powef plants AVR Jue|ch (15 MWel) and THTR-300 (300 [,]Wei) at
SRS. Our reasons are:

European lJnion and German laws do not allow the export of nucleaf waste, except for proliferaiion relevant
waste trom neutron generating research reactots. The reasonable general rule is that the waste has to ßmain
in the country of its origin. AVR and THTR are obvjously no research reactors and are not lisied as research
rcactors by lhe lnternational Atomic Energy Agency but as nuclear power plants. There are several legal
expertizes, which underline this posiiion. For that German environmenlal organisations as BUND (friends of
lhe earth) and Greenpeace have announced legalact ions in case ofa tmnsport  of ihe cerman fuelto SRS.
Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by aw in cermany for oommercial fuel elements. Both, AVR and
THTR were both owned and operated by comnrercial utililies (and THTR still is) and produced electricity {4.4
bn kwh) to the grid. For bolh German NPPs sister plants exisied in the US: Peach Bottom HTGR for AVR and
Fort St Vrain HTGR for THTR, and these IJS 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 exlsting cornmercial
intentions: They were commercial NPPs.
There is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR wesie, as several expertizes (eg from the NNSA 2013)
ind cate. In average ihe spent AVR waste does not coniain HEU. A condition n9 and final sto69e in Gemany
is possible.

, The fuel eLements were mainly (96 %) fabricated n Germany at Nukem, US orlg n is only the HEU content
(830 ks).
As an independent official experts group ouUined 2014, there were several severe accidents in AVR reactor
(Mrich were hushed up for decades). The fuel elements are thus in a very bad shape. Their reprocessing will
probably produce huge amounis of secondary waste, which will hinder the intended cleaning of the SRS sile
About 4 % ofthe lHTR fuelelements are bfoken with probably simi lar consequences.

The German government has officlally announced here in the past years thatthere are no plans to export the wasle
from THTR to the US, but only for the AVR and that they wonderaboui an'Drafi EnvironmentalAssessment" (DEA)
by DOE for THTR waste. Having in mind ihat it seems that ihe German side has officially suppoded the DEA forTHTR
waste too, we guess ihat the German export plans forthe AVR waste are only the first step ofan ecologically highly
problematic exDort ofall German nuclear waste to other countries.

TRANSLATtoN/ übersetzunq:
Sehr geehrte Frau Williams
wir sind zutiefst besorgt über die ame kanisch-deutschen Pläne zur Lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von
ehva 200 000 kg kommeziell genutztef deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR
Jülich (15 [,4W eL) und THTR-300 (300 N/W eL) in Savannah River Site. Die Gdnde füf unserc Bedenken:

r Die deutschen Gesetze und die def EuroDäischen Union erlauben den Exoort von radioaktiven
Abfällen nicht, mjt Ausnahme von proliferationsgefährliche Abfällen aus Neutronen ezeugenden
Forschungsreaktoren. AVR und THTR sind aber offenkundig keine Forschungsreaktoren Lrnd sand
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 jetä noch)von kommeziellen Betreibern; sie.produzieften Strom für das öffentliche Netz
(4,4lMrd. kwh). Füf beide deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH
Bottom HTGR filr den AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR für den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in
den IJSA als kommezielle betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz def deutschen Kugelhaufen-
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To: Ms. Tracy Williams , NEPA Compliance Officer, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box B 
Aiken, South Carolina 29802. e-Mail: GermanSpentNuclearFueIEA@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 Repub l ic of Germany" {DEAl 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 posi!ion. 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. 

!J 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. 

J 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. 

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

o 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/Obersetzung: 

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams 

wir sind zutiefst besargt uber die amerikanisch-deutschen Plane zur Lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von 
etwa 200 000 kg kommerziell genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atamkraftwerken AVR 
JOlich (15 MW ell und THTR-300 (300 MW ell in Savannah River Site. Die GrOnde fOr unsere Bedenken: 

U Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Europaischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven 
Abfallen nicht, mit Ausnahme von proliferationsgefahrliche Abfallen aus Neutronen erzeugenden 
Farschungsreaktoren. AVR und THTR sind aber offenkundig keine Forschungsreaktoren und sind 
auch nicht als salche gelistet bei der IAEA, sandern es sind kommerzielle Atamkraftwerke. 

[J Die Aufarbeitung von Brennelementen aus kammerziellen Reaktaren ist nach deutschem Recht 
verboten. Sowohl der ~VR als auch der THTR wurden betrieben und waren im 8esitz (der THTR 
auch jetzt noch)von kammerziellen 8etreibern; sie·produzierten Strom fOr das offentliche Netz 
(4,4Mrd . kWh). FOr beide deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH 
Bottom HTGR fOr den AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fOr den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch In 
den USA als kammerzielle betrachtet. Die miserable LeistungsbHanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-
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Reakoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dieneni Sie waren
kommezielle Reaktorenl

ll Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko für den AVR-IMüll, wie verschiedene Gutachten
(2.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. lm Allgemeinen enthält der AVR-Müll kein HEU. Eine
Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland wären somit möglich.

l Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsächlich (zu 96%0) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

J Wie eine unabhängige Expedengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfälle im AVR, die
über Jahzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr
schlechten Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung w'rd vermutlich große Mengen sekundären Mülls
ezeugen, die die beabsichtigte Säuberung der SRS behindern dürften. Ungeiähr 4% der THTR-
Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ähnlichen Konsequenzen.

! Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklärt, dass es keine Pläne
für den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gäbe, sondern nur für die des AVR. Ausgehend
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertfäglichkeitsprüfung des
amerikanischen DOE für die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unte.stützt, vermuten wir dass die
deutschen Exportpläne für den AVR-lVlüll nur def erste Schritt eines ökologisch höchst
problematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommülls in andere Länder darstellt. Es gibt bereits
entsprechendeAngebote durch Russland.

DRAFI ENVIRCtll\TEMAL ASMENT/ Umweltverträglidrkeitsdudie:
http://enerqv.oovi siteg prod/fileg 2016/ 01/f28l Drafto/t0DOF/d0EAo/401977 FOR/AoRJBUCpdf

With my signat ur, I srpport these Ocmments on DEA dealihg wit h proessing
of German pebble bed NFPfuel elements at S-final 11.03.16

E ne Ad ion des Elindnisses gegen Cador-Eeorte (Bregece), Zrsammensdrluss aus landeg und
bundeqjveiten Anti-Aom-lnitiativen und dem BUND NR/Vwww.bund-nrw.de www.we$ca$or.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
lvlerowingerstraße 88, 40225 Düsseldorf, Fax:0049 211 302005-26,
Vi.Sd.P: &egece, do Oaudia Baitinger, T0049 2369 24296 Oaudia.Baitinoer@bund.net Sard 06.02.16

Nachname, Vorname
Name, prename
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city
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Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren 
kommerzielle Reaktoren! 

1 Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fUr den AVR-Mull, wie verschiedene Gutachten 
(z.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen'. 1m Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-Mull k,ein HEU. Eine 
Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit moglich. 

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

::J 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 grol1e Mengen sekundaren MOils 
erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern durften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR
Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ahnlichen Konsequenzen. 

D Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erkl1:irt, dass es keine PI1:ine 
fOr den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOr die des AVR. Ausgehend 
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitsprufung des 
amerikanischen DOE fOr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstutzt, vermuten wir dass die 
deutschen Exportplane fUr den AVR-Mull nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch h6chst 
problematischen Exports alien deutschen Atommulls in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits 
entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DR'IFr BWlR:JNMENTAL AS33'l:MENTI Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie: 
http:// energy.gov/ sites'prod/ fi les'2016101/ f28/ Draft 'VoZODOE"/oZOCA'VoZ01977 FOR'/oZOPUBUCpdf 

With my signatur, I support there Comments on DEAdealihgwith processing 
of(?erman pebble bed NF'Pfuel elements at ~-finaI11.03.16 

Naci'mame, Vorname Wohnort Unterschrift 

Name, prename dty signature 
1. 

fL, c, > H~kJ '~~,(nfu 
h

2
_. ~~~r~~~v~~~. ~l~!,(~' ~<~~~-+h~~£h~I/~~~~~~~~ .~:, 
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~/ .~ 
Bne Aldlon des OOndnrsses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), liJsammensdllussaus landes- und 
bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRJ\I www.bund-nrw.de\oVWW.westcastor.de 

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW eV senden: 
Merowingerstra~e 88. 40225 DUsseldorf, Fax: 0049211 302005-26, 
V.i.Sd.P.: Buegece, do Oaudia Baitinger, T0049 2369 24296 Oaudia.Baitinger@Jund.net Sand 06.02.16 
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ReaKoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommetzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren
kommerzielle Reaktorenl

> Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko für den AVR-Müll, wie verschiedene cutachten
(2.8. auch von NNSA, 2013) daflegen. Im Allgemeinen enthält der AVR-|\,4üll kein HEU. Eine
Konditionierung und Endlage.ung in Deutschland wären somit möglich.

> Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsächlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEIVI hergestellt,
lediglich def HEU-Antell (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

> Wje eine unabhängige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es veßchiedene Unfälle im AVR, die
über Jaheehnte verschwiegen worden waren- Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr
schlechten Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich großo Mengen sekundären l\rülls
ezeugen, die die beabsichtigte Säuberung def SRS behindern dürften. Ungefähr 4% der THTR-
Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ähnlichen Konsequenzen.

> Die deutsche Bundesrcgieruog hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklärt, dass es keine Pläne
für den Expod der THlR-Brennelemente in die USA gäbe, sondern nurfür die des AVR. Ausgehend
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltverträglichkeitsprüfung des
amerikanischen DOE für die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstützt, vermuten wir dass die
deutschen Exportpläne für den AVR-l\4üli nur der erste Schritt eines ökologlsch höchst
problematischen Exports allen deutschen Atommülls in andere Länder darstellt. Es gibt bereits
entsprechendeAnqebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVTRONMENTAT- ASSESSMENT / Umweltverträglichkeitsstudie:
httpt//enerEv.Eovlsite./orod/files/2016/01/128/Draft%20DOE%20EA%201977 FOR%20pUgUC.pdf

With my signatur, I support these Comments on DEA dealing with processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS - final 11.03.15

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

Bitte bis zum 01,03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:
Merowingerstraße 88,40225 Düsseldorf, Fax: 0049 21 1 302005-26,
V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Bait inger, T 0049 2369 24296 Claudia.Bait ineer(abund.net Stahd 06.02.16

Nachname, Vorname
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Reaktoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren 
kommerzielle Reaktoren! 

;;.. Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko flir den AVR-MOII , wie verschiedene Gutachten 
(z.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Aligemeinen enthalt der AVR-MOII kein HEU. Eine 
Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren 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 
Ober Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr 
schlechten Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich grol1e Mengen sekundaren MOils 
erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dOrften. 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 
fOr den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOr die des AVR. Ausgehend 
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprOfung des 
amerikanischen DOE fOr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstotzt, vermuten wir dass die 
deutschen Exportplane flir den AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines tikologisch htichst 
problematischen Exports allen deutschen AtommOlis in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits 
entsprechende Aogebote durch Russland. 

DRAR ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie: 

http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/01/f2S/0raft%2000E%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLlC.pdf 

With my signatur, I support these Comments on DEA dealing with processing 
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS - final 11.03.16 
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ReaKoren kann nicht als Argurnent gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren
kommezielle Reaktorenl

> Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko für den AVR-Müll, wie verschiedene Gutachten
(2.8. auchvon NNSA,2013) darlegen. lm Allgemeinen enthalt der A\R-N,4ul kejn HEU. Eine
Konditionierung und Endlagerung ln Deutschland wären somit möglich.

> Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsächlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEIVI hergestellt,
iediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) siammt aus den USA.

> Wie eine unabhängige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene unfälle im A\R, die
über Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr
schlechten Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich große Mengen sekundären [Vlül]s
erzeugen, die die beabsichtlgte Säuberung der SRS behindern dürften. LJngefähr 4% der THTR-
Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ähnlichen Konsequenzen.

> Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklärt, dass es keine Pläne
iür den Expo.t der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gäbe, sondern nur für die des AVR. Ausgehend
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltverträglichkeitsprufung des
ämerikanischen DOE für die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstützt, vermuten wir dass die
deutschen Exportpläne für den A\R-Müll nur der erste Schritt eines ökologisch höchst
prob em atischen Exports allen deutschen Atomrn ülls in andere Länder darstellt. Es. gibt bereits
entsprechende Angebote durch Russ and

DRAFT ENVIRoNMENTAL .4SSESSMENT/ Umweltverträglichkeitsstudie:
http,l I eners\.sov /sitesl grodlfiles/2oL6loLlt28/Dralt%2oooEoÄ2oEA'%2oL977 FoR%2oPUBLlc.pdf

With my signatur,  I  support  these Comments on DEA deal ing with processing

of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS - f inal  11.03.16
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Reaktoren kann nlcht als Argument gegen deren kommerzieUe Intentionen dienen: Sie waren 
kommerzielle Reaktoren! 

;.. Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fOr den AVR-MJII, wie verschiedene Gutachten 
(z.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m .AJlgemeinen enthal! der AVR- rvtJlI kein HEU. Eine 
Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somi! m.bglich. 

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

;.. Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle 1m AVR, die 
Ober Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr 
schlechten Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutiich grol1e Mengen sekundaren tv10lIs 
erzeugen, die die beabsichligte Sauberung der SRS behindern dOrften. 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 
fOr d.en Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOr die des AVR. Ausgehend 
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun dech die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprOfung des 
amerikanischen DOE fOr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstutzt, vermuten wir dass die 
deutschen Expertplane fOr den AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines bkologisch hochst 
problematischen Exports allen deutschen AtommOlis in andere Lander darstellt. Es, gibt bereits 
entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvert rag lichkeitsstudie: 

http :!Lenergy,go v/sit es!prod/ fil es!Z016!Ol / fZ8!Draft%ZO DOE%ZOEA%Z01977 FO R%ZOPUBUC,pdf 

With my signatur, I support these Comments on DEA dealing with processing 
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS -final 11.03.16 
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Bille bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW eV senden: 

Merowingerstral>e 88 , 40225 Dusseldorf, Fax : 0049 211 302005-26. 
~r;;;)BUND 



Sammeleinwendungen - Keine
Castor-Exporte in die USA

To: Ms. Tracy Williams, NEPA Compliance Offcer, lJ.S- Department of Ene.gy, P.O. Box B
Aiken, South Carolina 29802. ejvlail: GermansoentNucleärFuelEAaAle;dos.com

Comment6on "Drafr Environmental As6essment fo r the Acceptance and Di6po6ition ofUsed NuclearFuel
Containing u.S.Origin Highly Enriched Uranium {rom the Fedgral Republic of Germany" (DEA) dealing with
proc€ssing of German p€bble bed NPP fuel element6 at SRS

Dear Ms. Williams
we a€ deeply concemed about the US/Geman plans to reprocess and store about 200,000 kg ofcommercial
Geman pebble fuel elements fiom the nuclear power plants AVR Juelich (15 MWel) and THTR-300 (300 lllwel) at
SRS. Out reasons arer

. Eurcpean ljnion and German laws do not allow the export of nuclear waste, except for proliferation relevant
weste from neutron generating research reactors. The reasonable general rule is that the wäste has to remain
in thF .ounlry of its üigin-AVR aDdJHTBareobvously norqsgarcLEaatqc anLarenqt lislcd @ Ieleatalr
€actors by the lnternational Atornic Energy Agency, but as nucleaf powe. planls. There are several legal
expertizes, which undedine this position. For that German environmental organisations as BUND (läends of
the earth) and Greenpeace have announced legai actions in case of a transport ofthe Geman fuel to SRS.

. Reprocessing of fuel elements is prohibited by law in Gemany for commercial fuel elements. Both, AVR and
THTR were both owned and operated by commercial utilaties (and THTR still is) and produced electfcity (4.4
bn kwh) to the grid. For both German NPPS sister plants existed in the US: Peach Bottom HTGRfoTAVR and
Fort St- Vrain HTGR for THTR, and these US plants are considered as commercid in the US. The \ery poor
perbrmance 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 prcliferation risk frcr the AVR waste, as se\€ral expertizes (e.9. from the NNSA 2013)
indicate. In average the spent AVR waste does not contain HEU. A conditioning and finel storage in Gemany
is possible.

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

. As an independent official experts group outlined 2014, there were seleral se@re accidents in AVR reactor
(which were hushed up icr decades). The fuel elements are thus in a very bad shape. Theif reprccessing will
pfobably produce huge amounts ofsecondary waste, which will hinder the intended cleaning ofthe SRS site.
About 4 7o ofthe THTR fuel elements arc brcken with probably similar consequences.

The Geman govemment has offcially announced here in the past yerrs 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 "Dreft €nvironmenlal Assessment' (DEA)
by DOE for THTR waste. Having in mind that il seems that the German side has offcially supported the DEA for THTR
waste ioo, we gue€s that the Geman export plans br the AVR waste are only the filsi step of an ecologically highly
oroblematic exoort ofall German nuclearwasle to other countdes.

T RA,ISLAT lON, ÜberseEunq:
Sehr geehrte Frau Williams
wir sind zutiebt besorgt über die amerikanisctFdeubchen PIäne zur Lagerung und Wiederauiarbeitung von
etwa 200 000 kg kommerziell genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR
Julach (15 tvtr'V eL) und THTR-300 (300 [itw eL) in Savannah River Site. Die Gründe für unsere Bedenken;

> Die deutschen GeseEe und die der Europäischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven
Abfällen nicht, mit Arsnahme von proliferationsgefährliche Abftillen aus Neutronen ezeugenden
ForschungsreaKoren. AVR und THTR sind aber offenkundig keine ForschungsreaKoren und sind
auch nicht als solche gelistet beider IAEA sondem es sind kommezielle Atomkaft/verke.

> Die Arfarbeitung von Brennelementen aus kommerziellen ReaKoren ist nach deutschem Recht
ve{boten. Sowohl der AVR als auch der THTR wurden betrieben und waren im BesiA (der THTR
auchjeEt noch)von kommerziellen Betreibern; sie produzierten Strom fiir das öffentliche Netz
(4,41!td. kwh) Für beide deutschen Anlagen existjerten Schwesteranlagen in den USA PEACH
Bottom HTGR filr den AVR und Fort St. Vtain ffTGR für den THTR; diese Atrlagen werden auch in
den USAals kommerzielle betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-
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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: GermanSpentNuc learFueIEA@leidos.com 

Comments on "Draft Environmental Assessment for the Acceptance and Disposition of Used Nuclear Fuel 
Containing U.S . ..Qrigin Highly Enriched Uranium from the Federal Republic of Germany" (OEA) 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,QOO kg of commercial 
German pebble fuel elements from the nuclear power plants AVR Juelich (15 MWel) and lHTR-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 
jn..tbe..country_ of its origin. A"JR..and..IHTR are obviou~ly_ no_t~e.cru:c.h..~~tQr::§..JIDd_aLe ootJ\.sted 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. 80th, 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 sewral 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 govemment has offiCially announced here in the past years that there are no plans to export the waste 
from lHTR 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/Oberselzung: 

Sehr geehrte Frau Williams 

wir sind zutiefst besorgt uber die amerikanisch-deutschen Plane zur lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von 
etwa 200 000 kg kommerzieli genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR 
JOlich (15 M>N ell und THTR-300 (300 M>N ell in Savannah River Site. Die GrOnde fOr unsere Bedenken: 

};- Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Europaischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven 
Abfallen nicht, mit Ausnahme von proliferationsgeffihrliche Abfallen aus Neutronen erzeugenden 
Forschungsreaktoren. AVR und THTR sind aber offenkundig keine Forschungsreaktoren und sind 
auch nicht als solche gelistet bel der 1AEA, sondern es sind kommerzielle Atomkraftwerke. 

};- Die Aufarbeitung von Brennelementen aUs kommerzielien 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 fOr das Offentliche Netz 
(4,4M"d. kWh). FOr beide deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA PEACH 
Bottom HTGR fOr den AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fOr den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in 
den USAals kommerzielie betrachtet. Die miserable leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-

1 



ReaKoren kann nicht als Aryument gegen deren kommezielle Intenüonen dienen: Sie waren
kommezielle ReaKoren!

> Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko für den AvR-tutill, wie verschiedene Gutachten
(2.8. auch von NNSA 2013) darlegen. lm Algemeinen enthält der AVR-l\^ill kein HEU. Ejne
Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland wären somit möglich.

> Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsächlich (zu 96%) in Deutschhnd voo der NUKEM hergestellt,
lediglich der HEU-Atteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA

> Wie eine unabhängige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unlälle im AVR, die
llber Jahzehnie verscfNiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr
schlechten Aßtand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermuuich große Mengen sekundären Mrills
erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Säuberung der SRS behindem dürften. Ungefähr 4% der THTR-
Brennelemente sind zerbrochen. mit vermuUich ähnlichen Konseouenzen.

> Die deubche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklärt, dass es keine Pläne
für den Eport der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gäbe, sondern nur filr die des AVR. Ausgehend
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltverträglichkeibprüfung des
amerikanischen DOE lür die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstüEt, vermuten wir dass die
deutschen Eportpläne ftir den A\R-[4ill nur der erste Schritt eines ökologisch höchst
prcblematischen Exports allen deutschen Alommülls in andere LänderdarstellHs gilet bereits
entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/ Umweltverträglichkeitsstudie:
htlpil Ieneev.eovlsireslorodlfileslaorBlotlf2Sloraft%2oDoE%2oEA.%20r977 FoR%zoPUELtc.odl

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

bundesweiten AntFAtomlnitiativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrw.de www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01 .032016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden:

Merowinge rstra ße 88,40225 Dtbseldorf, Fax: oo4g 21'l302005-26,
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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-Mill, wie verschiedene Gutachten 
(z.6. auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m !'Jigemeinen entMlt der AVR-Mill kein HEU. Eine 
Konditionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit m5glich. 

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

};- Wie eine unabha.ngige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene UnfalJe im AVR, die 
Gber Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr 
schlechten lustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groBe Mengen sekundaren MOils 
erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dOrften. 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 Tl-fTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fur die des AVR. Ausgehend 
von der Mnahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprOfung des 
amerikanischen DOE fUr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstOtzt, vermuten wir dass die 
deutschen Exportplane fur den AVR-MJII nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch hochst 
problematischen Exports allen deutschen AtommOlls in andere Lander darstellt- Es gibt bereits 
entsprechende Mgebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie: 

http://energy.gov/siles/prod/files/2016/01/f28/0raft%2000E%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLlC.pdf 

With my signatur, I 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 
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Eme Aktlon des Bundmsses gegen castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und 
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ReaKoren känn niclrl äls Arguftent gegen deten kommerzielle Inientionen dienen: Sie waren
lommeni€lle ReaKoren!

> Es besteht kein signifikarites Proliferations-Risilo for den AVR-lüill, r,vie verschiedene cutachten
(2.8. auoh von NNSA, 2013) därlegen. lm AitgEmeinen enthält der AVR,I\rult keln HEU. Etne
Konditionlerung ufid Endlagerung in Deutschland wdren somit möglich.

> Die Bßnneler.nente wurdem hauptsächtich (zu 95oÄ) in Deutschlend von der NUKEM hefgöstö t,
lediglich der HEr,J-ftlteit (830 kg) stemmt aus den usA.

P Wie eine unabhängige Expertengruppe 2014 dadegte, gsb es veßchiedene Uniä 6 im A\R, dje
über Jahrzehnte vebchwiegen worden waren, Die Brennel€mente sind däher in einem seha
Echlecht€ll Zlst€nd, lhre Wiederäufarbeitung wird vermutlich großa Mangen sekundären l,lülts
orz€ugen, die die bea[siclnigie 9äuberung der SRS behindem dürften. ungefähr 4Vo der THTR,
Brennelemente sind zerbrochen, rnit yermutich ähnlichen Könsecuenzeö.

> Die deut8che Bundesr€gjÖrung hat in dffi vergängenen Jahren offizigll erklärt, das6 es l(eine pläne
für den Exporr der THTR-Bronn€lemente in dio USA gäbe, Bondem nur f0r die des AVFi. Ausgehend
von der Annahme, dess die deutsche Seite nun doch diB Umw€fvgrträglbhkeitsprüft]ng des
ameriksnischen DOE fütdie THTR-Brennölemente offiziell unteßtüLt, vermuten wir dass dio
deutschen Erportpläne für den AVR.i,/lüll nur det erste Schritt eines ökologlseh höchst
problefiatisohen Exporls ällen deulschen Atommülls in andere Läöder darstellt, Es oibt bereits
emsprechend€ Angeb€4e durch Russland,

DRAFT INVTRONMENTA|- AS$ESSMENT/ Umweltveträgltchkeiisstudie!
ht$rneßx,loyldEefb:sAidU6"l*o.!MIUfZWJ_LöMeol!g!rc.pdr

With my sitnatur, I support these Comfients on DEA dealing With processing
of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS -final 11.03.f5

Eine Aktion des Bündnisses gegen Cagtor-Exparte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und
bundeswellen Aml-Atom"|ni ärlvefi und dem suND NRw !W!!!!!Lü[!g www.westcastor.de
Bitte bis zum 0l11320'16 än den BUND NRW e.V. senden:

Merowingershaße 88, 40225 D üsseldort Fax:.0049 211 302005-26,

Nachname, Vorname
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Wohnort
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Realdoren kann nicht als Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren 
Kommerzielle ReaKtoren! 

}> Es besteht kein signifikantes Prol~erations-Risiko fOr den AIIR·MlII, wie verschiedene Gutachten 
(z.B. auch von NNSA, 2013) danegen. 1m Allgemeinen enthatt der AIIR·MlIl keln HEU. Ene 
Kond~ionierung und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit maglich. 

~ Die Brenneiemente wurden haupts~chlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, 
tediglich der HEU·Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA. 

~ Wie eine unaonangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AIIR, die 
Ober Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr 
schlechten Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vennutlich grolle Mengen sekundaren M.llls 
erzeugen, die die beabsichtigte Ssuberung der SRS behindem dOrften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR
Brenneiemente sind zerbrochen, mit vermutUch tlhnrlChen Konsequenzen. 

» Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell ertd~, dass es keine P~e 
fOr den Export der THTR-Brennelemente In die USA gabe, sondem nur fUr die des AVR. Ausgehend 
von der Annahme, dass die deutsche Selte nun doch die Umweltv8rtraglichkeitsprOfung des 
amerikanischen DOE fUr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstUtzt, vermuten wir dass die 
deutschen Exportplane fUr den A VR-MO II nur der erste Schritt eines ~Kolog 15Ch hOchst 
problematischen Exports alien deutschen AtommOlis in andere l~nde( darstellt. Es gibt bereits 
entsprechende Angebote durcn Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertr:iglichkeitsst.loIdie: 
http ://energy,gpv/siteW>lP..!!L!lIes/1m§i.91/f28/0raft%2g00E%20EA%201977 FOR%20PUBLlC.pdf 

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

Nachname, Vorname Wohnort U nte rsch rift 

Name, prename city signature 
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Eme Aktlon des Bundmsses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes- und 
bundeswelten Antl·Atom-lnltlatlven und dem BUNO NRW www.bund-nrw.dewww.westcastor.de 

Bille bis zum 01.032016 an den BUND NRW eV. senden: 

.§)sUND 
MerowingerstraBe 88 , 40225 D usseldorl, Fax: 0049 211 302005·26, .. ,~,,,.,,.,,"" .. ,,,, 
V.i.S.d,P,: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baltlnger, T 0049 2369 24296 Claudia.Baitinger@bund.netStand 06.02.16 
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Sammeleinwendungen -
Keine Castor-Expofte in

die USA
To: Ms. Tracy Williams, NEPA Comptiance ofücer, u.s. Depanment of Energy, po. Box B
Aiken, South Carolina 29802. e-l\4ail: GermanSoentNuclearFuelEA@leidos.com

Comments on "Draft Environmental Assessment tor the Acceptance and Disposition ot Used Nuclear Fuel
Containing u.S.-Ofigin Highly Enriched Urarium lrom the Federat Republic of cermany" (DEA) deating with
processing ol German pebble bed NPPfuel elements at SRS. Final date for comments: 11_03.16,

we are deeply concerned about the Us/German plans to reprocess and store about 200,000 kq of commercial
German pebble fuel elements trom the nuclear power plantsAVR Juelich (15 MWel) and THTR-300 (3OO [,lwel) at
SRS. The reasons lor our comments are.

. European Union and Gelman laws do not allow the export of nuclea-r waste, except for proliferation aelevant
waste from neufon generating research reactors, The reasonable genetal rule is that the waste has to remain in
the country of its origin. AVR and THTR are obviously no research reactots and are not listed as research reactors
by the Intemational Atomic EnergyAgency, 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
Gaeenpeace have announced legalactions in case of a transport ofthe German fuelto SRS,
. Reprocessjng oi fuel elements is prohibited by law in Germany for commercial fuet elemenrs. 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 cerman NPPS sister plants exjsted in the US: peach Bottom HTGR for AVR and Fon St.
Vrajn 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 intentionst They
were commercial NPPS.
. There is no significant proliferation risk for the AVR waste, as several expen'zes (e.9. from the NNSA 2013)
indicate. ln average the spent AVR waste does not contajn HEU. A conditioning and final storage in cermany is
possible.
. The fuel elements were mainly (96 %) fabricated in cermany at Nukem, uS origin is on'y the HEU conlent
(830 ks).
. As an independent offcial expens qroup outlined 2014, there were several severe accidents in AVR reactor
(which were hushed up for decades). The fuel elemenls are thus in a very bad shape. Their reprocessing will
probably produce huge amounts of secondary waste, which wilt hinder the intended cteaning of the SRS site.
About 4 yo of lhe THTR fuel elements are broken with probably sjmilar consequences.
. The German government has oflicially announced here in the past years that there are no plans io export the
waste lrom THTR to the US, but only for the AVR and that they wonder abour an .,Draft Environmental
Assessment' (DEA) by DOE for THTR waste. Havjng in mind that it seems that the German side has officially
supported the DEA for THTR waste too, we guess lhat 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. Russiä has
already made similar ofters.

TRANSLATTON, übcirsetzung:
Sehr geehrte Frau walljams
wir sind zutiefst besorgt über die amerikanisch-deutschen pläne zur Lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von
etwa 200 000 kg kommeziell genuzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkaftlverken AVR
Jülich (15 l\4W eL) und IHTR-300 (300 MW eL) in Savannah River Site. Wir haben fotgende Einwende
gegen diese Pläne:
. Die deutschen Gesetze und die der Europäischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven Abfälten

nicht, mitAusnahme von proliferationsgefährliche Abfäillen aus Neutronen ezeugenden
Forschungsreaktoren. AVR und THTR sind aber ofienkundig keine ForschungsreaKoren und sjnd 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 Bekeibernt sje produzierten Strom für das öftentliche Netz (4,4Ntrd. kwh),
Für beide deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR ftir den
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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: GermanSpe01NuclearEueIEA@lejdo$.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 o f German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at SRS. Final date for comments: U.03.1S. 

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 8UND (friends of the earth) and 
Greenpeace have announced legal actions in case of a transport of the German fuel 10 SRS. 

• Reprocessing of fuel elemenlS is prohibited by law in Germany for commercial fuel elements. Both , AVR and 
THTR were both owned and operated by commercial utili ties (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 wilt 
probably produce huge amounts of secondary waste, which will hinder the intended cleaning of the SR5 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 
fi rst step of an ecologically highly problematic export of all German nuclear waste to other countries. Russia has 
already made similar offers. 

TRANSLATIONI Obersetzung: 

Sehr geehrte Frau williams 

wir sind zutiefst besorgt Gber die amerikanisch-deutschen Plane zur Lagerung und Wiederaufarbeitung von 

etwa 200 000 kg kommerziell genutzter deutscher Kugelbrennelemente aus den Atomkraftwerken AVR 
Jotich (15 MW eL) und THT R-300 (300 MW eL) in Savannah River Site. Wir haben folgende Einwende 
gegen diese Plane: 

• D ie deutschen Gesetze und die der Europaischen Union erlauben den Export von radioaktiven AbfaHen 

nicht, mit Ausnahme von proliferationsgefahrliche AbfaJlen aus Neutronen erzeugenden 
Forschungsreaktoren. AVR und THTR sind aber offenkundig keine Forschungsreaktoren und sind auch 
nicht als solche gelistet bei der IAEA, sondern es s ind kommerzielle Atomkraftwerke. 

• Die Aufarbe itung von Brennelementen aus kommerz ielien 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 fOr das offenUiche Netz (4,4Mrd. kWh). 

FOr beide deutschen Anlagen existierten Schwesteranlagen in den USA: PEACH Bottom HTGR fOr den 
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AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR tür den THTR; dieseAnlagen werden auch in den USA als kommezielle
betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als
Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktorenl

. Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko für den AVR-Müll, wie verschiedene cutachten (2,8.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. lm Allgemeinen enthält derAVR-Mült kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wären somit möglich.

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

. We eine unabhängige Expenengruppe 2014 dadegte, gab es verschiedene Untälle im AVR, die {iber
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich große Mengen sekundären Mülls eneugen, die die
beabsichtigte Säuberung der SRS behindern dürften. Ungefähr 40,6 der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermudich äihnlichen Konsequenzen.

. Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren ofiiziell erklän, dass es keine Pläne für
den Export der THTR-$ennelemente in die USAgäbe, sondern nur für die des AVR. Ausgehend von
derAnnahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvenräglichkeitsprtitung des amerikanischen
DOE fÜr die THTR-Brennelemente ofiiziell Lhterstü?t, vermuten wir dass die deutschen ExDortpläne für
denAVR-Müllnur der erste Schrjtt eines ökologisch höchst problematischen Expons allen deutschen
Atommülls in andere Lfider darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMET{TAL ASSESSMEI,IT / Umwelwerträglichkeltsstudiel
hftp://energvgov/sltes/orod/files/2O16lO!828/Drafto/o2ODOE/o2OEA962Ol977 FOR
oÄ2OPUBLlC.odf

With my signature I support these comments against the DEA
concerning the processing of Germän pebble bed NPP fuel elements at
sRs.

Eine Aktion des Bündnisses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), zusammenschluss aus
und bundesweiten Anti-Atom-lnitiativen und dem BUND NRW wwwbund-nrw.de
www.westcästor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V senden:
Merowingerstraße 88, 40225 Düsseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26,
Vi.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049 2369 24296
Claudia.Baitinger(abund.net Stand 14.02.16 
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AVR und Fort S1. Vrain HTGR fOr 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 kommerzielie Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren! 

• Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko fOr den AVR-MOII, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Allgemeinen enthaJt der AVR-Mull kein HEU. Erne Konditionierung 
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren samit mogHch. 

• 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. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich greBe Mengen sekundaren MOils erzeugen, die die 
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindem 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 Plane fOr 
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 Umweltvertraglichkeitsprufung des amerikanischen 
DOE fOr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstOtzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fUr 
den AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines okologisch hochst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AtommUlls in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / Umweltvertraglichkeltsstudie: 
httP;/lenergy.gQv/sltes/prodlfiles/2016/011f28/Draft%2000E%20EA%201977 FOR 
%20PUBLlC,pdf 

With my signature I 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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Etne Aktlon des Bundnlsses 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: 
MerowingerstraBe 88, 40225 DUsseldorf, Fax: 0049 211 302005-26, 
V.i.S.d.P.: Buegeee, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 0049236924296 
Claudja.Baitinger@bund.net Stand 14.02.16 
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AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR für den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USAals kommezielle
betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als
Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen; Sie waren kommetz ielle Reaktorenl

. Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations Risiko für den AVR Müll, wie verschiedene cutachten (2.8.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. lm Allgemeinen enthät derAVR-Müll kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wären somit möglich.

. Dae Brennelemente wurden hauptsächlich (zu 960/0) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt,
lediglich der HEu-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

. Wie eine unabhängige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfälle im AVR, die über
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich große N4engen sekundären Mülls erzeugen, die die
beabsichtiqte Säuberunq der SRS behindern dürften. Ungefähr 4% der THTR-Brennelenente sind
zerbrochen. mit vermutlich ähnlichen Konse0uenzen.

. Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren ofiiziell erklän, dass es keine Pläne für
den Expon der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gäbe, sondern nur für die desAVR. Ausgehend von
derAnnahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltverträglichkeitsprüfung des amerikanischen
DOE für die THTR-Brennelemente otfiziell unterstützt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exponpläne für
den AVR-Müll nur der erste Schritt eines ökologisch höchst problematischen Expods allen deutschen
Atommülls in andere Länder darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMEI{TAL ASSESSMENT/ Umweltverträglichkeitsstudi€:
htto;//enerov.gov/sites/rrod/files/2O16/0l/f20/D16ftyo2ODOE9/o2OEA%2O1977 FOR
%2OPUBLlC.odf

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

Nachname, Vorname
Name, prename

Wohnort
ciw

Unterschrift
I sbnalurF

1.
Go/r*t*. 2*^o (YcerS // /t-".4/rft

2.
D r  .

6'r,,^.lt: &;:väq..4 Q^n,r! u^n
3 . ß*-/4 D*,/ t7r' o/p,/ /2z/ffi
4.

ZatL.Q"l, , )4 8.,-t
u

/ '  OeyS /üt'21'z47
5 . hr./a"; fbrlq L .

"ft.,-"", 
-ft-.lu'

/ l e1 t  ' . - 8,.,..:. t', /h'/.o- r,; ".,..,/ a

9 .

10.

Eine Aktion des Bündnisses qeqen Castor-ExDorte (Bueqece), Zusammenschluss aus landes-
und bundesweiten Anti-Atom-lnit iativen und dem BUND NRW www.bund-nrwde
wwwwestcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V senden:
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AVR und Fort S1. Vrain HTGR flir den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzie~e 
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 fOr den AVR-MOIl, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Aligemeinen enthaJt der AVR-MOII kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung 
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren 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 Ober 
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten 
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich greBe Mengen sekundaren MOils erzeugen, die die 
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dOriten. 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 fOr 
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOr die des AVR. Ausgehend von 
der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprUfung des amerikanischen 
DOE fOr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstOtzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fOr 
den AVR-MGII nur der erste Schritt eines okologisch hochst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AtommOlis in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie: 
http:Uenergy.gov/sltes/prodlflles/2016/011f28/Draft%20pOE%2OEA%201977 FOR 
%20PUBLIC.pdf 

With my signature I support these comments against the DEA 
concerning the processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at 
SRS. 
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Elne Aktlon des Bundnlsses gegen Castor-Exporte (Buegece), Zusammenschluss aus landes
und bundesweiten Anti-Atom-Initiativen und dem BUND NRW www.buod-nrw.de 
www.westcastor.de 

Bitte bis zum 01.03.2016 an den BUND NRW e.V. senden: 
Merowingerstrafle 88. 40225 DOsseldorf. Fax: 0049 211 302005·26. 
V.i.S.d.P.: Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, T 00492369 24296 
Claudia.Baitinger@bund.nel Stand 14,02,16 
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AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR für den THTR; dieseAnlagen werden auch in den USAals kommezielle
betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilänz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-ReaKoren kann nicht als
Argument gegen deren kommezielle lntentionen dienen: Sie warcn kommezielle Reaktoren!

. Es besteht kein signiflkantes Proliferations-Risiko für den AVR-Mü , wie verschiedene Gutachten (2.8.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. lm Allgemeinen enthätt derAVR-Mü kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wären somit möglich

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

. \Me eine unabhängige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfälle im AVR, die über
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Dje Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich große Mengen sekundären Mülls ezeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Säuberung der SRS behindern dü.fren_ Ungefähr4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrcchen, mit vermullich ähnlichen Konsequenzen.

. Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren ofüziell erklärt, dass es keins pläne für
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gäbe, sondem nur für die des AVR. Ausgehend von
derAnnahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltverträglichkeitsprüfung des amerikanischen
DOE für die THTR-B€nnelemente ofUziell unterstützt, vermuten wir dass die deutgchen Exportpläne für
den AVR-Müll nur der erste Schritt eines ökologisch höchst probiematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommülls in andere Länder darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONM ENTAL ASSESS|V|  ENT /  Umwet tver t räg l i ch  keatss tud  ie :
h t to : / /energv .gov /s i tes /o rod /U les /2016/01 / f28 lDra f t%20DOE%20EA%2Olg77 FOR
o/ .20PUBLlC.odf

W i t h  m y  s i g n a t u r e  I  s u p p o r t  t h e s e  c o m  m e n t s  a g a i n s t  t h e  D E A
c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  p r o c e s s i n g  o f  G e r m a n  p e b b l e  b e d  N p p  f u e l  e l e m e n l s  a t
S R S .

Eine Akt ion des Bündnisses gegen Castor-Expor te  (Buegece) ,  Zusammenschluss aus
landes- und bundesweiten Anti-Atom Jnitiativen und dem BUND NRIy'V www.bund-
nrw.de www.westcastor.de

Bitte bis zum 01.03 2016 an den BUND NRW e.V senden:
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Vi.S.d.P; Buegece, c/o Claudia Baitinger, f OO49 2369 24296
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N a c h n a m e ,  V o r n a m e
N a m e ,  p r e n a m  e

W o h n o r t
c i t  y

U n t e r s c h  r i f t
s i g n a t u r e

1

Heiae.r 4onrz? L,k/d# klA/ M ß,tut p c"
2 . L -

/ti.tt t. -Dl*5
-Ll,&,r r 1 2

3 . ')",t) qi-6 "Jt*L"" l. o't-t
Mtae- flot0mpnroP, bJq ni-prcr N \\dAÄ,'rok

5 .
.lessr..ß &Apes \-^@€erc'-\ ,l/ä6

6 . -r)don 
Guh,,, l,u*tra (&^

7. ?lu,r ä,4 , 1  " '  J
h/e4,te / o ^/l ftt;o.l

8 . J

1 0 .

PC-055

Bsup97

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 fOr den AVR-Mull, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Aligemeinen enthalt der AVR-MOII kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung 
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit rnOglich. 

• 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 liber 
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten 
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groBe Mengen sekundaren MOils erzeugen, die die 
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindem dOrften. Ungefahr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind 
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ahnlichen Konsequenzen. 

• Die deutsche Bundesregien.mg hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell arklart, dass as keine Plane fOr 
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOr die des AVR. Ausgehend von 
der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprOfung des amerikanischen 
DOE fUr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstutzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplline fUr 
den AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch hochst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AtommOlls in andere lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I umweltvertraglichkeitsstud ie: 
h tt D: {fen erg~ . g QV Isit es /p rod f J1 es/2 0 1 6 /0 l /f28 /Draft % 20 OOE%2 0 EA %201977 FOR 
%2 0PUBLlC,pdf 

With my signature I support these comments against the DEA 
concerning the processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at 
SRS. 
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AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR für den IHTRi diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzielle
betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-ReaKoren kann nicht als
Argument gegen deren kommerzielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktorenl
Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko für den AVR-l\4üll, wie verschiedene Gutachten (2.8.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. lm Allgemeinen enthäJt derAVR-Müll kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wären somit möglich.
Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsächlich (zu 960/0) in Deutschland von der NUKEI\,4 hergestellt,
lediglich der HEU-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.
Wie eine unabhängige Expenengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfälle im AVR, die Über
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wiederaufarbeitunq wird vermutlich große Mengen sekundären N,1ülls erzeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Säuberung der SRS behindern dürften. Ungelähr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ähnlichen Konsequenzen.
Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklärt, dass es keine Pläne für
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USAgäbe, sondernnur für die desAVR. Ausgehend von
derAnnahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltverträglichkeitsplilfung des amerikanischen
DOE für die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstü?t, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpläne für
den AVR-lllüll nur der erste Schritt eines ökologisch höchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommülls in andere Länder darstellt, Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / umweltverträglichkeitsstudie:
http://erlergy.gov/sites/prodlffles/2O1610Uf28/Dräft9/o2ODOE0/62OEA7o2O1977 FOR

"/.2OPUBLlC.odf
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Claud iä .Ba i t inoer@bund.netStand14.02 .16  
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AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fOr den THTR; diese Anlagen werden auch in den USA als kommerzieUe 
betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen·Reaktoren kann nicht als 
Argument gegen deren kommerzieUe Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommerzielle Reaktoren! 

• Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations·Risiko fOr den AVR·MOII, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Allgemeinen enthaJt der AVR·MOII kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung 
und Endlogerung in Deutschland waren somit mtlglich. 

• 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 Ober 

Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten 
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich grol1e Mengen sekundaren MOils erzeugen, die die 
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dOrften. Ungefiihr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind 
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich iihnlichen Konsequenzen. 

• Die deutsche Bundesregierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offiziell erklart, dass es keine Plane fOr 
den Export der THTR·Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOcdie des AVR. Ausgehend von 
der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltvertraglichkeitspn:.lfung des amerikanischen 
DOE fOr die THTR-Brennelemente offizielJ unterstOtzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fOr 
den AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines 6kologisch h6chst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AtommOlis in andere Lander darsteUt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertragllchkeitsstudle: 
http://energy.goy/sites/prodlflles/2016/01/f28/Draft%20pOE%20EA%201977 FOR 
%20PUBLlC.pdf 

With my signature I support these comments against the DEA 
concerning the processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at 
SRS. 
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AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR fUr den THTR; dieseAnlagen werden auch an den USA als kommezielle
betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-ReaKoren kann nichl als
Argument gegen dercn kommezielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommezielle ReaKoen!

. Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko für den AVR-Müll, wie veßchiedene cutachten (2.8.
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. lm Allgemeinen enthält derAVR-Müll kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wären somit möglich

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

. We eine unabhängige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfälle im AVR, die über
Jahzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemer{e sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich große Mengen sekundären Mülls ezeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Säuberung der SRS behindern dürften. Ungefähr4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ähnlichen Konsequenzen.

. Die deutsche Bundes.egierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren offziell eddärt, dass es keine Pläne für
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gäbe, sondem nurfür die des AVR- Ausgehend von
derAnnahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltverträglichkeitsprüfung des amerikanischen
DOE für die THTR-Brennelemente ofiziell unterstützt, vemuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpläne für
den AVR-Müll nu. der erste Schritt eines ökologisoh höchst problematischen Exports allen deutschen
Atommülls in anderc LäMer darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.
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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 fOr den AVR-Milll, wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.B. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Aligemeinen enlhall der AVR-MOII kein HEU. Eine Kondilionierung 
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren somit moglich. 

Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsachlich (zu 96%) in Deutschland von der NUKEM hergestellt, 
lediglich der HEU-Anleil (830 kg) slammt aus den USA. 
Wie eine unabhangige Expertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfalle im AVR, die ilber 
Jahrzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in elnem sehr schlechten 
Zustand. Ihre Wiederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich groBe Mengen sekundaren Millis erzeugen, die die 
beabsichtigte Sauberung der SRS behindern dOrften. 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 fOr 
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondem nur filr die des AVR. Ausgehend von 
der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprOfung des amerikanischen 
DOE fOr die THTR-Brennelemente offiziell unterstOtzt, vennuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fOr 
den AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines okologisch hochst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AtommOlls in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAF T EN V IRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie : 
h t t p : lien e r9 y. 9 ov Isit es/p rod 10 1 es/20 16/0 1/f28IDraft %20 DOE%2 0 EA %20 1977 FOR 
%20PUBlIC,pdf 

With my signature I support these comments against the DEA 
concerning the processing of German pebble bed NPP fuel elements at 
SRS . 
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AVR und Fort St. Vrain HTGR für den THTR; dieseAntagen werden auch in den USAals kommezaelle
betrachtet. Die miserable Leistungsbilanz der deutschen Kugelhaufen-Reaktoren kann nicht als
Argument gegen deren kommezielle Intentionen dienen: Sie waren kommezielle ReaKoren!

. Es besteht kein signifikantes Proliferations-Risiko für den AVR-Müll, wie verschiedene Gutachten (2.8.
auch von NNSA, 2013) dariegen. lmAllgemeinen enthält derAVR-Müll kein HEU. Eine Konditionierung
und Endlagerung in Deutschland wären somit möglich.

. Die Brennelemente wurden hauptsächlich (zu 960/0) in Deutschland von der NUKEM heqestellt,
lediglich der HEu-Anteil (830 kg) stammt aus den USA.

. VMe eine unabhängige Fxpertengruppe 2014 darlegte, gab es verschiedene Unfälle im AVR, die über
Jahzehnte verschwiegen worden waren. Die Brennelemente sind daher in einem sehr schlechten
Zustand. lhre Wederaufarbeitung wird vermutlich große Mengen sekundären Mülls ezeugen, die die
beabsichtigte Säuberung der SRS behindern dürften. Ungefähr 4% der THTR-Brennelemente sind
zerbrochen, mit vermutlich ähnlichen Konsequenzen.

. Die deutsche Bundes.egierung hat in den vergangenen Jahren ofüziell erklärt, dass es keine Pläne für
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USAgäbe, sondern nur für die des AVR. Ausgehend von
derAnnahme, dass d;e deutsche Seite nun doch die Umweltverträglichkeitsprüfung des amerikanischen
DOE für die THTR-Brennelement€ offiziell unterstützt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportpläne für

' den AVR-Müll nur der erste Schritt eines ökologisch höchst problematischen Export€ allen deutschen
Atommülls in anderc Länder darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/  Umwet t ve r t räg t i chke i t ss tud ie :
h t tp : / / ene rgy .oov /s i t es /o rod /u les /2016 /0 '1 / f28 lDra f t%20DOE%20EAo lo201977  FOR
%20PUBL lC .pd f

W i t h  m y  s i g n a t u r e  l s u p p o r t  t h e s e  c o m m e n t s  a g a i n s t  t h e  D E A
c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  p r o c e s s l n g  o f  G e r m a n  p e b b l e  b e d  N P P  f u e l  e l e m e n t s  a t
sRs.

N a c h n a m e ,  V o r n a m e
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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 fOr den AVR-MOII , wie verschiedene Gutachten (z.8. 
auch von NNSA, 2013) darlegen. 1m Allgemeinen enthalt der AVR-MUII ketn HEU. Eine Konditionierung 
und Endlagerung in Deutschland waren 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 darlegle, 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 grof1e Mengen sekundaren MOils 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 erk.lart, dass es keine Plane tur 
den Export der THTR-Brennelemente in die USA gabe, sondern nur fOr die des AVR. Ausgehend von 
der Annahme, dass die deutsche Seite nun doch die UmweltvertraglichkeitsprOfung des amerikanischen 
DOE fOr die THTR-Brennelemente offizieJl unterstOtzt, vermuten wir dass die deutschen Exportplane fOr 
den AVR-MOII nur der erste Schritt eines okologisch hochst problematischen Exports allen deutschen 
AtommUlls in andere Lander darstellt. Es gibt bereits entsprechende Angebote durch Russland. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT I Umweltvertraglichkeitsstudie: 
http ://e n erg y.g 0'1 ISites/p rod/ l les/2 0 1610 1/f2 8IDraft %2 0 DOE%2 0 EA %201977 FOR 
%20PUBLlC.pdf 
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