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This is Dorothy Graves at 429 Mesquite Avenue in Amarillo, 
Texas and I was unable to go to the meeting that they had 
here in Amarillo at the Radisson Inn and we were making, we 

were voting either for or against having this, having this 
program, at the, at the Pantex Plant. And just wanted to say 

that I am in favor of it, of it coming to Amarillo. I worked at 

Pantex for fourteen years. I'm retired now, but I worked 

there fourteen years and I do know that they were very good, 

very careful and we certainly were not afraid of working 

there. And I just wanted to say I do hope that you come to 

Amarillo. We would love to have you. Thank you and bye
bye.

PD024

PD024-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for new missions at Pantex.  

Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be 

based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy 

and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
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7616 Tarrytown Avenue 
Amarillo, TX 79121 

August 7, 1998

U.S. Department of EneWry 
Office ofFissile Materials Disposition c/I SPDEIS 
P. 0. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 

Gentlemen.  

The following factors ar.J thoughts are offered in favor ofPantex as the selected site for the Pit 
Disassembly and Conversion Facility: 

1. The plutonium is at Pantex. Processing this material at Pantex avoids the cost of 
packaging, transporting, and unpackaging the plutonium. Potential safety concerns 
associated with personnel radiation exposure due to handling the material or due to 
shipping accidents are avoided. The inevitable public outtry opposing the movem t of 
plutonium on public highways will be avoided. Public outcry could easily be elevated into 
court challenges involving legal delays and expense for the Department of Energy.  

2. Pantex is closer to the National Laboratories than Savannah River. Travel expense for 
supporting technical personnel will be reduced if Pantex is the selected site.  

3. Pantex enjoys coumnendable public and community support at all levels of the political.  
economic, social and academic institutions.  

4 The DOE should consider the cost of not selecting Pantex forthis work as well as the 
direct cost of constructing the facility. Pantex has a large fixed cost with the infrastructure 
to support 3000-4000 workers. It is much more efficient to operate Pantex in a fully busy 
state than to maintain it at a half utilized state oftapproximately 2000 workers. In addition 
locating new work at Pamex will improve employee morale and provide a young 
workforcc incentive to work at Pantox. Continuing the present trend of downsizing Pantex 
is going to result in a hollow facility that will be increasingly expensive to operate and 
maintain and that is staffed by an aging workrorce.  

Very truly yours, 

Charles E. Green
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MD014

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, 

this comment has been forwarded to the cost analysis team for 
consideration. For a better understanding of the cost and schedule estimates 

for each alternative, consult Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection 

for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOEIMD-0009, 
July 1998) report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and 

Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, 
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated 
with the preferred alternative. These documents are available on the 
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at 

the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C.  

Worker exposures from repackaging pits to shipping containers as required 

by the decision to use the AL-R8 sealed insert container were revised in 
Section 2.18 and Appendix L.5.I. These results will be factored into the 
siting decision for the pit conversion facility. Decisions on the surplus 

plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental 

analyses technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.

MD014-1 Alternatives
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August 11, 1998 

U. S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
MD-4 Forrestal Building 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, D. C. 20585

As a citizen of Amarillo, I wish to express my feelings about the location of 
the disassembly and conversion of nuclear weapons plutonium components 

("pits") at the Amarillo Pantex plant. I feel very comfortable with the 

expansion of Pantex's responsibilities. This comfort is based on the long 

history of responsible action that has been conducted through the DOE (its 
predecessor organizations) and through the excellent day-to-day management 

by the plant's primary contractor, Mason & Hanger Company.  

Given the past history of the Pantex plant, the environmental assurances 
given by the DOE and the proven history ofthe plant operator, I support the 

expansion of the Pantex facility f(- -ither or both of the pending 
opportunities.

I

Sincerely, 

David H. Hemphill 
7041 Chelsea 
Amarillo, TX 79109

"TXD09

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus 
plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyses, 
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.

TXD09-1 Alternatives
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

TXD26-1 AlternativesI
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TXD11-1 Transportation 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns about the dangers of shipping 

plutonium cross-country and losing talented personnel to plutonium-related 
nited States missionsat other sites. Transportation would be required for both the 

U immobilization and MOX approaches to surplus plutonium disposition.  

Department C40u " Fi FoWnM Transportation of special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would 

of Energy use DOE's SST/SGT system. Since the establishment of the DOE 

WsTransportation Safeguards Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has 
"transported DOE-owned cargo over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) 

NAME (opEio LhA2 -,0., with no accidents causing a fatality or release of radioactive material. The 
ADDWSM .ZY- , u 4Z", 2figtransportation requirements for the surplus plutonium disposition program 
E-,,are also evaluated in this SPD EIS. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 

disposition program will be based on environmental analyses, technical and 
cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and 

1 public input.  

?>i~ ~L'ja A- A 46& AIY-4tTXD11-2 DOE Policy 
Plutonium pits are stored in AL-R8 containers, which were developed by 
DOW Chemical in the late 1960s. The AL-R8 container was certified as a 

A-,.- -,I,;- A Type B package in 1974 andwas used mainly forthe movement ofpits between 

•,- •.- t_,L4.., . A'.•. • RFETS and Pantex. The container is no longer used for shipment; it is now 
t_2,2...•r•,1-€ dC "4.! ý, ,..the primary container used for pit storage at Pantex. The containers have a 

-, -- -- tuniform, nominal outside diameter of 51 cm (20 in). All AL-R8 containers are 
-UJ 7-i'2 .- j4 , _ constructed of 18-gauge carbon steel. Within the AL-R8 container, a pit is 

" e, r-w - / i, / . . ,: . .. , secured on a metal frame and surroundedby Celotex (a high-density, cane-fiber 

_ _,___ _ _ _ • _ A _ _ pressboard) insulation.  

w A - - .Z-.z2-, .A, -- TXD11-3 Water Resources 

- - .- A description of waterresources atthe candidate sites is provided in Chapter 3 

, .,, -t,- ,- _ -", of Volume I. Section 4.26 analyzes the impacts of the immobilization and 
A'e-, J & .u- s.... Am•.i .....- 4MOX approaches at the candidate sites. This analysis includes both surface 

water and groundwater resources. No impacts are expected on water resources 
at either Hanford or SRS. Chapter 4 of Volume I also includes an analysis of 
human health risk and the results of this analysis demonstrate that the activities 

TXD11 would likely have minor impacts at any of the candidate sites.  

TXD11-4 DOE Policy 

There are no land acquisitions planned as part of the surplus plutonium 
disposition program.
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 

atPantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 

plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

TXD42-1 Alternatives
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement
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SINTERNATIONAL GUARDS UNION OF AMERICA, LOCAL 38 
w RANDALL SKINNER 
C' PAGE1 OF1

Pantex Guards Union 
Local Number 38 

International Guards Union of America 

3920 Holiday Drive 
Amarillo, Texas 79109 

Phone IFax (806) 467-9099

The International Guards Union of America (I.G.U.A.) Local # 38, supports Pautex in its pursuit 
to be awarded the Plutonium Pit Disassembly aq&.onverasion Facility contract with the 
Department of Energy (D.O.E.).  
Currently Mason & Hanger Corporation is argest employers in the area employing 

around 3000 people in Amarillo and the s IT With the M.O.X fuel contract being 

awarded to Savannah River and producti•,s eýih tma time low it is imperative that we strive 
toacquirenew workinathisafield- A-, The future of•[ 2 retain 

Curretly te sto 
aaitai IdIat ct all 

aesoAmaril: avrteasnt ly f 5o, facility able 

Lo aucommodtie j , d,-r, tq tT 0 ars converting 
existing astrucures nt" "U;, JjWto scwomplish thiS 

The work that is present .e than 45 years with 

the best saiety record induties are highly 

and constantly trae Fpm rhl axplosivo satety 
and the futureimp 

One ofthedetail 1C , Id e 7aI IIs .  

security, the .s . Ji JW 2rs 
and more tmh e 

The security force members are ccatim I of the protection and 

safeguarding of nuclear-materials. The P1 ,F s ontinued their tradition of being 

the best in not only the D.O.E. complex bu(.', nWn this year by wirning the Naliomdl 
Security Police Officer of The Year Compet niah, River and bringing home the 

National Championship and the Sccrctary'sTr 

So please consider the alternatives and then add c dollars saved, the safety records of 
Pantex and the comfort afforded by a world class ecurity force and commit your support 
to Mason & Hanger Corporation in this endeavor to secure the futures of our jobs and families.  

Randall Skinner 
Business Agent 
I.0.ILA. Ixeal # 3R

TXD35

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking 
process, this SPD EIS contains environmental impact data and does not 

address the costs associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost 

report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons

Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which 
analyzes the site-specific cost estimates for each alternative, was made 

available around the same time as the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the 

Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment 

Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers 

recent life-cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, 

are available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the 
public reading rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, 

SRS and Washington, D.C. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition 

program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and 

cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and 

public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and 

approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

TXD35-1 Alternatives
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JEFFERSON STREET FAMILY PRACTICE, PA 
ELLIOT J. TRESTER 
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itht 
Jefferson Street Family Practice, P.A.  

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

16 August 1998

im)wuhsc

Dear Fellow Citizens:

I would like to take this opportunity to voice my opposition to the use 
of the Pantex site for plutonium processing. Although Pantex is not in a 
heavily populated area, the fact that it is above the Ogallala aquifer is quite 
inmportant to the region. Any contamination of the water supply would have 
far reaching effects.  

Also, the need to transport the plutonium would be a major risk as 
well. Any accident in its transportation could have devastating results. Since 
this would be the case in any scenario where plutonium would need to be sent 
from one place to another, probably the best option would be for a 
cerarnificatlion can-in-caunster approach to its disposition with more local 
storage of the containers.  

There are already doubts about tes safety of storage of plutonium 
currently occurring at Pantex. Plutonium is now being kept in containers that 
are not corrosion free and they are being temporarily stored in bunkers that 
are inadequate for any long term storage, and probably are dangerous even in 
the shortaim.

2 

3

I admit that I am no expert on nuclear technology or waste, but the 
processing and storage of plutonitwn at Pantex seems an unise plan.  

Sincerely, 

Elliot J. Trester, M.D.

MD040

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to locating the pit 
conversion and MOX facilities at Pantex. Section 4.26.3.2 indicates that 
there would be no discernible impacts to water quality from construction 
and normal operation of the proposed facilities.  

MD040-2 Transportation 

DOE does not agree that the transportation of nuclear materials required to 
disposition surplus plutonium is a major risk. Section 2.18 describes the 
transportation risk for each of the alternatives analyzed in this SPD EIS.  
DOE does, however, recognizes the public concern about this issue and 
will work with State, tribal and local officials on transportation plans related 
to the shipment of nuclear materials in accordance with DOT, DOC, and 
DOE agreements. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from 
nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures (accidental 
or not) or vehicle emissions are expected. DOE acknowledges the 
commentor's support for the use of the ceramic can-in-canister approach.  

MD040-3 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the storage of 
plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of 
pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to 
address plutonium storage requirements. In addition, DOE has addressed 
some of the commentor's concerns in an environmental review concerning 
the repackaging of Pantex pits into a more robust container. This evaluation 
is documented in the Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and 
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components-AL-R8 Sealed Insert 
Container (August 1998). This document is on the MID Web site at 
http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis, the decision 
was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL-R8 sealed insert container 
and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the AT-400A container.

MD040-1 Water Resources

00 I.
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TXD21

TXD21-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's views on the high quality of work at 

Pantex and appreciates the assurance of continuing efforts to that end.  

Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be 

based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy 

and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

IJOHNSON, J. P.  
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United States 
Department 

of Energy
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TXDO8

TXD08-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 
disposition program will be based on environmental analyses, technical 
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and 
public input.
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TXD03

TXD03-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus 
plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.
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KARRH, ROBERT 
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This is Robert Karrh. My address: Route 8, Box 40-10, 
Amarillo, Texas 79118. I would like to voice a comment 
on why doesn't it make sense that we put the station in 

Amarillo instead of taking it, you know, somewhere else.  
The pits are already here and it looks to me like it would be, 

logical to place the pit disassembly and conversion facility 
in Amarillo instead of having to cart these pits X number of 
hundred miles to Savannah River or somewhere else. There, 
in the possibility of them, you know getting damaged or 
whatever. So I want to voice my comments for Amarillo, 
Texas and the Pantex Plant for the preferred pit disassembly 
and conversion facility. The community here really 
supports Pantex. They got a great safety record. They got 
qualified people, engineers and technicians and I think it 
makes more sense to place it here.

PD012

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Potential impacts of transportation of pits would likely 

be minor if Pantex were chosen as the site for pit disassembly and conversion 
because pits are currently stored there, while transportation would be 

minimized if SRS were chosen because SRS is the preferred location for 
the MOX facility. Transportation impacts are summarized in Chapter 4 of 
Volume Iand Appendix L. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities 

from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures 
(accidental or not) or vehicle emissions are expected. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on 
environmental analyses (including analysis of transportation risks), technical 
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and 

public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and 
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

PDO12-1 AlternativesI
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KEEN, MARILYN 
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Yes, this is Marilyn Keen at 4018 Tulane, Amarillo, Texas, 
79109. (806) 355-6271. I'm in favor of the Pantex 
expansion and the disposition of the nuclear, plutonium pits 
at the Pantex Plant. Thank you.

1

PD015
00

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

PD015-1 Alternatives



SKELLY, DOUGLAS M.  
o.; PAGE 1 OF 1 4ý,

Douglas M. Kelly, Hereford, Texas 79045. 704 1lth Street.  

And I thought this was to make a comment on whether we 

needed that facility up there for the plutonium and my ideas 

was heck no due to the water. And the one mistake and it's 

gone. That was it. Good bye.

1

PDO14

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the proposed 
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. There would be no 

discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water, either 

from the deposition of minute quantities of airborne contaminants into 

small water bodies or from potential wastewater releases. Therefore, it is 

estimated that no measurable component of the public dose would be 

attributable to liquid pathways. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 

technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.

PDO14-1 Alternatives



KIRKES, CINDY 
PAGE 1 OF I

I am for the location of additional missions at the Pantex Plant 
in Amarillo. The Amarillo economy needs the additional jobs 

that offer good pay and good benefits. The Pantex Plant 
adds an enormous, and welcome, boost to the Amarillo 
economy.  

WD021

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus 
plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental 

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.

WD021-1 Alternatives

cco



TXD12-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input.

IKOPKE, MARK 
00 

4,PAGEIOF 1

Questionl Information 
Request Card

Address: / I/,

Phone: to&- -z>s-- '- (ar Fax: 
E-mail: 
Question/ Request: fvg 75t' .v A.:c 6A•A.'V/ 

A,.~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 14- FreOT-( ACO- Lif,5 Io
i'T. i,.uk ,17 A,.7 £,,t 4."• ,

For turlhor nlo-mtlo.,contct: 
U.A. DepsOmmea of En.. gly. .Ol o Fls lIl. Unwlls DIipol0t0, MO-I 

FOcco1 wl". BlM."dlSWo 1000 lddq.nd. Aol.. OW. W.uhhDlton. C.C.20685 t.00-420-515S

TXD12

-ýeý7ý/)14ZA)

1



LADD, KEENA 
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Alternatives

August 11, 1998 

Keena I add 
Rt 7 Box 690 
Amarillo, TX 7911g

To whomever this may concern, 
As a citizen of Amarillo, I would like to express my feelings upon the 

issue of the Pantex Plant. I have lived here for 23 yrs. and have yet to hear 
many critical points about this plant. As many people that it employees, that 
tells you right off that Mason & Banger is a fantastic company to work for.  
Why don't people just go on about their business? How would they like it if 
someone tried to close their doors? 1 he reason Itam discouraged, my Dad is 
an Master Electrieian at the plant. ! low is there going to be food on our table 
if hehas no work? Leave it alone and help our Nation with Drugs, Teen 
Pregnancy, Weapons, things that are far more important Please consider 
this my vote. Thank you!

"I AM FOR PANTEX IN OUR COMMUNITY!!"

Keena tLadd 
Age 23 
Amarillo, TX

FDO0500

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support of Pantex. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on 
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
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Human Health Risk

United States 
Department 
Of Energy

NAME: (Optlonal 
ADDRESS: 

TELEPHONE: 

E-MAIL:

commernt Form

Jerome B. Martin, CHP 
5 Locke Place, Amradio, TX-124 

(806) 342-9995 
jbmaritn@am.net

"The major risk to workers and the public from current operations at Pantex Plant is the 
accidental detonation of high explosives. Nuclear weapons contain two typos of high 
explosives: sensitive and insensitive HE As the nuclear stockpile is modernized and 
older weapons programs are disassembled, sensitive HE is gradually being aliminated 

from the stockpile. Thus, the relative risk of operations at Pantex Is decreasing with 

time.  

If the Plutonium Disassembly and Conversion Facility were built and operated at 
Pentex, there may be a smrall incremental risk added to tie risk of currant operations.  
However, further reductions in riska chieved by continued limination of sensitive HE 

would soon counter the added increment from a new mission at Pantex. A sample plot 
of risk vs. time is shown below. if the relative risk can he quardified and illustrated as 
shown below, itwouldi be helpful in explaining risk to the public and for demonstrating 
that the risk of the Plutonium Disassembly and Conversion Facility is small and 

manageable.

While the commentor's input is illustrative, the accident analysis performed 
in this SPD EIS is limited to characterizing risk of the alternatives at issue.  
The accident risks associated with constructing and operating the pit 
conversion facility at Pantex can be found in the Facility Accidents sections 
of Chapter 4 of Volume I and in Appendix K.4.

For ruther infooeruia anactet 

U.S. Department of Erergy, Ofte ed FInale Materials Disposrirn, MD-" 
Forrestal Buitdinrg. 1000Idependver Ave. SW, Washington, D.C. 20585 

"1-00-820-5156

FD201

FD201-1
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MARYKNOLL EDUCATION CENTER 
PATRICIA RIDGLEY 

PAGE 1 OF 1

ManyknolT!Education Center

az ;00 t-~ ur

'IfaPit nj bat!SocietY 
4301 Bryan Street #202 Dal , Tetas 75204 

Area Code (214)221-4501

August17,1999

U.S. Deprtmnt of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786 

lear Departmentc of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition: 

I do not support plutonittm processing at site Pastex Plant lnthe &a-plw Plarrontans 
Disposition Draft EnvtronwnrmaImnaar S rtemn, the Depart• ent of Energy prudently 
decided against locating one plutonism processing facility at the Pantex Plant For the 
following additional reaso•s, a Plutonium Pit Disassenbly and Conversion facility also 
should not be located at Pantex: 

1. Pan=x shouldnot becomo the next Rocky Flats. As Pantox has never 
processed plhdonsum, it has apparently escaped the type of contamination oaund .at 
plutonium processing sites like Rocky Flats and Hanford. Le's keep it that way.  

2. There is so much about the potential risks that is unknown:s Itis 2at the time 
to proceed. It unacceptable to have plutoniumsoperations above toe Ogallala Aquifer, 
and only one mile from where people live and work in a vibrant agricultural producing 

3.. iTre s valid, strog criticisms of safety in the currne storage of Plutomium at 
Pater.. Promises to improve safety conditions at the site have not happened. TheU.S.  
Government Accounting Office and the DefenseaNuclear Facilities Safety Board haw 
botl issued reports critical ofplutonium storage safety at Pantex. If the DOE cannot 
accomplish the job of safely storingsPantex plutonium in the most stable enviromntnt, 
there Ls no reason to accept its unsubstantiated assurances to safely process deadly 
plutoaium powders at Pamts.  

Thank you for this opporstuty to comratnt.  

Sincerely, 

Sr. Patricia Ridgley, SSMN

1

MD041-1 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to Pantex as a candidate 
site for surplus plutonium disposition activities. Analyses in Chapter 4 of 
Volume I indicate that impacts of operating these facilities on health, safety, 
and the environment at Pantex would likely be minor. To avoid contamination 
that has occurred in the past at some DOE sites, DOE would design, build, 
and operate the proposed facilities in compliance with today's strict 
environmental, safety, and health requirements. Decisions on the surplus 
plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based upon environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input.  

MD041-2 Water Resources 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the proposed 
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. As discussed in 
Section 4.26.3.2.2, there would be no discernible impacts on water quality 
fromnormal operation of these facilities. Other sections show, moreover, that 
the normal operation of these facilities would likely have minor impacts on 
human health, agriculture, and livestock: Sections 4.17.1.4 and 4.17.2.4 address 
the potential radiological and hazardous chemical effects of the 
maximum-impact alternative on workers and the public atPantex; Appendix J.3, 
the potential contamination of agricultural products and livestock, and 
consumption of these products by persons living within an 80-km (50-mi) 
radius of Pantex.

MD041-3 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the storage of 
plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of pits 
and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to address 
plutonium storage requirements. In addition, DOE has addressed some of 
the commentor's concerns in an environmental review concerning the 
repackaging of Pantex pits into a more robust container. This evaluation is 
documented in the Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated 
Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components-AL-R8 Sealed Insert Container 
(August 1998). This document is on the MD Web site at 
http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis, the decision 
was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL-R8 sealed insert container 
and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the AT-400A container.
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SMASON & HANGER-SILAS MASON COMPANY, INC.  
GOCHARLES ELSEA 

SPAGElI OFi1

Concerning the pit reprocessing (MOX conversion), I feel 

Pantex should be considered the #1 choice for the mission.  

I have worked at Pantex for 12 years and have been 

thoroughly impressed by the commitment of the employees 

and community in safety and environmental issues when 

performing a mission as well as performing the mission in a 

timely and efficient manner.

WD015

WD015-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 

facility at Pantex. However, to clarify, the pit conversion facility does not 

involve reprocessing plutonium. The facility would be used for 

disassembling pits and converting the recovered plutonium (as well as 

plutonium metal from other sources) into plutonium dioxide suitable for 

disposition. Similarly, the use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic, 

commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical 

separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission 

products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium 

to produce new fresh fuel). Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition 

program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and 

cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and 

public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and 

approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

I
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MASON & HANGER-SILAS MASON COMPANY, INC.  

WILLIAM R. HENRY 

PAGE 1 OF 3

Comment on the Location of the 
Pit Disassembly Operation

I am a degreed Industrial Engineer with 26 years experience in the 
manufacture of the various types of products including: 

"* Small AC Motors 
"* Large Steam Turbines 
"* Aluminum Reduction, Coil, Sheet, and Plate 
"* Industrial Water Filtration Equipment 
"* Solid Fuel Motors for C4, D5, MX, P2 Missiles and Space Craft 
" Air Force C17 Transport Aircraft 

For the last 4-1/2 years I have been employed at PANTEX. Naturally, as an 
Industrial Engineer, I have mentally compared the characteristics of 
PANTEX versus other employers I have worked for. Based on my 
substantial manufacturing experience, I present the following reasons why 
PANTEX should undoubtedly be selected as the site for the Pit Disassembly 
operation : 

Onality of the workforct 
The Production Technicians and other "hands-on" operations 

personnel are far superior to their counterparts at other manufacturing 
locations I have observed. They are highly trained. New employees are 
carefully monitored after initial training, and systems and procedures are in 
place to assure that they do not work on various operations until they are 
fully capable. They have an extremely strong "esprit de corps" which 
translates to pride in workmanship, plant mission, and dedication to their 

country. I have never seen such a high level of positive workplace 
interpersonal relationships. The education level of the workforce varies, but 

includes personnel working on Engineering and other degrees and those who 

already have a Bachelors Degree in Engineering.  

Oualitv of work 
The type of work performed here is very technical and precise, and 

the product generated by PANTEX continuously meets the high quality 

FI

1 

=D243

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support of Pantex and appreciates the 
enumeration of reasons for siting the pit conversion and MOX facilities at 

Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex 

will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national 

policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will 

announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 

plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

FD243-1 Alternatives
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SMASON & HANGER-SILAS MASON COMPANY, INC.  
WILLIAM R. HENRY 
PAGE 2 OF 3 

parameters typically required for nuclear weapons. Quality is constantly 
cinphasized and monitored and operations personnel stress it to each other.  
Management and other support functions have the same level of 
commitment and pride in high quality output.  

The superiority of the PANTEX security force is legend both within 1.  
and outside the DOE complex. Due to their high emphasis on physical 
conditioning and continuous traiming and application of proven security 
principles, the members of this force ae constantly alert and perform their 
duties in a highly professional and effective manier. Security is Z.  
increasingly becoming more demanding in its requirements and the 
PANTEX Security force is the "best there is".  

WorkForce Exuerience 
The PANTEX work force bas decades of successful experience in 

nuclear weapons assembly and disassembly. This type of experience is rare 
and the numbers of personnel possessing it is limited. DOE should 
capitalize on this reserve of personnel with this rare type of qualification and 
utilize them and their skills in the Pit Disassembly operation which is closely 
related to work they are already performing. This factor cannot go 
unconsidered in the final selection process.  

Community Sunupi 
For every public issue there are those who support it and those who 

oppose it along with others who either don't care or are not knowledgeable 
about the issue. The important factor is what portionaof the public fall into 
each category. As a result of the Freedom of Speech, which all Americans 
possess, parties for and against an issue can proclaim their views in person, 
through displays, and through the ecws media. The news media generally 
present the views of each camp equally although one camp may be 
substantially smaller in number than the other. This can lead to mis
understanding by the public as to the amount of support that exists in the 
public domain for each side of the issue

The fact of the malter regarding community support for the possible 
location of the Pit Disassembly operation at PANTEX is that support for 
locating it at PANTEX is overwhelmingly in favor of doing so. The

FD243
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MASON & HANGER-SILAS MASON COMPANY, INC.  
WILLIAM R. HENRY 
PAGE 3 OF 3 

opposition is minute in comparison and, as it appears to me, is composed of 
some sincere local citizens along with a mixture of persons who arc nut from 
the Texas panhandle, possessing other "agendas" which might include trying 
to maintain an apparent need fbr them to remain in the area as an opposition 
force which also would assure them of a continued monthly pension from 
their parent organization.  

Conclusion 
The above factors make it extremely clear that the Pit Disassembly 

operation should be located at PANTEX. As you review these factors it 
should also bccomc clear that an apparent mistake has been made 
concerning the DOE decision naming SRS as the preferred sit for the MOX 
facility. Politics should not enter into decisions concerning issues as critical 
as the location of Pit Disassembly and MOX operations. By locating both 
the MOX facility and Pit Disassembly facility at PANTEX, unnecessary 
possible hazardous transportation problems would be alleviated and the 
operations would be performed by a work force highly superior to those at 
any other DOE site. Please emphasize at the highest levels within DOE and 
Congress that truth cannot successfully be denied and the truth is that 

THE PIT DISASSEMBLY OPERATION AND THE HOX 
FACILITY SHOULD BE LOCATED AT PANTEX.  
This would be in the best interest of the United States of America.  

William R. Henry 

Sr. Project Engineer 
PANTEX 
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MASON & HANGER-SILAS MASON COMPANY, INC.  
O ScoTr 

SPAGE 1 OF 1 
WlD016-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 
Move ANY or ALL operations to Pantex. Count me as FOR E disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 

Pantex Expansion. Thanks. I technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.



MASON & HANGER-SILAS MASON COMPANY, INC.  
LEON E. TOMLINSON 
PAGE 1 OF 1

I believe since Plutonium was first made in a nuclear 
reactor, it should like wise be expended in a nuclear reactor.  
I would like to see Plutonium be processed into mixed 
oxide fuel for use in a nuclear reactor to produce 
electricity. Futhermore DOE should sell this fuel to reactor 
sites in the U.S. to try to defray any cost it has accrued in 
producing the fuel rods. I think Pantex site in Amarillo, 
Texas can do this for DOE in a safe and efficient manner and 
at substancially less cost than other DOE facilities. Please 
consider Pantex as a site for the pit dissasembly and 
conversion process. I am a Pantex employee of 23+ years, 
and I can attest of our safe work practices. Thank you! 
Leon E. Tomlinson

WD013I.  
oo 
U'

WD013-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
and MOX facilities at Pantex. Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial 
reactors is not proposed in order to generate electricity. Rather, the purpose 
of this proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus 
plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as 
identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable 
plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much 
larger and growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel 
from commercial power reactors.  

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel 
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potential 
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself The hybrid 
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working 
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia's excess 
plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the 
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium, as 
quickly as possible, in a manner that would make it technically difficult to use 
the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.  

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS 
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs 
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis 
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons- Usable Plutonium 
Disposition (DOFJMD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost 
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as 
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle 
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/ 
MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses 
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at 
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following 
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C. Decisions on 
the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on 
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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TXD20-1 Socioeconomics 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's observation concerning 
property values.  UieSttsTXD20-2 Other 

Department CommentFformTD0- 
te 

of Energy DOE acknowledges commentor's views. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 

technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
Nn (opw] / .... /,• .... ,considerations, and public input.



MCKEEN, SHERRY 
PAGE 1 OF 1

A.gust 10, 1998 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
MD-4 Forrestal Building 
1000 Indepencence Avenue, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20585

As a citizen of Amarillo, I wish to express my I'edinp about the location of the 
disasstmbly and conversion of nuclear weapos plutonium components C"pis") at the 
Amarillo Pantex plant, I am totally i .ts tfnction and hope you will consider 
the effrt andthe hinoy oftheft p t•in ye decision making process for this site.  

Signaturn

FD131

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 

at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

FD131-1 Alternatives

LJ• 
IJ

I



IMCMURTRY, LEROY 
oo PAGE 1 OF I 
0O

)-o~ 

Dog vyz-, a 44

TXD14

TXID14-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 

facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses (including analyses of 

transportation risks), technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 

decisions on facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition 
in the SPD EIS ROD.
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MCWILLIAMS, STEVE 
PAGE 1 OF 1

I support Pantex and the ability for them to safely dismantle 
the plutonium pits. I am certain that the contractor will be 
responsible and accountable to the landowners and the 
citizens of the area.

WD011

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 

facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 

atPantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 

plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

WDO11-1 Alternatives
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METCALF, STACY 
PAGE 1 OF 1

Subject: support for pit assembly

WD019

WD019-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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MILLS, ROBIN 
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(i QI 
Name: ;SOC; AJ 
Address: IcPf of 

1PtA IIJ 1tigi

Jestionl Information
luestionl Information 

Request Card

rE1-)(As7%77,2,
Phone: Fax: 
E-mail: 
Question/ Request: tA,.J-A is V" " RUcCAV or 

'Sl5A0 ,0kCOAmA OArT- 07149k.Si7-ES
;f ... . 1¢,- 'rI-... J f -1 - rl- o P -r-I-

ForI folth inlormotionf nt0t0 t 
U.S. Deparl.ent of Energy, a00 09 of FFiOlI UtMtlriIS P010021110n. MD-4 

Forresltl Building, 1000 Il0epodernco Am.. SW. WesIington. D.C. 205OZ 
1-000-920-5168

II

TDll 

TXD1 3

The scope of this SPD EIS is focused on analysis of alternatives on whether 
and how much U.S. surplus plutonium should be used as MOX fuel, which 
technology should be used for immobilization, where to construct the 
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities that are needed, and where 
to perform lead assembly fabrication and testing.  

Although, DOE does not have specific data on spills or contamination from 
plutonium processing in other countries, DOE has visited some of these 
European plants and will use any pertinent experience in the development 
of its proposed facilities.

TXD13-1 Other
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MRD INVESTMENTS, L.L.C.  
D. EDWARD AND MELVA M. DAVIs 

PAGE 1 OF 1

MRD INVESTMENTS1,L.LLC.  
d/bla MRD INVESTMENTS (In Mlsourl) MRDU INVESTMENTS, L.L.C. (In Texas) 
905 S. Fillmore Suite 105 
P.O. Box 2808 
Amarillo, Texas 79101 
Office (806) 376-M44 Fax (606) 376-6552 

August 11,11998 

U .S. Departmemnt(f Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
NMD-4 Forrestal Building 
IOW0) Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20585 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

We are small business owners here in Amarillo and own several commercial office 
buildings as well as our home. We appreciate having Pantex located here and want you to 
know that we sincerely hope that Amarillo is the location chosen for the plant to 
disassemble and convert nuclear weapons plutonium components.  

We intend to live in Amarillo for the rest of our lives and look forward to having 
Pantexbhea vital part of our community.  

D. Edward Davis

TXD01

TXD01-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentors' support for siting the pit conversion 

facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 

at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 

plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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TXD15
00

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support of the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input.

TXD15-1 Alternatives
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NUNN ELECTRIC SUPPLY CORPORATION 

JOE D. BREWTON 
PAGE 1 OF 2
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NUNNN ELECTRIC SUPPLY CORPORATION 
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 

at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

The Depemnrnet of Energy 
r'o Amarillo ChamnberOf ComrnM cC 

P.O Box 9480 
Amarillo. 'Txfas 79105 

Dear Sire, 

I sa w.itin3 you this letter on behalf of the ompny I work for. Nmn ElectEic Supply 
Corporaton. NunElectr:ic has ben a par toffhe Amarillo economy for more trn 70 
ye•rs and bus been foesmase enough to do buslacsn s ith the Pacxs facility for momteoo 
fiyofthose. Daring that time, we have been dir'ctly involved with vitsually every area 
ofT Pantra plant ad In most easee. theee Snors6onw owasks. FromnrDrirwpoine, 
ther is to indausraltaility inthispart ofthe countrythat hasbeen as involved b the 
communhy andtas concerned with y as ftenR .  

The p iaha&ncoetnstasuty concered itetlfwrth liberal apgrndas in all electrical areas of 
dt: pta To tlba poi nt,•eni•', be frt DOE site to implement th me o "'stand-by" 
HID lamps for sccurisy purposes, a procersec tthat is now commonplace throulhout tUU 
neat or complete as we tmeland it. Theyit-ere als ote first to us rec6hareable 
alkalna eb erwie to reduce irtdoug waste in that a e The same can be said for their 
w.e or low-mercuty fluorscent nd ID lamps, which again shows their conrimrlml not 
only to e safe woring environment, bi' ir ,safety oftlh entire panhandle area s weli.  

ThLse eamples are b hta f ew aof e man' elaetoial Upaals that Poreas xhe iput into 
pcstli titer o (as only one of hndreds of their vendors) bkow of. Pantex has an 
ou•stuoding safety record with uut•e tion sa• f offi•rs witb whom th critical 
isses may be discussed and resolved.TL is our unndermnil in• that thetsleOtlte4u s i1has 
nothing like this is place and no plans for it in the foreseeable mtatt.

FDO04
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NUNN ELECTRIC SUPPLY CORPORATION 
JOE D. BREWTON 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

On July 1, 1991 Nun Eletric was awarded the first Vanlor Managed Invecntry contract 
in the history of the DOE nclear complex. The cstimated cost-savings for electrical 
supplies and their related expenses for the first year will be in excess of $500,00.00. We 
can think ofno batt= way to detuonte this facility's commiutent to cost-savinp and 
streamlined eficient management To our knowledge, then is no another plant in this 
part of the parnhdle hatl has exhibted such forward tirIdn,.  

We know that the panlo enoys s te suppont of some 0% of the siwroundirig community 
and it is sad that Pantex is ultimately responsible fo" one out of ovary ten jpt* in this 
,,,a. The influx of 450 naw jobs ,th• . PDCF located bar. woold be an invaluable 
shot in the arm to omr local economy. We would hopeth tat the DOE would look rmost 
fvor- ay ont the selection of Parnex for the critical PDCP and consider the overall impart 
that placing flis facility here at Pestex - the bes location in the nuclar complex.  

Most Cordially Yours, 

Joe D.Brewton 
Amarillo Divisioun Manager 

D 
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PANHANDLE 2000 
JEROME W. JOHNSON ET AL.  

PAGE 1 OF 3

SA2000 

September 8, 1998 

DOE Office of Fissile Material Disposition 
dlo SPD EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 23788 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 

ATrENTION: Bert Stevenson, NEPA Compliance Officer 

Re: Comment on DOE's Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Stevenson' 

We would like to take this opportunity to comment on DOE's Dremt Surplus 
P1utonium Dispositlon Enyironmental impact Statement. As co-chairs of 
Panhandle 2000, a group of Amarillo-area citizens interested in the 
environmentally sound retention and expansion of Pantex, we would like to 
express our support for siting the proposed new pit disassembly and conversion 
mission contemplated in this Draft PEIS at Pantex.  

Throughout DOE's EIS process for pursuing plutonium storage and disposition 
options, the clearly identified goals have been to provide the highest level of 
security to minimize theft, diversion, or accidental exposure and to encourage 
Russia to reciprocate efforts to dispose of its plutonium in like manner- For these 
reasons, the preferred alteamatves chosen In the Record of Decision for the 
Storage and Dispos/tion of Weapons-Usable Fissale Maferfals Environmentfe 
Impact Statement chose a dual track approach of vitrification and MOX fuel 
fabrication. Viewing plutonium as an asset rather than waste provides the 
potential for taxpayers to recoup some economic benefit from their investment In 
the Cold War through use of MOX fuel in commercial reactors. Through this 
means, we are also encouraging Russia to dispose of their excess plutonium in a 
way that will provide them parallel economic nonproliferation benefits.  

The Diafl PEIS announced the Savannah River Site as the preferred location for 
the MOX fuel fabrication facility as well as the plutonium immobilization facility.  
Additionally, the Draft PES., Ists two alternatives for the siting pit disassembly 
and conversion. We would like to state for the record that we strongly support

MD168

MD168-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentors' support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program 
is to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by 
conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in the United States in an 
environmentally safe and timely manner, not to derive economic benefit 
from the use of MOX fuel. By working in parallel with Russia to reduce 
stockpiles of excess plutonium, the United States can reduce the chance 
that weapons-usable nuclear material could fall into the hands of terrorists 
or rogue states and help ensure that nuclear arms reductions will never 
be reversed.  

Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be 
based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy 
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce 
its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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the alternative which proposes siting the plutoniunm disassembly and convesion 
facility at Pentex.  

The stated objective of disposing of excess plutonium is to reduce threat of 
International proliferation, as reaffirmed in President Clinton's 1993 
Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy, the 1994 National Academy of 
Sciences report on plutonium management and disposition, and the January 
1997 DOE report on Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment The PEIS 
has apparently lost sight of this objective. Exposing plutonium to unnecessary 
transportation and the accompanying risks is inconsistent with this objective, but 
that is precisely the course of action contemplated by DOE if it chooses to site pit 
conversion at a site other than Pantex.  

The argument for this alternative is compelling: Pantex currently serves DOE and 
the nation as the primary site for nuclear weapons dismantlement and 
safekeeping of weapons-ready nuclear materials. For over 40 years, the Pentex 
Plant has been in the business of taking weapons apart and demilitarizing their 
components. This mission is a natural and common-sense extension of what is 
already done at Pantex. Because it has always done this type of work, Pantex 
has a safe and solid history of strict production operations management, 
developed through years of experience handling more pits, more often than any 
other site.  

SitIng the disassembly and conversion plutonium at Pentex will eliminate the 
need for unnecessary transportation which poses a legitimate national and 
international threat. Transportation of pits from Pantex In unconverted form 
exposes them to potential theft risk of accident and exposure, and costs 
associated with additional security measures and packaging. The recent 
aggression against our embassies abroad only serves to emphasize that we 
cannot afford to lower our guard against such threats. Indeed, we must be 
vigilant and mindful of the tremendous potential for harm that would result if 
classified nuclear materials were to fall into the wrong hands. Pantex has the 
most modem safeguards and security system. and the nation's top rated guard 
force. The plants emergency management system was recognized as the 
"Standard Setter' after Joint assessment by Defense Prograrns and 
Nonproliferation and National Security. As a result, classified weapons 
components located at Pantex are more threat-resislanl than anywhere else In 
the complex. By performing pit disassemrbly at Pantex and then shipping 
demilitarized and unclassified plutonium oxide, DOE can eliminate these 
unnecessary risks. To abandon the record at Pantex and contemplate transfer of 
the pits to a sae and facilities not accustomed to this function would precipitate 
the needless costa and risks associated with the transport and duplication of 
workers and facilities.

1 

2

MD168-2 Nonproliferation 

DOE acknowledges the commentors' support for Pantex and appreciates the 

input regarding the capabilities at the site. Minimizing transportation risk 
was one of the considerations in selecting both Pantex and SRS as the 
preferred sites for the pit conversion facility. Although siting the pit 

conversion facility at Pantex would reduce the transportation of pits in 
unconverted forms, the plutonium dioxide that is produced at the facility 

would still have to be transported to the immobilization and/or 
MOX facilities.  

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit 

conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium 
processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions 
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

MD168-3 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has 
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. The Plutonium 
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution 
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life
cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available 
on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading 
rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and 

Washington, D.C.

Additionally, DOE cost estimates show that If the choice is made ignore the risks 
and package pits to transport them across the country, the price tag of

S PANHANDLE 2000 
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MD168-4 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentors' support for collocating the pit 
conversion and MOX facilities at Pantex.  

disassembly and conversion would increase by $70 to $05 million. II s doubtful 
whether this figure incorporates the considerable training cost that will be 
incurred to recreate the pit packaging and unpacking expertise thai exists today 

only at Pentex. Furthermore, we are aware of claims being made by proponents 
of the Savannah River Site that siting disassembly and conversion in South 
Carolina would result in savings of nearly $1.6 billion. Such claims are 3 
unsubstantiated and preposterous considering the total estimated cost of the 
antrie mission, wherever located, equals $9204900 million. We raise these 
issues to point out thai, while many claims (factual and otherwise) are being 
made regarding the merts of different sites, one truth about costs remains.  
Plutonium pits are located at Paentx and moving them anywhere else for a 
mission that can be performed here creates unnecessary expense in termTs of 
both dollars and the inherent proliferation risk to Texas and our country.  

We regret that DOE did not attach this same logic for the MaX production facility.  
Il it had, the arguments are clear for co-locating the pit conversion and MOX fuel 4 
fabrication facility at the existing pit storage site, the Pantex plant.  

Finally, polls demonstrate the continued overwetlrning support Pantex 
enjoys trom local residents and state and federal elected officials. These surveys 
indicate that the plant enjoys support of more than 80% among the residents in 
the Anmarillo area. Provided the new missions can be carried out safely and with 

minimal environmental impact this support would reduce the potential for delay 
in proceeding with new disposition efforts. The plant also enjoys strong bi

partisan support of the 32-member strong Texas Congressional Delegation. DOE 
must have broad-based political support for Its plutonium disposition strategy to 
succeed. Placing pit disassembly at PanFax only strengthens that prospect.  

For these reasons, Pantex clearly is the safest and best-suited alternative and 
we respectfully urge DOE to designate it as the preferred alternative site for the 
pit disassembly and conversion facility.  

Yours ituly, 

re oWales 
Madden. Jr.  

Ci. g.Chalrýnl~le 2.000 Co-Chair, Panhandle 2000 
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MD284-1 Human Health Risk

Septenber 16, 1998 

U. S. Depart n of TrEW 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3796 

Dear Sitm 

As Co-Caits of the Panhandle Area Nelgigors and Landowners (PANAL) Orgatiatlon. twe are writing 
to voice outrconcern withthhe Piatoninna Pit Disasesably and Conversion fixility which the DOE is 

considering loating at Ptant. O ourrganiadttouofagnctiltural producers, processors, neighbors and 

arsnmunityborines leade does not rapnyta'ype of piteostum processing in this agricrukaral 
producingsm otTes.  

Owrpodcl are sat w•er l dwe to fid the hungry and to clothe the poiples t'the woeld- why, reder 
amy cicureota. would the DO oem consider placing sruch a devastating process in rie midst of fod 

production? Why would DOEjeopadie the people, land. water, air and the peoducts thm have made and 
continuen o be the appogrt for the Te"s Panhandle? Why does DOE continue to hernas this cormraity 
with web horrendoum us ioa foe Parntrx withe" evn none thougtags to the dasn which couldube 

inkedronrthe HighPlaia of Texas. Doyoua nctamuedestand that we hav a strong healthy relationship 
with te al and a e stdrive constantly to keep this land fre of countantntion and inna wholsome 
condition• saitable forprodaucing food? 

PANAL cortiders the Platoisms Pit Disasemlya and Coavanrion Facity (PDCF) to be then 
astrafo s tmsiesam/"ilty to be forevd no this omamatity. Panres ba never procesod pltstomi and 
does not have thire assiveeontaimution probleom as those sires which have handled thin mateial 
poesi . In toe words of Anm Loadholt (Clrah'ofthe SRSCAB)"Carmmningpit dlsmmry...hould 
Pantex be chhom..tAls decinm woald crate a onew r pholtnmr processing ste within oa Oster 
erleavorinrwo consolidate operations r oif effectivann. but mos imnpnantly, wou/d t ncrea the 

sarmrtanofceanup larultimately sil be reqsurrnn When people fromotheraras even me the 
hypocenay of the stung of those missions at Pantex, wiry do DOE nroame this? Arcyeujs inot looking 
at all the isanes or are your blndled by yourtowen stupidity? 

Paltex is a fracton of the size ofother plueontiumsites, new eavsromnsral riskns assoc•at•d with the 
prcessingof pl•rmnmt oxide powder, as well as bealt risks wouldhbe srcurnrred by this comm• naity de to 
the doe perosiity fit people to the sit• M hc unepomdd air cotamnstet of raticadive "tasad 
highlys tuk berylliam would be pamnred frm a snaketacl and MU on our Panhandle lands 
cenamimnslg eae ducanddtn odlivet•k athaskingitnunaethl DoyouwantanothRumnia 
oen )ao hands? lThei rprou•s ame so cortantinmted by the nucle"earweapons prodtions that the pOoplc 
cannot eat them and ecomtic daevtstationis the trauft. Is thittlwhatDOE is tryingto achieve har? Stch 

tregatconequences to pople and the farmland ane mach more likely to eat on a wnall., et windy 
site anch as Pante, t ntem a larger, rmore suded• site - a site large enough so thtthe smoestack will 
bech toot its bile on the site itself and not on the srrounding atikeholdem and propeaty.  

Why do you think that plutonium processing can be done maey at Pentsx when it h• never been. done 
saty ý or witheut coontainating the envirorunent at n other DOE site? The tntnologies just are not 
there - the DOE has gone to great lengths to doeeve the public with half ral soand lies about new 

advanc ent ts i ecluoleo the result is inceenred ddst•t•st ofDOEM y s cotmmunityof osakeholderts.  
We have witnessdsyoureatioa ovna the past eight years, when we first becamn involved int thdoisut 
DOE haasntred thept oftheiropennssand thoery ofupblic •tvolvaat4 bowemr DOE bas toile 
mia•cer.on both acons. Thee ino opennen and no effo to engage the ptblic in "mnisg 
w~bliogiapso"
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DOE acknowledges the commentors' opposition to siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Although Pantex is smaller in overall size in comparison 

with the other candidate sites, analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I indicate 

that impacts of operating the pit conversion facility on health, safety, and 

the environment atPantex would likely be minor. Section 4.26.3.2 analyzes 

impacts to the environment (including contamination to the Ogallala aquifer) 

due to construction and normal operation of a pit conversion facility at 

Pantex. There would be no discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) 

or drinking water, either from the deposition of minute quantities of airborne 

contaminants into small water bodies or from potential wastewater releases.  

Therefore, it is estimated that no measurable component of the public dose 

would be attributable to liquid pathways. Appendix J.3 includes an analysis 

of potential contamination of agricultural products and livestock and 

consumption of these products by persons living within an 80-km (50-mi) 

radius of Pantex. If the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities 

were located at Pantex, a very small incremental annual dose to the 

surrounding public from normal operations would result via radiological 
emission deposition on agricultural products (i.e., food ingestion pathway).  

This dose (about 0.56 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0006 percent of the dose 

that would be incurred annually from natural background radiation.  

Ingestion doses at Pantex were assessed for eight different food categories: 

leafy vegetables, root vegetables, fruits, grains, milk, meat, poultry, and 

eggs. Public doses incurred from the uptake of these foodstuffs were 

determined to be well below Federal, State, and local regulatory limits; 

therefore, potential radiological impacts to local prime farmlands would 

be essentially nonexistent.  

While it is true that the pit conversion facility is the first consolidated 

facility for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the processes that 

would be used in this facility are not entirely new. Many of these processes 

are in use at LANL and LLNL. In addition, DOE has recently started a pit 

disassembly and conversion demonstration project at LANL, where 
processes will be further developed and tested.

I I
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As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversion 
facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, 
and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions and takes 
advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.  

MD284-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE acknowledges the commentors' views. The analyses in Chapter 4 of 

Volume I show that construction and normal operation of either the pit 
conversion facility or the MOX facility at Pantex would have no major 
impacts on human health or the environment.  

The comment period for the SPD Draft EIS was from July 17 through 
September 16, 1998. During that time, DOE convened five public hearings, 
including one in Amarillo, Texas, to obtain oral and written comments from 
the public. These hearings were open to all individuals and organizations, 
and their format was intended to encourage public discussion and interaction.  
All comments were given equal consideration and responded to.  

00
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MD284-3 Water Resources

Tie siting ofthe PDCF over the Ogallala Aquife, our source owator, is repsgat with DOE assertions 
orotpeding the environmerm Placing plutonunm processing over the wato supply af the Tom 

Pathandileands! tvensother cities and lows further souths anunraoptablk Panitcxhasaalteady beenltho 

soume of heavy contamination1 In th water souce both beneath the site anid offtsee to the et on adjacent 

privatehporpety. To clesap the aquifer is impr'ble, addinghpluonium processing and anscinted waste; 

to the problem will only compound the oaasninatioissue. What do you propose to p•event this hrueer 
contamnattioss to the Ogallaa Aquiferfrots happenIng? What proven and demonsosrated wtechologies do 
you claim will keep the Ogal~ala Asdfcrefrom being coiamiasted? 

Our commaunity bat been saddled wish dosag of plutonium pits in old, Wosdd War 1 bunkerts which ate 
not mitabte fortthe storage of thenmdead)'tynal tn the world. There are innumerabiepoble 
associatut with the stoage which bhve not boec corrected-. sine the DOE has not accomplished this 
mission of saiy awoing the plutenium pita, then how in the world do you think you ae safey pmoes 
this material? We are sine of your elairas asiens and prosisc just teave the Tevm Panhandle alone, 

take care ofthe psoblents you ew kave t Pantex and do not dump anyore m isinos on "ins a l ste.  

As the agriusltrat commonity which surousds the Palex site - we beg you to please we comuon une 
In y decisio of sitin theM new mistim We axe laborinag to psodted ý o feed and sustain the 
world, while yous at producing weapons ofmass desueaction to kill and mane the word, tisdiclhuctnY 
has to ecd.  

With the Cold War ova, DOE is facing the tim when this maddaee could all be stopped - doyou have 

thec ourage and the intgity to be utlhfs to the American taxpayes sand py..this is the end, we will nat 
wasft more of your tax dollars - thero willt be no moe wapons, no nomr poceessg -we arc stopping...? 

Thank you thehe q mrtanity tn cosment 

Dorms and Phsilip SmrthCo-Csant 
Panhandle Area lNgm aand owners

MD284

DOE acknowledges the commentors' concerns regarding potential 

contamination of the Ogallala aquifer. As described in Section 4.17.2.2, 

wastes would be managed in accordance with current site practices. No 

radioactive or hazardous wastes would be disposed of at Pantex. Wastes 

would be treated and stored in accordance with all applicable regulations 

and permits. In addition, plutonium moves extremely slowly through soils 

and groundwater. In the unlikely event of an accident, plutonium would be 

contained in surface soils and remediated before it could travel into the 

Ogallala aquifer.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD284-1.

MD284-4 DOE Policy

To avoid contamination that has occurred in the past at some DOE sites, 
DOE would design, build, and operate the proposed surplus plutonium 

disposition facilities in compliance with today's strict environmental, safety, 

and health requirements.  

DOE acknowledges the commentors' concern regarding the storage of 

plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of 

pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to 

address plutonium storage requirements. DOE has addressed some of the 

commentor's concerns in an environmental review concerning the 

repackaging of Pantex pits into a more robust container. This evaluation is 

documented in the Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and 

Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components-AL-R8 Sealed 

Insert Container (August 1998). This document is on the MD Web site at 

http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis, the decision 

was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL-R8 sealed insert container 

and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the AT-400A container.
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Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits in 
AL-R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.18 

and Appendix L.5.1.  

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in the 

Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and 

Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225, 

November 1996). DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits 

in Zone 4 at Pantex for long-term storage. An appropriate environmental 

review will be conducted when the specific proposal for this change has 

been developed; addressing, for example, whether additional magazines need 
to be air-conditioned. The analysis in this SPD EIS assumes that the surplus 

pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance with the ROD for the Storage and 

Disposition PEIS.  

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the 

threat of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition 

of surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and 

timely manner.  

00
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I am a worker at Pantex and have been there for 17 years now 
and I wanted to say that I very much support the Surplus 
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement or commonly know as the Pit Disassembly at 
Pantex. Thank you. Tim Flowers

WD018

"WD018-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 
atPantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

I
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Alternatives

I feel that Pantex is the best location for the pit disassembly 
and conversion facility. We are centrally located in the U.S.  
and we are the final disassembly point for the weapons; so 
the pits are already here. I have been with this company for 
seventeen years and it is very safety oriented. Also the 
citizens of Amarillo trust Pantex because of their long 
standing safety record. Thank you for considering our 
Pantex plant for this important job. Sincerely, Jim Harbin

1

WDO01
0I

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

WDO01-1
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Yes, my name is Hal Pedigrew. I live at 5501 Ranchview Drive 

in Amarillo. The area code is 79124 and I would like to get a 

copy of that documentation. I'd also like to voice my opinion 

that I would like to have that facility put anywhere else in the 
United States but here. Thank you.

PDO16

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 

plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

00O

PDO16-1 Alternatives
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U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 

Washington, DC, 20026-3786 

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fisile Materials Disposition:

I do not support plutonium processing at the Pantex Plant. In the Surplus Plutonium Disposition 
f j nvironmentalImpact Statement, the Department of Energy prudently decided against 

locating one plutonium processing facility (MOX fuel fabrication) at the Pantex Plant. For the 

following additional reasons, a Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion facility also should not 

be located at Pantex: 

Pantex Should Not Become the Next Rocky Flats

Pantex has never processed plutonium. The Pantex Superfund site has so far apparently escaped 

the type of radioactive contamination found at plutonium processing sites like Rocky Flats in 
Colorado and Hanford in Washington.  

Risks That Are Unknown Are Too High 

The Pantex Plant occupies an area that is a fraction of the size of other plutonium sites.

SIZE MATTERS: A Comparison of the Area of the Four Candidate Sites (Square Miles) 

Pantex Savannah River Idaho National Hanford 

Site Engineering Lab.  

23 309 890 560

The technologies proposed in the Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility are 

undemonstrated and unproven. It is unacceptable to have plutonium operations above the 

Ogallala Aquifer and only one mile from where people five and work in a vibrant agricultural 

producing area. The Pantex legacy already includes-hesaq contamination in a perched layer of 
groundwater less than one hundred feet above the Ogallala Aquifer. This pollution extends from 

under the Pantex Plant to adjacent private property and the real impacts remain unknown.  

The risk of any additional groundwater pollution is unacceptable in an agricultural region.  

Common sense dictates that negative consequences to people and farmland from nuclear 

accidents are far more likely insa small open, windy location like Pastex. The Department of 

Energy has acknowledged that the most visually unappealing feature of the plutonium facilities 

will be their smokestacks. Visual blight will be a minor inconvenience compared to the air 

pollutants-many of them radioactive-expected to escape into the atmosphere daily through 
smokestack filters. Routine air emissions of tritium, plutonium, americium, and beryllium 

constitute unacceptable new hazards to the Texas Panhandle.

MD
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DOE acknowledges the commentors' opposition to siting the proposed 

surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. Analyses in Chapter 4 of 

Volume I indicate that impacts of operating the proposed facilities on health, 

safety, and the environment at Pantex would likely be minor. To avoid 

contamination that has occurred in the past at some DOE sites, DOE would 

design, build, and operate the proposed facilities in compliance with today's 

strict environmental, safety, and health requirements. Decisions on the surplus 
plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental 

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.

MDI14-2 Human Health Risk

Although Pantex is smaller in overall size in comparison with the other 
candidate sites, analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I indicate that impacts of 

operating the pit conversion facility on health, safety, and the environment 

at Pantex would likely be minor (e.g., see Section 4.6).  

While it is true that the pit conversion facility is the first consolidated 

facility for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the processes that 

would be used in this facility are not entirely new. Many of these processes 

are in use at LANL and LLNL. In addition, DOE has recently started a pit 

disassembly and conversion demonstration project at LANL, where 
processes will be further developed and tested.  

Section 4.26.3.2 analyzes impacts to the environment (including contamination 

to the Ogallala aquifer) due to construction and normal operation of a pit 

conversion facility at Pantex. There would be no discernible contamination 

of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water, either from the deposition of minute 

quantities of airborne contaminants into small water bodies orfrompotential 
wastewater releases. Therefore, it is estimated that no measurable component 

of the public dose would be attributable to liquid pathways. Appendix J.3 
includes an analysis of potential contamination of agricultural products and

MD1l4-1 Alternatives
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livestock and consumption of these products by persons living within an 

80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex. If the proposed surplus plutonium disposition 

facilities were located at Pantex, a very small incremental annual dose to the 

surrounding public from normal operations would result via radiological 

emission deposition on agricultural products (i.e., food ingestion pathway).  

This dose (about 0.56 person-rerm/yr) would be 0.0006 percent of the dose 

that would be incurred annually from natural background radiation. This 
analysis indicates that impacts of operating the pit conversion facility on 

agricultural products, livestock, and human health at Pantex would likely 

be minor.  

MD114-3 Human Health Risk 

It is DOE policy to operate in compliance with all applicable air quality 

requirements and to protect human health and the environment. DOE takes 

into consideration pollution reduction techniques to minimize air releases 

when designing, constructing, and operating its facilities. It also considers 

aesthetic and scenic resources in the design, location, construction, and 

operation of facilities. Potential concentrations of air pollutants at Pantex 

for the various alternatives have been estimated, considering appropriate 

local meteorology and other data associated with the area. Because the 

releases from the pit conversion and MOX facilities would be very small 

(see Appendix J.3.1.4), estimates of resultant radiological health risks are 

small. As indicated in Section 4.17.2.4, the maximum possible dose 

delivered to a member of the public during normal operations of the MOX 
and pit conversion facilities at Pantex would be 0.068 mrem/yr, 0.02 percent 

of the dose that individual would receive annually from natural background 

radiation. The estimated dose to the public from radiological emissions 

(e.g., amercium, tritium, and plutonium) would be 0.077 person-rem/yr 

which would result in an increase of 2.9x10-1 LCFs over the 10-year 

operating life of the pit conversion facility. Any new facilities that might 

be built would be within existing site boundaries, and would be matched 

aesthetically with the current plant to limit potential visual impacts.
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There is Valid, Strong Criticism of Safety 
in the Storage of Plutonium at Pantex 

Since Pantex became the nation's long-term storage location for up to 20,000 plutonium pits, 
promises to improve safety conditions have not happened. The U.S. Government Accounting 
Office and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board have issued reports critical of plutonium 
storage safety at Pantex. Fifty million taxpayer dollars were spent on a failed plutonium pit 
container program (the AT-400A) and the plan to move over 10,000 pits into a safer remodeled 
building (Building 12-66) has also failed.  

When it comes to plutonium pit storage problems, Panhandle residents are baok to square one.  
The plutonium remains in old, unsuitable, corroding storage containers and in 35-55 year old 
"bunkers" that the Department of Energy promised were for "temporary" use. Plutonium that is 
supposed to be stored insa stable environment now sits in the bunkers--all but three without air 
conditioning--even as the Texas Panhandle experiences a spell of more than 40 consecutive days 
of 90+ degree temperatures, and more than 20 days this summer with thermometers registering 
100+ degrees. If the Department of Energy cannot accomplish the job of safely storing Pantex 
plutonium in the most stable environment, there is no reason to accept its unsubstantiated 
assurances to safely process deadly plutonium powders at Pantex.  

Thank you for this opportunity to comenent.  

Sincerely: 

OL-A. C--a105, OL'.-'- -,% .- rd, L,-'l L6 -,L,3./ 

L- -4- ~f'r~s~s 1 ~o 4b s~, ,-
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DOE acknowledges the commentors' concern regarding the storage of 
plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of 
pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to 
address plutonium storage requirements. DOE has addressed some of the 
commentor's concerns in an environmental review concerning the 
repackaging of Pantex pits into a more robust container. This evaluation is 
documented in the Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and 
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components-AL-R8 Sealed 
Insert Container (August 1998). This document is on the MD Web site at 
http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis, the decision 
was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL-R8 sealed insert container 
and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the AT-400A container.  

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits in 
AL-R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.18 
and Appendix L.5.1.  

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in the 
Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and 
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225, 
November 1996). DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits 
in Zone 4 at Pantex for long-term storage. An appropriate environmental 
review will be conducted when the specific proposal for this change has 
been developed; addressing, for example, whether additional magazines need 
to be air-conditioned. The analysis in this SPD EIS assumes that the surplus 
pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance with the ROD for the Storage and 
Disposition PEIS.  

MD114-5 Human Health Risk 

This comment is addressed in responses MD14-1 and MDl14-2.

MD114-4 DOE Policy

"-I
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MD122-1 Alternatives

According to the analyses reflected in Sections 4.6 through 4.8, environmental 
impacts of the proposed action on Pantex under any alternative would likely 
be minor. DOE is committed to ensuring that public health and safety are 
protected wherever the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities 
are located.

I/"J State Texas ~~j 
ARTHURWARE A " a r .loTexas 

POTTER COUNTy lUDGE

August 25, 1996 

DOE Offie uf Fissile Material Disposition 
c/O SPD EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P. O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 
ATTENTION: Mr. Bert Stevenson, NEPA Compliance Officer 

Re: DOE's Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environment Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Stevenson: 

First and foremost, we are adamant that any current and future functions at 
Pntmex be conducted in a safe and eaviromemally sound manner. Our first 

priority is to ensure that expansion at Pantex does not impair the healtb or safety 
of area residents or have an adverse effect on the environment. These goals serve 
as a prerequisite to any current or future activities at Pantex.  

We are aware that DOE has selected the Savannah River Site (SRS) as the 
preferred alternative for the MOX fiuel fabrication facility and is considering SRS, 

along with Pantex, as the location for the disassembly/conversion mission.  
We wish to focus my comments on the selection of Pantex as the preferred 

site for locating the plut)iiMin pit disassembly and conversion facility. We are 
concerned that locating the conversion mission at a site other than Pantex would 
not only increase the hazards of dealing with plutonium but would also ignore the 
facts that make Pantex the site most capable of ensuring that disposition goals are 
met with the utmost attention to economic and safety considerations.

1 
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MD122

MD122-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors' support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred 
for the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience 
with plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements 
existing missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.. Decisions 
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on 
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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When considering the proliferation risks involved in unnecessarily 

transporting a large number of classified plutonium pits across die conunity fros 

Pantex, it makes budgetary and policy sense to site disposition functions where 
storage already exists. First, due to its cheaper labor costs and utility rates, and 
water and land availability, Pamex clearly, is the most cost-effective site over the 

life of the programs than any other site under consideration. Second, transportation 
of plutonium in non-classified form (after disassembly and conversion at Pantex) 
to the SRS is fhi preferable to the perils that would be incurred by shipping 
plutonium in a weapons-ready form. Pantex has the necessary safety, security, 
and survcillance capabilities to accommodate an expanded role. Third, it is in the 
bestinterests of the United States to engage Russia in bilateral demilitarization and 

inspections independent of the politically contentions MOX fuel fabrication 

process. It will also be much easier to track convented plutonium pits for IAEA 
and international inspections if these activities are undertaken at the site of original 
pit storage.  

The Pantex plant enjoys tremendous public and bipartisan political support 

for new missions and could provide thean at the lowest additional costs to the 
taxpayers. To accomplish its disposition goals, DOE must have strong, broad

based political supporL Bringing in the support of Texas Senators and 
Congressmen will help ensure that DOE disposition initiatives succeed.  

Bases upon these reasons, we respectfully urge flOE to designate Pantex as 
the site for the pit assembly and conversion facility.  

Arthur Ware 

Countny J 
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WD009-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 

I am very much in favor of having the pitddisassembly and 1 at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

conversion at Pantex where it will be done right the first national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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Alternatives

August 10, 1998

U. S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition c/o SPDEIS 
Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 

REF: Location of Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility 

As an employee at the Pantex Plant in Amarillo, Texas, and a long term resident of the Amarillo, 

Texas, I want to see the pit conversion work done at Pantex.  

This is not just a personal issue. The real consideration should be safety, and of the two possible 
sites, Pantex is the safer facility. This can easily be confirmed by reviewing existing records for 
both facilities. At times it has almost seemed like Pantex was overlooked for additional 
weapons-related work because we are such a clean site.  

The safety record is directly attributable to the efforts of plant employees, who have worked very 
hard through the years to meet or exceed requirements. Even in the years before the creation of 
the various oversight agencies such as OSHA, the plant functioned safely. The technical skills of 
the employees who do hands on weapon work is another reason for the excellent record.  

The fact that Texas is not as strong politically -- we don't have aggressive PACs or Strom 

Thurmond fighting for us -- should not be the major deciding point. As a matter of fact, maybe 
politics should be left out of it altogether.  

The Pantex Plant has provided jobs for my family since 1980, and I hope that it will continue to 

provide employment for me and many others in the future. The Pantex Plant now has thousands 

of pits stored. Why risk shipping these items to another location? Why increase the cost to do 
the job?

I sincerely hope that the DOE will look at all issues with an open mind with the major 
consideration being safety. The second and third considerations should be the technical skill of 

the employees, and the last consideration should be cost. If these things are considered without 

PAC or other political influence, the only logical choice is for the pit conversion to be done at the 
Pantex Plant.  

Respectfully subm)d, 

Don Ray

MD024

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 

facility at Pantex. DOE believes that all the candidate sites are suitable 

from an operational, community support, and safety standpoint.  

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS 

contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs associated 

with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis in 

Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 

Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific 

cost estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same 

time as the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition 

Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document 

(DOEIMD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses 

associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site 

at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following 

locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C.  

Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be 

based on environmental analyses (including analyses of transportation risks), 

technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.

MD024-1
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1901 PHILADELPHIA ST.  
AMARILLO, TEXAS 79103 
AUGUST 10, 1998 

U.S. DE-PARTMENT OF ENERGY 
OFFICE OF FISSILE P ITERIALS DISPOSITICN 
HD-4 FORRESTAL BUILDING 
1000 INDEP'ENDENE AV'E.,SW 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20585 

DEAR SIRS: 

AS A CITIZEN OF AMARILLO, WE URGE YOU TO LOCATE THE PIT DISASSEMLY AND 
CONVERSION FACILITY AT THE pANTEX PLANT FOR ECOCOMICAL AM SAFETY REASONS.  

PAPrTEX ALREADY RAS ADEqUATE STORAGE SPACE FOR THE CNtERTED PLUTONIUM THAT 
WOULD BE VERY EXPENSIVE TO CONSTRIUCT ELSE WHERE AM• ILL NOT ENTAIL TRANS
PORTING THE 'pITS! ACROSS THE COUINTRY, WH-IOZ IS COSTLY' AND SUSCEPTABLE TO 
TRANSPORTATItON ACCIDENTS.  

PANTEX PLANT EMPLOYEES RAVE "MRE EXPERIENCE HNDLIK PLUTONJIU PITS THAN 
ANY OTHER D.O.E. SITE NC'0 HAS AN OUTSTADINS 5APETY RECORD. ALSO PASTeX 
ALREADY PAS TRAINED TEC"IN4CAL PERSONNEL THAT ARE CERTIFIED TO PERFO.M THE 
'GLOVEBOX' WORK REQUIREO FOR THIS TYPE WORK.  

SECURITY AT THE PANTEX PLANT IS SEC2NO TO NOW COMPARED TO ALL THE OTHER 
OEPARTVI"T or ENEGIRY" FACILITIES.  

THE PANTEX PLANT ALSO W- S THE SUPPORT OF THE RESIDENTS OF THE COItOIITr 
AM THE LOCAL AND STATE ELECTED OFFICIALS ALONG WITH THE TEXAS CONGRESSIONAL 
DELEGATION.  

AGAIN, WE SINCERELY URG"- YOU TO LOCATE TIE PIT DISASSEMBLY AND CONVERSION 
FACILITY AT THE PANTEX PLANT.  

JR/l

FD150

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at 
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

FD150-1 AlternativesI
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AUGUST 11 L998 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
OFFICE OF FISSLE MATERIALS DISPOSITION 

MD-4 FORRESTAL BUILDING 
1000 INDEPENDENCE AVE. ,SW 
WASHINGTON, DC 201B5 

DEAR SIKS: 

I AM A LONG TIME RESIDENT OF AMARILLO AND FULLY SUPPORT 

YOUR LOCATING THE PIT DISASSEMBLY AND CONVERSION FACILITY 

AT THE PANTEX PLANT LOCATED NEAR AMARILLO, TEXAS.  

SINCERELY, 

OLETA REAM.  
1901 PHILADELPHIA 
AMARILLO, TEXAS 79103

FD232

FD232-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 

facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 

at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 

plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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U.S. Department ofnEarergy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition ")' 
P.O. Box 23786 

Washington, DC, 20026-3786 

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition: 

I do not support plutonium processing at the Pantex Plant. In the Surplus Plutonium Disposition 

Draft Dnvironmental Impact Statement, the Department of Energy prudently decided against 

locating one plutonium processing facility (MOX fuel fabrication) at the Pantex Plant. For the 

following additional reasons, a Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion facility also should not 

be located at Pantex: 

Pantex Should Not Become the Next Rocky Flats 

Pantex has never processed plutonium. The Pantex Superfund site has so far apparently escaped 

the type of radioactive contamination found at plutonium processing sites like Rocky Flats in 

Colorado and Hanford in Washington.  

Risks That Are Unknown Are Too High 

The Pantex Plant occupies an area that is a fraction ofthe size of other plutonium sites.

SIZE MATrERS: A Comparison of the Area of the Four Candidate Sites(

Pantex Savannah River Idaho National Hanford 

Site Engineering Lab.  

23 309 890 560

The technologies proposed in the Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility are 

undemonstrated and unproven. It is unacceptable to have plutonium operations above the 

Ogallala Aquifer and only one mile from where people live and work in a vibrant agricultural 

producing area- The Pantex legacy already includes heavy contamination in a perched layer of 

groundwater Less than one hundred feet above the Ogallala Aquifer. This pollution extends from 

under the Pantex Plant to adjacent private property and the real impacts remain unknown.  

The risk of any additional groundwater pollution is unacceptable in an agricultural region.  

Common sense dictates that negative consequences to people and farmland from nuclear 

accidents are far more likely in a small, open, windy location like Pantex. The Department of 

Energy has acknowledged that the most visually unappealing feature of the plutonium facilities 

will be their smokestacks. Visual blight will be a minor inconvenience compared to the air 

pollutants-many of them radioactive--expected to escape into the atmosphere daily through 

smokestack filters. Routine air emissions of tritium, plutonium, americium, and beryllium 

constitute unacceptable new hazards to the Texas Panhandle.

1 
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MD063

MD063-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the proposed 

surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. As described in Chapter 4 

of Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, potential impacts of any of the 

proposed activities during routine operations at any of the candidate sites 

would likely be minor. To avoid contamination that has occurred in the past 

at some DOE sites, DOE would design, build, and operate the proposed 

surplus plutonium disposition facilities in compliance with today's strict 

environmental, safety, and health requirements. Decisions on the surplus 

plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based upon environmental 

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.

MD063-2 Human Health Risk

Although Pantex is smaller in overall size in comparison with the other 
candidate sites, analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I indicate that impacts of 

operating the pit conversion facility on health, safety, and the environment 

at Pantex would likely be minor (e.g., see Section 4.6).  

While it is true that the pit conversion facility is the first consolidated 

facility for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the processes that 

would be used in this facility are not entirely new. Many of these processes 

are in use at LANL and LLNL. In addition, DOE has recently started a pit 

disassembly and conversion demonstration project at LANL, where 

processes will be further developed and tested.  

Section 4.26.3.2 analyzes impacts to the environment (including contamination 

to the Ogallala aquifer) due to construction and normal operation of a pit 

conversion facility at Pantex. There would be no discernible contamination 

of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water, either from the deposition of minute 

quantities of airborne contaminants into small water bodies or from potential 

wastewater releases. Therefore, it is estimated that no measurable component 

of the public dose would be attributable to liquid pathways. Appendix J.3

IA 
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includes an analysis of potential contamination of agricultural products and 

livestock and consumption of these products by persons living within an 

80-km (50-mi) radius ofPantex. If the proposed surplus plutonium disposition 

facilities were located at Pantex, a very small incremental annual dose to the 

surrounding public from normal operations would result via radiological 

emission deposition on agricultural products (i.e., food ingestion pathway).  
This dose (about 0.56 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0006 percent of the dose 

that would be incurred annually from natural background radiation. This 

analysis indicates that impacts of operating the pit conversion facility on 

agricultural products, livestock, and human health at Pantex would likely 

be minor.  

MD063-3 Human Health Risk 

It is DOE policy to operate in compliance with all applicable air quality 

requirements and to protect human health and the environment. DOE takes 

into consideration pollution reduction techniques to minimize air releases 
when designing, constructing, and operating its facilities. It also considers 
aesthetic and scenic resources in the design, location, construction, and 

operation of facilities. Potential concentrations of air pollutants at Pantex 

for the various alternatives have been estimated, considering appropriate 

local meteorology and other data associated with the area. Because the 

releases from the pit conversion and MOX facilities would be very small 

(see Appendix J.3.1.4), estimates of resultant radiological health risks are 

small. As indicated in Section 4.17.2.4, the maximum possible dose 

delivered to a member of the public during normal operations of the MOX 

and pit conversion facilities at Pantex would be 0.077 mrem/yr, 0.02 percent 

of the dose that individual would receive annually from natural background 

radiation. The estimated dose to the public from radiological emissions 

(e.g., amercium, tritium, and plutonium) would be 0.58 person-rem/yr which 
would result in an increase of 2.9x10 3 LCFs over the 10-year operating 

life of the pit conversion facility. Any new facilities that might be built 

would be within existing site boundaries, and would be matched aesthetically 

with the current plant to limit potential visual impacts.  

0o
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There is Valid, Strong Criticism of Safety 
in the Storage of Plutonium at Pantex 

Since Pantex became the nation's long-term storage location for up to 20,000 plutonium pits, 

promises to improve safety conditions have not happened. The U.S. Government Accounting 

Office and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board have issued reports eritical of plutonium 

storage safety at Pantex. Fifty million taxpayer dollars were spent on a failed plutonium pit 

container program (the AT-400A) and the plan to move over 10,000 pits into a safer remodeled 

building (Building 12-66) has also failed.  

When it comes to plutonium pit storage problems, Panhandle residents are back to square one.  
The plutonium remains in old, unsuitable, corroding storage containers and in 35-55 year old 

"bunkers" that the Department of Energy promised were for "temporary" use. Plutonium that is 

supposed to be stored in a stable environment now sits in the bunkers-all but three without air 

conditioning-even as the Texas Panhandle experiences a spell of more than 40 consecutive days 

of'90+ degree temperatures, and more than 20 days this summer with thermometers registering 

100+ degrees, if the Department of Energy cannot accomplish thejob of safely storing Pantex 

plutonium in the most stable environment, there is no reason to accept its unsubstantiated 

assurances to safely process deadly plutonium powders at Pantex.  

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.  

Sincerely: 

p) ot -LgI'ý cd maovuy- vvttzte1  rwhet 
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MD063-5 DOE Policy

DOE is committed to public and worker safety during the construction, 
operation, and deactivation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition 

facilities, and would implement appropriate controls and procedures to ensure 

compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws, rules, regulations, 
and requirements.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD063-2.

MD063-4 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding storage of plutonium 
pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of pits and is 
evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to address 
plutonium storage requirements. DOE has addressed some of the commentor's 
concerns in an environmental review concerning the repackaging of Pantex 
pits into a more robust container. This evaluation is documented in the 
Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant andAssociated Storage of Nuclear 
Weapon Components-AL-R8 Sealed Insert Container (August 1998). This 
document is on the MD) Web site at http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this 
supplement analysis, the decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex into 
the AL-R8 sealed insert container and to discontinue plans to repackage pits 
into the AT-400A container.  

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits in 
AL-R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.18 
and Appendix L.5.1.  

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in the 
Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated 
Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225, November 1996).  
DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits in Zone 4 at Pantex 
for long-term storage. An appropriate environmental review will be conducted 
when the specific proposal for this change has been developed; addressing, 
for example, whether additional magazines need to be air-conditioned. The 
analysis in this SPD EIS assumes that the surplus pits are stored in Zone 12 
in accordance with the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS.
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Immobilization

U.S. Dcpartrnint of Energy 
Office of Fissie Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 

Washington. DC, 20026-3786 

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition: 

In the Surplus Plutonium Dispostl~on Draft Environmerntal Impact Statement, the Department of Energy 
proposes to build new plutonium processing facilitiesiand dispose of 55 tons of "surplns" plutonium.  
I ask that the following comments reflecting my concern and reservations regarding these proposals be 

incorporated into the decisions made ftr the plutotium disposition program.  

Immobiliae 

The objective of plutnouum disposition is to make wcapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible for reuse in nuclear 

weapons as the plutonium in irradiated nuclear fue], and to do so inna timely and safe maunur. For the following 
measons the Department of Energy should choose to immobilize all surplus plutonium and consider the possibility 
of doing Itis at more tha-one location 

Immobilizing all plutomium is a safer option because it involves less handLing, processing, and 
transporting of plitoninm and other radioactive materials, and is less expeasive because it involves fewer 
new tfhilitims and avoids the costs of subsidizing the nuclear industry. These same factors would allow 
disposition to occur in a much mor timely manner; 

According to the Department of Energy's own studies, the "ceramifleation can-in-eanister" approach 

to immobilization results in a waste product that is mor resistant to theft, diversion, and muie than 

irradiated mixed oxide (MOX) frel; 

The immobilization approach does not involve increasing the risk to persons living near nuclear reactors 

because it avoids burning-for the first time evor-large mounts of wapons-grade plutonium.  

If delays arise in the immobilization program, the Department of Enrgy should insure that.  

Tons of prc tly unstable plutonium oxide scheduled for immobilization are put in a safer, moe stable 
form suitable for storage, inventory, and intemational inspection; 

The objective of interim demilitarization of currently stable forms of plutonium, such as plutonium in 

pits, must be the minimal altr-tion, of its curreat form nccssry for safe stoage, inventory, and 

intemational inspection.  

No To MOX 

"The ill-conceived mixed oxide (MOX) fuel option should be rejected because there is no rational justification to 

convert stable plutonium to less stable, more dangerous plutonium oxide powder for use in MOX fuel, and then 

subsidize the nuclear industry to irradiate the fuel in aging nuclear reactors. Now that it appears obvious that 
producing plutonium oxide powder suitable for use in MOX fuel will require liquid acid plutonium processing, the 
MOX option is a proven threat to humanohealth and the environmcnt.  

The United States' rationale t it must choose the MOX option to appease Russia is unsubstantiated and flawed 

in several respects: 

There is little support for a plutonium fuel economy in Russia, where people voting in public referendums 

have overrhelmingly rejected new nuclear devclopments; 

MD(
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the immobilization approach 

to surplus plutonium disposition. However, DOE has identified as its preferred 

alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX 

fuel fabrication provides the United States important insurance against 

potential disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid 

approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working 

with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia's excess 

plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the 

world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as 

quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to 

use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.  

Multiple immobilization facilities would be very cosfly and time-consuming 

to implement, and therefore were not considered as an option in the 

SPD EIS. With only 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium to disposition, it 

would not be practical to construct and operate more than one 

immobilization facility, even if the decision were made to immobilize all 

the surplus plutonium.  

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to 

subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this 

proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by 

meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by 

NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium 

as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and 

growing quantity of plutoniumsthat exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial 

power reactors. NAS identified that the Spent Fuel Standard could be met 

through disposition by either the immobilization or MOX approach. The 

MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would displace LEU fuel that 

utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective value of the MOX 

fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then the contract 

provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government by DCS 

based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercial reactors 

selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose operational 

life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium 

disposition program.

MD064-1
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NAS is currently conducting studies to confirm the ability of the ceramic can

in-canister immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard.  

This SPD EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with 

implementing the proposed surplus plutonium disposition activities at the 

candidate sites. The results of these analyses, presented in Chapter 4 of -" 

Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, demonstrate that the activities 

would likely have minor impacts on the health, safety and environment at 

any of the candidate sites, including transportation impacts. Section 4.28 

was revised to provide reactor-specific analyses and discuss the potential 

environmental impacts of using a partial MOX core during routine 

operations and reactor accidents.  

MD064-2 DOE Policy 

Surplus plutonium dioxide would be stabilized in conformance with DNFSB 

Recommendation 94-1 prior to being immobilized under the surplus plutonium 
disposition program. As discussed in Section 2.4, secure storage and 

monitoring provisions, including international inspection, and other 

safeguards will be integral components of the proposed facilities.  

DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of these pits and is evaluating 

options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to address plutonium 

storage requirements. Evaluation of repackaging Pantex pits into a more 
robust container is documented in the Supplement Analysis for: Final 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of the 

Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components

AL-R8 Sealed Insert Container (August 1998). This document is on the 

MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis, 

the decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL-R8 sealed 

insert container and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the 

AT-400A container.  

MD064-3 MOX Approach 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach. The 

Joint Statement of Principles signed by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin in 

September 1998 provide general guidance for achieving the objectives of a 

future bilateral agreement to disposition surplus plutonium in the
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United States and Russia. Sensitive negotiations between the two countries 
have indicated that the Russian government accepts the technology of 
immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing materials, but that 
the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity feed materials.  

Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on 
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  

The addition of the plutonium-polishing process was analyzed and a 
description of the potential environmental impacts was added to the impact 
sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I. As indicated 
by the analyses, the addition of this process is not expected to materially 
affect human health of the population living within 80 km (50 mi) of the 
candidate sites. For example, the annual dose associated with operating the 
MOX facility is expected to increase by between 0.017 and 0.18 person-rem/ 
yr for the population living within 80 km (50 mi) of the candidate sites.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD064-1.  

00
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The argumentethat the Russion goernnsent opposes inonobilization bheaus the plutonium is more easily 

retrieved is unsermined by the fact that irradiated MOX fuel is easier to re-use in nuclear weapons than 

the ceraenficienn ran-in-canister disposition approach; 

The United States should not be encouraging Russia to devetop MOX capabilty doe to the uncertainties 

produced by the U.S. underwriting costs of a Russian infrastructure to reprocess plutonium; 

Russia's choice of technology should not determine the U.S. choice. The governmerts themselves have 

recognized this, as in the United States-Russian Joint Plutonium Disposition study in 1996. which foind 

that, "The United Stoat end fussia need nor re rthe osme plaronlum disposition lechnology. Indeed.  

given the wry ekfferent economic ciracmtrnrnces. nuclear ictiostructores. ond fuel cycle policies in the 
twor cotntries. it is likely that the best opp-citroetwill be different in the two coentrres." 

Already, politically powerful voices arc suggesting that United States policy regarding plutonium be re-examined.  

By establishing a new level of plutonium processing infrastructure which encourages plutoniu commerce, 

U.S. non-prolifcratinm policy is clearly uadermined.  

Informs People of the Real tHazards, Rish, and IUncertainties 

The Department of Energ has not falfilltd its legal obligation to fully inform people of the renl risks, hazards, 

uncertainties and toeg-term implications of processing torn of plutonium powder that is hazardous to humra 

health at the scale of nicrograms. This latest voluminous, and largely unreadable, environmental document does 

net even contain the most basic information about hazards, such as she ecpected quantities of radioactive air 

pollutants. histead, the public is forced to follow a paper maze ifshe information is available at all.  

The Departmen of Energy must admit shat the real hazards and uiks are largely uhknows, and that lncertainty is 

the only coustaut at this time. Thcre is only on: mixed oxide (MOX) fuel plant currently operating at the capacity 

proposed by this documenrit-100i toes of MOX fuel fabricated per year-and that facility uses reactor-grade 
plutonium. No MOX fuel from wceapons-grade plutonium has ever been fabricated or used on an industrial scale, 

and no weapons-grade plutnooum has ever been immobilized n an industrial scale. The plutonium pit 

disassembly and conversion plant would be atfirst-af-its-kird fatality utilizing unproven technologies that am 

controvee;ial even within the nuclear establishlrient.

To compound the uncertaintics, the Dcpartment of Energy plutoniusm disposition plan is not a model for success' 
Under the existing proposals, the Department of Energy would design faciitiis requiring unproven technologies wlile the technology demonstration and testing is ongoing, and begin facility construction before finishing their 
design. The Dipaotroeot of Energy has followed this modal of davelopmort before and the result has always be'n 

cost overrums, delays, unexpected negative impacts on huem health and the cnviroomeat, and massive waste of 
tapaycr dollars.  

Thank bo pf oppotitivto comme A.... .we,MO c'A 

Sincrely:rcia eW&-uv o 
do ~'w aeantore- t4VbL7f 
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MD064

MD1064-4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA 
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation 
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  
It is intended as a source of environmental information for the DOE 
decisionmakers and the public. The primary objective of the EIS is a 
comprehensive description of proposed surplus plutonium disposition actions 
and alternatives and their potential environmental impacts. As with any EIS, 
technical information is included to the extent that it is required to understand 
those actions and impacts. Other data were added in the course of the EIS 
development-for example, expected radiological release quantities, including 
airborne releases, in Appendix!J. Additional technical information concerning 
the proposed facilities is given in various data reports reflected in the list of 
references for Chapter 2 of Volume I. These referenced materials are available 
in DOE reading rooms.

MD064-5 MOXApproach

The commentor is correct that MOX fuel is not widely produced; however, 
the process is similar to production of LEU fuel. In fact, after the uranium 

and plutonium oxide powders are blended, the MOX fuel fabrication process 

is essentially identical to LEU fuel fabrication. While weapons-grade 
plutonium is currently used in MOX fuel, its behavior in fuel is essentially 

the same as that of non-weapons origin plutonium, and so does not present 

a situation different from MOX fuel experience to date. In addition, a 
limited number of MOX fuel assemblies would be irradiated and tested in 

accordance with NRC requirements to verify acceptability prior to 
fabricating the fuel on a larger scale for insertion into the reactors. NRC 
will also license the MOX facility under 10 CFR 70, and be responsible 

for issuing operating license amendments under 10 CFR 50 for the 
domestic, commercial reactors that have been selected to irradiate the MOX 

fuel. There are always uncertainties involved with construction projects 

and startup of new facilities and processes. However, DOE has considered 

the uncertainties in its evaluations and determined that MOX fuel fabrication 
for use in commercial reactors is a viable option to surplus 
plutonium disposition.
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MD064-6 Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

While it is true that the pit conversion facility is the first consolidated facility 

for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the processes that would be 

used in this facility are not entirely new. Many of these processes are in use 

at LANL and LLNL. However, to ensure successful transition to full-scale 

operation, DOE is testing these components as an integrated system at 

LANL. This pit disassembly and conversion demonstration is focusing on 

equipment design and process development and will provide information for 

fine-tuning the process and operational parameters prior to pit conversion 

facility operation. While this demonstration could continue for up to 4 years, 

the information from the demonstration would be generated, gathered, and 

be available on a continuous basis throughout the facility design phase.  

This demonstration project and other R&D projects are described in the Pit 

Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA (DOE/EA-1207, 

August 1998), which is available on the MD Web site at 

http:/Iwww.doe-md.com.  

MD064-7 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern over potential shortcomings 

of the surplus plutonium disposition program. While it is true that the 

disposition of large quantities of plutonium is unprecedented, the various 

disposition alternatives are not. Several countries, including Russia and 

the United States, have experience with immobilizing high-level wastes 

and in use of the can-in-canister approach to that end. Using a ceramic 

rather than a glass matrix has been found to offer distinct advantages in the 

areas of proliferation resistance, repository durability, worker radiation 

exposure during processing, and cost-effectiveness.  

Commercial reactors in the United States are capable of safely using MOX 

fuel. The MOX technology is used in Europe, and therefore does not require 

extensive research and development for implementation in the United States.  

The R&D effort would be concentrated on fabricating samples of MOX 

fuel and conducting limited experiments and tests on those samples to assess 

fuel performance. The main objectives of this effort by DOE are to ensure 
00 that the plutonium and uranium feed materials will produce acceptable MOX 

0D,
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fuel and to examine key issues relative to the performance of MOX fuel in 
commercial reactors.  

MD064-8 Waste Management 

As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would 
be produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, 
commercial reactors. Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor sites 
is not expected to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX 

assemblies for some of the LEU assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent 
fuel would be a very small fraction of the total that would be managed at the 
potential geologic repository.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD064-1.
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Water Resources

I am concerned about the environment especially the water 

of the panhandle, since a lot of people drink it.  

Pantex seems to have a good record for safe handling of 

dangerous materials. The economy of the panhandle is 2 

important also, therefore I am in favor of the expansion of 

Pantex to recycle Pu.  

WD012

DOE acknowledges the commentor's environmental concerns.  
Section 4.26.3.2 describes the potential effects of the maximum impact 

alternative on water resources at Pantex. These analyses indicate that the 

impacts of construction and normal operation of the pit conversion and 

MOX facilities on the Ogallala aquifer at Pantex would likely be minor.  

WD012-2 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support of future missions at Pantex.  

However, none of the missions contemplated involved the recycling or 

reprocessing of plutonium. U.S. policy dating back to the Ford 

Administration has prohibited the commercial, chemical reprocessing and 

separation of plutonium from spent nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus 

plutonium in existing domestic, commercial reactors does not involve 

reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical separation of uranium, transuranic 
elements [including plutonium], and fission products from spent reactor 

fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce new fresh fuel).  

The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with the U.S. nonproliferation 

policy and would ensure that plutonium which was produced for nuclear 

weapons and subsequently declared excess to national security needs is 

never again used for nuclear weapons. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 

technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.

WD012-1

00z
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I strongly recomment that the Pantex Site is selected as the 
best site for the for the Pit Disassembly/Disposition 
process, for these reasons: 

1. The site has exclusive and considerable experience in 

weapons disassembly. This experience translates into an 
improved safety envelope.  

2. This site has no known radiological contamination of 
facilities.  

3. This site already has a secure area with well trained 
security force.  

4. The required infrastructure only lacks procedural 
refinements to accomodate the new mission.  

5. This site enjoys a very supportive climate with its major 
stakeholders, including the local population, local and state 
lawmakers and regional environmental regulators.

1

Thank you. Ray Sadesky

WDO02

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

WD002-1 AlternativesI

I
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511 Avenue K 

Hereford, TX 79045 

August 14,1998 

ATTENTION: DRAFT SPD-EIS 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P. 0. Box 23786 
WASHINGTON DC 20026-3786 

Gentlemen; 

We Texans want to protect out water, air, and soil from radioactive pollutants.  
1 

We do not want plutonium processing in the Texas Panhandle.

And we do not want military plutonium turned into MOX fuel.  

I would appreciate your considering these matters.  

Sincerely yours,

2

Margaret Schultz

MD057

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to plutonium processing in 

the Texas Panhandle. This SPD EIS analyzes the potential environmental 
impacts associated with implementing the proposed activities at the 

candidate sites. The results of these analyses, presented in Chapter 4 of 
Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, demonstrate that the activities 
would likely have minor impacts on any of those sites, including Pantex.  
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be 

based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy 
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce 

its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.  

MD057-2 MOX Approach 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach.  
Pursuing both the immobilization and MOX approaches provides important 
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approach 
by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for 
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for 

reducing Russia's excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the 

strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce 
stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that 
would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons 
again. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be 

based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy 
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

MDO57-1 Alternatives
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u.S. Depatmet of P.Fre 
O of fice iof l Materials DLpTnition 
P.O. Box 237•6 
Wsshhsgtlt, D.C. 20026-3786 

Subject: S & esrkaoohmnDispo••in DraEft Foviroamertal hrqace Sttrnen 

Dear Maduams mad Sis: 

I ose two kttmhehreis that by out somen elnciples sd objections to which!I 

sabcriberehative to the above rternccdNENPA doctma

I would also Meto addsv topoiistthat I Iwish to be heosidered inSMidion 

1. ipaes•, as a site that has nr processed pmonsuM besore, should not 
be I osidoed fore tihenw plutonimoptoroceing missons ifthe 
lepamatentis tothos r aprociustoemmctmett Daotto inroduce Suc 

r•m to sies t already radwtlokgcally contaminaced due to prcvious 
pTocee io Te feputntof rEasg owe the peopk of 

the Texass Pobadle, the espect ofhooerig that ensible 
commitaenst, notweithstsadingeffortsis•t•%te part of some local 
interests to eonfil issues of econonile devekpant and good public 
puoey.  

2. Ii •atasaredhiliy that ihe scoping and sanalyu•is the aiting of thaw 

aewp eocessig failitates doe aot inlde as enna criteria a sie's 
pr•eious qexperince in Iadlhig and processlng platonoumlsM well as 
weighing the sigrnificasce of any exhilng hiftruottat that ould not 

Ire to tt replicatedbscwle ,t h•eos absolmely self evidenothat 
to 1it.1 to do so aws a NEFAdocument so flawed as to quire 
significant owermul.  

Tihak you for tim opportunity to csoneat on these peoplla 

William H- Seewahd

1

emt.
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MD19 98

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern that contamination may be 
introduced at sites that do not currently have plutonium-processing 

missions. This SPD EIS analyzes impacts of the environment from 

construction and normal operation of the pit conversion facility. This facility 

would be located in a new building at either Pantex or SRS and, regardless 

of the site location, would generate the same level of contamination and 

require the same amount of D&D. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 

technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.  

MD198-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

As discussed in Sections 1.6 factors used in site selection for the preferred 

alternative included site infrastructure, mission, and staff expertise. Pantex 

was selected as a candidate site for the pit conversion facility in part from 

comments received during the scoping period for the SPD Draft EIS. DOE 

has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA 

(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation 

regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).

MD198-1 Alternatives
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Hello, my name is Mary Shennum. I'm from Amarillo, Texas 

and I have requested materials in the past. I just wish to 

comment that I would like to say that I would be against any 

processing of plutonium here in the Panhandle. This is an 

agricultural region and our agriculture, our agriculture 

success is based upon our reputation here, as well as the 

reality of the difficulty of handling plutonium. I lived in 

Denver when plutonium was being processed at Rocky Flats 

and the citizenry grew to understand that it was just so 

difficult to handle and store there. And I'm just against any 

processing here. I think it's too dangerous. I think, I'd wish 

that there could be a place where there were operations 

already in place to work on these things. It's just a dangerou 

substance and amount of substances and we would rather not 

have it here in Amarillo. Thank you so much for your 
consideration of these comments. Thank you.

1

PD060

PD060-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the pit conversion 
and MOX facilities at Pantex. Incident-free (normal) releases of 
radioactivity from the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities to 
the food production chain are explained for each site in Appendix J. Current 
and future operations at any of the candidate sites should not impact the 
soil used for agriculture and farming in any of the regions adjacent to these 
sites. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex 
will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national 
policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will 
announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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MOXApproach

Hello, my name is Mary Shennum. I'm in Amarillo Texas 

and I have another comment here on the processing of 

plutonium here in the Panhandle. We have a small area 

compared to some of the other areas that are being 

considered for storage of plutonium and we really don't want 

this processing here. It's a sensitive region. The non

success of agriculture in this area would affect the whole 

country. And we feel that's important. Also, as far as the 

producing of the MOX fuel, I think some people have said, 

and I would tend to agree with it, that the process itself is 

not quite well researched. It's, we don't really know all the 

implications of what might happen in processing this fuel.  

Handling the plutonium powder here is not something we 

wish to do and we think it should be looked at more closely.  

There are hazards that have not been recognized.  

Immobilizing the material seems to be a better option. It 

would be less dangerous and have some pluses because it 

would also decrease the risk of having, ever having this 

substance being used for weapons by someone that we didn't 

want to use them. Thanks for the opportunity to comment.  

Thank you very much.

PD066

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach to 
surplus plutonium disposition at Pantex. MOX fuel fabrication is not a 

new technology; it has been used in Europe for many years. DOE has visited 

some of these European plants and will use any pertinent experience in the 

development of its own plant, if MOX is chosen as an option. Both the 

immobilization and MOX fuel approach meet the Spent Fuel Standard. The 

Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make 

the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive for 

weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that 

exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors. Decisions 

on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on 

environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and 

nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 

decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 

disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

PD066-1I

1
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Hello, this is Carol Smith and I think it would be a good 

thing for Pantex to have the plutonium disposition. And so 

that's my comment. Thank you.

PD023

PD023-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 

technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPDEIS ROD.
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My name is Chuck Smith. This concerns the additional work 

at the Pantex Plant in Amarillo, Texas. I'm for that work. I 

think Pantex can do that work well. Thank you very much.  
Bye.

PD021

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 

technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.

PD021-1 Alternatives
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* U.S. Department of Engy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition "'4Cl 

P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC, 20026-3786 

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition: 

I do not support plutonium processing at the Pantex Plant. In the Surplus Plutonium Disposition 
Draft Environmentailmpact Statement, the Department of Energy prudently decided against 

locating one plutonium processing facility (MOX fuel fabrication) at the Pantex Plant. For the 

following additional reasons, a Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion facility also should not 

be located at Pantes: 

Pantex Should Not Become the Next Rocky Flats 

Pantex has never processed plutonium. The Pantex Superfund site has so far apparently escaped 

the type of radioactive contamination found at plutonium processing sites like Rocky Flats in 

Colorado and Hanford in Washington.  

Risks That Are Unknown Are Too High 

The Pantex Plant occupies an area that is a fraction ofthe size of other plutonium sites.  

SIZE MATTERS: A Comparison or the Area of the Four Candidate Sites (Square Miles) 

Pantex Savannah River Idaho National Hanford 
Site Engineering Lab.  

23 309 890 560 

The technologies proposed in the Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility are 

undemonstrated and unproven. It is unacceptable to have plutonium operations above the

Oallaa Quifer and only one mile from where people live and work in a vibrant aa rioculal 

producing area. The Pante tlesac" already includes heavy contamination in a Perched aver of 

groundwater less than one hundred feet above the Onallala Aquifer. This pollution extends from 

iteder the Pantex Plant to adiacent private property and the real impacts remain unknown 

The risk of any additional groundwater pollution is unacceotable in an agricultural region.  

Common sense dictates that negative consequences to people and farmland from nuclear 

accidents are far more likely in a small, open, windy location like Pantex. The Department of 

Energy has acknowledged that the most visually unappealing feature of the plutonium facilities 

will be their smokestacks. Visual blight will be a minor inconvenience compared to the air 

pollutants-many ofthem radioactive--expected to escape into the atmosphere daily through 

smokestack filters. Routine air emissions oftritium, plutonium, americium, and beryllium 

constitute unacceptable new hazards to the Texas Panhandle 

ME

2 

3 
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the proposed 
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. As described in Chapter 4 

of Volume Iand summarized in Section 2.18, potential impacts of any of the 

proposed activities during routine operations at any of the candidate sites 

would likely be minor. To avoid contamination that has occurred in the past 

at some DOE sites, DOE would design, build, and operate the proposed 

surplus plutonium disposition facilities in compliance with today's strict 

environmental, safety, and health requirements. Decisions on the surplus 

plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based upon environmental 

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.

MD102-2 Human Health Risk

Although Pantex is smaller in overall size in comparison with the other 
candidate sites, analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I indicate that impacts of 

operating the pit conversion facility on health, safety, and the environment 

at Pantex would likely be minor (e.g., see Section 4.6).  

While it is true that the pit conversion facility is the first consolidated 

facility for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the processes that 

would be used in this facility are not entirely new. Many of these processes 

are in use at LANL and LLNL. In addition, DOE has recently started a pit 

disassembly and conversion demonstration project at LANL, where 

processes will be further developed and tested.  

Section 4.26.3.2 analyzes impacts to the environment (including contamination 

to the Ogallala aquifer) due to construction and normal operation of a pit 

conversion facility at Pantex. There would be no discernible contamination 

of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water, either from the deposition of minute 

quantities of airborne contaminants into small water bodies or from potential 

wastewater releases. Therefore, it is estimated that no measurable component 

of the public dose would be attributable to liquid pathways. Appendix J.3 

includes an analysis of potential contamination of agricultural products and

MD102-1 Alternatives
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livestock and consumption of these products by persons living within an 

80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex. If the proposed surplus plutonium disposition 

facilities were located at Pantex, a very small incremental annual dose to the 

surrounding public from normal operations would result via radiological 

emission deposition on agricultural products (i.e., food ingestion pathway).  

This dose (about 0.56 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0006 percent of the dose 

that would be incurred annually from natural background radiation. This 

analysis indicates that impacts of operating the pit conversion facility on 

agricultural products, livestock, and human health at Pantex would likely 

be minor.  

MD102-3 Human Health Risk 

It is DOE policy to operate in compliance with all applicable air quality 

requirements and to protect human health and the environment. DOE takes 

into consideration pollution reduction techniques to minimize air releases 

when designing, constructing, and operating its facilities. It also considers 

aesthetic and scenic resources in the design, location, construction, and 

operation of facilities. Potential concentrations of air pollutants at Pantex 

for the various alternatives have been estimated, considering appropriate 

local meteorology and other data associated with the area. Because the 

releases from the pit conversion and MOX facilities would be very small 

(see Appendix J.3.1.4), estimates of resultant radiological health risks are 

small. As indicated in Section 4.17.2.4, the maximum possible dose 

delivered to a member of the public during normal operations of the MOX 

and pit conversion facilities at Pantex would be 0.077 mrem/yr, 0.02 percent 

of the dose that individual would receive annually from natural background 

radiation. The estimated dose to the public from radiological emissions 

(e.g., amercium, tritium, and plutonium) would be 0.58 person-rem/yr which 

would result in an increase of 2.9xl03LCFs over the 10-year operating 

life of the pit conversion facility. Any new facilities that might be built 

would be within existing site boundaries, and would be matched aesthetically 

with the current plant to limit potential visual impacts.
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There is Valid, Strong Criticism of Safety 
in the Storage of Plutonium at Pantex 

Since Pantex became the nation's long-term storage location for up 1n 20,000 plutonium pits, 

promises to improve safety conditions have not happened. The U.S. Governme Accounting 

Office and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board have issued reports critical of plutonium 

stomp safety at Pantex. Fifty million taxpayer dollars were spent on a failed plutonium pit 

container program (the AT-400A) and the plan to move over 10,000 pits into a safer remodeled 

building (Bulding 12-66) has also failed.  

When it comes to plutonium pit storage problems, Panhandle residents are back to square one.  

The plutonium remains in old, unsuhiable, corroding storage containers and in 35-55 year old 

"bunkers" that the Department of Energy promised were for"temporary" use. Plutonium that is 

supposed to be stored insa stable environment now sits in the bunkers--all but three without air 

conditioning--aveosn sthe Teuas Panhandle experierece a spell ofmore than 40 consecutive days 

of 90+ degree temperatures, and more than 20 days this summer with thermometers registering 

1004- degrees. If the Department of Energy cannot accomplish thejob of safely storing Pantex 

plutonium in the most stable environment, there is no reason to accept its unsubstantiated 

assurances to safely process deadly plutonium powders at Pantex.

4

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.  

Sincerely:

MD102
IA 

'0

MD102-4 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding storage of plutonium 

pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of pits and is 

evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to address 

plutonium storage requirements. DOE has addressed some of the commentor's 

concerns in an environmental review concerning the repackaging of Pantex 

pits into a more robust container. This evaluation is documented in the 

Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 

Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant andAssociated Storage of Nuclear 

Weapon Components-AL-R8 Sealed Insert Containers (August 1998). This 

document is on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this 

supplement analysis, the decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex into 

the AL-R8 sealed insert container and to discontinue plans to repackage pits 

into the AT-400A container.  

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits in 

AL-R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.18 

and Appendix L.5.1.  

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in the 

Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated 

Storage of Nuclear Weapon Component (DOE/EIS-0225, November 1996).  

DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits in Zone 4 at Pantex 

for long-termnstorage. An appropriate environmental review will be conducted 

when the specific proposal for this change has been developed; addressing, 

for example, whether additional magazines need to be air-conditioned. The 

analysis in this SPD EIS assumes that the surplus pits are stored in Zone 12 

in accordance with the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS.  

MD102-5 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the MOX facility at 

SRS. As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility 

because this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of 

existing infrastructure and staff expertise.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in responses MD102-1 
and MD 102-2.
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Yes, my name is Jim D. Smith. I live in the Texas Panhandle.  

Been here all my life, 68 years. I would like to voice 

opposition to the Pantex operations at Amarillo, Texas. You 

want public input, so here is some input. I know the 

Chamber of Commerce in Amarillo and the AEDC and all 

these people are gung-ho for this plant, but I'm going to tell 

you, most of the people that live out in the areas, rural areas 

of the Panhandle are not for this plant, the continuation of 

this plant, and certainly not for an increase operations out 

there such as this pit disassembly or whatever you call it.  

We live in the, a area where there is 3 million head of cattle 

and the feed lots, this Pantex Plant is located at the end of 

the runway of the Amarillo International Airport. All the 

storage is above ground. This is, this is an accident just 

waiting to happen. I really feel that that plant should be 

closed and the mess should be cleaned up and the operation 

should be sent elsewhere. My address is Box, excuse me, 

my address is HC2, Box 250, Kress, Texas. Zip is 79052.  

My phone number is (806) 684-2631. Thank you for letting 

me express my opinion.

1

PD022

a) 

0

PD022-1 Facility Accidents 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the pit conversion 

facility at Pantex. Accident risk is an important consideration in the decision 

of whether, and if so, how and where, to conduct the surplus plutonium 

disposition program. There is accident risk associated with pit conversion 

operations at Pantex, just as there is accident risk associated with any 

operations at any site. The analysis in this SPD EIS endeavored to clarify 

those risks on both an absolute and relative basis so that the wisest course 

of action can be identified and taken. Chapter 4 of Volume I summarizes the 

impacts of accidents due to aircraft crashes at Pantex (e.g., see Table 4

60). The frequency of such an accident is judged to be beyond extremely 

unlikely meaning there is less than 1 chance in I million per year that the 

accident would occur. Detailed presentation of the analysis is provided in 

Appendix K. 1.5. 1. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 

at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 

plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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AUnited States 
Department CiM=wMIt FIW 
of Energy 

NAMJE (Optional) SamIM. Sottde 

ADDRESS: P.O. Box 276, Bushland, TX 79012-0276 

TELEPHON 806) 356-6269 
- L..,. -Orttilaisno.om E-MAIL: 

wanted to convey tMe support of my family andimysctf for DOE's selection of PANTEX 

to receive tMe I M Lssassemhly and Conversion Facility (PD&CF) mission.  

My tmity atten d one ofthe pubfic meetings here in Amarillo, Texas. We can not telH 

you how much we appreciatad the opportunity to learn more about the overall concepts that are 

being petused by the DOE.  

: .. t I personally h ave been working in the nuclear weapons field for neary thirty years. ..  

. Twerty two and a half years in the United States Navy as a Weapons Technician and five years at 

PANTEX.

Enjoyingwhatl do for a liig is a very important part ofn own personal mission

statement. I realty do oeoy disassemkling, modifying, and assembling this vital portion of our

nation's defense. [preform these tasks safely, and with the utmost attention to detail. Our

nation, DOE, the Amencan taxpayers the people of the state of Texas, my fellow workers. and

my own family are my customems. My customers desene haIputIIlo elfort into myjob. I

have all the confidence in the world that the h;ihiv tramed and exmerienced workforce of the

oMr environment.that' sigXht we live here in the community also! 

I knew the positive reputation and acceptance of the PANTEX slant from the business

community, and our elected officials was great. but I was very eratified to hear sneaker after 

speaker laud the "Good Neighbors" they have in the people of the PANTEX plant.  

My hope and prayers are that DOE will select the PANTEX plant for the Pit Disassembly 

and Conversion Facility mission! 

Thank you for this opportunity to make thes commeyts.  
I , /./I

FD200

FD200-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 

plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SYMB Of Amaillo, Inc.  

August 12, 1998 
STAND COMMENNT # I 

Office of Finile Materials Managment 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20505 

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management: 

Attached are a series of comments submitted by STAND of Amarillo, Inc. pertaining to the 
Su-rpluesPlstoin DLgrosion Draft Env-wnmemaseImpact Statmemm (SPDEIS). These 
documents were referenced at the Amarillo, TX public hearing on August11, 1998: 

1. Connentsa onNEPA 
2. Comments on locating plutoninm processing at Pantex 
3. Comments en immobilization and MOX 
4. STAND of Amarillo Fact Sheet 9-04 with April 9,1998 news release 
5. News releases fromn August 6, 1998 and August 10, 1998 
6. News article from August 11, 1998 
7. Portions of the shredded Draft SPDEIS 

These comments will be supplemented in the faisur.  

Don Moniak 
Program Director 
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.  

cc: U.S. Secretary of Energy William Richardson 
cc: State of Torms Governor George W. Bush, Jr.  
cc: CongresmanaMac ThornberY 
cc: State of Tors Attorney General Daniel Morales 
e:n Mk Carol Borgstroin, Office ofNEPA Policy andIAssistance 

(8)l 3&8-2622 7105 W. 34th Ave. Suts E -AmanflolX 79100 FAX (806)035-3837

FD175
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The National Environmental Policy Act 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is our basic national charter for the protection of 

the environment NEPA requires all Federal agencies to "utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary 
approach" in planning and decision making of any actions that may have an impact on the 

environment, insure that high quality "environmental information is available to public officials 

and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken"; and insre substantial and 

meaningful public involvement in the planning and decision process.  

The Department of Energy's Surplus Phttorium Dispaston Drafi Em'H'on o Inqact 

Statment (Draft SPDEIS) is in clear violation ofthe letter and spirit ofthe National 

Environmental Policy Act. Following is a list ofjust a few ofthe dear violations ofthis important 
en:vironmental law.  

NEPA requires agencies to identify and analyze significant effects

DOE failed to enfify and asddre beryllum air emissions in the Draft SPDEIS. The Desigr-Oy 

Consceptual Design Reporffor Vhe Pit Ds embly and Cownersion FacI1ty (Los -Amos 

National Laboratory, 1997) described the PDCF as a beryllinm operation and addressed the 

possible need for an air permit. In its 1994 E'lronsmenlal CJsecMlst for ARMS. Los Alamos 

National Laboratory cited "expected emissions" ofberynlium for a very small test project.

1

2

DOE failed to identify radioactive air emissions in the Draft SPDEIS. On page J-4 of the 

Draft SPDEIS DOE wrote that, "source term data for radiological releases, stack heights, and 

release locations are provided in the data reports for the pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX 

facifities," The data reports are not provided to the public, but are placed in reading rooms. n 

other words, the Draft SPDEIS does not provide any data on something as basic as expected 
quantities of radioactive air pollutants.

DOE did not analyze the impat of creatitn a new plutonim presng site (Pantes). DOE has 
identd this impact as significant in otier NEPA docmentf. in its Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statemnt fr Stockpile Stewardship and Manageme- , (1996). DOE wrote, "Ptutonjm soa net he 

intoduced t&te a sit that de"m not have a Putonium tnfrastrredre beawtse of w t high cast of new 

ptauur t m fadi t b. a .d t wqe come -- I ofrodum9gplutoniium apeatons into stes without oscrent 

ncahUbil,

4

NEPA requires agencies to evaluate all reasonable alternatives 

DOE did nat identify or evaluate d• "metas-only option" for platau sm pit disasembly and 
coanver•ion. The ,m€als only optico was reported inOthe TechnimcalRskAssessmentfor the DparOent 1 

of Emrgy Pit Dtsassemb y and Conversion Factity Final Report fLos Alanto National Laboratory, 
1997) as the option with the least technical risk.  

Compiled by STAND orAnmarillo 
FD175

FD175-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA 

(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation 

regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).

FD175-2 Air Quality and Noise

The 1994 analysis performed by LANL referred to the possibility of 
airborne releases of beryllium, a hazardous air pollutant, from pit 

disassembly and conversion. Subsequent analysis from LANL indicates 
that there would not be any airborne releases of beryllium (Pit Disassembly 

and Conversion Facility, Environmental Impact Statement Data Report

Pantex Plant, LA-UR-97-2909, June 1998). Because the beryllium is 

expected to remain in metal form at all times, the health hazards are 

minimized. The beryllium would be present in large pieces and cuttings 

created when the pit was bisected. These cuttings would be too large to 
become airborne. There would be no grinding; thus, there would not be any 

pieces of beryllium small enough to become airborne. Because the pieces 

and cuttings would be contaminated with trace levels of radioactive materials, 
they would primarily be disposed of as TRU waste and is included in the 
waste projections in this SPD EIS.  

Section 2.4.1.1 was revised to discuss beryllium and its presence in the pit 
conversion facility.  

FD175-3 Air Quality and Noise 

Appendix G was revised to include the stack parameters for each of the 

proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, and Appendix J was 

revised to include their expected radiological release quantities.

FD175-4 DOE Policy

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile 
Stewardship and Management (SSMPEIS) (DOEIEIS-0236, September 1996) 

states that the pit fabrication mission would not be introduced into a site that 

does not have an existing plutonium infrastructure because of the high cost 

of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium0a

I mmmmmmmmmmd
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operations into sites without current plutonium capabilities. The SSM PEIS 

states further that an important element of the site selection strategy is to 

maximize the use of existing infrastructure and facilities as thenuclear weapons .  

complex becomes smaller and more efficient in the 21 1 century; thus, no new 

facilities were to be built to accommodate stockpile management missions.  

Accordingly, DOE considered as reasonable only those sites with existing 

infrastructure capable of supporting a pit fabrication mission. Although 

Pantex has the infrastructure to carry out its current weapons assembly and 

disassembly mission and nonintrusive pit reuse program, it was not 

considered a viable alternative for the pit fabrication mission because it did 

not possess sufficient capability and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEIS 

siting assumption stated above. Among the operations that were considered 

in developing siting alternatives for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS were 

plutonium foundry and mechanical processes, including casting, shaping, 

machining, and bonding; a plutonium-processing capability for extracting 

and purifying plutonium to a reusable form either from pits or residues; and 

assembly operations involving seal welding and postassembly processing.  

When comparing the site selection strategy for pit disassembly and conversion 

with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the SSM PETS 

have little or no bearing on siting criteria used in this SPD EIS. Pit disassembly 

and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanical processes 

discussed in the SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand-alone facility.  

Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement to use existing 

facilities, whereas ,the pit conversion facility would be a new structure no 

matter where it is located.  

The analyses conducted for this SPD EIS indicate that potential environmental 

and human health impacts at Pantex would not be major. Results of the 

analysis are presented by alternative in Chapter 4 of Volume I. Detailed 

information on the potential impacts on human health at Pantex is presented 

in Appendix J.3. As shown in these sections, normal operation of the 

proposed facilities at Pantex would be well within limits prescribed by Federal, 

State, and local laws and regulations.
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FD175-5 Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

NEPA requires agencies to evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives. In 
the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS, DOE identified two 

approaches for plutonium disposition: immobilization and conversion into 

MOX fuel for use in existing domestic, commercial reactors. Both 

approaches call for the use of plutonium dioxide as feed material. To 

become suitable feed material, the plutonium pits would have to be converted 

to oxide. Therefore, the metals-only option is beyond the scope of this 

SPD EIS; it was eliminated from consideration in the ROD for the Storage 

and Disposition PEIS.
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DOE did not evaiuate "plutonium porlshine--lquid addplltonlos polflfshila- as a reasonable 
alerative/fer producing plutoniuom aide powder suitable for Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel.a 

DOE clearly considers liquid acid plutonium processing to be a reasonable alternative. In early 

June, DOE amended its Requestfor Proposalsfor MOXFuel Fabrication and lrrntdaton 
Services to read: "The Offeror shall indicrate whether or not its technical approach 
incorporates a plutonium oxide polishing step." 

NEPA requires early implementation and public involvement 

NEPA requires agencies to reduce delays and "integrate the NEPA process into early planning,." 
and DOEs policy is to "apply the NEPA review process early in the planning stages for DOE 
proposals" (IOCFRI021.210.a) 

DOE has excluded nclear reactor commumaties from the public involemcut process. DOE intends 
to bumnMined Oxide (MOX) fud in .nuclear reactr but is allowimg the unclear indostryto p•ovide the site 

specific tanalysis far this proposed fderat action. In the Draft SPDBIS. DOE has stated that, 
Senvircannentalluipact analysreatintg to specific reactors will be includedin the SFD) Fina 

EFS," although these analyses are scheduled to be made by Consortiums in their proposals to 

fabricate and irradiate Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel. No hearings have been held or are being 

planned in communities where utilities have evxpresd an interest in burning MOX fuel.  

NEPA requires agencies meaningful and substantial public involvement 

DOE did not adequately consider public input to the scope of the SPDEIS. During the 1997 
Soping far the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statement, hundreds of 
individuals and groups submitted comments to DOE to:

* Involve nudear reactor communities in the NEPA process and do site-specific analysis of 

nuclear reactor sites; 
* Provide en& vm a saf-ty and health information from the European rixed onude 

foOx) fuel dustry, 
Fully analyze the differences between plutonium pit conversion for use in immobilization 
versus use in miked oide (M1OX) fuel; 
Analyze "aqueous" plutonium processing assa reasonable alternative for plutonium pit 

conversion.  
Provide environsental impact data in the actual environmental ihmpact statement, not in 

reference documents.

These scoping consideretions were not undertaken by the Department of Eergy.
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The intent of NEPA is not bigger documents, it is better documents.  

The Draft SPI)EIS is 1300 pages tog, y- it d- s00t cctsin basic infoaat ' t does Ceutin redsasdat 
udauran msy paperwod, and it does not provide high quality inf a that iesily resd by the 9 
gemal publc.  

FD175

FD175-6 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

At the time DOE issued the SPD Draft EIS, it believed the gallium content in 

the plutonium dioxide feed specifications for MOX fuel could be reached 

using the dry, thermal gallium removal method included in the pit conversion 

process. However, in response to public interest on this topic and to ensure 

adequate NEPA review in the event that the gallium specification could not 

be met with the thermal process, an evaluation of the potential environmental 

impacts of including a small-scale aqueous process (referred to as 

plutonium polishing) as part of either the pit conversion or MOX facility 

was presented in Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS. On the basis of public 

comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performed as 

part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing as a 

component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity removal from 

the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, 

and the impacts discussed therein were added to the impacts sections 

presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I. Section 2.18.3 was 

also revised to include the impacts associated with plutonium polishing.

FD175-7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had been 
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the 

reactor-specific information. As part of the procurement process, bidders 

were asked to provide environmental information to support their proposals.  

This information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the 

DOE source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication 

and irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental 

Synopsis on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to 

the public as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in 

April 1999. This Supplement included a description of the affected 

environment around the three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the 

potential environmental impacts of operating these reactors using MOX 

fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of this SPD EIS, respectively). During the 

45-day period for public comment on the Supplement, DOE held a public 

hearing in Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited comments.  

Responses to those comments are provided in Volume III, Chapter 4.
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FD175-8 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding public involvement 

As discussed in the response to FD 175-7, nuclear reactor communities had 

the opportunity to comment In theEnvironmental Critique andEnvironmental 

Synopsis, DOE used information that DCS provided on its European MOX 

fuel experience in evaluating changes required to the proposed MOX facility.  

The results of the critique were made available to the public in the 

Environmental Synopsis in accordance with 10 CFR 1021.216.  

FD175-9 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE has worked carefully to keep the size of this SPD EIS to a minimum, and 

yet to make it sufficiently comprehensive to ensure that the decisionmaker 

and the public are well informed on the potential environmental impacts of 

siting the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. However, the 

number and complexity of reasonable alternatives required to meet DOE's 

needs compel a very large document. DOE has also worked carefully to 

eliminate duplicate information. Nevertheless, a certain amount of repetition 

has been necessary to assist the reader-that is, to prevent the reader from 

having to move between various sections to exhaust the information on a 

particular topic. DOE has prepared a short summary of the SPD EIS and a 

guide on how to quickly locate specific information therein.  

'3
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US.. Dqment of Eneg 
Office of Fiasile Material Disposition 

P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC, 20026-3786 

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissle Materials Disposltion: 

I do not support plutonium processing at the Pantex Plant. In the SurplusPlutasimns Dispsidon 

Draft ,Envf menalhlapact Sotement, the Department ofEnerSy prudently decided ain 

locating one plutonium processing facility (MOX fuel fabrication) at the Pantex Plant. For the 

following additional reasons, a Plutonium Pit Disassmbly and Conversion facility also should not 

be located at Pantex; 

Pantex Should Not Become the Next Rocky Flats 

Panitcx s never processed plutonium. The Pantne Superfnd site has en far apparently escaped 

the type of radioactive contamination found at plutonium processing sites like Rocky Flats in 

Colorado and Hasfbrd in Washingon.  

Risks flat Are Unklown Are Too High 

The Pastex Plant occupies an area that in a fraction of tc size of other plutoniun sites.

SIZE MATTERS: A Comparison rfthe Area of the Four Candidate Sites (Square Miles) 

Panite Savannah R ver I daho National Slanford 
Site Engineering Lab.  

23 309 9905 560 

The technologies proposed in the Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility we 
undenmonstrated and unproven, htis unacceptable to have plutonium operations above the 
Ogallaa Aquifer and only one mile from where people Eve and work in a vibrant agricultural 
producing area. The Pantex legacy already includes heavy contamination in a perched layer of 
groundwater less than one hundred reet above the Ogallala Aquifer. This pollution extends from 

under the Pantex Plant to adjacent private property and the real impacts remain unknown.  
The risk of any additional groundwater pollution is unacceptable in an agricultural region.  

Common sense dictates that negative consequences to people and farmland from nuclear 
accidents are far more likely in a small, open, windy location like Pantex. The Department of 
Energy has acknowledged that the most visually unappealing feature of the plutonium facilities 
will be their smokestacks. Visual blight willb e a minor inconvenience compared to the air 
polutants-mny ofthern radilactive--expected to escape into the almrsphese daily through 
smokestack filters. Routine air emissions oftritiurn, plutoniumn americium, and beryllium 
constitute unacceptable new hazards to the Texas Panhandle.

FD175
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There is Valid, Strong Criticism of Safety 
in the Storage of Plutonium at Pantex 

Since Pantex became the nation's long-term storage location for up to 20,000 plutonium pits, 
promises to improve safety conditions have not happened. The U.S. Government Acmunting 
Office and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board have issued reports critical of plutonium 
storage safety at Pantex. Fifty million taxpayer dollars were spent on a failed plutonium pit 
container program (the AT-400A) and the plan to move over 10,000 pits into a safer remodeled 
building (Building 12-66) has also failed.  

When it comes to plutonium pit storage problems, Panhandle residents are back to square one. 10 
The plutonium remains in old, unsuitable, corroding storage containers and in 35-55 year old 
"bunkers" that the Department of Energy promised were for "temporary' use. Plutonium that is 
supposed to be stored in a stable environment now sits in the bunkers-all but three without air 
conditioning-even as the Texas Panhandle experiences a spell of more than 40 consecutive days 
of 90+ degree temperatures, and more than 20 days this summer with thermometers registering 
100+ degrees. If the Department of Energy cannot accomplihslthe job of safely storing Pantex 
plutonium in the most stable environment, there is no reason to accept its unsubstantiated 
assurances to safely process deadly plutonium powders at Pantex.  

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.  

Sincerely: 

FD175 
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U.S. Departsmetci~nesrg 
"OB;ce of Fisailo Mmtrials Dispostio" 

P.O. Box 23716 
Washington, DC, 20026-3786 

Dear Deqpartmt,, ofEJIcTr , Officeatr tissile Materials Disposition: 

Isathe wpfls Phaonstsm Dlopstiton Drmft Eniroeerenol Impactc.iatement, ithe Department of Enersy 
peoposos o build new pluaonium processing failities and dispose of 55 tons of surplt"& plutonium.  
I ask that 2.the lMowing cmmen•ms reflecting myonc and reservation regarding these proposals be 
incorporated. into the decisions uade fordthe platomuso dispositi= program, 

lesiaboiline 

The objective ofpluosniam disposition is to make weapons-ssable plutonium as is eible forr sesisin nuclear 
weaponsas is eplonaium in isradiated naclear fuir and to do so in a tisely and safe umser. For the following 
reaets the Departtent of Energy shosld choose to imsobhiliz all surplus plutonius and considcr thepossi•ility 
of doing this at mors than see location: 

l*muobtiizing all plstocmes is a safer option hcause it involves loss handling, processing •d 
transportng of platoism and therraiaceivu smaersial, sad is l=e sxpesive bocause it involves fewer 
now facilities and avoids the onto of aobsidbzisg the •lecar indussry. Thesesamre factors would allow 
dispeoitionto sccure s atmuch moretimely mamer, 

According tof t Departseut of Eergy's own stsdis the "ceasaification cas-in-caoist approach 
to immaobiliztioanresults in awasteproduct that is mnae resistas theo f, diverion, a•d rsetsethan 
iradiatedsmixed oxide (MOX) fuel; 

The immobiizatic approads does not involve increeassg the risk to personsl ving aecsremsereactors 
becae a avoids busning-fur the first tee eur-large amounts of weapons-grade plutocium.  

If delays asse in the imuobilitiion program, TheDepartment of nerg should inure that 

sta of prcsnly tunstable plutsonium oxide schodutld for immobilizatsonart put in a safer, more stable 
.,,asuitable for storage, svestotry, and icrseassonal iaspectois 

The objctive of interim demiitarszation of currently stable forms of plutonirs, mch as platoarses a 
-. pits, sussthbe tbeussaseantaitcrtees of isnocurret fiaseeresasy for sadeu torage, invsautoly, and 

latereatiesal inspection.  

No To MOX 

The ill-osouncesd mixed oxide (MOX) fuel option should be rejedw because there is no rat a justficatna to 
cvert stabc plutonium to teas utabl more dairgeros plutonum oxide powder frt• me in MOX fel, and thee 
subsidizc the nuclear industr to irtad•jac the fuel in aging nuclear reactors. Now that it appears obvious that 
producing plutoniums oxide powdr suiitable for use in MOX fuel will require liquid acid plutonium processing, the 
MOX option is a proven threat to human health and the environmennt 

The United States' rationale that it must choose the MOX option to appese Russia is unsubstantiated and flawed 
in several•-•spu•ca 

oT"ee is liettl support for a plutonium fuel economy in Russia, where people votaging pubic referendis 
have over•h•lmingly rjctcd ew nuclear developments;

11

FD175

FD175-11 Alternatives 

This comment is addressed in responses to the campaign, Letter Expressing 
Support for Immobilizing All Surplus Plutonium and Rejection of the 
Mixed Oxide Fuel Option.
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STAND OF AMARILLO, INC.  
DON MONIAK 
PAGE 1 OF 6

OtMJN IIof AMmailo, Ile.  

August 24, 1999 
STAND COMMENT #02 

Surplus, Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmettal Impact Statement 
(Draft SPDEIS) 

Offca of Pissile Materials•Management 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
1000 Independence Avnue, SW 
Wsitopm D.C. 20585 

Dear DepartmentofEaergy. Officeofl'i•file fMaterialsaManageme.r 

R- ARMSSw Hesrrm FanctShee (LAL,.-97-24, Rev- 3. April 24,1998).  

On pageS3, paraigaph two, te report states that, "A significant number of pits processed by the 
ARIE 1sWilisy will contain tritium, None of these pits were selected as pars ofthe ARIES pilot 
demonstration beeause ofthe dificuslties associated with handling titium" 

Does the Department of Energy know how many pits conetai•utis? 

* .Exactly what eia difficulties are associated with handling tritium, why art theta 
difficulties not reported in the Draft SPDEIS and will DOE dtail the edifficulties In the 
Final SPDEISF 

What would be Lte consequences if pits containing utitiumnwefe sent thm h the 
proposed plutonum pyroprocessing modules? 

Is DOE considering processing pits with tiausr at an even or unevnT rate? 

On pagte3. paragrph two, the repoet also states the- "Decisiona regarding The presence of tritism 
will be made before processing pHs in the ARIES flhrty. These decisiom may be based upon 
prior knawledge or upon a sarpling strategy for dctecting trtiume A strategy for detecting tritium 
in pita was devised while planning for the reconfiguration ofthe nuclear stockpile complex" 

* When will DOE make these decisions regarding the prsence of tritium? 

Where in the Draft SPDM51 is tshre an analysis and/or reporting of the requirements for 
detactiag S ?itio? 

Was the tritium detection strategy ever reported inia pubtle document? Was thin strategy 
ever implensented? 

What is the risk of •ot detecting tritisse in spit that dons contain tritdnm?

aMM ass-sz

1 

2

7105W. S4tt Ave. OsSe C -kruinto, iX fl¶W FAA �aoa� ass-sass

FD145

FD145-2 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

Section 2.4.1.2 was revised to include a description of the processes of 
verifying the contents of pit shipments and the requirement to survey 

incoming pits for tritium contamination. The method for determining the 
types of pits that are contaminated with tritium is classified.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD 145-1.

FD145-1 Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

Section 2.4.1.2 was revised to expand the discussion of tritium and operation 

of the Special Recovery Line. DOE knows how many pits contain tritium.  
The actual number and types of pits containing tritium are classified. Pits 

with tritium would be handled in the Special Recovery Line. Tritiumis removed 

from the pit and either captured for use or oxidized to tritiated water and 
captured for disposal as LLW. The tritium included in the waste estimates 

and emissions were bounded and analyzed in this SPD EIS. The presence of 
tritium would be confirmed when the pit is unpacked from the shipping 
container and would also be obvious when the pit is bisected. Tritium would 

be separated from the pit components in the Special Recovery Line, and all 
parts would be surveyed for tritium before being moved for further processing.  
These steps would reduce the probability of pyroprocessing of plutonium 

contaminated with tritium to a level that is not considered credible. However, 
if it were to happen the tritium would be volatilized and escape through the 
facility's ventilation system since HEPA filters cannot capture iritium. The 
resulting tritium release to the atmosphere would be of smaller consequence 

than the design-basis accident already presented in this SPD EIS for a tritium 
release at the pit conversion facility during a glovebox fire because this 
accident includes tritium contaminated parts from multiple pits being affected.  
The processing schedule for specific pits has not been finalized. The tritium 

at risk in the SPD EIS accident analysis and the tritium emissions to the 
atmosphere are conservative estimates that bound the potential environmental 
impacts of pit disassembly and conversion operations.

Is 
Is 
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STAND OF AMARILLO, INC.  

DON MONIAK 
PAGE 2 OF 6

Pit Disassembly and Conversion

On page 3, paragraph onte, the report states. "Because of their cotrucctios, tsome pit types will 
require apabibties in addition to those tested in the ARIES pilot demonstration. Nunber and 
wpes otfpits to be processed in t facility may not be defined until the final implementation of 
weapons reduction treaties.

* Arethere any other pit types besides those containing tritium that require extra 
capabilittes? 

* Is DOE considering all potential pit types in the PDC•?

On page 2 in the fourth paragraph, the report states that the initial demonstration project involved 
only seve pit types that "were generally represeatative of the larger stockpile end relatively 
straijhtforward in their construction so there would be no special complications in the ARIES 
pilot d nortatreionf.  

Wlat special complications are anticipated in the larger-scale plutonium pit disassembly 
and conversion demonstration and fill scale facility? 

Where are these special complications reported to the public in the Draft SIDEIS? Will 

DOE report these special contplications in the Final SPDEIS? 

S Are the original seven pit types selected for the demonsim atLion'oasded" pits? 

On page two of the report isa table showing the potential impurities 'is the plutonium in 
plutonium pits 

S Where was this list ofimpurties reported in the Draft SPDEIS? 

In wktaned product will these impurities appear DOE should give a detailed description 
ofwiether the impurities will become part of the air pollutant stream, the mixed-waste 
tmearm, or the 

If the impurities are converted to air poUutan, who will regutwe these sir enissions? 

STAND of Amarillo believes theAPJ-SSowc. Tesrm Fact Sheet should be addednas on Appendix 
to the Find SPDIES, ard is attaching a copy for indusion.

3

4 

5

These onunevs will be supplemented in the fute.  

Doe Motlunk 
Program Director 
STAND of Amarillo. Inc.

FD145

Some pit types have unique features beyond those issues associated with 
the presence of tritium that may require special handling tools, cutting tools, 

or procedures. DOE is considering all potential pit types in the pit conversion 
facility and would actually disassemble up to 250 representative pits during 

the pit disassembly and conversion demonstration currently being conducted 
atLANL.

FD145-4 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The pit disassembly and conversion demonstration was expanded to include 
all pit types in order to avoid potential special complications in a full-scale pit 
conversion facility. Specifics of the special complications related to the 

disassembly of some pits discussed in the LANL fact sheet are classified.  
The environmental impacts resulting from the disassembly of all of the pit 
types that could be dispositioned through the pit conversion facility were 
addressed in the analysis presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I. The original 
seven pit types selected for the demonstration were bonded pits.

FD145-5 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

Information presented in the ARIES fact sheet referred to by the commentor 
was considered in this SPD EIS. Section 2.4.1 was revised to acknowledge 
the presence of potential impurities in the pits to be dismantled. Appendix H 
was revised to discuss the inclusion of these impurities in the LLW and TRU 

waste streams. All gaseous effluent streams coming from the facility would 
be thoroughly scrubbed or filtered to reduce the amount of undesirable 

particulates and pollutants. Air leaving gloveboxes in the process line would 
be filtered through three stages of HEPA filters. By the time any of the 
impurities joined the facility's exhaust stream, they would likely be in the 

subparts-per-billion range. Any impurities that were converted to air 
pollutants would be subject to Federal, State, and local air quality regulations.  
Some impurities may remain with the plutonium which would be passed 
through the plutonium-polishing process in the MOX facility as described in 

the revised Section 2.4.3. In instances of the material being sent directly to 
the immobilization facility, as in Alternatives 11 and 12, the plutonium could 

be fed directly into the process. The ARIES demonstration project was 
analyzed in the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA (DOE/ 
EA-1207, August 1998), which is available on the MD Web site at 
http://www.doe-md.com.

FD145-3
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STAND OF AMARILLO, INC.  
DON MONIAK 
PAGE 1 OF 1

TiAINDDof A "rill"oI,In.  
August 4, 1998 

STAND COMMENT# 3 
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(Draft SPDEI• 

Office of Fisile Materials Management 
US. Department oftEne 
10W Independence Avenue. SW 
Wulhington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Departne onfEnergy, Office of Fissile Materials Management.  

RE;: PlUtaOlum Pit Disaneashly snd Conversion and B"teryI4t1e-Os la tonulu Pita 

On page 2.14 of the Draft SPDEIS Is r"depictio aoft plutotium pit (Figure 2-6) thateIllustrates 
a pit with a stainless steel case. Ilnthetovemrber, 1997 Defense Nuclear Faciities Safety Board 
(DNY SB) Tec"ncal Report 1: ,Re vtew of the Safer of Storlng plurtonim Pits at Pitert, there 
are fi-equent references to'"beryliums-el plutonium pits 

Why are plutoniurn pit not depicted with beylte cladding7 

* Inthe Final SPD-EL% DOE thould definethlediftfees intprocess, waste strtau, 
and health hsrtdsa epected from processing beryllhtun-clad pite versus staelless-steel-clad 
pits.  

* Siace etyllium clad pits are mote susceptible to corrosion from chlorlne and moisture, 
what measures wit be takes to insure these pits are intact upon arrival at the ?DCF? 

Alao on page 2-14, it states that gallium is "aoyed" with plutonium in pits and meot be removed 
if the PDCF product is phutoasuns powder" foruse in MOXtfuel 

Does the gallium have to be removed f the PDeF product is plutonium powder fir use in 
the immobilizatior facility 

What otler impurities that are listed en page 2 of the ARIES ftad sheet ate "alloyed" with 

plutonium and are a concern for either disposition option? 

These conmments will be supplemented in the future.  

Sincer4y.  

Don UMoniak 
Programo Director 
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

1 

2

1" 10 .34hA ..SL. aE -A rMO. TX 9109AX (f06) 355-2W03

FD146

Section 2.4.1 was revised to include a discussion of beryllium as a potential 
impurity, as well as the reasons why beryllium processing would not be an 

issue at the pit conversion facility. Figure 2.6 was revised to change the 

term "stainless steel case" to "outer case"; it is not meant to portray all the 

variations in pit design and construction. Irrespective of the cladding material, 

the process would be the same for dismantling and converting all pits. As 

discussed in Section 2.4.1.2, the main criterion in determining how the pits 

would be dismantled depends on the presence of tritium, not beryllium.  

Because the beryllium is expected to remain in metal form at all times, the 

health hazards are minimized. The beryllium would be present in large pieces 

and cuttings created when the pit was bisected. These cuttings would be too 

large to become airborne. There would be no grinding; thus, there would not 

be any pieces of beryllium small enough to become airborne. Because the 

pieces and cuttings would be contaminated with trace levels of radioactive 

materials, they would primarily be disposed of as TRU waste and is included 

in the waste projections in this SPD EIS.  

FD146-2 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

Gallium and other impurities would not have to be removed if the plutonium 

dioxide from the pit conversion facility were to be used in the immobilization 

facility. Technically, the term "alloyed" refers to materials purposely added 

to metals to cause a change in physical characteristics. From this point of 

view, the elements other than gallium in the referenced table are deemed 

impurities. The levels given in the table are maximums; actual levels are 

being established based on review of archival data and sampling and analysis 

associated with ongoing R&D efforts. DOE has included plutonium 

polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate gallium 

and impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide. Section 2.4.3 and the 

hybrid alternatives analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I were revised to include 

a discussion of plutonium polishing.  

Section 2.4.1 was revised to acknowledge the presence of potential 

impurities in the pits to be dismantled.

FD146-1 Alternatives
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SSTAND OF AMARILLO, INC.  
DON MONIAK 
PAGE 1 OF 2

M NID of Amt rillo, Inc.  

September 15, 199H 

STAND COMMENT P 4 

S&plasFPhtoniurm Dspfosonf Draft bsW ,rvfmvuW pat &araeno (Draft SPFDSS) 
Re: Phltialuss it1 oDlsamsemaly and Canvesdoes Demonstration Project 

Offie o l•Phils terlalO Management 
U.S. Depa-,asest o7F nerSy 
1000 Independnce Averscu. SW 
Waildnigoa. D.C. 20585 

Dear Dertisaent osfEnergy. Office of Fiaile Mate-an rhlaniagmen:t 

There ae confliting objectives being reported for The ph-toniuoa mit disassembly and conversion 
deonostralions project. On the one hind, the demonstrftion project research end devclopment 
cosrnton at losAlarso National Laboratory describe the project as being essential for 
designing the plutzrdunrit dista•s•obly Led conversion facility (PDCI): 

On Page 2 ofthe ARIES Fact Sheet, i states in refreace to lhe Pilot Demonstration 
Program at Los Alamoe that. "detailed knowledge ofthertase of throughput and the 
physdeial andchcl t nacutuire ofthe pits are required to do detailed design work on an 
ARIES fcilityO 

At th Ma0X hInltmssY Conference in Atlamna on May 21, 1999. demonstration project 
personnel stated that the data frems the ARMES demonstration. is "needed to support PDCF 

On the otde heed. DOEhac dharacterized the dmotnt•ration project as moce ofa supplement at 

th desin work: 

On Page 1omI of the Drft SFDElS, DOE wrote that the demonstration project, 'would 
help fine sane, the operational parwrnerso otthe pit convertion facility." 

in the Plutonium Pit Diusseohbly and Conversion Envirotnmental Asse.sment Pre
Approosd Review, DOE wrote tha the resuting esperlene fom the proposed 
demonstration project would *to applied to expedite the design of the productiott 
disissanbly and conversion facility slotd it be decided to construct tdis facility in the 
SPD EMS ROD." 

Whet is the exga tpeeposc oflde demonstration project? There does not seem• o be a consistent 
it of'objectivis being reportted.

1

7505 SY. 54111 AVe. stale t gerotion. tO lAttiS lAX 5.5061 2bfr555(

I

(iW) 358-2622

FD302

FD302-1 Pit Demonstration EA 

DOE believes that the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA 

(DOE/EA-1207, August 1998) clearly sets forth the basic objectives of this 
demonstration, as follows: demonstrate the feasibility of the pit disassembly 
and conversion processes; test various processes for the different parts of 
the pit disassembly and conversion process to optimize procedures and 
parameters and reduce dose to workers (as the number of pits to be dismantled 
would significantly increase); develop processes, procedures, and equipment 
for the disassembly of all types of surplus pits; and demonstrate that the 
plutonium metal from pits of varying types can be consistently converted to 
an oxide form that is suitable for use as feed for immobilization and MOX 
fuel fabrication.  

As the EA also reflects, the resulting experience from this demonstration 
would be used to supplement information developed to support the design 
of the full-scale conversion facility should DOE decide to construct that 
facility. It was never DOE's intention that this demonstration would be the 
only source of information relevant to the design work for a full-scale pit 
conversion facility. DOE does not believe that the examples provided by 
the commentor to support the position that there are conflicting objectives 
on this demonstration contradict DOE's position on the use of information 
from the demonstration, but simply use different but compatible words to 
describe that process.

I
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STAND OF AMARILLO, INC.  
DON MONIAK 
PAGE 2 OF 2

How can DOE propose to design and construct a flcility cor, detailed infoomatiin from the 

dmongtrauton project i svaila•l? One oftk ' eamon Lefrned" from pytsonjum pit storgmmue w 

that. •in order to obtain cost avoidance and remain on schedule, it it important to identify all 
requre-mtspIri to dosipL 

At what point wiN DOE decide whether he technologieS it it ptoposn0 to use feasible at a 2 
inldustil scale? 

DOE Aould deteanin "what i requiramU t are 5oi the p4t dismembly and eoeamon fulhty 
bdfom It endeavomto e build the faii~ty, 

Program Director 
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

FD302

FD302-2 Pit Demonstration EA

DOE is not proposing to design and construct a full-scale pit conversion 
facility before information from the pit disassembly and conversion 

demonstration is available. Should DOE decide to build a full-scale pit 

conversion facility, the tentative schedule reflects that construction would 

begin sometime in 2001. Facility design, however, would take place during 

approximately 1999-2001. The demonstration would focus on equipment 

design and process development. Because the demonstration could continue 

for up to 4 years, information transfer conducive to fine-tuning of the 

operational parameters of a pit conversion facility can be provided 

continually throughout the facility design phase. Also, because the 

information from the demonstration would be used to supplement other 

information developed to support the design of a full-scale pit conversion 

facility, it would not be necessary for the demonstration to be completed 

before beginning facility design and initial construction. These processes 

can be carried on simultaneously. While DOE believes that a full-scale pit 

conversion facility is feasible, it would not build such a facility until it has 

been determined that the proposed technologies and required capabilities 

it is proposing are clearly shown to be feasible. The pit disassembly and 

conversion demonstration will play a significant role in this process.
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DON MONIAK 
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WA Dof Amarillo, Inc.  
September 15, 1998 

STANflCOMM-NTS #S 
SurpausPlu(mrtnliv.ton Drmft Anrimknrsdl qadStaomf ant (Draf SPDEIS) 

Re Alternatives far Plutoniaum pit diastemnbly and oanversion 

Office FilM alnMneart 
U.S& Depalrtment of Energy 
1000 Independewc Avenue, SW 
WaLsingto•nD.C, 20595 

Dear Depuamnrt• Erneaxy, Office ofFisile MaterialsMan mniem !, 

The Draft SPDE¶S do,' riot conaisn, as required by NEPA, a darassion ot analysis of Owe 
reasonable alternatives that are aiailable to diasars etl platoduaitpha and convert plutoiutn 

meeat to a doeassidied form msitable for both lozgi-temadhispoiion and inrtrnational inspections 
wuod ofegoards-.  

In Mated NEPA'document% DORE haa ce evuluatodt range of optiom available for 
6iasomnbling pluatorbm pilt&ad cveresing lw plsliniuntin t1h p"tit trtee atacage and 
dift altioe objjetivs.- Instead, DOE dchses paienioat pit dim.sembly And conversion prcesa 
(AR.IS) Iha, t.snot.origharlly designed to produce material3s uitable for diapouion 

ncmologle.aaM wNIbp he MOX Industeyrdni•A a e•ontroversial Tocnaoigy. By pursuing tit 
qtprnadh ptlonetomu-spit disassembly and conversion, DOE has beerin •voation OfT EA fbr 

hIwiag to conduc tansrmlysiolfthe fMi range of alte•ataiafo d enrVltuizohg pluonniutrst pitands 
conertiog plaronnto ma form isuibtle for long-tern storage andairl ftsposmton.  

In the SIODEM DOE must: 

L. Anahlyz e feJl rang of tecM olog"al aprions a a ar avlabil.eo disasemble pluhtoam 
Pit L d O nd rtplea1W m metal too r4clhassiured form wrablefor both loaag-tcrnn elpoation 
=ad 8rtnwewiori ! •, cdowtmr and ilf or..s 

2.Asa~ d rte. f rrnicl paoas ha hvetw cdrsedin torlsrfOCand corrartn 

-5a-5a. Inlea T;esical RiskAsoasts-e•s (TRA)
1 

forjthte.DCG, DOE Pcomrartr evaluated tird oponnsi" plutonluarpil diaso•ueably and donveosn: 

* Theaneline Opaiawticn la -woudrequreprceMssigof"Whoeper Pits at e PDFO butBos 
pit pelsrts smadponiti enoie amciated withapilt; proation efboiba th mntla4 n aode-by bhe 
iDOG; and iftie oly cotalainaws of concern fti MOX foel thattwould be removed is 

gallium.

1

I' I"ilngr l .AltECmV=aUzý ohnlmDsibyad D--xtd Stzr 49Lo AlMamoe Wt aLtojy.  
1997 laharPikl Aaarnaf.ntb beDCuhtItrt EaeePik Di-.5ty and C- nti~ataPallWEan 

Rep- arSeptentnr. 1997. L&AM-9K-fl-fl4 

I 35035 ma A'. aste . utaraoIAPnAY v.5. tani230o3

DOE determined that aqueous processing was not a reasonable alternative 
for pit conversion because current aqueous processes using existing 

facilities would produce significant amounts of waste, and aqueous 

processing would complicate international safeguard regimes. Dry 

processing was analyzed in the Storage and Disposition PEIS and this 

SPD EIS.  

Processing pits and clean metal plutonium in the pit conversion facility is 

analyzed in this EIS. This analysis bounds all of the variations of starting 

materials listed in the comment that could be processed in the pit conversion 

facility. This statement is based on two facts. First, the amount of clean 

metal that would be processed in the pit conversion facility is small 

compared with the amount of material coming from pits. Second, DOE is 

not proposing to process pit parts or other plutonium not associated with 

pits in the pit conversion facility. These materials would be converted to an 

oxide form in the conversion area of the immobilization facility. DOE is 

not including the plutonium-polishing process (a small-scale aqueous 

process) as part of the pit conversion facility; that process would be part of 

the MOX facility. DOE would use only dry processes in the pit conversion 

facility. For this reason, the thermal process for removing gallium may not 

be needed in the pit conversion facility (see revised Section 2.4.1.2).  

Section 2.4.3 was revised to include a description of the plutonium-polishing 

process that would be used in the MOX facility. Plutonium dioxide is the 

starting form for the disposition of surplus plutonium for either the 

immobilization or MOX approach. This EIS analyzes the environmental 

impacts of converting surplus pits into plutonium dioxide that can be used 

in either the immobilization or MOX facility. No additional aqueous 

processing would be necessary to prepare the plutonium dioxide 
for immobilization.

w 
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The MOX Grade Oxide Option which would require processing of all plutonium pits and 
plutonium not Associated with pits; production ofboth metal and oxide; production of 
plutonium oxide that will be of MOX fuelquality that will involve removing oth, 
coneasinantaschb as anseuidum-241; and processing to stabilize and recover materials 
from classified internal parts This option appesrs to most closely resemble the Design
Only Conceptual Desig Concept for the FPCF and the presentations made by LANL 
personnel at the MOX industry conference in Atlanta.  

* The Meal-Only Option in which only "nonprobem pita will be processed and the product 
will be metal only, with no oxide produced" 

ots.1he MOX and Baseline Option;, as wel as the conversion process for The tnmunbilizAsion 
facility, involve the e of the HYDOX process, evensthough the Technical Risk Assessment 
reprs, "s fca disagrccmetnt among technical persons asto whether HYDOX is required 
and whertr or not HYDOX isahe preferred teelsique when producing plutonium oxide" The 
report iuther te"ed that,"mnany of'the pits, perhaps as many as 80%, can bypass the 
hydridnfdehydride (conaersion to mcml) module as the plutonium metal can be mechanically 
separated from %te pits." 

3. Analyze de vious optio'bsvi dwda1 "aqueous " processing, also known as reprcess-n 
and "cdsmical purnficaTion," that MOE bas repeatedly left open an an option to thermal processe.  
At the May 20-21, 1998 MOX Industry Conference in Atlanta, considerable objections were 
raised to the proposed plutonium conversion processes by members oftconmortiums seeking to 
deign, construct and operate a MOX f bricationt fim'lity. DOE hi repeatedly cited aqueous 
processes as an option to produce MOX feel fsedstockl ift proposed thermal procestes are ret 
demonstrated to be feassle to meeturusa objective. At the Atlants MOX conference, LANL 
pero•ousel ientified "aquvews derived oxide" as• nother"nar fnuture source of plutonium oxide.  

Mor recently, DOE allowed =,osortiums bidding to construc• t and operate a MOX fud 
ftlsiceeions Acility to add a =putnoniuni polishing facility." A plutonium polishing facility would be 
added to the MOX fisel -p and where plutonium metal or oxide produced at the PDCF "can be 
dissolved..n.nitric acid with the r irumal usagc of hydroduoric acid, and is complexing agent, 
aluminum nitrate."' 

In the Draft SPOIS, DOE analyzed aqueous processing only as a "contingency," This is an 
Insufficient analysLsas DOE dearly considers the "polistiing" process to be a reasonable, and 
even likely alternative. By identifhing liquid acid plutonium pit processing only as a contingency, 
DOE also skewed the analysis in favor ofthe MOX option.  

2Dtar Data Repoe for Generic Site Add-On Faclitsy or Plutonium Polishing, 1998. Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory 
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4.,Mont& andana' yt Sheang- f aftemeti- $ sf- afinal product from plutonlum pit 

disasm)bly and conrsross.  

DOE should identify and analyze the different requirement--in tarms ofactivities, hazards, 

impacts, and risks-between the various plutonium end-products that could result from plutornum 

pit disassemblyandconversion- For example, the alternative of gallium removal is not diacu.zed 

inathe context ofirnmobilization. The various end products DOE should analyze include: 

plutoriu oxide suitable for use ii Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel-, 

S plutonium oxide suitable for use in the Ceramificatlion Can-In-Canister variant of 

imsnobilization; 
• pl.tonium oxide suitable for both storage and disposition; 

plutonium metal and/or oxidd suitable for storage; 

plutoniu metal suitable for storage while awahing conversion for disposition.  

Specifically, DOE must identify whether dry plutonium conversion processes being proposed for 

"theimmobilizio facity will produce a suitable product for the immobilization technology, or 

whether aqueous processing is also necessary for itntnobilization.  

Sincerely: 

Don Morniak 
Program Director 
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

FD303
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STAND COMEMM 6.rr * 
S$op1s Phne.b a Bi.•an . Daft Env.h mseWeaItpa Statrment (Draft yl DtS) 

Ret Use All Available lnformation 

Offcac nf"iusleMatenals Managernet 
US. Dpflnmet ofEnecW 
1000 Indepedncae Avenee .SW 
Washingto. D,C. 20595 

DenrDepartment ofEnergy, Offi ofFissilc M•telis ManageMMI: 

DOE must inmoporoaet all available infoamat•ia about plulonism disassembly and conversion 
pocesseseIraoninNllEPAprocessand documents. ThePubibcshouldb fully informed asto what is 
actually being proposd. the actutlirange of at tscts and nu from proposed aivitics, and the 
lechn"auncertainties iwolved wi the proposed plutonium processing teobsiololies. Since the 
J anuay 1997 decision ont he Storage and Disposition EIS, DOE has mane considerable changes 
that are not reflectedin the Record oftncision, and in obligated to use tis opportunity to address 
those changes sad pcoride to the poblc a cle Pi=*tr ofita propsed actionas id onogoing 
adinitics.  

DM is already implementing a promermamrt process for the design. construction, and possible 
operation eta flul lscak plutonium pit disassemtbly fclity. DOE already has accepted bids for the 
Arci•ecture and Engineering seriices for designing the facility. proaremsent licitatiom are not 
Pursued aoalyl due toathe high costs toindostry to t otnild bid paxksges. Theinforomation 
pertaining to procureumnt must be of high quality to avoid lengthy atnd cosly litigation.  

low-vw, for all parts ofthe plutoni..m dispositim program, the information pertaining to 
procurement is often vey differen &ss the inf4rination presented in DOE's NEPA docunents.  
Two docsn.,nts related to tw procurement process that ae urcited and nat referenced in the 
PDCD-A, yet peovida considera* more ascerate ad comprehsiv information are: 

* Los AismosWa~fioWu Laboratory and Fluor Danid, Inc. 1997. DzSrgn.Only Concpmranl 
Dsgn Rtpor fors thef & D zshebi and Coiners, dJacftlry. Project Nu. 99-D-141.  
Prepared for the DOE Officeaof~lssilaMa•.ial2l Disposition. Dcfbe•rlr 12,1997. (PDCF 
Design Report) 

The general design digtams of tite 'DC (Figures 2-710 2-9. Pages 2-16 to 2-19) reported in the 
Draft SPDHBS -re, conmiderably diff'renttthan the design diagrams inthe Design Report DOE 
should explain these differncrs in the SDECS.  

Y 1dVng, ohn, ARBS Corporation. John Darby and Demond Start, Los Al-so 
National Laboratory. 1997 Technica Risk Assessment for the Departmmet fEnergy Pit 
Dijsasscbly adConversionF arfitylinal Report. September, 1997 LA-L'R-97-2236.

ItceW. SOur Ase. OUts E MIWCe. t C 75109 I-As tauti rtta-:5a37
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FD304-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor's remarks concerning the completeness 
of this SPD EIS, public information, technical uncertainties, and changes 
since the January 1997 ROD on the Storage and Disposition PEIS. DOE 
has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA 
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation 
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  
It is intended as a source of environmental information for the DOE 

decisionmakers and the public. The primary objective of this EIS is a 
comprehensive description of proposed surplus plutonium disposition 
actions and alternatives and their potential environmental impacts. As with 

any EIS, technical information is included to the extent that it is required to 
understand those actions and impacts. Plutonium-processing technologies 
proposed by DOE are discussed in Sections 2.4.12 and 2.4.3.2. Disposition 
facilities analyzed in this EIS are consistent with the decision made in the 
Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD as amended.  

FD304-2 Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

DOE has accepted qualification bids only for the design of the facility and 

agrees that information pertaining to procurement must be of high quality.  
Qualification bids are relatively inexpensive to prepare. Neither of the two 
documents cited by the commentor was used in preparing the Pit 
Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA (DOE/EA-1207, 
August 1998). The information presented in those two documents is not 

specific to the demonstration as it would be set up within TA-55 at LANL.  
While those documents contain information beyond the scope of this EA, 
the information may be of interest to the public. Therefore, both documents 
were referenced in the final EA as sources of additional information.  

There are differences in the design diagrams because this SPD EIS presents 
a more conservative view than the Design-Only Conceptual Design Report, 
which was a preliminary effort, to establish a bounding condition for analysis 
of environmental impact.

STAND OF AMARILLO, INC.  
DON MONIAK 
PAGE 1 OF 3
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Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The TRA eaemptaits of how DOE tedcnical docustrent drafted for internal distribution are 
generally cwoers, clear, concihs, and comprehenuive. In conrarst, documents written for public 
distributloas-sucl as Thr SPDEJS-are generally incoherent, confusing, vague, redundant, and 
incomplete.  

DOE must incorporate the findings ofthe Tchnical iske Assessmentinto the Final EtS, 
and could include it as a separate appndix_ 

DOE should incorporate the recommendations dithe TRAsinto the final SPDOIS and 
discuss to what extent the findings in the TRA were incorporated into the Draft SPDEIS.  

The TRA provides additional support for removinngPantex as aplatoniu•, processing candidate 
site. The strongest recomnmendationnsade by the TRA (Page 69) is that, "it is recommended that 
the site sdection proces for the F astrongly consider the edsting site capabilitie suad 
experience in those areas.' It is not evident taht DOE has considered the capabilities ad 
eapeaience oftsi candidate sites during the SPDEIS process.  

The TRA ta•n (Page 74) reached the -sme condclsions a ,the general public, that "the 
uite.sdectilon process for thed CF nvw in program indedes a verylimited evaluation of 
attributes." Yet, DOE forged its evaluation to fit the desired dedision, rather than inopenly 
and honestly evaluate reasonable and realstic eilen slthat would guide a decision for the public 

good.  

in general, the TEA. lowest risk rtasngs correspond to those processes that DOE has identified 
as ilse selection criteria, and the highest risk rankings correspond to processes that DOF has not 
identified as she selection criteria.  

The TERA' lowest iske ranking was assigted to the "Ssafeguards and Security Systemt," yet 
DOE is idenatlfing safguards and security as a key evaluation citeria.  

Pit shipments were not identified by the TRA as a critical tisk, whereas plutonium product 
shipping made the critical risk list. DOE reversed this risk rianting in the Draft SPDFJS.  

* Radiation wseitoing ansd dosimetry, relativelynminor programs at Pantme, amelisted as a 
high risk factor in the TRA. Radiation accident potential iz listed as high risk fator for 
key PDCF components such assHYDO, CGalliua Removal, and chemical pusifkatioas.  

Sincrl

Don Mondak 
programfDlrector 
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.
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Technical risk assessments are important in that they enable the decisionmaker 
to make an informed decision. The TRA addresses technical, cost, and 

schedule risks of the proposed pit conversion facility. Findings and 
recommendations presented in the TRA have been taken into consideration 

in developing the proposed pit disassembly and conversion process, and 

research is ongoing to minimize the risk factors that have been identified.  

This SPD EIS characterizes the bounding environmental impacts of the pit 

disassembly and conversion operations. Insofar as the technical risks 

expressed in the TRA affect these environmental impacts, they are reflected 
in this EIS.  

FD304-4 Alternatives 

Section 2.3.1 of the SPD Draft EIS explained that a range of 23 reasonable 
alternatives remained after evaluating over 64 options against three screening 
criteria: worker and public exposure to radiation, proliferation concerns 

due to transportation of materials, and infrastructure cost. These 23 
reasonable alternatives were evaluated in the SPD Draft EIS. After the Draft 

was issued, DOE eliminated as unreasonable the 8 alternatives that would 

involve use of portions of Building 221-F with a new annex at SRS for 

plutonium conversion and immobilization, thereby reducing the number of 

reasonable alternatives to the 15 that are analyzed in the SPD Final EIS.  

DOE has analyzed each environmental resource area in a consistent manner 
across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison among the 
alternatives and among the candidate sites for the proposed surplus 

plutonium disposition facilities. The results of these analyses, presented 

in Chapter 4 of Volume Iand summarized in Section 2.18, demonstrate that 

the activities would not have major impacts on any of the candidate sites.  

While the findings of the TRA were considered as discussed in response 

FD304-3, other siting considerations were also used as discussed above.  

Where there are differences between the findings in the TRA and the data 
used in this EIS, efforts have been made to use the latest data.

FD304-3
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As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversion 
facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, 
and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions and takes 

advantage of existing infrastructure. In determining its preference, DOE also 
considered the transportation requirements for each alternative. All the 

candidate sites were considered to have adequate safeguards and security 

systems in place, as well as the capability to perform the necessary radiation 

monitoring and dosimetry. Potential accidents for the three proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at all of the DOE candidate sites are analyzed 

in Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix K Decisions on the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.  

',-4
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FD305-1 Human Health Risk

SYLNB )of Amarillo, In.  

September 15, 1993 

STAND COM~dENTfi 
Fh a f pluro s D tLioe Draftl f-,row alaralct Siawsent (Draft SPDEIS) 

Re: Analybig Slg lltrlmnTRIpacts: 

omce, Mlasilo maturiAlsManager-e 
U.S. Department otEnOW 
1000 Indepeindence Avenue, SW 
Washington. D.C. 20595 

Dear Departmet ofEne-rg, Ofie ofFiile Mteidas Management: 

There will be significant direct uad cumulati efecs ofthe preferred alternatives in the Draft 
SpDEIS thai have am been properly analyzed in by DOE.  

A. The moat sipicaid direct effiects of the proposed action will be air emissions of radioactive 
aad noniadioactive materials.  

According W the Draft SpDIS, routine releases ofrntium at the Pit disassaeynd co esion 

facilty (PDCF) during normal operation are expected to be as hi4h as 1 100 cuies per year.  
For Patm t. this would constitute a signihant impact. During current missions and operations, a 

shaluar rpact would aoly o••ur only in the event of an cekent. The proposda allowa•bk and 

routine tritium releases would be more than 10,000 times higher than the releases from routine 
operations at Pantei today.  

DOE lto. fled to report known b•urcs ofa• r pollution that will result fromseproposed action.  

Most ihaportantly, DOE neglecead to ideat and address beryllium air emission& The PDCF 

Des,-gn.O Co Feptur D sign Report a that, the NationalErmsisont Standards for 

Hazrdous Air pollatants (N9W 's) arf t ppicablo the " DCP, Specifically reunltlong 
nmissicn from beryl•m and radlonuclldes to the ambiet ai sand that "'a mapl€ation for 

approval of constrcttion or sodification ofan etlo source is mandatoay for the owner or 

operalor of a beryllium aoradi•ou•lide operatinos." Clearly, the design documents idelrly the 
D a& a besrlllium operation.  

1i its 1994 Emsnioiresatal Checklist for ARMS, ALwrotc tht, "Beryllium is handled in the 

PDCJ - r as lvely large pieces. The pit esitling operations will mlake betryllium chipsandsd wmlngs, 

but thee are rrlatily lae psparticles not aLeyaanaed." However, the ARI•S EC also 

comntined the staterme that, the expected emrissions ,re within the quantity allowed, ud-er the 
current bersgliun permit for TA-55-4Y" 

'U.S. DOE 1994. Memoruadum tnns 0K. DINa Webb, NEPA Complence OfEcor to IW 

Robbins, NEIPA Compliance Off;cr. R: DOE EiroamcJtal Check.list.  

PageI of 2
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The bounding alternative would be locating the pit conversion and MOX 
facilities at Pantex (see Alternative 9). About 0.000104 Ci/yr of plutonium 

and americium and 1,100 Ci/yr of tritium, total, would be released to the 

atmosphere from these facilities. In 1996, the airborne releases fromPantex 

operations were 1.6x1017 Ci of thorium 232,0.000146 Ci of uranium 238, and 

0.103 Ci of tritium (1996 Environmental Report for Pantex Plant, 

DOE/AI165030-9704, May 1997). While the commentor is correct in stating 

that plutonium processing would result in radiation releases greater than 

those from current operations, including a tritium release 10,000 times greater, 

the doses and resulting adverse health effects associated with the increased 

releases would be very small. The dose to the MEI from these facilities would 

be increased by 0.068 mrem/yr, and the dose to the population living within 

80 km (50 mi) of Pantex in 2010 would be increased by 0.59 person-rem/yr.  

For 10 years of normal operation, the increased risk of an LCF to the MEI 

would be 3.4x10-I, and the increased number of LCFs to the 80-km (50-mi) 

population would be 0.003.

FD305-2 Air Quality and Noise

The 1994 analysis performed by LANL referred to the possibility of airborne 
releases of beryllium, a hazardous air pollutant, from pit disassembly and 

conversion. Subsequent analysis from LANL indicates that there would not 

be any airborne releases of beryllium (Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

Facility, Environmental Impact Statement Data Report-Pantex Plant, 

LA-UR-97-2909, June 1998). Because the beryllium is expected to remain in 

metal form at all times, the health hazards are minimized. The beryllium would 

be present in large pieces and cuttings created when the pit was bisected.  

These cuttings would be too large to become airborne. There would be no 

grinding; thus, there would not be any pieces of beryllium small enough to 

become airborne. Because the pieces and cuttings would be contaminated 
with trace levels of radioactive materials, they would primarily be disposed of 

as TRU waste and is included in the waste projections in this SPD EIS.  

Section 2.4.1.1 was revised to discuss beryllium and its presence in the pit 
conversion facility.

I
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C. Tre na signicant eurlative effect is the iroduticat of" plutonium processing missions to 

tlDOE sitett elhas neverconducted theseminsiost Tinthe Stockpile Stewardship and 
Mlogeteani DpiS (1996)1 DOE reported that, "issonurkn would no; be introduced into a site 
dsg doe not M RM e-AWly have a plutos.um infrastrucatre because ofthe high cost of new plutonium 

aclitics and the complexity otfhroducing operations into sites without oarret plutonium 
capabilities." 

DOE Identifies Datan in mjterousdocusntntt, inicudign the Draft SPDEIS, a2 not having 

atiutng plutonium proces•ing capabilities. DOE stt analyze th high cost and coynpleity of 

srtoducing plutoaiun operations to Pntex. including, but not linsted to developing the 

ifnhstnsctW r resquired to a =ccSsful implemntation ofshin mission-that adeqsately protects 
workers, tihe aconunity, and the environment.  

In addition, DOE nms analyze the long-term cumulative thfea, of building new Category I 

mautar faci•itl& These fcilhfiesiv6ill, in all telAhood, housed for subsequcnstplutonium 
mison, -w the analyse for building and operating new plutonium facilities must•auke Into 

account ti probability of subsequent missio, including the envirotment al remedislion that will 
follow.

3

Dan Mesniak 
prWoam Diector 
STAND of Amarilo, In=.
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FD305-3 Alternatives 

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile 

Stewardship andManagement (SSM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996) 

states that the pit fabrication mission would not be introduced into a site that 

does not have an existing plutonium infrastructure because of the high cost 

of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium 

operations into sites without current plutonium capabilities. The SSM PEIS 

states further that an important element of the site selection strategy is to 

maximize the use of existing infrastructure and facilities as the nuclear weapons 

complex becomes smaller and more efficient in the 211 century; thus, no new 

facilities were to be built to accommodate stockpile management missions.  

Accordingly, DOE considered as reasonable only those sites with existing 

infrastructure capable of supporting a pit fabrication mission. Although 

Pantex has the infrastructure to carry out its current weapons assembly and 

disassembly mission and nonintrusive pit reuse program, it was not 

considered a viable alternative for the pit fabrication mission because it did 

not possess sufficient capability and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEIS 

siting assumption stated above. Among the operations that were considered 

in developing siting alternatives for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS were 

plutonium foundry and mechanical processes, including casting, shaping, 

machining, and bonding; a plutonium-processing capability for extracting 

and purifying plutonium to a reusable form either from pits or residues; and 

assembly operations involving seal welding and postassembly processing.  

When comparing the site selection strategy for pit disassembly and conversion 

with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the SSM PEIS 

have little or no bearing on siting criteria used in this SPD EIS. Pit disassembly 

and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanical processes 

discussed in the SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand-alone facility 

Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement to use existing 

facilities, whereas, the pit conversion facility would be a new structure no 

matter where it is located.  

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS 

contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs associated 

with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis in Support
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of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition 

(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost estimates 

for each alternative, was made available around the same time as the 

SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs 

and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, 

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated 

with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at 

http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following 

locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C.  

D&D is discussed in Section 4.31. DOE will evaluate options for D&D or 

reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of the surplus plutonium 

disposition program. At that time, DOE will perform engineering 

evaluations, environmental studies, and further NEPA review to assess the 

consequences of different courses of action, including projected waste 

generation quantities.
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Pi 11 ofa Amarillo, Inc.  
Scptcmber 15• 199S 

STANI COMM•ENT a 
SwphsrPh•.,•m Dfpaton Drhet Etorm-skIemqmo iao.ihmesn (Draft S EIS) 

Rensufftllclent ,Analysis of Groundwater Impates 

Office ottFsude Materials iagemint 
U.S. Departmant of lAgy 
1000 indepadenceAvenue SW 
Washington. D.C. 20585 

Dent Deparment of nergy, Offi of Fssie MateailMangee.  

DOE must conduct af allnalysis to address increased tritiu•re ouaSritta don itsiregional 
grwunda•a-t resouree at all cmadidatemites. STAIsD's irnary concern issthe Oallala aquifer
re tm4'lrkk talto both absa and rural aems-and other groundwater resources at Pantex.  
Because tritiutcncentrtionst is groundwater otlzog•lut the i.S. physically ruaflcta historical 
DOE activities, DOE ha mas ch qapmnoce, to refere-t DOE must use this expericace anrd 
report efc ofts imn-etsaw of past atvities and, at a rminsums dclearly ideniy partways for 
titium f•asugh the• avvir enat.  

in the Drtll SPDI6 "DOS wrote that, "the Storage and Disposition PEIS Goocluded that the 
facility would not hWe sany impact en groundwater quality. There are no neo data available to 

indicate that this co•ncluion should be revlsitoi" Indeed, significant new data are available to the 

public and this conclusion is absolutelyinaceuate. Most significant is the operation ofa Special 
Recoveryl ho in the PDCF which would result in airbomne mission of 1, 100 curies per year of 

gasseou tritlum. These emissions represent a I0,000 fbId Increase over existi ng levels at Putnex 

Fro aFPDCP, DOE bas indisatetd shat, "the most severs consequncas of a design basis.  
a--demsstwould tb associated with a tritiusmrelessa." tPsg4-S9). The tritiut release would 
involve "a me*govehbox fire is assumed to heat nmIhple parts contat' inated with up to 20 

grams ofttithim and convert it all to tritiated water vapor. resulting in & release of 20 grams 
throtugh the ack to the atmosphe." This accident would rele.as nearly 200,000 couies oftitium 

to the atmospher TMerisk oftihis accident ocoaim rgrtanges fronItin 10,000 to in 1,000,000.  
The wide range of this risk estimate isfcates great uttnceainsy in DOES estirmatles.  

Whets DOE was rationalizing plutonium pit slorgt at arantei, it conducted s study evaluating the 
risks ofcontaininsting the Ogallala aquifr with platonisrst This same approach is nucesaary for 
the design bais accident for the PDCE.  

Sincerely: 

Don Mjoniak 
Program Director 
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

2
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DOE acknowledges that the estimated gaseous tritium release of 
1,100 Ci/yr from the pit conversion facility would result in a tritium release 

10,000 times greater than existing levels at Pantex. However, these releases 

to the air would have no impact on groundwater quality during normal 

operations. The doses and resulting adverse health effects (via the inhalation 

and ingestion pathways) associated with this increased release would be 

very small. The dose to the MEl would be increased by 0.062 mrem/yr, and 

the dose to the population living within 80 km (50 mi) of Pantex in 2010 would 

be increased by 0.58 person-rem/yr. For 10 years of normal operation, the 

increased risk of an LCF to the MEI would be 3.lx 10-7, and the increased 

number of LCFs to the 80-km (50-mi) population would be 0.0029.

FD306-2 Facility Accidents

The assessment of consequences of the accidental tritium release is consistent 
with the methodology used in the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact 

Statementfor Tritium Supply and Recycling (DOE/EIS-0161, October 1995).  

Unlike plutonium, oxidized tritium (i.e., water vapor) does not significantly 

deposit on the ground for subsequent percolation into the local groundwater 

except in cases of rain or dew. Pantex has a relatively arid climate, so the 

chance of these weather conditions at the time of an accident is slight.  

Moreover, even if itwere to happen, Section 4.6.1.2 of the Final Environmental 

Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and 

Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components 

(DOE/EIS-0225, November 1996) indicates that actual movement of 

contaminated groundwater off the site would require about 10 to 20 years, 

and may take as long as 50 or more years to move a contaminant plume off the 

site using the most current test data. The half-life of tritium is 12 years; 

therefore, the actual quantity of any hypothetical contamination would be 

reduced by a factor of roughly 2 to 16 by the time it moved off the site.  

Because of these considerations, health consequences as a result of 

contamination of the Ogallala aquifer were not considered to be characteristic 
of a tritium release accident. Appendix K. 1.4.2 was revised to include a 

discussion of the treatment of groundwater accidentally contaminated 
by tritium.
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STANDCOMMEWNT #09 
Sonphss Phaonlm lrsttionfLraV? EanvarmMM wsalf ct ShoInned(Dm11 SPDEIS) 

F• l. adlWea Analysis fVl.sual TIpacts orNew PlutoalumioFacillities 

office of PsslumMAterials MM9agnsci 
US. DeparmentofEMSgy 
1000 Indej•pmdena AvezzusSW 
WashMoton, D.C. 20M5 

DwDear qasaent of~nasJ.Office ofFisaile Miteolals Mamiragtitn 

ThDr at apDpEIS contains a insuflicienr and iucone stat analysis of the visual impacts of 
locating new plutonium fsdliesaiinaantex STAN4D believes that cnnnructinj and operating 
plusonitm te1spoetilois &eity or facilitiesZ in e4 atat Wat would coiastitute an obvious.  

drmmatic a•nicape d €c andtthus have asngative impact on the visual quality of the art

"lhs Departmesi of Energy must conduct anguorus anbira-ýplying consistent methodology 
ad cxiteia..-of the effects ao visual quality from•j w plutoiwm fa ilities at anime. The analysis 
masit lade. aassessmettofi e a fects oan surnoundng private pmperty values created b) major 
landscape cha.ngs DOE sous conduct•easanalysis of theochages in visual quality from 

nssruetissg and aisatiAg plhtoeiura facilities is Zone 4 at Platen. A simple nompparisn or 
exiasing conditions in Zone 4 ves.ts proposed codtions in Zone 4 shows a obvious change in the 

visulcharatere.

1

FD334-1 Land Use and Visual Resources 

On the basis of public comment and to correct inaccuracies, the Land Use 
and Visual Resources sections of Chapter 4 of Volume I for all the candidate 
sites were reviewed and revised, as appropriate, to ensure consistency in 
the analyses of the candidate sites. Specifically, Section 4.26.3.5.2 was revised 
to clarify that the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be 
the tallest and largest facilities in Zone 4 and would be visible from 
U.S. Route 60.  

As a point of clarification, the "smokestack" referenced in connection with 
pit conversion facility is not intended to discharge smoke under normal 
operating conditions. It would be used to transport air from the building to 
the outside via the building's ventilation system. The expected emissions 
from this stack are characterized in Appendixes G and J.

Zone A 4tlttiug 

No smbonk 
No manakctuaing or Pmcccng ficlsits 
Storage M tia 14-16 ft high

Zone 4"Propsed 

1 5-toot high smolestack at PDCF 
TWo storied plutonim processing facilities 
lStorage holl~sicas wsildremainv

VlwetsailAM aIR•fIl 
(C-AsEr trWCO

FD334

N *1:2 

C.' 

C-' 
,-t.  

:2

:2 
'5-.  

:2 

N 

:2 

cli 
:2 
'5' 

'N 

'N 
St

2 

-t 

'-5

'5Cli 
5
li 

:2 
'5'

S...... ... .. AK ( M -WaB

TIMW iuWk-ýF-AMIMO TX79100 FAX MOM 355-3837



STAND OF AMARILLO, INC.  
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FD334-2 Land Use and Visual Resources

STAND Comment #9, Page 2 of 3 

In the Draft SPDUES, DOE neglected to consider tlh unique nature of Lhr Parnte area. On clear 
gh.•presau days, tal smokestacks me vimsble more than nrillea sway on the Southern High 

Plains The Amarillo skyrzne is visible firom Pansi-17 miles sway.  

In Section 4.26 oftheDraft SPDI.J-'additional svirosenstal resource anralys"-vinial 
rcaourxceaediscussedbutnotwan ed. Foratll "additonalrsources" DOEooncluded 
(page 4-1) dm these would be "minimal or no imparts at the candkid stes regardleas tithe 
dspositioaltenative being considered. 'The emonmtal onsequen•C•s wer derived by, 
"eomparg f city chlsrctetwsea and requirent• et from Chapter 2 and Appendix E with affected.  
avirouni•etatimationft rom Chapter3.

1

The nvironmenalul inkoo'natio nChapter3 is Iaccmurmeiatermsaofthe artex visual resources 
asses t. Zone 4 at Pa nis not visible from U.S. I-ghway 60. The eavironmentsa 
idfortution also does not present aaccustorle portrayal of the edting conditions in Zone 4.  

As a result, for each candidate aite DOE erroneously wrote (Section 4.26) that new faciliies 2 
Swdremalm iconristent with the industrialized character of the landscape and rthe current Visual 
Kesowce Management. desigatiom" The impacts on visual resources are inaccuratety presented 
asuequal despite wide variatico in topographical features, distance smom proposed facilities to site 
boundarsy and. ivate propeny existing character ofthe proposed facility locations, and 
vetakmt O rover.  

DOE did not conduct a consistent:asalysi• for Pac.,hutatteed, it used very different criteria for 
assessing Panicx as compared to other silets and thesnspresented the impacts as equal.  
The fon owng itsue should be addressed and DOE should admit that there are ilear distinctions 
betweestslte fbutr ites.  

1. Puse was aniyed for eristing overall its ooon•ilio, not specific areas where proposed 

facilities would be located. DOE wrote (Page 4-329) that, in height and szer the proposed 
facifies would he similar to bittldings in other tInddstialized areas ofthe site.! This is an 
tnaccurate statesrss, as there are no facilties with asmkeatacks at Paitex, no Calerory I nuclear 
facilities. and no asasfcturlrr buildings in Zone 4.  

Ine octrat, DOE wrote that, "in height and size, the proposed facilities would be similnr to 
existing vildiWs s the specific areas, such as 400 at Haidord, I•TEC t t ]NEEL, and F-Area at 

SRS. Thes specific areas ar already characterized by heavy indtsstrlalization where maoketadca 
are the highest and moa dominant visual feature.  

2. DOE described the tallest structures at Pastex as water towers, whmreas ste tahlest structures 

at Hanford, HEEl, and SRS were desctibed as snokestacks generally over 200 feet high. These 
iautiores cýrsond rteoisý,Antnge h hyindmtriatldamen of she proposd=-klocations at other 

shLer, By C(tast, lhe Zone 12 Industrial aea t Panteo- Is barelyvlsible frontshe north end of the 
Pates plant, and eva the Zone 4 bunkers are not readily noticeable. A 15 tfoot smokestack 

FD334

To correct an inaccurate visual description of Zone 4, Section 3.4.10.2.2 was 
revised to state that the existing facilities in Zone 4 are not visible from the 

intersection of U.S. Route 60 and Texas FM 2373. Section 4.26.3.5.2 was 

revised to clarify that new structures and the stack associated with the 

proposed pit conversion facility would be visible from parts of U.S. Route 60.

FD334-3 Land Use and Visual Resources

Existing tall structures at Pantex include the 60-m (197-ft) meteorological 
tower located in the northeast portion of the site and the new water tower 

with a height of 44 m (145 ft) in Zone 11. Other tall structures are associated 

with the twin stacks of the steam plant with a height of 20 m (65 ft). There 

are currently no tall structures in Zone 4.

FD334-4 Land Use and Visual Resources

DOE acknowledges the commentor's conclusion that the descriptions of 
Hanford, INEEL, and SRS suggest existing heavy industrial character of 

those sites and the general lack of such features at Pantex, especially in 
regard to the addition of a 35 m (115 ft) smokestack, that would be readily 

visible and interrupt the current light industrial and agricultural landscape.  

As discussed in response FD334-1, Section 4.26.3.5.2 was revised to clarify 

that the proposed facilities would be the tallest and largest facilities in Zone 4.
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would be very noticeable and would interrupt what is essentially a mixed landscape of very light 
industria goe 4 storage) and agricutural.  

3. By neglecting to consider the dAlJeences in vegetative cover and topography for the f(ur ics, 
DOE arivedat the axusing condusion that while impacts at SRS would be minimal because 
fadidi. would be nvisible, highl visible facilities at P•nt would have noimpact on visual 
quaity.  

For the SE anlss DOE wrote that "faclitie ate generally not visble of she the because the 

not limited by vgetali&n, a 5they are all in open grassland or shrub-steppe nvirornments 
Distance and topogrphy is a limaitintg fWctsraHanford, as the 200 Ares 'casmno be seen from 
cohitlak Rve or State Route240. (Page 3-43, 3-44).  

The contrst between these sites and Pantex is obvious. Tha distance from the proposed failitits 
to the private prperty boundary at P ase would only be Il. miles and unistmrrupted by 
topopaphy or vegetative cover. DOE cannt legitimately claim that aI S f5Ct tall smokestack 
(su•hu•ua la required forar PDC) would not have a negative impact on the aesthetic values of 
the area and ths a negative impact on adjacent privae property values

4 

5

Doe Miak 
Program Diector 
STAND oAmarilo,' c.

FD334

FD334-5 Land Use and Visual Resources 

For the purpose of determining the radiation dose to the public and the 
onsite workers from normal operations, the stack associated with the 
proposed pit conversion facility was estimated to be 35 m (115 ft) high, in 
fact, the exact height of the stack would be determined during the design and 
permitting process and may be less than 35 m (115 ft). While a stack with a 
height of 35 m (115 ft) would be taller than existing facilities in Zone 4, it 
would not be the tallest structure at Pantex (as discussed in response 
FD334-3) or within the immediate viewshed of Pantex. There are many grain 
elevators in the area that are larger than the proposed stack in terms of width 
and depth and are as tall or taller in terms of height. Because the land around 
Pantex is largely agricultural, its value should not be impacted by the industrial 
nature of Pantex but by the perceived quality of the surrounding land in 
terms such as crop yield factors. As discussed in Section 3.4. 10.1.1, because 
of the presence of the airport and other industry around Pantex, Amarillo's 
comprehensive land-use plan encourages compatible use rather than 
residential use for the area surrounding the plant so its impact on property 
values is limited.
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FD335-1 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

STof AMarllo. n.11C 

September 28, 1998 

STAND ICOMMENT #IQ 
Swh;Phaoiam D~poaWmca* n~p jvfr~eaw~va~PaSOtn7AeW (PraitSPDBIS) 

ILL ltotutebiiz Pit CAaupositioa and RCRA 

OMM ae tsuite MataulsisManaM zao 
U.S. DepwiinwfE-Wg 
1000 Thd~e'edxsmAvwuoSW 

Washingon. D.C. 2051S 

Ow Dspaniot ofFserfy, Offic of Plasilt MaterWIaMangemet: 

Oo page 2-10 of sh Draft VSDS DO! E "eddaa mewl as "PUre ptutoniu M meta 

Somuly vakIt=a than 100 patu per milln of any g~mivenmpunl.Theonk* maj or chemical 
impurities aft p00m and raIioavatlvedewcaroamdcts uath as amaicium, aaepwaaaam or uranium.  
Enmpw adPurs nisat items aiclude. frMAWed achined WDL~a oCompoost.1 Iowever.  

coatig to the, ARM~S Pset Sheet (S4Ce STAND Commeant 02)ý up to 22 impurities in addition 
to vahmau, sneidu, itatia epuhm .and ankam may be fbauad in pluonium p*t:

Usniasui CanenntnIlon 
wt5 provided 
3pa-isPe-raflllmm(PP-) 

50 ppm 
200 ppm 
10 ppifa 
500 ppm 

100 ppmn 
not provided 
< 400 ppm 
500 ppm 
100 ppm 
100 ppm 
4 400 ppm 
100 ppm 
100ppm 
100 ppm 
100 ppm 
200 ppm 
got provide 
100 ppm 
10 mCi/tag

I

Pan. I of 2

None of the plutonium finm the pits is considered impure metal. Any impurities 
that would preventthe plutonium dioxide flom meeting MOX fuel specifications 
would be removed at the MOX facility. Section 2.4.1 was revised to 
acknowledge the presence of potential impurities in the pits to be dismantled.

lilt W.3401 As,. SuitE! A~mgktTh7M910

Elceitt
Aiammam 

Carbon 
Cadoaum 
Caliumn 
Chromium 
copper 
NErbum 
bun 
Magnetism 

Lead 

Tin 

Thorius" 

Vanadium 
Zinc 
Tritarm
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Pit Disassembly and Conversion

STAND Comment #10, Page 2 of 2 

Aoccding to DOE's own intormtion, several impurities may eist at .levels aboe 100 part per 
millionin pkatotmn pitIs. tk e some ph plutonium th can be classifid a- "impure" metal? 
Why retbese other materials. not condmed major iqrasitis?2 

To what level do these imprities. hav to be removed duriq plutonium pit cowassion? Whet 
differe•nc a d between mpurities reduction for MOX versua immobillzuion7

Several of theseimpudtias arc casied - basadous metals unde RCRA (Resource 
Co•rat-•1ion and Recovery Act) Will waste contaminated with hazArdous metals be subject to 
RCRAregulaiosde? 

Ifena, how is DOE planing to proces impure plutoeuim that contain hazardout metals such as 
Iead, bey•itma• cadmiln, and chromium without having the resulting wastes be pan ofa mixed 
TRU waste or MLLW tream? For example, on Page H-33 of the Draft SPDEIS, DOE v'cs¢ 
the "lean-had gloves am likly to be managed as mixe ThU wisr- Yet, DOE tdes nt 
ideint, the baaardous metals within plutonium pita at any point in the Draft SPDEIS as being pan 
of the processing 2ae stream.  

Taise s notable becuse on Pags H-39 DOE does dite one imparity-oridturina. being part of the 
LLW Ascts. Yet, DOE does not provide infotretion on how other pit inuities are categorizad 
within the was nstr s.  

In thfinel SPDEIS, DOE must discuss and analyze the ph impurities in the waste stream.

3

Sincer'ely.  

Don MoAnin' 
PMVpam Director 
STAND of Amarllo. Inic.

FD335

Gallium and other impurities would not have to be removed if the plutonium 
dioxide from the pit conversion facility were going to be used in the 
immobilization facility. For MOX fuel fabrication, the degree of removal 
of impurities would depend on the MOX fuel specification. The pit 
conversion facility is no longer being analyzed as a possible location for 
the plutonium-polishing process. DOE has included plutonium polishing 
as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate gallium and impurity 
removal from the plutonium dioxide. Section 2.4.3 and the hybrid 
alternatives analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I were revised to include a 
discussion of plutonium polishing.

FD335-3 Waste Management

Any waste determined to be hazardous waste would be managed as required 
by RCRA and other applicable laws and regulations. The waste quantities 
presented in Appendix H and the Waste Management sections of Chapter 4 
of Volume I include estimates of hazardous and mixed waste generation. The 
contaminants cited in the comment are present in the pit plutonium at only 
very low levels, and, with the exception of tritium, should largely remain 
entrained in the plutonium.  

Appendix H was revised to discuss the inclusion of the impurities in the 
LLW and TRU waste streams. The beryllium would be present in large 
pieces and cuttings created when the pit was bisected. These cuttings would 
be too large to become airborne. There would be no grinding; thus, there 
would not be any pieces of beryllium small enough to become airborne.  
Because the pieces and cuttings would be contaminated with trace levels of 
radioactive materials, they would primarily be disposed of as TRU waste 
and is included in the waste projections in this SPD EIS. Section 2.4.1.1 
was revised to discuss beryllium and its presence in the pit 
conversion facility.

tJJ 
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BU )of Amarilo, Inc.  

September 2&S 1998 

STAlSD COs•WMM %l1 
Se-hsPb ,oenm Dis os onfD £ roeatam ps'S Sroam• (Draft SPDEIS) 

Run Serping Comemnt 

O~t off TFus M isMmwag n 
U.S. Dyaetatent o(E.5cray 
1000 Independence AMenot.SW 
WasisgonD.DC. 25585 

Der Depwmena ofEnzgy, Ots of'Fsi Mwila Manaatn 

AccordioN to the Nesloag Eirontmenal Policy Act (NEPA). the'soPur process fr 

Envirna na ah t S• 1 esmenta atantooded for 9dwati •q the a ilniSc" issues related to a 

proposed act•o•o (40Cfz 15017)an order to "doeteint the srope and the sgnificant isues t obe 

mnatyn dl pdqthin te envjrno rt impat sw ent (•40CF&LI501.7.1(a) (2)).  

Duf. I awo ]pra a foem r f te SID]S, DOE recel• w•d"•aous corantss but was very 

aeletive whe inco opotiag t ec eomouo Two et"umpl"e iutm DOE'sa tendeacy to 
locosorpmte, omem enaftm busiessItesalirests ifim D OBsesphere of ecorrosurnflraonguedoc -M 
igonoecrg couimawts ftesm tos staeholder &roups: 

T Tb l easiof tbrFast Flux Test Facility as & 'Continge r tfor burning MOX fueLJ 

The incluos iofpatm as a plutonium proccsormderr eli posibleSU ernuatives.  

ajusoe 199q7 Ad •eg•zs 1997, STAND ofAmac•ie eabotite; comM on the scope of the 

SPDOES. STAND u ieantn ed o ej of fthese come-ta (0 -rn1iCOmen• i tnarks) 

peatei the public record for the Final SPDFIS &nd is re-queing that DOE address and 
ilcorpor•am dt cownu ts into the Fimal SP••S.  

L DUeluig e seaping pertod, STAND wrote. t regard to the RAND report 7T7m"Wa steH, 

LJwreadowf of.4bhoua'aoie M4totfo! Dkisp sin Swfk WeapassPbug- -~: D-vS 
DdisVpcsAl. M"BWlsmg i nLW&'.  

o W 0)0. e io r asehn' eincanoaof&jdemee fl eirpsta 5&OJinff certrfrg Me uMOX 
pliedwo rkSe.is re d su e rfifty eas edorad idr~assed si1hSoet haEM 5.DOE should 
ldessi ayoPav anvy CtE) o PorheP nrilc Ehrafrwnef bmz!5par ~SýXV17rtfSir rAC 

SgnwW onldDkirostviottof rkpowUsabk FrnlilMoAwtals W &PIZS), or a. thi, the 
SPDFT£JS iaswil l be aseos s a re" t of$ rhOsreport 

Do~ d~d ee dd-e. beoheaageIla theDraft SIEIS.(On PIsM n4-375 and A-3 79, DOZ 
reviwed as Genedrc Reactor enahyut in theFinal Storagr Md Disposition PEIS The RAND 
"mporet w sot cited in Ibs lysi, ,Beca• e DOS did notpovide & comparative analysis oftIe

2

I'm W.ýý. AX (800 M.MS

FD336

FD336-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

For this SPD EIS, scoping comments were invited from all interested 

individuals and organizations. Those comments that identified issues related 

to the proposed action and not already destined for inclusion in this EIS 

prompted appropriate changes to the document. Comments that had to be 

addressed in other venues, did not relate to the disposition of surplus 

plutonium, or represented statements of opinion were considered but did 

not affect the scope of this EIS. A discussion of those issues identified 

from written and oral comments received during the scoping period for 

this EIS is provided as Section 1.4. Individual responses to the commentor's 

resubmitted scoping comments are provided below.

FD336-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The RAND study cited by the commentor analyzed a repository design that 
is very different from the NWPA repository design being analyzed by DOE.  

Moreover, the information in the study does not directly pertain to the 

disposition of surplus plutonium, and thus, was not used in the preparation 

of this SPD EIS. DOE has prepared a separate EIS, Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent 

Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye 

County, Nevada (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the 

environmental impacts from construction, operation and monitoring, related 

transportation, and eventual closure of a potential geologic repository.  

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had been 

identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor

specific information. As part of the procurement process, bidders were 

asked to provide environmental information to support their proposals. This 

information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the 

DOE source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication 

and irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental 

Synopsis on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to 

the public as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in 

April 1999. This Supplement included a description of the affected 

environment around the three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the

7105W."A". Ga*E-AMAlftTX7910V"(0368 1-I•262
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MOX vs. Io=nbillztlon end-prodat the Draft sDpE.S violates the NEPA requirement 

(4OCFR1•.O. 14.(b)) to "devate s mnto each altemati considered in detail 
iwAuling the proposed action so that rvwwer may evaae teir comparafive results." 

EL STANlD wrote, in regard to DOr. PMZ AuKiedttan SMateg For Obtaining Moxd 
x FideFa Fda Dcm aandtrradeatmi ,ia (PAS): 

L Th' 77 $AS qpws to be esntirely Acmpabtble wdh the SPDELS andrain ssue that are 

nor n ti te sospe of PF& or shoudb e wahn I scope ofthiEisS ar wd t an 

AaqaddeitiesS&-'o." 

During the SPDE process, DOE moved from te mPAS procurementar"as to development and 

releae of a Paqwstfo PrqposaljfrMor XfvdFotfwlao mdf7ndmIiatin Services (A= 
RFP). Bafor.DOE even decidrs to ptrsue the MOX option, it intends to awarda contrw to 
one ofthtires dsrium that recently subrmtted bide. Them. thre corauortitus now have a 

vested finsamnil ntreat to insure that the MOX otionvll be psrsted.  

This is a dear violaton ofthe NEPA ratireairetl (4OCRI S06. L(b)) tateeagencies., wil not 
prejudice the ultismate decision of the program" wi interim actions, as "inleimc action prejudices 
tlc uldrsie dceisioon the hxogfm when i t.ndss to detine subeý t development or hlmt 
la -ivs." Procereing with the NMX R bhas limited the fiallu-inmobiizaeion. alternative.  

C ", bawss thAul DOE sb lsld - at theyrWtin to sli reationrhlp of the SPDEt•S and 

doin Aijchitde: 

Wiot isthe refansau of this LAS tothe SI•DEWt?DO w•st clearly snate how tiis 

pAs winl impact die siftin e~cis. 

In refwusca to the MOX UP,, DOE seated in the Draft SPDEIS that "environros eal impact 
analyse eletn stospeiefic ractwoa will be included in the SD Ioal I," although these 
analyses ame shed ultobemade by MOXIoztinntntheir proposals. During the 1997 
Scopise for the SPDEIS, DOE was repeat*&edletl to invo wides~s readeor conmnnIties iA 
teNEPA proem&. DOEignoredithese sping CoMnMsts while moving forwardM o an 
e cuilonsyMOx prowotett process designed to select. MOX etor sits.  

D"E eonamt jus*i soliciting public comment for the site selection process for plutonium 
prow&efssig llti while exuding public involveent in selctsg phionium irradiation 

facilities.  

C, ,,rer 1,111 DOC auýae ditsivtroppiental consequences ad risks ksawlved with the 
aid c, -onmn ofgS' wevn.fw.lshddy.•t• ted uranium to uraitum disWdt? 

At PAS dmlrfies•this actian •n a cm rliurs rqastbilitY, but proviso r -vident route 
for amawrng t*Is actiose"
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FD336

potential environmental impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fuel 
(Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of this SPD EIS, respectively). During the 45-day period 
for public comment on the Supplement, DOE held a public hearing in 
Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited comments. Responses to 
those comments are provided in Volume IH, Chapter 4.  

Section 2.18 provides a summary of impacts of the construction and normal 
operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities that will 
allow reviewers to compare the various alternatives. Section 4.30 also 
includes a comparison of the incremental impacts, per metric ton of 
plutonium dioxide, of reapportioning materials from the MOX facility to 
the immobilization facility, including such factors as changes in the amount 
of waste generated and the associated human health risks.  

FD336-3 MOX RFP 

DOE's NEPA implementing regulations in 10 CFR 1021 contain a specific 
provision, Section 216, which allows contracts to be let contingent on 
completion of the NEPA process, in this case the SPD EIS ROD. This 
section requires DOE to phase contract work in a way that will allow the 
NEPA review process to be completed in advance of a go/no-go decision.  
In the case of this SPD EIS, the go/no-go decision will be determined by 
which alternative is selected by the decisionmaker. In accordance with 
10 CFR 1021.216, DOE prepared and provided an Environmental Critique 
to the source selection team. The Environmental Critique evaluated impacts 
of the offer in the competitive range and was considered in awarding the 
contract. DOE also prepared a publicly available Environmental Synopsis 
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, as discussed in response 
FD336-2. As stipulated in DOE's phased contract with DCS, until and 
depending on the decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition are made and announced in the SPD EIS ROD, no 
substantive design work or construction can be started by DCS on the MOX 
facility. Should DOE decide to pursue the No Action Alternative or the 
immobilization-only approach, the contract with DCS would end. The contract 
is phased so that only nonsite-specific base contract studies and plans can 
be completed before the ROD is issued, and options that would allow
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construction and other work would be exercised by DOE if, and only if, the 

decision is made to pursue the MOX approach.  

FD336-4 MOXRFP 

The Program Acquisition Strategy, referred to by the commentor, has no 

relationship to the site selection process being followed in this SPD EIS.  

The selected team has agreed to work at any site chosen by DOE.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in that portion of 

response FD336-2 regarding opportunities for public comment on reactor
specific information.  

FD336-5 Feedstock 

The transportation requirements and risks associated with converting 

depleted uranium hexafluoride to uranium dioxide were included in the 

SPD Draft EIS and are included in this SPD EIS as shown in Tables L-2 

through L-4. Section 4.30.3 was revised to include a discussion of the 

potential environmental impacts of uranium conversion. Environmental 

impacts of the conversion of depleted uranium hexafluoride to depleted 

uranium dioxide are based on impacts discussed in DOE's Final 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Alternative Strategies 

for Long-Term Management and Use of Depleted Uranium Hexafluoride 

(DOE/EIS-0269, April 1999).
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FD336-6 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS discusses the environmental impacts of 

adding a small plutonium-polishing process into either the pit conversion 

or MOX facility as a contingency. On the basis of public comments received 

on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performed as part of the MOX 

procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing as a component of 

the MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity removal (e.g., gallium) from 

the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, 

and the impacts discussed therein were added to the impacts sections 

presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I. Section 2.18.3 was 

also revised to include the impacts associated with plutonium polishing.

FD336-7 Alternatives

Although no domestic, commercial reactors are licensed to use 
plutonium-based fuel, several are designed to use MOX fuel, and others 

can easily accommodate a partial MOX core. The fabrication of MOX fuel 

and its use in commercial reactors have been accomplished in 

Western Europe. This experience would be used for disposition of the 

U.S. surplus plutonium. The environmental, safety, and health consequences 

of the MOX approach, as well as the production and disposal of any waste, 

are addressed in this SPD EIS. In addition, NRC would evaluate license 

applications and monitor the operations of both the MOX facility and the 

commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel to ensure adequate margins 

of safety. While plutonium from warheads may never have been used in 

MOX fuel, its behavior in fuel is essentially the same as that of 

non-weapons-origin plutonium, and so does not present a situation different 

from MOX fuel experience to date. Although immobilization of 

weapons-usable surplus plutonium in a ceramic or glass form has not been 

demonstrated on an industrial scale, there exists a growing experience base 

and ongoing research and development activities related to the use of these 

technologies for immobilizing HLW. This experience is being adapted and 

applied to address the surplus plutonium disposition program.

Lf 

C
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FD336-8 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

As noted in Section 1.1, this SPD EIS analyzes potential environmental 

consequences of alternative strategies for the disposition of a nominal 50 t 

(55 tons) of surplus weapons-grade plutonium. The overall goal as stated 
in Section 1.2 is to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation by 

conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in the United States in an 

environmentally safe and timely manner. Potential environmental impacts 
of the proposed actions are discussed at length in Chapter 4 of Volume Iand 

summarized in Section 2.18. The past impacts of plutonium processing are 

not a result of the proposed action and are beyond the scope of this EIS.  

FD336-9 Repositories 

The management of TRU waste generated by the proposed surplus plutonium 

disposition facilities is evaluated in this SPD EIS.DOE alternatives for TRU 

waste management are evaluated in the Final Waste Management 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment, 

Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste (WM PEIS) 

(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final 

Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). WIPP began 

receiving shipments of TRU waste for permanent disposal on 

March 26, 1999. As described in Appendix F.8.1, and the Waste 

Management sections of Chapter 4 of Volume I, it is conservatively assumed 

that TRU waste would be stored at the candidate sites until 2016, at which 

time it would be shipped to WIPP in accordance with DOE's plans. Expected 

TRU waste generated by the proposed facilities is included in the WIPP 

Disposal Phase Final Supplemental EIS cumulative impacts estimates, 

as well as in The National TRU Waste Management Plan 

(DOENTF-96-1204, December 1997).  

This SPD EIS, for the purposes of analysis, assumes that Yucca Mountain, 

Nevada, would be the final disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and 

MOX spent fuel. As discussed in response FD336-2, DOE is preparing a 

separate EIS. The MOX spent fuel is included in the Yucca Mountain 

inventory and is being analyzed in that EIS.
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As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be 

produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial 

reactors. Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected 

to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some 

of the LEU assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very 

small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential 

geologic repository.  

The WM PEIS includes an analysis of the impacts of the long-term storage 

of 21,600 canisters of vitrified HLW at Hanford and the storage of 

4,912 canisters at SRS. The WM PEIS included as part of its cumulative 

impacts an estimate of HLW generated by the proposed surplus plutonium 

disposition facilities. As described in Section 2.4.4.2 of this SPD EIS, the 

surplus plutonium disposition program could result in the generation of up 

to 395 additional HLW canisters of immobilized plutonium at Hanford 

or SRS.  

FD336-10 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE does not agree that the Storage and Disposition PEIS is a 

fundamentally flawed document. This SPD EIS references and is tiered 

from the Storage and Disposition PEIS in accordance with applicable 

provisions of 40 CFR 1502.20.  

DOE determined that aqueous processing was not a reasonable alternative 

for pit conversion under the terms of NEPA because current aqueous 

processes using existing facilities would produce significant amounts of 

waste, and aqueous processing would complicate international safeguard 

regimes. Dry processing was analyzed in the Storage and Disposition 

PEIS and this SPD EIS.  

DOE is not including the plutonium-polishing process (a small-scale aqueous 

process) as part of the pit conversion facility; that process would be part of 

the MOX facility. DOE would use only dry processes in the pit conversion 

facility. Section 2.4.3 was revised to include a description of the plutonium

polishing process that would be used in the MOX facility. For this reason, 

the thermal process for removing gallium may not be needed in the pit
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conversion facility (see revised Section 2.4.1.2). Plutonium dioxide is the 

starting form for the disposition of surplus plutonium for either the 

immobilization orMOX approach. This EIS analyzes the environmental impacts 

of converting surplus pits into plutonium dioxide that can be used in either 

the immobilization or MOX facility. No additional aqueous processing would 

be necessary to prepare the plutonium dioxide for immobilization.  

Section 3.1 defines the ROI for human health risks to the general public from 

exposure to airborne contaminant emissions as an area within an 80-kin (50-mi) 
radius of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. The analyses 

in Appendix J consider the potential contamination of agricultural products, 

livestock, and fish, and consumption of these products by persons living 

within an 80-km (50-mi) radius of the candidate sites. The analyses of doses 

consider bioaccumulation of radioactivity in grain crops, forage, and animals 

(and the resultant effects on ingestion doses to humans), and all potential 

dose pathways including direct ingestion, inhalation, external ground 

exposure, and plume immersion. These analyses indicate that the potential 

impacts of operating the pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities 

on agricultural products, livestock, and human health at any of the sites 

would likely be minor. Section 4.26 and Appendix J were revised to discuss 

potential impacts of radioactive emissions on agriculture and the 

Columbia River.  

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS 

contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs associated 

with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis in 

Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 

Disposition (DOEIMD)-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific 

cost estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same 

time as the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition 

Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document 

(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses 

associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site 

at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following 

locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C.  

t-JO
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Facility Accidents
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The potential agriculture impacts of the proposed surplus plutonium 
disposition facilities are described in the Geology and Soils portions of 

Section 4.26. In the Water Resources portions of Section 4.26, the impacts 

on surface water (including fisheries) and groundwater have also been 

described. All activities would be limited to each of the candidate sites, 

and any impacts to the surrounding areas would be within Federal, State, 
and local regulatory limits.  

As shown in the Facility Accidents sections of Chapter 4 of Volume I and in 
Appendix K, DOE addresses the environmental and human health 

consequences of the full range of accidents scenarios for all the alternatives.  

Similarly, the Transportation sections of Chapter 4, and Appendix L discuss 

the consequences of transportation accidents.  

Because of the very low probability of accidents of the magnitude needed 

to impact natural-resource-related economies, the consequences would be 

difficult to calculate with any reasonable degree of accuracy. In the unlikely 

event of an accident, crops may be contaminated which could affect an 
agricultural based economy. DOE would thoroughly investigate potentially 

affected areas and determine the need for interdiction or other 

specific actions.  

The remainder of the comment is addressed in response FD336-10.

FD336-11
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Chapter 4 of Volume I presents the results of the radiological health impacts 
associated with operational emissions of radionuclides, including plutonium 

and americium, for each alternative. Radiological release quantities expected 

from each of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, including 

the MOX facility, are presented in Appendix J for normal releases and 

Appendix K for postulated accidents. All applicable contaminant streams 

are addressed in the radiological impact analyses.  

The accident analysis in this SPD EIS is considered to be bounding and 

includes the effects of aerosol dispersion under a representative spectrum 

of possible operational accidents. Inhalation is the most significant dose 

pathway. Other pathways (ingestion) are controllable through interdiction.  

No major chemical accidents were identified. As discussed in 

Appendix K.1.1, additional documentation on hazards and accidents would 

be developed for each facility during the design and construction process.  

The amounts and composition of waste generated for each alternative are 

quantified in the Waste Management sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I and 

Appendix H. Generation rates of TRU, low-level, mixed low-level, 

hazardous, and nonhazardous waste are also provided.  

FD336-13 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE assessed the environmental impacts of air emissions, wastewater 

discharges, and waste streams for this SPD EIS is accordance with 

well-recognized and accepted procedures. The waste streams generated by 

the implementation of each alternative are described in the Waste 

Management sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix H. Detailed 

information is provided in the form of tables and charts, and to the extent 

possible-the proposed action being of a highly technical nature-the text 

is presented in "common English." Chapter5 includes a description of 

existing regulations and a list of State regulations for the candidate sites.  

Furthermore, the document is organized in accordance with 

40 CFR 1502.10, and reader aids such as a glossary, a list of acronyms, and 

conversion charts are provided. Also available to the public are those data 

reports used as source material for the calculation of potential 

environmental impacts.
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In order to produce a document that is understandable and of a manageable 
size, DOE chose to place some technical information in supporting reports.  

DOE believes that this SPD EIS reflects an appropriate balance between 

detailed technical information desired by some reviewers and information 

that is understandable by the general public. Supporting reports are available 

in the public reading rooms near the sites, as described in the NOA for the 

SPD Draft EIS. A copy of the NOA is provided in Appendix A.

FD336-14 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

All the alternatives have been evaluated using uniform methods and data 
allowing for a fair comparison. Limitations of the data on air emissions, 

wastewater discharges, and waste streams are discussed in Appendix F, and 

the results of the impacts analyses for these areas are discussed in 

Appendixes G and H, respectively. The accident analyses are based on 

calculations relevant to hypothetical sequences of events and models of 

their effects. The models provide estimates of the frequencies, source 

terms, pathways for dispersion, exposures, and effects on human health and 

the environment that are as realistic as possible within the scope of the 

analysis. In many cases, a paucity of experience with the accidents postulated 

led to uncertainty in the calculation of their consequences and frequencies.  

This prompted the use of models for input values that yield conservative 

estimates of consequence and frequency, so that the projected risks are 

more likely to be overestimated than underestimated.

FD336-15 Human Health Risk

Section 2.4.1.1 was revised to discuss solid beryllium and its presence in 
the pit conversion facility, and Appendix H was revised to include a discussion 

of solid beryllium in the pit disassembly and conversion waste streams.  

Appendix J was revised to include source term data on airborne and liquid 

releases of radioactive isotopes. Appendix G was revised to include 

stack data. No airborne emissions of beryllium are expected from 

anticipated facility operations.
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FD336-16 Human Health Risk 

The discussion of hazardous chemical impacts in Appendix F.10.2.1 was 

revised to include more information on the types of health effects that 

could result from exposures to hazardous chemicals and to provide more 

details on the methodology used to calculate these effects, both 

carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic. Appendix F.1.2.1 was also revised to 

include a discussion on how the most stringent standard or guideline relates 

to human health. The expanded discussions clarify the meaning and 

significance of the potential impacts associated with exposure to airborne 

releases, including hazardous air pollutants and criteria air pollutants, that 

are presented in the Human Health Risk and Air Quality and Noise sections 

in Chapter 4 of Volume I.  

FD336-17 Waste Management 

As discussed in response FD336-9, WIPP is open and can accommodate 
the amount of TRU waste expected from the proposed surplus plutonium 

disposition facilities. Further, the response discusses Yucca Mountain and 

its ability to accept MOX spent fuel. Response FD336-2 discusses the 

RAND report.  

As described in Appendix H, operation of the pit conversion, immobilization, 

and MOX facilities would be expected to generate LLW that includes used 

equipment, wipes, protective clothing, and solidified inorganic solutions.  

LLW would be contaminated with TRU isotopes (primarily plutonium) at 

concentrations lower than 100 nCi and would generally not contain appreciable 

contamination by other isotopes. An exception is that operation of the pit 

conversion facility would generate LLW that includes tritium. As described 

in Appendix F.8, by definition TRU waste contains more than 100 nCi of 

alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes, with half-lives greater than 20 years, per 

gram of waste. Transuranic isotopes include isotopes of plutonium. Mixed 

TRU waste is TRU waste that contains hazardous components regulated 

under RCRA. LLW can contain transuranic isotopes in concentrations of no 

more than 100 nCi of waste. Mixed LLW is LLW that contains hazardous 

components regulated under RCRA. As described in the introduction to 

Appendix H, only a very small portion of the TRU waste would leave the 
VE
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proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities as a liquid. Most of the 

TRU waste generated by the proposed facilities would be solid wastes (wipes, 

used containers and packaging materials, and lead- lined rubber gloves), 

with surfaces contaminated by plutonium dioxide. All TRU waste would be 

appropriately placed in containers before leaving the proposed facilities.  

Therefore, it is unlikely that TRU waste would be released to the environment.  

Plutonium is extremely immobile in the environment. Plutonium in soils is 

associated with organics, sesquioxides (soil coatings), clay particles, 

carbonates, and silicates. Studies have shown that most plutonium deposited 

on the ground remains in the upper soil horizons. Therefore, contamination 

of underground sources of water by deposition of plutonium on the soil is 

unlikely. The potential for plutonium contamination of the Ogallala aquifer 

was examined in the Environmental Assessment for Interim Storage of 

Plutonium at Pantex (DOE/EA-0812, January 1994). That document 

shows that no accident or routine operating condition that could result in a 
plutonium release could be identified with a probability greater than 

1.0xl0 6/yr of having an impact on the aquifer. Actual mobility depends on 

the form of the plutoniumreleased (including chemical compound and valence 
state) and the conditions of the environment into which the plutonium is 

released (e.g., eH and pH, and the presence of materials to which the plutonium 
may attach).  

DOE is establishing an internet database pursuant to the terns of a lawsuit 

settlement (Natural Resources Defense Council et al. v. Bill Richardson, 

Secretary of Energy, et al., Civ. No. 97-936(ss)). The database will include 

information on waste at each site by program office; specific information 

on volume and mass of radioactive materials, chemical constituents, 

radioactivity of materials, and disposition plans will be provided. DOE 

expects that this database will be operational in January 2000 and will be 

maintained for 5 years.  

Most facility accidents would not involve the release of significant quantities 

of materials from the facility, and therefore, would not produce 

contamination outside the building. Likewise, most transportation accidents 

would not result in releases of radioactive materials to the environment. Due
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to the immense variability of the accident scenarios, and the difficulty in 

estimating the amount of material that would be contaminated with radioactive 

and hazardous constituents, waste streams could not be reasonably estimated 

for the accident scenarios. IfWan accidental release occurred, the source of the 

release would be promptly contained and any significant contamination 

remediated. Incident response and contaminant remediation would be 

performed in accordance with all applicable regulations, as well as spill 

prevention and emergency response plans.  

DOE does not decide which wastes are nonhazardous and which are 

hazardous. The allowable amounts of contaminants that may be present in 

nonhazardous waste are determined by Federal and State regulations. For 

example, as described in the regulations implementing RCRA, wastes are 

determined to be hazardous if they exhibit the characteristics of ignitability, 

corrosivity, reactivity or toxicity as defined in the regulations, or are 

otherwise determined to pose a hazard.  

Although it is inevitable that regulations may change over time, issues 

such as how the regulatory environment will evolve are speculative and 

therefore are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. If regulatory requirements 
relevant to the surplus plutonium disposition program change, however, 

DOE, will comply with those new requirements.  

Earlier consideration regarding a possible HLW repository in Deaf Smith 

County, Texas, is unrelated to the proposed action. In December 1987, the 

NWPA was amended by the U.S. Congress to direct DOE to suspend 

characterization work at all sites except the Yucca Mountain Site in Nevada.  

LA
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Facility Accidents

STAND Conamm #11, Page 7 of 19 
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This SPD EIS presents accident results in terms of point estimates for 
consequence and qualitative frequency ranges for frequency consistent with 

the guidance in Recommendations for the Preparations of Environmental 

Assessments and Environmental Impact Statement (DOE Office of NEPA 

Oversight, May 1993). In general, the postulated beyond-design-basis 

accidents are significantly more severe than any accident that has occurred 

within the experience base of DOE.  

This EIS provides several levels of detail in order to be useful to a variety 

of interested parties. Section 2.18 summarizes the limiting design basis 

accident for each candidate site by alternative. In addition, each alternative 

analyzed in Chapter 4 of Volume I provides a discussion of the limiting 

beyond-design basis accident. More detailed accident result information 

is provided in Chapter 4. Although the format of the accident tables is the 

same among alternatives, there is no explicit redundancy in the information 

contained in the tables. Appendix K presents a greater depth of detail, 

including additional accident result tables for average meteorology (as 

opposed to conservative meteorology, which was used for the formal results 

in Chapter 4).
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FD336-19 Facility Accidents

STAND CommentrN11i, Page 8 of19 
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Potential accidents with a range of frequencies and consequences were 
addressed in this SPD EIS in accordance with DOE's NEPA guidance. Many 

of the accidents in Appendix K reflect potential human error and procedural 

violations. The accident history sections in Chapter 3 of Volume I 

summarize the existing data on incidents at the candidate sites.  

In response to the commentor's concern, a search of the DOE occurrence 

reporting database for 1997 and 1998 was performed, which yielded 

13 occurrences at LANL categorized under the heading "radiological 

issues." Of these 13 occurrences, three resulted in dose estimates ranging 

from 0.007 to 1.2 rem CEDE, the remainder were below measurable levels 

based on nasal smears. This two-year history is more recent than the 

five-year history summarized in Table 3-62, which documents radiation doses 

to onsite workers at LANLEfor the calendar years 1991-1995. The two-year 

data summarized above falls within the dose range of Table 3-62, 

substantiating its validity in characterizing anticipated exposures in general.  

The impacts from daily surplus plutonium disposition operations are 

considered in the Human Health Risk sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I.  

Because nonradiological consequences dominate accident risks for high 

frequency accidents, worker accident risk from nonradiological sources 

was estimated using existing DOE injury and fatality rates and summarized 

for each alternative in the Facility Accidents sections of Chapter 4. It is 

not reasonable to postulate the chronic occurrence of accidents exceeding 

permissible release limits that might result in significant cumulative impacts 

from long-lived radioactive contamination. This is because regulatory action 

by DOE, EPA, and/or NRC would be taken in response to any such accident.

FD336-20 
This comment is addressed in response FD336-1I1.

Socioeconomics

FD336-21 Facility Accidents 

As discussed in Appendix K. 1.4.1, consequences were developed using 

conservative assumptions and methods without regard for or without taking 
credit for adequate emergency response."0 
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FD336-22 Water Resources

STAND Coatenm4 1J, Pane9 of 19
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding the potential for 
impacts to water resources at Pantex Section 3.4.7.2 describes potential 

and past DOE water use, use by the city of Amarillo, and irrigation use in 

Carson County. Operation of the pit conversion and MOX facilities is 

estimated to increase water use by 116 million l/yr (30.6 million gal/yr). This 

water use would still be a small portion of the water used by the city of 

Amarillo (0.5 percent) and that used by irrigation in Carson County, and 

would be less than the water used by Pantex in 1991. Although additional 

water use at Pantex may produce some localized drawdown of the aquifer 

near Pantex supply wells, this water use would not impact the overall 

conditions in the Ogallala aquifer. DOE is not proposing to use water from 

the Hollywood Road Wastewater Treatment Plant at this time; however, 

this measure is a viable option and could be used to mitigate impacts of 

additional water usage in the future.  

Analyses presented in Section 4.26.3.2 indicate that there would be no 

discernible impacts to surface water or groundwater quality at Pantex from 

normal operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  

There would be no discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or 

drinking water, either from the deposition of minute quantities of airborne 

contaminants into small water bodies or from potential wastewater releases.  

Therefore, it is estimated that no measurable component of the public dose 

would be attributable to liquid pathways. It is not possible to estimate the 

cost of cleanup associated with contamination of drinking water supplies, 

irrigation supplies, or fisheries.

kON 

tQ



STAND OF AMARILLO, INC.  
DON MONIAK 
PAGE 17 OF 30

Air Quality and Noise

STAND Comment #11, Pae 10 of 19 
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The text referred to by the commentor was from the Storage and Disposition 
PEIS. This SPD EIS has attempted to clarify the air quality concerns associated 

with operating the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. The air 

quality impacts associated with construction and operation emissions of air 

pollutants have been quantified for each alternative in Chapter 4 of Volume I 

(e.g., see Table 4-52). As shown in these tables, the amount of air pollution 
associated with the operations of the proposed facilities is generally small 

when compared to the existing site concentrations, and applicable standards 

or guidelines. A detailed discussion of how these impacts were calculated is 

included in Appendix G for each of the proposed surplus plutonium facilities 

at the candidate sites. Air pollutant emission rates are given for each proposed 

facility in kilograms per year, and rates are compared with the appropriate air 

quality standards and guidelines.  

FD336-24 MOXApproach 

DOE understands there could be confusion regarding various documents 

that address related topics. In the Storage and Disposition PEIS, the 

proposed action for plutonium disposition was to select a disposition 

strategy. Therefore, the decisions made were of a programmatic nature, 

taking into consideration the major programmatic activities at various 

candidate sites. Once the decision was made inthe Storage and Disposition 

PEIS ROD to proceed with the hybrid and immobilization-only approaches 

to surplus plutonium disposition and focus on the selected candidate sites, 

the next step was to determine the specific DOE site(s) for constructing 

and operating the proposed facilities and the disposition approach and 

technologies. Because the decisions for this SPD EIS are site and facility 

specific, the decision criteria are based on the candidate site's ability to 

handle up to 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium using the selected 

disposition approaches, as well as its ability to house the needed facilities.  

As discussed in the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA 

(DOE/EA-1207, August 1998), several national laboratories, including 

ANL-W, LLNL, LANL, and ORNL, have ongoing R&D projects related to 

the surplus plutonium disposition program that involve the use of small

FD336-23
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STAND Comme t il1, Page LI of 19 
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quantities of plutoniurm. ANL-W, LANL, LLNL, as well as Hanford and SRS, 
are candidates for lead assembly activities in the SPD EIS because they have 

existing capabilities and facilities that could support these activities.  

ANL-W and ORNL are candidates for postirradiation examination in the 

SPD EIS because they have existing capabilities and facilities that could 

support these activities.  

The LANL storage facilities mentioned by the commentor are covered under 

the Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement on the Continued 

Operation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0238, 

January 1999) and are not part of the surplus plutonium disposition program.  

All of the MOX fuel activities being pursued at LANL were discussed in 

the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA. The 

interrelationships of the referenced documents are described in Section 1.8 

of this SPD EIS.

FD336-25 MOX Approach

Reactor-grade and weapons-grade plutonium are chemically 
indistinguishable. The difference is isotopic: there is less plutonium 239 

(and therefore more plutonium 240) in reactor-grade plutonium than in 

plutonium that was produced for use in weapons. However, since 

plutonium 240 is not fissile, it is the amount of plutonium 239 that dominates 

criticality concerns. This SPD EIS analyzes the potential impacts of the 

proposed actions. Therefore, analyses of criticality risks during MOX fuel 

fabrication, as well as all other SPD EIS analyses, reflect the isotopic 

content, plutonium concentrations, physical attributes, and other parameters 

specific to the materials, facilities, and sites under consideration. The 

reactor-specific analyses in the revised Section 4.28 for both routine 

operation and postulated accidents use source terms that reflect the proposed 

MOX fuel component of the reactor cores.  

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS 

contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs associated 

with the various alternatives. Response FD336-10 discusses the separate 

cost reports associated with this EIS.

I

I
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FD336-26 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

The degree of removal of impurities would depend on the MOX fuel 

specification. Gallium and tramp impurities would not have to be removed 

if the plutonium dioxide from the pit conversion facility were going to be 

used in the immobilization facility. DOE has included plutonium polishing 

as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate gallium and impurity 

removal from the plutonium dioxide. Section 2.4.3 and the hybrid 

alternatives analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I were revised to include a 

discussion of plutonium polishing.  

Response FD336-10 discusses the separate cost reports associated with 

this EIS. The additional risks associated with plutonium polishing in the 

MOX facility were added to the Human Health Risk and Facility Accidents 

sections of Chapter 4 (e.g., see Sections 4.3.2.4 and 4.3.2.5). Gallium 

presence in appreciable concentrations is a concern both in the fabrication 

of MOX fuel through possible interference of the sintering process of 

uranium and plutonium oxides, and in fuel performance by increasing the 

potential for corrosion and embrittlement of the fuel cladding.  

'.4 
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Human Health Risk
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns about occupational exposures 
related to the degree of automation of the MOX facility. Appropriate 

automation would be used at the MOX facility and worker exposures would 

be kept as low as is reasonably achievable. DCS's experience in Europe 

shows that worker exposure is much lower than that reported in the 

SPD Draft EIS. As shown in the Human Health Risk sections in Chapter 4 of 

Volume I related to the MOX facility and in Appendix J (e.g., Table J-11), the 

average worker dose was revised to 65 mrem/yr from 500 mrem/yr. The cost 

difference between a highly automated MOX facility and the facility design 

presented in this SPD EIS has not been quantified.  

The analyses presented in Chapter 4 indicate that the MOX facility would be 

operated in a manner that would minimize worker exposure. It is not possible 

at this point to describe every glovebox station in the MOX facility because 

its design is still evolving; however, it is known that certain processes 

(e.g., plutonium dioxide/depleted uranium dioxide blending) could result in 

higher occupational exposures than others. As explained in Chapter 4 and 

Appendix J, doses for all operations would be kept well below the Federal 

limit of 5,000 mrem/yr, and an ALARA program would ensure that doses are 

reduced to levels that are as low as is reasonably achievable.

FD336-28 NRC Licensing

NRC's role is defined. The MOX facility would be licensed by NRC under 
10 CFR 70, Domestic Licensing of Special Nuclear Material. NRC will 

continue to be responsible for licensing the reactors that would use MOX 

fuel, and as such would have to approve the use of MOX fuel through the 

license amendment process (10 CFR 50.90). Early in the preparation of 

the Storage and Disposition PEIS and this SPD EIS, DOE invited NRC to 

be a cooperating agency for the surplus weapons-usable fissile materials 

program. NRC declined the offer in favor of being a commenting agency.  

DOE is conducting regular meetings with NRC on the MOX approach, 

including fuel design and qualification.

FD336-27
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FD336-29 Human Health Risk 

The worker dose given in this SPD EIS was revised based on France's MELOX 

plant operating experience.  

The higher worker doses quoted by the commentor are associated with 

European MOX facilities that handle reprocessed irradiated plutonium, 

which has a much higher dose conversion factor due to trace amounts of 

fission products in addition to a different plutonium isotopic spectra than 

that associated with weapons-grade material. For comparison, the same 

amount of unirradiated plutonium, such as that being proposed for the 

U.S. MOX facility, would have a dose conversion factor of about 75 percent 

less. It would therefore be expected that these worker doses would be 

higher than those resulting from the handling of unirradiated weapons-grade 

plutonium at the proposed MOX facility.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD336-27.  

FD336-30 Human Health Risk 

The total predicted numbers of adverse health effects from working with 

plutonium, including plutonium in powder form, scrap materials, and dry 

contaminated waste , are included in the Human Health Risk sections of 

Chapter 4 of Volume I related to the MOX facility and in Appendix J (e.g., 

Table J-11). Less than 0.1 additional fatal cancers would be expected among 

workers from MOX facility operations over a 10-year period. Workers 

are protected against the inhalation of plutonium because glovebox 

operations are involved and the workers wear masks. During this same 

10-year period, no additional fatal cancers would be expected from MOX 

facility normal operations in the general population. The amount of 

plutonium that would have to be inhaled to cause an LCF is about 0.00005 g 

(5 one-hundred thousands of a gram), depending on the isotope mixture.  

However, since the amount of plutonium inhaled by workers or the general 

population from the operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition 

facilities is significantly less than this, no LCFs from plutonium inhalation 
are expected.
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Concerning the commentor's question about increased automation, the MOX 
facility design is subject to modifications during the design and construction 

process. Modifications, including automation, may be made, as appropriate, 

to reduce radiation exposures and to optimize equipment placement and 

process flow. All proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, including 

the MOX facility, would incorporate design features and be operated in a 

manner that reduces doses to workers and the public to ALARA levels.  

Although the format of the radiological impact data is the same among 

alternatives, there is no explicit redundancy in the information.

FD336-31 MOX Approach

The processing steps involved in the immobilization of surplus plutonium 
are given in Section 2.4.2, and those involved in the fabrication of MOX 

fuel are given in Section 2.4.3. A comparison of the number of processing 

steps would not be appropriate because a number does not provide an 

indication of the complexity of the process and the potential 

environmental impacts.  

DOE would implement quality assurance and safeguards (material control 

and accountability) procedures at each of the proposed surplus plutonium 

disposition facilities. DOE has implemented a quality assurance program 

for the entire fissile materials disposition program in accordance with 

DOE Order 414.1. This quality assurance program will be expanded by 

DCS into detailed plans for each step of the disposition process. Additional 

safeguards may be added or modified as required, especially those needed 

to support international inspections.  

As explained in Section 2.4.3.2, MOX fuel fabrication would begin with 

blending and milling the plutonium dioxide powder to ensure general 

consistency in enrichment and isotopic concentration. The uranium and 

plutonium powders would be blended and milled together to ensure uniform 

distribution of the plutonium in the MOX, and to adjust the particle size of 

the MOX powder. The MOX powder would then be made into pellets by 

pressing the powder into shape, sintering (baking at high temperature) the 

formed pellets, and grinding the sintered pellets to the proper dimensions.
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Materials and pellets would be inspected at each stage, and any rejected 
materials would be returned to the process for reuse. All operations would 
be performed in sealed gloveboxes with inert atmospheres. Sintering 
furnaces would also be sealed, and offgases would be filtered and monitored 

prior to release to the atmosphere. Because blending is planned for all the 
plutonium dioxide, the risks are reflected in the Human Health Risk sections 
in Chapter 4 of Volume I related to the MOX facility and in Appendix J.  
Costs associated with the MOX facility are contained in a separate report 
as discussed in response FD336-10.  

The 10 percent rework factor is a conservative estimate established to 
determine potential environmental impacts. It is not expected that the 
fabrication of MOX fuel would result in that amount of rework because the 
technologies used in this process are well known in industrial-scale 
operation. The human health risk of reworking 10 percent of the feed 
material are included in the overall risks reported in the Human Health 
Risk sections of Chapter 4 related to the MOX facility and in Appendix J.  

The Request for Proposals specified that plutonium dioxide particle sizes 
would range from 1 to 100 microns. However, the decision to include the 
plutonium-polishing process in the MOX facility has essentially eliminated 

particle size requirements for the plutonium dioxide feed. The 
immobilization feed particle sizes are expected to range from 1 to 
100 microns, although during processing, the particle size would be reduced 
to less than 20 microns (nominally 1ito 3 micron mean diameter).  

A very narrow temperature range during sintering is required to produce 

uniform MOX fuel pellets that meet specifications. The temperature range 
would be controlled through standard mechanisms, including continual 

temperature measurement, automatic regulation of the heat source, and 
cooling mechanisms. These are standard industrial temperature control 
mechanisms used by industries that require high temperatures in their 

operations. The specific mechanisms, controls, equipment, and 
instrumentation would be selected during facility design. There are no 
safety concerns specific to the use of argon and hydrogen at the temperatures 
necessary for MOX fuel pellet production, only those related to any 

'4N
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high-temperature operation. Heating MOX fuel pellets at a temperature higher 

than 1,800 C (3,272 F) would not necessarily have any associated 
consequences. However, there is always the potential for pellets to be 

out of specification, even when all process parameters are met.  
Out-of-specification pellets can be recycled by returning them to the 
appropriate stage of the MOX fuel fabrication process.  

The term "grinder swarf" as used in the Feasibility Assessment refers to 
MOX fuel material that results from grinding the sintered fuel pellets in a 

grinder to a uniform size. This material would be collected and recycled in 
the fuel fabrication process.  

The term "dirty scrap" as used in the Feasibility Assessment is MOX fuel 
material that has become mixed with non-fuel material during processing 
or fabrication, and therefore, cannot be recycled as clean scrap. However, 
adding the plutonium-polishing process to the MOX facility makes this 
material amenable to recycling. DOE's preference is to recycle the nominal 

amount of "dirty scrap" expected to be generated during MOX fuel 

fabrication this way. If larger than expected quantities of "dirty scrap" are 
generated during MOX fuel fabrication, this material would be immobilized, 
rather than recycled, to avoid creating the larger amounts of wastes that 
would be associated with processing the material through the plutonium
polishing step.
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FD336-32 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

As discussed in response FD336-6, DOE has added a plutonium-polishing 

process in the MOX facility. The risks associated with this process are 

included in the Human Health Risk and Facility Accidents sections in 

Chapter 4 of Volume I related to the MOX facility and in Appendixes J 
and K.  

The desirability of a dry process stems primarily from its modem nature.  

Wet processing, while historically the predominant method used by DOE, 

is an older, less efficient and messier technology. The dry HYDOX system, 

a simpler and more easily controlled process, is the current standard for 

new operations in the weapons complex. Metal dissolution via wet 

processing generates hydrogen at a rate controlled by acid concentration 

and temperature, as opposed to the dry process where hydrogen introduction 

is precisely controlled by the quantity of feed. Since metal dissolution in 

acid is an exothermic process (i.e., generates heat), wet dissolution has a 

multi-variable runaway reaction potential the dry process does not. Finally, 

the use of heated, pressurized acids in a recirculation system has historically 

led to significant leakage within gloveboxes over time. Coupled with the 

increased maintenance and repair loads of a wet process, this increases 

worker risk even beyond the difficulties it poses to efficient process control.  

The risks of aqueous processing are detailed in the EIS.  

After the plutonium metal has been rendered into a powder in the pit 

conversion facility, this material is dissolved in the plutonium polishing 

process to remove gallium in the MOX facility. This step involves the 

classical processes used in wet processing recovery (e.g., ion exchange, 

precipitation, and calcination) with two important exceptions: plutonium 

oxide does not generate hydrogen in dissolution and does not require 

pressurized recirculation of the dissolution acid. The potential accident 

associated with the plutonium-polishing step are included in Appendix K.  

FD336-33 Waste Management 

The technical reports on which this SPD EIS is based provide liquid waste 

generation rates. The introduction to Appendix H was revised to include 

these liquid waste generation rates. For all but nonhazardous wastes, DOE
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chose to combine the liquid and solid waste generation values into one 
waste generation rate for ease of comparison with site waste generation 
numbers. Generation rates for contaminated liquid waste would generally 
be small.  

FD336-34 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

As discussed in response FD336-10, the full range of reasonable 
alternatives for the disassembly of pits and conversion of the plutonium 
was analyzed in this SPD EIS. As discussed in response FD336-2, 
Sections 2.18 and 4.30 provide summary and incremental 
impacts, respectively.



STAND OF AMARILLO, INC.  
DON MONIAK 

PAGE 27 OF 30
FD336-35 Pit Disassembly and Conversion
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reponedforanv#eWan topn urnoxideur • dttablefrr immobilirotion act wie, DOE is 
abtlgted li Iod ws tar ptt coveson sub ofternatives. one for the MOXfatel track and one 

for th tmoblblotnitrackM ie diffe renc in tite, coM wae utrea risksaid 
ocepa ional howdwabehen nwwironpr l fre!wel and c rwano for 
immoblimar• actiton must be identified aanndamlod eat ear i Jcomauler. fljrW to 
dentfyad-Ie er' le gre of efflcc audated with pit convrson wll leave both the 

SED FEdSd the S DM kgal -d m.ntý.-Fly tinuffcipient 

b. Galurn rea•gcdrwfrrAdO'lO e use is wrparown DOE has pAred aol its bets on 
flu rant frea~tasi a thy, prewar even thosigh tins aeehnotagy Mis not even been tested at a 

pdllog s Naboushovdd be arskedto accept an wupraoven cnol r .Y ealternative to 
demwa sprosunguiscwht u reported and diusmg4 but not inecrpomrted into the onaLeis.  

Is an ap nesprocet Aquowpwrsng may be an ndeslrabek reclnMolog, but it remains 

a masoblialenae untl aprovn yprocess is developed, tested, and proven swtable.  
Wti Wt Wfn•yganaiai•m • though wnesirmble, alrernaive DOE fatled to fullyan-W 
the awdww efficat of ts dtaion 0 adqpt the duad acks e. The difference 

bvsween the ordawtion teW hwad • dhepieftrndaattrrettivt wemr InccuraCte& reportedw 

thme S PEJS For the SpDE.$S to he Oedible suballernattvesmrvit he dreloped for pit 
cavrsia for MOXfueI: 

a Aqmeoaeproc.t5 A-S;bn um re~ductio7.  
5. hermudprc&Stsh'rg~iursllm nreductio.  

2. "eAIj pr has ye to be tested at apilot scale a~ts i rrenily being anatyzed at 
the kinnsitlattn level DOE has not idmif ead and ewb•)sed the full range oj reosoalers 

alentvs(A~lES ieclr•oaoj'cannot heimplemnented The same isses end auhttlons 

diesadabove are applicaMl here•s w•llt For the S&D PEIY to be crea•ble. DOE Is 

obhgl tgd.o nt6ify and abalyze tie• fi range of r nable alternrmvee for pit conwrsoat

As poibst out nuw os tis DOE has still not evaluated the full range ofalteratives Thr 
plutodum pit disasseyblY and conversin ,and has still not conducted a companraive alysis 

between the rquiranusts and impacts for MOX versus immobit•zution. This should be addressed 

in thet•inal SnDEIS.

R Even. wrtihn the AIESPOceng t huore mAW t emergitg issues•wed quesons thoatDOE is 

obh~ edioat h&e chdu•e: 
fly Is worker rrta, on rpau7r now e-straterd be us¶Sat mSlOllremt per y arus 
rePwuteby thi tufia Nwto nal esooee Cenerm far Pflroniorn (i.s srecond 

quater, 1997 r,,wetter? This is a 150$ increase above Yhe 200 millirer per year 

eqapw docmttedmn the SM PEIS.

34
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The worker dose estimate in the Storage and Disposition PEIS was 
preliminary. This estimate was revised in this SPD EIS to reflect a greater 

understanding of the pits that would be dismantled and the associated doses 

connected with the dismantlement effort. This dose includes all of the 

steps needed to dismantle the pits and to convert the plutonium to an oxide 

during the operation at the proposed pit conversion facility (e.g., the Special 

Recovery Line). Section 2.4.1.2 was revised to more fully discuss the pit 

disassembly and conversion process.  

The analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I indicate that the pit 

conversion facility would be operated in a manner that would be in 

compliance with all applicable regulations. The pit disassembly and 

conversion process requires the handling of plutonium dioxide powder to 

transfer it from the oxidation furnace crucible to a handling can in the canning 

operation (which may include a blending step to declassify the powder).  

Automation of these steps is being evaluated as part of the technology 

development program and will be instituted if it is determined that the dose 

to the handler is too high.  

As explained in Chapter 4 and Appendix J, doses for all operations would be 

kept well below the Federal limit of 5,000 mremn/yr and DOE's administrative 

limit of 2,000 mrem/yr. (The Pantex administrative limit which is less than the 

2,000-mrern/yr DOE limit, might be exceeded unless modified if the pit 

conversion facility were sited there.) An ALARA program would ensure 

that doses are reduced to levels that are as low as is reasonably achievable.  

The LANL document, Estimates of Staffing for the Pit Disassembly and 

Conversion Facility (LA-UR-97-1844, 1997), was one of the referenced 

documents used to develop the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility 

Environmental Impact Statement Data Reports (LA-UR-97-2907 through 

2910, June 1998).

w 
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STAND Comment ftJ1, Page 17 of 19 

k each sXUp of ie d[Es fprocess, what Is the wariabllir in worker exposure? 

Wstneps In the ARam IES pce S rqure workers to handle the pitonAM oaoxe 

*%atrnstes are vcred at each step of die ARIES proc•ss
5 

Sixg ft N 101. to the SPIDt.S was issued, "AKIU." has been exposed asmcesbsasy lofrarl 

pltortium pits %od ma only a portion-not the whole-of.2 plutoim p= disasembly and 
eoewdeaouopctidon. In the Filnd SPDEIS. tese qoasfna should be sAdressed in the context of 

al DCF saivitia., Mt just"-AMS" operations.  

DM hould ineorpo=ethe LANL dauaent Enmase ufStufflngfor the ThDiwassembl ard 

Cmnron Facfto into tLe Fa] SPFE$.  

XI]LtDuringtlaaaa•l sg period STAND wrote, is regard to the rolebf the ANRCP: 

"The Amawlo.Nationat Rennfce Centerfor Plutonium has functioned as a :arpayerfunded 

MDXbob• cnassorr•ut Assraieden our prunous comments ad in a letter to Secretary 

Peoaw May i 21997, th mAWC hass -ue4 and 4 tlnes to use. DOEIA tgo inflence 
h sift se/ction proess outsid of thf.e NEPAFr-oce.  

Te Ojfice ofFissikMafrfams has wr•t•tM in a June 1 3lenet so STAND ofAmart/lo.  

PANAZ m4 i Peace Farm that the ¶Amarillo Nationat Resource Cenierjbrnftlaontum Is 

nma odieswg th Depastaanr oan te selecton has no role in Ate SPDEYS and does nor 
res Ae the eppinew tn the regarw "Howewr. the ANRCP dd hav a o/e In( the S&W 

PM ! DOE r=W dEfin whowMl/W role atkfeaed theR•ODfor the IFIS, ad hw that 
rofg gff*icer Me SDEI& 

7is • attcal sLs bece& th ACP has used DOEfunds toot in a dear adwocary 
rejbr uigg nl /a oin fact(tiles atPwmtex, and t arolew as agatn Illusvoed at the 

DOEý.wop in Amatrllo on June 12, 1997. At Mhe workshop.  

ANI.CPfunfe• 'conomulfPaYPerwson present dcommtnt insfavor of locating at) 
rwap d facllitlea at tese. Thvesw e omments wre also d stribuledfrom the 

ANRCP worshp bootl The comments were based an an ANRCP report, and thus 

a DOEfu1dedreprl which coenclded that Panicx is the ben. econoirc choIce for all 
pkmtonmdm dispositinandszorage nt)rides. WhaiparallelsudtueswithDOEfundJ 

haeoccwa edfor oer site•? 

An A c -As-eepre f-ni "ha d d not awn rreference in0moi'titoo a an opIon.  
It seem.Lhat the AN/CrP hosforgottem that the "en in ANRCP tandsafor Warional", 
and hastailed to present the national imtlicalions of the d/spostdn mpogram.

35 
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FD336-36 DOE Policy 

ANRCP is a private entity funded and directed by the State of Texas using 

grant funds provided by DOE. The specific work they perform is the subject 

of agreement between ANRCP and the State of Texas. DOE (through the 

Amarillo Area Office) provides oversight only on the terms and conditions of 

the grant to the State of Texas. That oversight shows that the work being 

performed is within those terms. ANRCP has not and will not play a role in 

the preparation of this SPD EIS nor does it represent DOE in any manner.  

Further, the reports, studies, statements, and presentations made by ANRCP 

do not represent the position of DOE. For the above reasons, DOE has 

considered the commentor's suggestion of parallel studies and has decided 

they are not appropriate. Comments from ANRCP were treated the same 

as any other comment on the SPD Draft EIS.

(S.  
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STANqDContment #11, Pgeg 18of 19

m •th• i g ANRCPh kecontiued to mfshlnrm e putbltC In the Vo~hme III. I$N 
JMIAM _PwaCi? ta', 'aqa ,owraentbw"iefaitv~finedwpro-e tg wiM-thwar.  
ANrCP cavt ,, aaliyfo•js to flynt area eedde, a s ao hat - aqw-opraa . ing and 
Meatcai SztjUan really maoasý renudltM beac ontroversiot •lase gbringe nrely 

In then laiM ARCP Wpgs that gl ow bo-qwo- -ar-a technology, andta 
ehw the A&S procm wilfpdc a "tnImaltnount of wane" 'd w afe0Y 
peaa•uttera dustwoedhkeepiwsbrradiatdon exposure to a mtilmao le.ve "Ai nfo ltme has 

du A• PC? kgbr ed the puif what a " Pnil" 'wast StreA is.  

DOE ansi rW a an d "ink into account she fact *hatANR C's rativities strongly 

cwwiWteto apeebtc Ala wwadiantPmxas arabspaLflon site, andMAlas a dwaispoitao 
opiitTo cowect for the bMst ulars of w ofVPA process Incured by ihe ANRCJ0 
DO.E trf~itq ZpUUdl ti ,uxOtU oUl coMt ,ZfCStes to coare the relta2 Uf 

n~lmj~r fdadednsW h se d hyAAR.P. Another wvid •ption frfr ,DOE no 
optelia',eged all gatfrom theANACP sntheSPDEfr. 

Theen casm e contrinue to Idequtely re•-ect the problematic nature ofa putlicly funded 

advacySop diripfiag th bNtPApoc-s. Sirnc these comments were retbtted the 
MACp onteed a& -rdimameay Conatsivert isk Asscssment" that••Wed to incorporate 

pblklap• u and pI ted a misleading ard inaccurate portrayal of proposed plutonium 

processing operationa at petite.

36

At te Aargut 1998 public hearings in Amarillo, DOE-funded ANRCP amploya iantd contraors 
proitded subestmnt comments on the isues.aThese coommers should be counted as DOE 

co m atat wot public cormmeats as they were Wunded by the Department of Ergy.  

SyfllDbeklieve that the $50 tilon of DOE S nds speat on the ANRCP should ha incoyorated 

kto DrOi a Cot Aadysts report. $25 milion rshould be added to the "operating costs estimat 

for it•g a tplutonium pit disusseamy and conversion facility at Pares, ate another 925 aSfiaon 

dhouldbe added to the' opftlng cost" foe a MOX fuel fabricationTfacility.  

XIV. Duaeltg the nwaplng period STAND wrott. in regard to the role of the Europaa 

phtsoulusa. hdaerys 

"2Wrsenftlflv oj the Lueq MOX andplutoM aniwfxeIndushy have exerted considerable 
enagieto av bby Ufe Anrericanpublic mIDOX sEo moeforward on.the MOXoptiton, DOE 37 

has not nedthat VO ore heOditiat counter htis woe of publicity 

a&we1ol exwulowa. of its clmi•ioadt ecord Eurpean MOX Industr represemarttex have 

even iared as poid co•nw•w to DOE 

FD336
'0 
-J 
Lea

FD336-37 MOX Approach 

DOE did consider past performance along with past experience in awarding 

the MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services contract. DOE's NEPA 

implementing regulations in 10 CFR 1021 contain a specific provision, 

Section 216, which allows contracts to be let contingent on completion of the 

NEPA process, in this case the SPD EIS ROD. This section requires DOE to 

phase contract work in a way that will allow the NEPA review process to be 

completed in advance of a go/no-go decision. In the case of this SPD EIS, 

the go/no-go decision will be determined by which alternative is selected by 

the decisionmaker. In accordance with 10 CFR 1021.216, DOE prepared and 

provided an Enviromnental Critique, including information on DCS's European 

MOX experience, to the source selection board. The critique documents the 

consideration given to environmental factors and records the relevant 

environmental consequences of reasonable alternatives have been evaluated 

in the selection process. Until the decision is announced in the ROD, no 

substantive design work or construction can be started on the MOX facility.  

DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopsis on the basis of the 

Environmental Critique which was released to the public as Appendix P of 

the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in April 1999. During the 45-day period 

for public comment on the Supplement, DOE held a public hearing in 

Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited comments. Responses to 

those comments are provided in Volume 1II, Chapter 4.  

All comments received on the SPD Draft EIS were given equal consideration.  

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS by carefully obtaining comparable data on all 

of the alternatives, analyzing the data in a consistent manner using 

well-recognized and accepted procedures, and presenting the results in a full 

and open manner.  

DOE has been actively pursuing immobilization options. Meetings have 

been held with European vitrification experts to gain their insights.
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STAND OF AMARILLO, INC.  
DON MONTAK 
PAGE 1 OF 11

o%& f) f AmarIkllo. I 

September 2981998 

STAND COMMENT 12 
Sw~mphaswh~mfaDboIolog ThDA* Envrm mW Impoa S~awwwnt(Draft SPDMI) 

R. NUEPA AND lTObNXUM PIT 8TORAGE 
ATTE T PANrEX NUCLARZ WEAPONS PIiNr 

Oll otg m Makanialat Manapvme t 
U.S.DepowtvietofaaeWi 
100to0 ndepehoe Avenue,M SW 

Wasbiagw,DC 20585 

DmDopacwlowt urEcsrgy, ~offlor"Ynk alcMterwalMansvracatot 

The Dqtotm• t rmz coativao to sore plutomm m pit& 1f nte plant ine airM 
mkjtable *r Io -ng- nMoalge and in dTciine tat moMdy lack req*W ftlw konotru cwýws 

and thet st. codder ed oq*• b by yPa-tofi ocdals. Siae DOE' NWional LOobs onsd•w 
"uaalmd tg' tobs gr&aw thanf ive yeat (men acltuSand, Sccuotoa IlI), most plalaniurn 

atm awe s; atte t *o ad be desinoed s -'maaria ratb r fto Iatrim" DOE's majortff rts to 
itroe, the aaky along4um tawstor fpkaorsanun pits Lant as have •wnotatmazod, a0 
DOE is latmduiqplate mad pproposals inlte to its wfita to implement its storag• 
decisiongbsos hwithout required public. input.  

L 
5
Interim" vi. "Leng-term" Storage of PlteAmium at PmnteL 

A. Inti•di StoPrae ofpio at Pantea ins Prtly covered by tht Recoard oftDecsion (ROD) fbr 
lthe Flwa Ec~svnreorsafrpat l S esam s~l 11r cal bjueda Otmatoa r t Fsai1torpkam aao 

(&MXk sad dthe Sw r k mdw lroqoan cosagew6(Paogtae hIS) andrcwr~nCod cte 

hqpoa •a•r(Ssu sz ýTion ftole bunt SPDMIS to Vmwe docmots canno otcO r 
saiahmot a supttlananid EIS foe loto-tetonPbXAi% Pt Ita p oAge

1. .a PmeP59usonly addre.sed o lsltorap tat ,-ijssliemaact ivtities. andnot f&io 
othersk 

2. Acon tt w the PandtexElS, otedm staaomp doeno trefet to a tine fme, lotu ntl ar to tIh 
interval j"oftime th will nmoor untila Reod ofDecdi (ROD) Is nad I• ltg etro stoWge 
an al. ss andeug fit in ithatROD we ready to roDewe t e pim. The dedonoa n ttee ail 
fdte,&Mfar long-tam noragawil be booe on the SDPEIS.7 (PAgP 1-10)

CONFmmmwm VL W4'T

fte 6 27106W 361h .Aft57M10FAsX tOM3W 3837 

FD3 37

1

FD337-1 Storage and Disposition PEUS and ROD 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the storage of 

plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of 

pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to 

address plutonium storage requirements. DOE has addressed some of the 

commentor's concerns in an environmental review concerning the 

repackaging of Pantex pits into a more robust container. This evaluation is 

documented in the Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and 

Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components-AL-R8 Sealed 

Insert Containers (August 1998). This document is on the MD Web site 

at http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis, the decision 

was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL-R8 sealed insert container 

and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the AT-400A container.  

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits in 

AL-R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.18 

and Appendix L.5.1.  

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in the 

Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and 

Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225, 

November 1996). DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits 

in Zone 4 at Pantex for long-term storage. An appropriate environmental 

review will be conducted when the specific proposal for this change has 

been developed; addressing, for example, whether additional magazines need 

to be air-conditioned. The analysis in this SPD EIS assumes that the surplus 

pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance with the ROD for the Storage and 

Disposition PEIS.

I 
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STAND OF AMARILLO, INC.  
DON MONIAK 
PAGE 3 OF 11 

STAND Connent #12, Page 3 ofI! 

IL JUSTIFICATION FOR A SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR LONG -TERM 

STORAGE OF PLUTONIUM PITS 

STANID beleves the U.S. Pepartnet ofEncr• (DOE) is in violation of the National 

Enviimental Poicy Act (NEPA) for i ot nhactL n LppLetnwMal EIS for long-term and 
inaimp lutotilm pit sioran . In addition, DOE uthold not"claarga" the costs of'plutonitan pit 
npkam ng totl. operationt oststfor-as Plutonum pu t disamsebly and conversion facility at 
DOE• adat tWe other than P te DOE is mivnoluion oflPA fa thre. spedi reasons: 

A Th1 wotglng transportatim dplutohnum pits frome DOE' R•ncky Fists Environmenal 
Tehnology Si (RM )e) r Dever. Comndo to the Paems Nuclear Weapons PltM near 
Asnmtao Tex t& 7 maction was pepoadinthe Jimmy• 97 Racrd ofDecision (ROD) for 
th. Stolum pan d0SotitoiOf Wopons-Ubsc, Fil. Mate Finual fopanmmtic: Impact 
Stakt•t (SD-WEIS). ShT s si tooin &icmRPETS to Paest i•in violati of •NIA 
fbr kfflmt analysis and bemuse it is only part enoflb ki-tenm sorags decita* hanot 
beenimnspinsstd. (see Backgrround: R=ES Pu Shipments, Page 4) 

B. LoAg- term stomae ectivites at the Panrt plt thtW were not nalyzed under NEPA Si 
rewuting Rocky Flats plonmoalu pits were moved In violation ofNEl'A, they. arc hei sttoned ms 
'stloatNEPA. Accordingto the SD-BS ROD, kg tame oramtop ofRFTS ptonirtsat 
patawcw ontbgntt upon the implementatiu ofaility and containarupgrade. 'These 
upds have maiewbeen ndont Long- lc-o storgte and intelim atoene activites ofRocky 
PFi phloat at p4oany aivitie ar oc•-rng at th P -tes pat that wre nat lyed under 
NEPA (See Bad otnd: SF' Pun nrim Storae, Pmage 5) 

Actim Aand Ba na iviolation ofNEPA beca.a.  

* "NEPA psooedurs st i.sure that anvirostomial ltnfrmaalon• In valtahe to public off~icals 

and itl a bcfor dsion, a remade and bef•oreacto an -Laken"(CFR1500.1.b)) 

r* wke aconss not covered by the existingprgrm w aenn(a'RlSO6t .(e)).  

* DOE ha not preped a supleMeMa MVLroam l Impat Statmeant in respopse to 
"subtatid alchi to the proposal or - - ifaht ncw icumstances or aeutio 
(C11102l.3144aS)).  

C. DOE it proposing and za•n•as plant foe lon-term 91ora3e dpuof'P im at the Peel: plant 
otide ofo teNEPA procost witch is asi viotatlon orN, equA iremnsto 

* 9ntagrat the NEFA procesa with other pIlann at the crliat posi bls timn towin 
plan atig d decisions re$flt tviromWl values, to avoid delays ater i te Proc, and to 
headoffpotemaul amflicts." (CFRSO1.2).  

FD337 ,
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PAGE10OOF 11 

STAND Cuz• ent #12, Page 10 of I I 

e. In May, 19911, the D SB noited that tatled intentafee seected for certainpit type 
anW that tin AT-40A Manual line ws discontinuing and wan being shudown.  

4. DOE is prosing to Wmt upgraod BUlding 12-66 in Zone 12 for tong trma storage oftsrplvs 
plsotspits nil inessida to keep pkaotoium pits hif Zone 12 depie onidrig -a 

"vneeetshaernsfive.' 
a. In Dveaew, 1997, the DNFSB repotied that DOE was not moving &nvward whith the upgrade Z 
of bskhdhg 1-,5.  

b. DOE bas not redtepb o s.ecu 

c. Pssntein i now evakahfigfltldhsg 12-66 fbr a new mssaicnofaavntbng aRadioisotope 
Theu Geneaor Mission

& lathe CnaeptssaDeslp~spon (CBD) foeBuiling12-66, DOE anditieenitrartor : 
desmn e thatte wo a a noother actae tanlives for d interim o longt4rcwnsgorag 
of Pluotniusm Pita at Pti (Pssw 10-12). Zone 4 was oenidared unaccaptable for eantimiead 
mesg buemas ='ibm agnvine ace not prepaly eqused 'ewt the cooling sysi6m cesay 
to awwv te pits&V -e inintalnd at the -eui•• d tanipaturm atoP resirve aurpo pits during long 
to.stoange. (Page 10). No buildings otetthaa 12-6W "wa atiblc or met the criterela for 
providing altngeto s•oasrage fhcelon fhlr=plo• ph. (Page tO).  

4,. In the C~oceptual sn~gn Report, the SD-FEIS is cited as ajusuatifston Ib tx ntreiewining 
,fheenDOC sites forng-tenms"age of aprls plutonium (Page I I).  

E" Tle aNA doouesaftuoutEr Building 12-66 identifiedthe uprejace - being part ofihe : 

ineplernentatlanof t teSD-PEIS ROD.  

£DOE repeted "reviewmeg Zone 4 magazines for cer.pltuoniumto the Pueeve Plant 
Citizen Advisory Board on 3/33!IM. Thefe are no known NEPA docunmnts identifyng continued 
storap as insplsientstkas oteny NEPA RO's.  

5. DOE is-1• -anIntegrated Pit StOg ProgqaVmlan (1PS1)witbot puWi ipu and 
wvshme N A eovwntg.  

a. The TWSPFwa p resded to the PPAB on 3/311 9in thewcotst of eluating container 
09*6% tuihity iepwunaed modification, the arvedlsssceprogram, and anlnpleraentaton plan.  
The Final Draf was seliedule-d foe release by 5/3 M13 but rentins unflrtshcd. (DNPSB meeldy 

N )

b. The SPPwiws identified an a wacl In pewem as early as January 1997. DOE told the GAO 
t. FVel Dref would be conmptead by 4130/9.

FD337
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STANFORD, CLAUDIA 
SPAGEI1OF 1 

00

Hello, my name is Claudia Stanford. I live in Amarillo, Texas 
and I heard on the news that we could comment at this 
number about our feelings on the possible ability of a 
plutonium pit disassembly plant being located here at 
Pantex. And I just wanted to express my feelings that I'm 
opposed to this and hope that this is placed somewhere else 
and feel as though it poses too much a threat to the Ogalala 
Aquifer. And just appreciate the opportunity to be able to 
express my feelings to you.

1

PDO18

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Section 4.26.3.2 analyzes impacts to the environment 
(including contamination to the Ogallala aquifer) due to construction and 
normal operation of a pit conversion facility at Pantex. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based upon 
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

PDO18-1 Alternatives
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Alternatives

Jim Steiert 
Box 95 

Hereford, TX 79045

August 19. 1998

U, S. Dlpartlment of Eaergy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
PVO. 0BO 23786 
Washington, Dr, 20026-37R6 

To the DOE:

I OPfOSE plutonium pit disassembly and conmersinn at the Partiex PlanT at Amarillo. Undremonsmratod and 
unproven w rehoologie.are proposed (or use. PluxoaiunmatPantox imperilsthe preciou sOgallala aquifer.Further 
processing of plutonium atPantx preaentsba even greater hazard to groundwater and residents.  

paoantxhasalteady pollated ts site withthighexplosiv¢i in aperchedaqulelingabvvetheOgallalla otonly.oiling 
its pioplrty, but adjacent Private land as well.  

Routine crsissioas of tritium. plulonium, americium, and othee deadly compounds can be expected from the 

smokestaksof any plutoniumnprocessin facilit atPantex. Pitldiassembly and conversion atPaex would suate 
unacceptable new hazards.  

Pamex has never pronesed plonoatiur, and it doosn't have any busincss starting now. Your own agency's cost 

estmnates place the taxpayer expense of locating platontuiu processing at Parlex at $60 million or more.  

Despitepromises, saetyconditionsuattheaPantex plantthaven"tiiproveed. Upito2l0•0. pluLuiattia pits( reheating

up the old bunkert at Pantex. Both the U.S. Gowrniment Accounting Office and the Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safe.t yloand hovbeen critical ofphlnonlum iorngesafety rPantex.Youragencyp•ponrisc r t angingmunitions 

bankersat Pantex were for"temporary" storageof plutonmampits,yetthe pits still remain crasmuud in these aging 

bunkers in unsuitable storage cuntainers, potentially in an unstable environmenl. Many of these bunkers began 

heating-up imnmediately after pitsawent intothes. OUnly •but three bunk=, tvcnnhaveairt,-onditioning. How long 
is this "tetmporary" storage going to continue before some dixa.•stor occurs? 

Panteahas nitherthesiae,thbequipment, nurtheexpertise tohaadleprocesingofplutonium- Wedo'tanedd te 

madioactiwvcontaminationt intheTe Pahandlethatyourageocy'spInsecrýandactivitieslhaveal-ady "gifted" 

Rocky Flats.(Zclorado.oand Hanford. Washington with. Keep pluloniumn pit perowsing U LT u rPantexl

1

Thank you for the oppoeanuity to comment.  

Sitcerely.  

aimSteiert 
Box 95 
Hereford, Texs 79645

MD083

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. It is true that this would be the first consolidated facility 

for accomplishing surplus plutonium disposition on a large scale. However, 
the processes are not entirely new; many are in use at LANL and LLNL.  
DOE has recently started a pit disassembly and conversion demonstration 
project at LANL, where the processes will be further tested and additional 
data pertinent to future operations developed. As shown in Section 2.18, 
Table 2-4 includes a summary of the environmental impacts by alternative.  
Alternative 5 shows that the impacts associated with operating the pit 
conversion facility at Pantex would likely be minor. The estimated dose to 
the public from radiological emissions (e.g., americium, tritium, and 
plutonium) would be 0.58 person-rem/yr, which would result in an increase 
of 2.9xlO3 LCFs over the 10-year operating life of the facility.  

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the storage of 
plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of 

pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to 
address plutonium storage requirements. DOE has addressed some of the 

commentor's concerns in an environmental review concerning the 
repackaging of Pantex pits into a more robust container. This evaluation is 
documented in the Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and 

Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components-AL-R8 Sealed 

Insert Container (August 1998). This document is on the MD Web site at 
http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis, the decision 

was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL-R8 sealed insert container 
and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the AT-400A container.  

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits in 
AL-R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.18 
and Appendix L.5.1.  

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in the 
Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and

MD083-1
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Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225, 
November 1996). DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits 

in Zone 4 at Pantex for long-term storage. An appropriate environmental 

review will be conducted when the specific proposal for this change has 

been developed; addressing, for example, whether additional magazines need 

to be air-conditioned. The analysis in this SPD EIS assumes that the surplus 

pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance with the ROD for the Storage and 

Disposition PEIS.  

MD083-2 Water Resources 

Analyses presented in Sections 2.18 and 4.26.3.2.2, respectively, indicate 

that there would be no discernible impacts on water quality or to the human '.  
health of nearby residents from normal operation of the proposed surplus 

plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex.
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Bo] Bull0ok 
Lieutenant Goereor of Texa 

P lyt 2Te. Senate 

July 29.,1998

1-800a4X 41.0373 
I -M-•X735-2989ITIA))

Mr. Herr St-eason, NEPA Cotmpliant< Officer 
DOE Office of 'Fissik Material Disposition 
.'. SPE EIS 
U.S- leptoiaenrt of Enargy 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 

Dear Mr. Stevenson: 

1 have written in Ihe past to express my support for the Psterx Nuelear Weapons Plant in 
Amarillo asan excellent choiceefor handlingcthe U.S. Depirtntantuof Encrp'. (DOE) 
sUrplus plutonium. I would like to rake thih pportunity to restate my pootton.  
Iam refrt-rng -p eifically to thre selection of l'etar us the peeferros site for locating the 

plutonium pit disassembly and onversion facility. I ut aaware thatthe DOlE hes selected 
the Savannah River Site as the prererred site for the MOX fuel fabrication facility and 
considering SRS, alomg with Panter, as the location for the disussnebly and couversion 
missitsm. r believc it is In the best interst of Texas ant the couatry that Pautcx assurne this 
new function.  

Panexr hatalong history of handlingplutonium pit..Unlu•s'.arily tra-sporting classififd 
plutonium pits across the cotntry from tentox would result in iercasoad exposure to risks 
and bigha costs to tLapuvers. P.atex already has the infrastrcture and operational 
protocol in place to coater that.disposition gecls are met. Furthermore, the plant enjoys 
onnrwhetming public and poltimcal Uptse1 in the community.  

Disposirtio of the nation's surplus plitutnim rostra he aconrptished in a matter that 
pOtects tcahealth end afety olrf e citizens and our etviromtrent. The Pantex plant has the expertise amiis the fogicul eholee for this new tissiot.ared a. upon1th1esetonreasons, t urge 
IX)0 to designpyto Panter as the site for the pit disassembly asnd convestion facility.

1

BB:the 

cr The Honorable George W. Bedsh 
The t-tirmble Teel l iBrM , 
fhe Honorable Tom llaywood

MD008

DOE acknowledges the Lieutenant Governor's support for siting the pit 

conversion facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 

technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.

MD008-1 Alternatives
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JMS/August 1i, 1998 

REVIEW COMMENTS 
SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, July, 1998 

At the request of the Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutonium, a consortium of the 

Texas A & M Universily System, the University of Texas System, and Texas Tech University, I 

have reviewed the 4-part document 'Surplus Plutonium Disposition Dram Environmental Impact 

Statement Summary, Volume I-Part A, Volume 1-Part B, and Volume IP, U. S. Department of 

Energy, Washington. D. C.,July, 1998.1,500 p. While my review of the Surplus Plutonium 

Disposition (SPD) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was focused on those parts relating 

specifically to the Pantex Plant and to the environmental quality asseasment and impact 

considemraions, a general review was given also to other locations under consideration.  

The analysis ofthea23 alternatives articulated and presented for review was thorough and 

balanced with respect to the various sites under consideration. I understand that some of these 

alternatives are no longer under consideration subsequent to a DOE recent decision to locate the 

fuel rod assembly fabrication process using plutonium oxide at Savannah River Site (SRS) which 

is the point of proposed final utilization in an existing nucleas power plant This decision 

constrains the selection of alternatives involving Pentex to only those involving (a) current 

mission of long-term plutonium pit storage with upgrades, (b) pit disassembly, and (c) pit 

conversion of Pu into plutonium dioxide, a component along with uranium dioxide of eventual 

Mixed Oxide (MOx) fuel rods fabricated at SRS. In essenre the remaining alternatives involving 

Pantex are as follows (n-8): Alternatives 1, 4A, 4B, 5A, 5B, 11B, 12C, and 12D.  

I do not view Alternative I (No Action) as a viable option, in that the estimated half-life of 

plutonium in its present form is some 24,000 years. This is a long time for governments, 

militaries and taxpayers to guard and protect from tearorism, accident, environmental and natural 

resource dranage, and human tragedy some 50 metric tons of active flasile material that has 

comme•cial value as well as obvious destructive potential. This potential tkgacy mshould not be 

left for future generations of Texans asnd other Americans. The 1:1 leveraging opportunities with 

the former Soviets with respect to their disassembled and stored fimla materials would be l•st as 

well. The other 22 alternatives would put all this behind us by the year 2015, or with typical 

public works delays by the year 2020-2025 at Least. The Panhandle. Texas, America and the 

world then will be a safer place.  

So the question really becomes two-fold: 
(a) is the presently-proposed suite of technologies adequate to perform the plutonium 

handling and conversion safely and effectively, and 
(b) is it environmentally secure.  

I will defer the former question to the involved experts in nuclear engineering, nulear physics, 

chemical enginering. occupational health and safety, and other relevant fields.  

Regarding the second question, my involvement over the last 18 months with ANRCP technical

1 

2 

3

TXD49

DOE presented its preferred alternative for siting the immobilization and 
MOX facilities in the SPD Draft EIS. However, these are only preferences, 

not decisions. The only alternatives that have been eliminated at this time 

are those in which the immobilization facility was proposed for 

Building 221-F at SRS. It was determined that the amount of space required 

for the immobilization facility would be significantly larger than originally 

planned. These new space requirements mean that the annex in 

Building 221-F would be similar in size and environmental impacts to a new 

immobilization facility at SRS. Therefore, this SPD EIS only presents the 

alternatives involving a completely new immobilization facility at SRS. DOE 

will announce its decision regarding facility siting in the SPD EIS ROD.

TXD49-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the No Action Alternative, 
analysis of which is required under NEPA. Section 2.5 indicates that the No 

Action Alternative would not satisfy the purpose and need for the proposed 

action because DOE's disposition decisions in the Storage and Disposition 

PEISROD would not be implemented. As indicated in Section 1.6, DOE has 

identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing both 

immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important 

insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approach 

by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for 

U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for 

reducing Russia's excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest 

possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of 

surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it 

technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

TXD49-3 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor's conclusion that the surplus plutonium 
disposition activities could be conducted in an environmentally 

secure manner.

tQ

TXD49-1 Alternatives
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General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges and appreciates the commentor's offer.

staffand a team of experts evaluating and providing risk assessment for the Pu/MOx fuel 

conversion process, together with my reading ofthe SPD EIS document itself suggests lhat, with 

the data presented so far, the remaining alternatives involving Pantex can be carried out in an 

environmental secure manner. The probabilities, exposure, and health effect numbers are vcey, 
very small. The land area that would be affeted by worst-case scenarios involving release of Pu 

to the environmmt am very small, contained within site boundaries, and off-site impacts would 

he practically negligible.  

Nevertheless, there is necessary and continuing involvement by agricultural scientists and 

engineers with the agencies affiliated with the Cooperative Research, Education, and Extension 

Triangle for the Panhandle (Texas Agrieullural Experiment Station, Texan Agricultural 

Extension Service, West Texas A & M University, USDA-Agricultsrsl Research Servite, and 

Texas Veterinany Medical Diagnostic Laboratory), joined by our colleagues at TAMU-College 

Station and at the TABS Blacklands Research Center at Temple, in providing new data, 

information, questions, answers and dialogue from the perspective of agricultural production and 

processing, including soitiwater/plant/animaYwildlife relationships, We are interested as well in 

impacts on water, soil and air resources from the perspective of rnral residents and communities.  

Our concerns with maintaining the viability of crop, feedlot. range and pasture production 

systems as part of the hurnn food chain, and of those who operate them. is paramount. The 

recent, current and future scientific projects with ANRCP sponsorship and involvement reflect 

those concerns and provide answers that should be takem into account with regard to the prent 

SPD EI0 and future plant design and operations. Wr are available for continuing dialogue and 

partnerships involving scientific discovery, interpretation, exchange, and education in these 

areas.  

In terms of the EIS document itself, my remarks will be restricted to only a few areas at this time.

3 

4

- Summary. Section S.--Topies analyzed in the SPD EIS are appropriate: air quality, noise, 

waste management, socioeconomics, human bea-1s risk, facility accidents, transportation, 
nviromrmsntt justice, geology and woils, water resources, ecological resources, cultural and 

paleontological smoirnes, land use and visual resources, and infrastructure. However, 

agricultural production systems are not addressed for any of the potential sites, all of which sit in 

or adjacent to extensive crop and livestock production appropriate to the regions.  

* Chapter 2. Alternatives for Disposition of Surplus Wearsons-Usable Plutonium-

- Page 2-3- As noted above, several of these altereatives can be elimiated, with recent 
decisions regarding the SRS mission, namely Alternatives 2, 4A, 4B, 6A, 6B, 6C, 6 
61), 7A, 7B, 8, 9A, 9B, and 10.  

- Pages 2-4 to 2-7-From the maps, every site except Pantex has at least one river trunssing 

through or adjacent to it.  

* Chapter 3. Affected Environment 
- Section 3.1, Approach to Defining the Affected Eavironmest- the Region of Interest 

(ROI) did not directly include agricultural resources or producitn practices for any of the 8 
candidate sites. If environmental damage were to occur despite safeguards, the public would be 

TXD49

TXD49-5 Socioeconomics

Appendix J discusses food production analyses for potential radiological 
doses in counties near each of the candidate sites. Doses received via the 

ingestion pathways were then used in the dose assessment to the population 
at each specific site. The potential impacts on prime farmlands are evaluated 
in the Geology and Soils discussions in Chapter 4 of Volume I. According to 

the environmental analysis presented in this SPD EIS, neither construction 
nor normal operation of the proposed facilities should have an impact on the 
agricultural economy surrounding the candidate sites.

TXD49-6 Alternatives

The alternatives cited by the commentor cannot be removed as reasonable 
alternatives from this SPD EIS because DOE has not yet decided on an 

alternative for the disposition of surplus plutonium.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response TXD49-1.

TXD49-7 Water Resources

As described in Section 3.4.7.1.1, no streams or rivers flow through Pantex 
although a number of playas at Pantex hold water after precipitation events.  
The closest river is the Canadian River 27 km (17 mi) north of Pantex.  
Although other sites have rivers running through or near them, the analyses 
presented in Section 4.26 indicate that there would be no discernible impact 
on surface waters.

TXD49-8 Socioeconomics

Appendixes J. 1.1.3,1J.2.1.3,1J.3.1.3, and J.4.1.3 discuss incident-free (normal) 
releases of radioactivity from the proposed surplus plutonium disposition 

facilities to the food production chain for each of the candidate sites. The 

food grid was used in the assessment of doses to the population of each 

candidate site via the ingestion pathway. However, surplus plutonium 

disposition activities would be limited to each candidate site boundary and

TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY 
JOHN M. SWEETEN 
PAGE 2 OF 5
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very interested in food supply and food clain safety issues, and faroers/liveetock producers 

would be directly affected in terms of rcstrictions on future production practices or marketing 

opportunities. These are an important considerations.  

Section 3.4, Pantex Plant, Pages 3-88 to 3-124--the extensive agricultural production 

pructices and programs within a 9-county area around Pantex nor adjacent to the site were 

not discussed or data listed. This information was provided to the ANRCP in January 

1998 in a contnact project final report and needs to be presented or summarized herein.  

The agricultural data should include: crops (types and acreage), soil management 

practices, livestock grazing (rangelands and wheat pasture), cattle feedlots including 

sources offeedstuffsupplics, beef slaughtering and processing facilities, and grain 

storage. Dairies, horses swine, poultry, and other species of relevance are not identified as 

well. Potential secondary pathways of po'sible contamination-cg. nonpoint source 

runoff, wind erosion, water erosion, etc.- are not addressed. Similar information should 

be provided for all the other candidate sites in the respective sections within the Regions 

of interest. For example, fruit, vegetahle, cattle and dairy production are prominent in 

Idaho and Washington state in general vicinity of INEEL and Hansford plants, 

respectively, and South Carolina is a poultry production stle. Also, no mrntion is made 

of local management districts for groundwater and surface water resources; these include 

the Panhandle Ground Water Conservation District No.-3. White Deer, which 

encompasses an 8-county area including Pantex.

8 

9 

10

should not impact the soil used for agriculture and farming in adjacent regions.  
Any impacts to the surrounding areas would be within Federal, State, and 

local regulatory limits. Based on the analysis in this SPD EIS, there should be 

no impact on the agricultural lands surrounding the sites from the construction 

or normal operation of the proposed facilities.

TXD49-9 

This comment is addressed in response TXD49-5.

TXD49-10

Socioeconomics 

Water Resources

Section 3.4.7.2.1 reflects thatPantex is in Panhandle Groundwater District 3.

TXD49-11 Socioeconomics

This comment is addressed in responses TXD49-5, TXD49-8, and 
TXD49-10.

TXD49-12 Air Quality and Noise
* Chapter 4, Environmental Conseuuences-The forgoing comments for Chapter 3 generally 

apply to this chapter as well. I "

- Section 4.6, Alteraanlve 4A-lndicates that the air quality impacts will be minimal 
along with waste management, human health, or water resource risks. Increments added 

by operation of the pit conversion at Pantex will be non-existent or minimal UTable 4-5 

vs. Table 4-58), and resultant site concentrations will be far below EPA or TNRCC 

ambient air quality standards for most contaminants and below EPA NAAS for PMI0 on 

both an annual and 24-hour averaging time basis.  

* Apnendix F. lmpactAssessment Methods. and Anpendix G. Air Oualitv

- Does not include information for any site concemrig 
- agricultural production practices 

- accidental releases-explosion, fires, spills, etc.  

- dispersion modeling 
- areas affected 
- redistribution of particulates from Pantex by water or wind crasion.  

* Appendix , TSocioeconomnies 

- Does not include discussion concerning agricultural production, land use, ornrural residents 

including whether or not they could be affected.

12 

13 

14 
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TXD49

DOE acknowledges the commentor's conclusion that air quality, waste 
management, human health, and water resource impacts at Pantex for 

Alternative 4A would likely be minor.

TXD49-13 Socioeconomics

Although Appendix F and Appendix G do not specifically address agricultural 

production practices, the potential impact to human health from the 

consumption of agricultural products is addressed in Appendixes J.1.1.3, 

J.2.1.3,3J.3.1.3, and J.4.1.3. This analysis includes consideration of potential 

contamination of agricultural products and livestock, and consumption of 

these products by persons living within an 80 km (50 mi) radius of each of 

the candidate sites.  

TXD49-14 Facility Accidents 

Appendix F is actually an overview of accident analysis methods. Detailed 

development of the consequences of hypothesized accidents can be found 

in Appendix K and a discussion of dispersion modeling and particulate 

redistribution is included in Appendix J.
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TXD49-15 Socioeconomics 

Land use at Pantex is discussed in Section 4.26.3.5. It was concluded that 

because the environmental impacts associated with operating or constructing 

the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex would likely 

be minor, there would be hittle if any impact on the surrounding land.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response TXD49-13.  

'' 
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TXD49-16 Socioeconomics

* Appendix J. Human Health Risks-
- The agriculturat data mentioned (from the 1987 Census of Agriculture) but not shown should 

be presented for all four sites. This information should be presented in a separate Appendix.  

- Other agricultural data sources or more recent vintage than the Census of Agriculture 

are readily available as well, from entities such as the State Crop and Livestock 

Statistical Services, the Cooperative Extension Services (es Texas Agricultural 

Extension Service), the USDA-Farm Services Agency, tec..  

- Analysis does not appear to take into account Pu doses, transience, or effects on Field 

grain crops, forages, or animals, nor contamination pathways other than direct ingestion.  

The opportunity to ruiew and comment on the SPD EIS document is appreciated. I hopw these 

remarks are useful in strengthening the document and provide the basis for continuing 

development of greater scientiflc information regading the environmental quality for Pantex and 

other sites in other locations also.  

Prepared by: John M. Sweeten, Ph.D., P. B., Professor and Resident Director. Texas Agricultural 
Experiment Station, Texas A & M University Agricultural Research and Extension Center, 

Amarillo, TX.

16 

17

TXD49

This SPD EIS is tiered from the Storage and Disposition PEIS. The agricultural 
data used to model radiation doses to the public were based on 

the 1987 U.S. Census of Agriculture for the four candidate sites. These 

data are not reprinted in this SPD EIS but were made available to the public 

as a reference to the Storage and Disposition PEIS. The reference cited 

in the Storage and Disposition PEIS is Health Risk Data for Storage and 

Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Programmatic 

Environmental Impact Statement (HNUS, October 1996).

TXD49-17 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern that the radiological impact 
assessments may not take into account doses from plutonium releases; 

transience considerations; effects on field grain crops, forage, and animals; 

and contamination pathways other than direct ingestion.  

The assessments were performed using the GENII-Il computer program, 

as discussed in Appendix F.10 and expanded on in Appendix J. The source 

terms in the assessments include the various plutonium isotopes released 

to the environment. All possible dosage pathways were evaluated: external 

exposure from finite atmospheric plumes, inhalation, internal exposure from 

consumption of food and inadvertent intake of soils, and external exposure 

from contaminated soils. Transience considerations would only marginally 

affect the results.  

It is generally acknowledged that if humans were protected from radiation 

impacts, other biota would also be protected. Evidence from Effects of 

Ionizing Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implied by Current 

Radiation Protection Standards (IAEA Technical Report Series 332, 1992) 

indicates that chronic doses below 0.1 rad/day (36.5 rad/yr) do not harm 

animals or plant populations. Since doses to humans from all pathways 

combined would be maintained below 0.1 rem/yr (DOE Order 5400.5), 

which is less than 0.1 rad/yr, it is highly probable that doses delivered to 

plants and animals would be less than 0.1 rad/day. Therefore, no radiological 

damage to plant and animal populations would be expected as the result of 

surplus plutonium disposition activities.
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July 30, 1998

Flizabetlh Anne Mole, 
Acdin Ser•etary ofEnergy 
Deparntmentof ED,-gy 
Fturstal lBuilding 
1000 lndependeaceAwe. S.W.  
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Ms. )4oler.  

Thank you for the opportunity to commen t on the Departmnte ofiner,' 

(DOE) Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposidon Eaivusmesotl Impact Stab.wnt 
(SPDEIS).  

Iam aware that DOE has selected the Savannh River Sice (SRS) a- t• .  

p rdfr l ternativse fo the Mined d Oaide Fthd mission and is considering SiKS, along 

with Panta ms the location for the l it Disassembly and Converion missian. I am 

extreesely disappolinted in DOE's teatave decision to site the MOX mission at SRS, 

since Pact= remains the best and moon eco• oicaly fasible site for that misson.  

I, now, wish to focus my commients on the selection of Partex as the preferred 

site fgee casing the Pit Di,•sseblmMy and Conversion ission. Pamex operates widwi 

an exstremiely strict safety eunelope, adhestinsprdicivusly to 'onduct of Operatriw * 

and "Formuality cOperasioaC. Pastesurreitly stores moe danu 8,000 pits and hae 

handled these items, safey, for over 45 years. This strict operations protocol sod it's 

safty relate iruftaserscirc has ,beencaresfully miaeained nod has no been 

jeopardized as those ax other ites where environmental retoration has been and 

continues to be the primary missioi. Furtsermnor, given the curmrut weapon.  
aesnmbly-disaeobly and strage fsinctions at Panse.sdisassembly and conversen of 

the plutonium pits already stored and located ther is consistent with the historic

1

FD107

DOE acknowledges the commentors' support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred 

for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience with 

plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing missions 

and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus 

plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental 

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.

FD107-1 Alternatives
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mission of the plant. Opponcts who am opposed to siting disposition minsions at 

Pantie, (SRS in particular), argue that DOE should not introduce plutonium :.  

missions at a 2site where the work could be considered "new" at the location. This 
argument is false and disingenuous because Plutonium work at Pants has, is currently 

and will, in the future, .e perfmited in the areas of Radiation Safety Contingencies, 

Waste Operations, and Pit Reuse. SILS, issel is already vired for a "new" type of work 

- triiuun production via an accetlcator. If their argument is valid, then DOE has no -Y 

alsernative but to place the tritium mission elsewhere.  

pantex has a wer-trained and qualified Union Workforce which is second to 

none in the nationi. This Union Workfo¢rce is staffed by three fll-time icMetal Trades 5.  

Council Union Safety Officem No other plant in the nation has anything 

"compasable to this program and it provides dte crucial and necessary check and 

balance if DOE intends to follow former Secretary Pena's Memo on Environment, 

Safetmand Health of April 14.199". This Union Safety Office Program at Pantc 1: 
hIa also been caled a model fior the tire DOE Complexaby formerSeesetasy of 5" 

Energy Federico Pena. The Workfota actively Participates an suchu edeavocs as sthe 

VoLuntagy Protection Program, Integrated Safety Management, Seaules Safety-2l 

Program, mnd Enhanced Woik Plannin& Pnmtem's World Class Secusity Force, 
consistently rankednumber "c in the DOE comprle has, again, won the Secretary's 

Trophy as the Top Security Force in DOE. Theseasocompliahmentasby the Pantix 

worklince do not sound as if thy re a bund hof'amateure" to me as they have been 

described by membenss. ofdthe South Carolina delegation. Wben conssdering the 

proliferation risks involved in unnecessarily transpotting a large number of classified 
plutcosum pits across ihe country from Pantex, it makes budgetary and policy sense to 

sie dispositionmissions where storage already exists and is asking place. PRaoces is 

clearly the mosn cost-effectivc site over the 9i of the program tan any other site 

under consideration, Pantex has the necessary safety culure, s-ecurity and surveillance 
capabilities to aomamodate this attnded role.

FD107



TEXAS AFL-CIO 
JOE D. GUNN ET AL.  
PAGE 3 OF 3 

Page -3
Elizabeth Atic Moler 
Acting Sec. of Energy 

Based upon these reasons, I respectfully urge DOE to designate Pantex as die 

site fr the Fix Disassembly and Conversion Facility. Thank you, in advaace, for your 
consideration.  

Yours truly, 

Ice D. Gunru Emmett Sheppard 
Pscsident Secretary-Treasurer 

JDG/VSvC 
opeiUBl/afl-io, 

cec: The Hon. John Sharp, Tenas State Comptroller 
The Hou. Al Gore, Vice-President 
Frank George, Metal Tdes Coumcil of Amarillo 

FD107
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 
Department of Energy's actions regarding the 
location for the disassembly/conversion mission.  

The Texas Building and Construction Trades Council 
is aware that D.O.E. has selected the Savannah River 
Site as the preferred alternative for the MOX fuel 
fabrication facility and is considering SRS, along 
with Pantex, as the location for the disassembly/ 
conversion mission. We are very disappointed that 
the DOE decided to locate the MOX facility at SRS, 
since Pantex remains the best, cleanest, and cheapest 
site for that mission, and not coincidentally that it is a 
unionized plant.  

Precisely because the Pantex plant has unionized, and 
therefore highly trained workforce, we are concerned 
that locating the plutonium pit disassembly and 
conversion mission at a site other than Pantex would 
not only increase the hazards of dealing with but 
would also ignore the facts that make Pantex the site 
most capable of ensuring that disposition goals are 
met with the utmost attention to economic and safety 
considerations.  

Pantex is already uniquely suited to assume this new 
function, in spite of comments from some South 
Carolina politicians. Pantex currently safehouses

I

TXD41

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
and MOX facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses 

(including analyses of transportation risks), technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

TXD41-1
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more than 8,000 surplus pits and has a long history of 
handling pits and related infrastructure in a highly 
professional fashion that has as its highest goal an 
excellent safety culture. Furthermore, given the 
current weapons disassembly and storage functions at 
Pantex, disassembly and conversion of the pits 
already located here is consistent with the historic 
mission of Pantex.  

Pantex is ready to go Day One, with a well-trained, 
unionized workforce-hardly the group of 
"amateurs" as they have been described.  

We believe the Pantex site is best for the above 
reasons and when one considers the risk factors of 
moving live weapons clear across the country, we 
believe that the logical conclusion is that it's cheaper, 
safer and easier to track converted plutonium pits for 
IAEA and international inspections at the site of 
original pit storage.  

Based upon these reasons, I, as Secretary-Treasurer 
of the Texas Building and Construction Trades 
Council, respectfully urge D.O.E. to designate Pantex 
as the site for the pit disassembly and conversion 
facility. Thank you for the opportunity to comment , 
of this decision-making process.  

L TXD41 
cc)
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July 31,13998

ror~au:

DOE Office of Fissile Material Disposition 
c/o SPD EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 
Attr Me. Beet St'eneson 

NEPA Compliance Officer 
Ret Comment on )OE's Draft Surplus Plutonium 

Disposition Envimomental Impact Statemiemt 

Dear Mr. Stevenson: 

Thank you foe the opprountiy to eomemet on the Depariemat of Energy's (DOE) Draft Surplus 
Plutonium Disposition Environmetral Impact Stutement (SPD EIS).  

Pantex hasbeen a my important part ofthe Panhandle since the 1940's. Safety and health is a 
constant concern for any community wh•, adioacetine materials ae present. I feel that our first 
priority istaio erisuan that any expaxsion at Pantcx be eOnd eted in a sale and cnvieonmetntally sound 
meaner.  

We aer aware that DOE has selected the Savannah River Site as the preferred alternative for the 
MOX fuel fabrication sie-iliiy and is considering Savath River, along with Panteit, as the location 
far tbe disaansteby/cenvetasion mission. Thm Amarillo community was vet/ydisappointed in DOE's 
deeitioa to site the MOX facility at Savannan gRivr, since l'aatus retcain sthe best and cheapest site 
for the MOX facillity.  

I do want to focus my commntst on the proposed plutonium disposition actions and alteronatves 
disc•used hy the doparsnieet on the selection of Paancx as the prefarrd site for locating the 
plutonium pit disassembly and es mnvension facility. There is growing concern that locating the 
sanversion mission at a site other than Pante ,awold not only increase the hazards of dealing with 
plutonitn, but wouldalsot gwote the facts that make Pantex the sie meat capable of ensuring that 
disposition goals and economic and atietyconceres are meet.

1 

2 

3
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-, TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
8 HONORABLE JOHN SMITHEE 
S PAGE 1 OF 2

MD010-2 Alternatives

John Smsithee 

Satem 
o~nto'

MD010-1 DOE Policy 

DOE has and will continue to make health, safety, and environmental issues 

a matter of utmost importance in the planning and conduct of all nuclear 
operations, including the disposition of surplus plutonium. This SPD EIS 

shows that the impact of properly implementing the proposed action atPantex 
would have no major effect on the health, safety, and environment in the 
Amarillo area.

DOE acknowledges the Representative's support for siting the MOX facility 
atPantex. As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility 
because this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of 
existing infrastructure and staff expertise.  

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS 
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs 
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis 
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 

Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost 
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as 

the SPD Draft EIS. Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this EIS, 
this comment has been forwarded to the cost analysis team for response.  
The cost report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost
Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), 
which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred 
alternative, are available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and 
in the public reading rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, 
SRS and Washington, D.C.  

MD010-3 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the Representative's support for siting the pit conversion 

facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at 
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses (including analyses of 
transportation risks), technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 

decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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page 2 
State Representative John Smithee 
Mr. Bert Stcvenson 
Department of Energy 

Pantex has played a major role in our national defense needs. It is uniquely suited for this new 

function. The taxpayers have already paid for more than 8,000 surplus pits and trained qualified 

employees to handle pits and the related infrastructure with and operational protocol that is the 

mainstay of an excellent safety culture.  

There are numerous other matters such as proliferation risk, and the transportation of plutonium 

that I am not qualified to discuss. but, are .ery important issue that must bc dalt with. I feel that if 3 
these matters arc addressed with regard to safety, cost, and what is best for the nation, Pates, is the 

best site for the disassembly and conversion mission.  

Again, I want to thank the department for aslowing me to voice my concerns and views on this 

matter, and would respectfully urge DOE to designate Pantex as the site for the pit disassembly and 

conwýrsion facility.  

- MD010 

0 truly, 

S-si ___________________________ 
P
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DOE acknowledges the Representative's support for siting the proposed pit 

conversion facility at Pantex, as well as the observations regarding broad 

political and community support. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 

technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.  

surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel 

Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the 

surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive for 

weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that 

exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.  

This SPD EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated 

with implementing the proposed activities at the candidate sites. The 

results of these analyses, presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I and 

summarized in Section 2.18, demonstrate that the activities would likely 

have minor impacts at any of those sites, including Pantex. Incident-free 

(normal) releases of radioactivity from the proposed surplus plutonium 

disposition facilities to the food production chain are explained for 

each site in Appendix J. Current and future operations at the candidate 

sites should not impact the soil used for agriculture and farming in any 

of the regions adjacent to these sites.

TXD40-1 Alternatives
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Scaseent to DOE onPD&C Mission at Pantex. M. S. Ford 
Pae I of 3 
II A•ain 1998 

Good afternoon. My name is Michael Ford and I stand befortearing two hats today. I 

making a living as a certified health physicist and radiological engineer at Pantex. However, my 

primary role here today is to represent the Texas Radiation AdvisoryBoard (TRAB). We 

advise three agencies within the State of Texas on radiation safetyrmatters: the Bureau of 

Radiation Control, the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission, and the Railroad 

Commission of Texas. While the TRAB has not taken specific action to endorse the Fit 

Disassembly and Conversion mission, the TRAB continues to take an interest in Pantex 

operations. It is anticipated that a vote for endorsement of the PD&C mission at Pantex will be 

held at the October.3rd. 1998 meeting. Based on my understanding of the position of several 

members of the Board. I feel that the TIAB would join Governor Bush in supporting the PD&C 

mission at Pantex.  

Certain troubling statements by two South Carolina politicians, however, require a clarification 

of any terms of the support for this facility. Representative Lindsey Graham (R-S. C.) has staved 

on August 3rd 1998 that "It would be foolhardy to introduce plutonium contamination to a site 

that isn't already contaminated." And on August 4th, Senator Strom Thurmond of Snuth 

Carolina Indicated that he was willing to use the existing separations canyons - 1950's and 

6as technology - to perform the PD&CF mission as a cost savings.  

The combined affect of these statements by these politicians indicate that South Carolina is less 

concerned about embracing the proposed technology - which would confine the plutonium 

to enclosed processes -- than they are about bringing the work to their state. Unfortunately. it 

appears that they are prepared to increase the plutonium contamination at Savannah River Site 

at the expense of the surrounding environmental In order to secure the faciity. I firmly believe 

that I would speak for the Governor and all members of the TRAB when I say that a PD&CF 

that uses the inefficient and wasteful technologies of the 50's and 60's would be an unacceptable 

replacement for what is proposed in the SP EIS. As a TRAB member and a U.S. taxpayer, 1 

find South Carolina's position to be very t-oubling.  

TX
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 

at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 

plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

TXD45-2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges commentor's concern that the surplus plutonium 
disposition program be carried out in an environmentally safe and efficient 

manner. The proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be 

designed, constructed, operated, and deactivated in accordance with 

applicable Federal, State, and local environmental, safety, and health 

requirements. Within these limits, DOE believes that the level of 

contamination should be kept as low as is reasonably achievable, so that the 

benefit of reducing the already low level of contamination would warrant 

the additional cost of that reduction. Further, D&D would be necessary 

wherever the proposed facilities were located. D&D is discussed in 

Section 4.31. DOE will evaluate options for D&D or reuse of the proposed 

facilities at the end of the surplus plutonium disposition program.. At that 

time, DOE will perform engineering evaluations, environmental studies, 

and further NEPA review to assess the consequences of different courses 

of action.  

This SPD EIS does not consider the use of existing canyons for any pit 

disassembly and conversion activities. For example, the use of F-Canyon 

at SRS to convert plutonium for use in either the immobilization or MOX 

facility would require reconfiguring the canyon and keeping it in operation 

for another 10 years or more. DOE has already made a commitment to the 

public, the U.S. Congress, and DNFSB to shut the canyon down.

TXD45-1 Alternatives
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Sstement to DOE on PD&C Mission at Pantex/)M 5. Ford 
Rage 2 M 3 
II August 1993

In reviewing the Cost Analysis (in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable 

Plutonium Disposition), I noted with interest where the document states in multiple locations 

that - in both constant 1997 dollars and discounted costs - overall, the costs for the 

alternatives are approximately the same. However, some clarification would be appreciated in 

the following areas: 

I. It appears that some of the PD&CF needs for SRS are being rolled into the design 

changes for the APSF (page 3-3) and are not being reflected In the cost estimates.  

2. The need foe a Source Callbration Facility is not discussed in the SPD EIS and its 

function is not stated in the Coat Analysis. Instrument calibrations are currently 

handled by both Pantex personnel and offsite calibration services.  

3. The initial D&D efforts needed to support construction in currently contaminated 

facilities is not addressed in any detail. (pg. 1-9).  

4. The indirect cost factors were not explained in any detail. It was not clear whether 

these factors varied by location, and if so, what the basis for the variation was (pg. 1--10).  

5- It is unclear as to what additional SNII-processing facilities are required beyond those 

that the PD&CF provides (pg. 2-3).  

6. Zone 4 stores weapons and pits (§ 2.3.3, JT2).  

The costs for repackaging the pits was addressed in the Cost Analysis as $69M for repackaging 

and $1M to $951 S for transportation, but little attention was paid to what impact the 

repackaging effort might have on Panteses weapons mission. Over the last five years. Pantex's 

total collective doses have ranged from 14.6 to 44.9 person-rein with an average of 31 person

rnn. In the EIS addressing plutonium storage, it was estimated that approximately 30 person

rem per year would be incurred due to the repackaging of pits in DOT Type B containers.  

Such an activity would roughly double Pantests average exposures, and it would triple I1997s 

collective doses. With the reduction in the dose limits, this could have a noticeable impact on 

Pantex's weapons mission.

3

4

TXD45

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has been 
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. The Plutonium 

Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution 

Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life

cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available 

on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading 

rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and 

Washington, D.C.

TXD45-4 Human Health Risk

Appendix L.5.1 was revised to show that workers at Pantex would receive 
an additional dose of 10.4 person-rem/year. On the basis of a health risk 

estimator of 400 fatal cancers per 1 million person-rem (see 
Appendix F.10.2.1), a dose of 10.4 person-rem translates to an increase of 

0.0042 LCF per year. Thus, for a 10-year operational period, the risk of a 

single additional fatal cancer among the workforce would be less than 1 
in 20. While DOE continually evaluates dose limits, there are no current 
plans to change the existing limits.

C 
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TXD45-3 Cost Report
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Sua- to DOE on PD&C Minziona at Pntexidt. S. Ford 
Pape3 of 3 
I I Aug=st 19%

Finally. Pantex personnel have been called "amateurs" with regard to the PO&C mission. Using 

the word "amateur" does not appear to be consistent with Pantex's role in assembling, 

disassembling and maintaining some of the most complex weapon systems in the world. While 

Pantex has not undertaken plutonium processing operations in the past, its record of safely 

handling both plutonium and high explosives more than demonstrates the competence and 

capabilities of Partex personnel to successfully undertake the PD&C mission.

5

Thank you for allowing me to speak on behalf of the TPLAB.  

Very Respectfully.  

Michael S. Ford, CHP 

Member 

Texas Radiation Advisory Board 

L 100 West 49th Street 

Austin, Texas 78756

TXD45

DOE would not have considered Pantex for the surplus plutonium disposition 
program if it did not believe that Pantex employees were qualified to 

perform the work safely and effectively.

TXD45-5 Other
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gighe tato f Txasu

Stat Stevenson, NEPA Complianc Ofluten 
DOE Office ofFissge Matcrial Disposition 
c/ SPD 12IS 
US Department of Eergy 
PO Box 23786 
Washington. DC 20026.3786 

DIer Mr. Stevenson, 

Thank you for the opportunity commenta on the Deportment of Energjs Dram Surplus Plutonium 
Disposition Environmentat Impact Statement (SPD EIS).  

Please kniaw that Ilam adamant that any current and fuature fanctions at Pantex be conducted in a 
safe and environmentally sound manner. My rimst priority is to ensusre that expanesiin therm toes n(o 
impair the health or safety of area residcnts, orhave an ndveeae effbet on the onviromment. These 

goals serve asa prerequesite to any current or fim eactivities at Puttex, which is located within my 

Tesos Senate I istrieL 

I am aware that DOE has selected the Savannah River Site (SRS) as the preferred alterative for the 
MOX fuel fabricationt facility and is considering S5RS, along with Pausex, as the Location for the 
disassembly/conversion mission. I sm extremely disappointed in DOE's decision to site the MOX 
facelity at SRS, since Pantex remains the best and cheapest site fmu that mission.  

However, of the proposed pltnutium disposition actions and alternatives discussed by the 
deportment in the SPEIS, I wish to foss my comments on the selection of Psatec as the preferred 
site for locating the plutonium pit disassembly and conversion facility. I am concerned that locating 

the conversion mission at a site other than Pantex wonldnotonly increase the hazards of dealing 
with plunmiuan, but would also ignore the facts that make Pantexs the site most capable of ensuring 
that disposition goals are reet with the utmost attention to economic and safety considertios.  

Pantex is already uniquely suited to assume this new function. Pantex csnremly storehouses more 
than 8,000 surplus pits, with a long history of handling pits and the related infrastructurt and

3
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MDO06

DOE has and will continue to make health, safety, and environmental issues 
a matter of utmost importance in the planning and conduct of all nuclear 
operations, including the disposition of surplus plutonium. This SPD EIS 
shows that the impact of properly implementing the proposed action at 
Pantex would have no major effect on the health, safety, and environment in 
the Amarillo area.

MD006-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator's support for siting the MOX facility at 
Pantex. As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility 

because this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage 

of existing infrastructure and staff expertise.  

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS 

contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs associated 

with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis in 

Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 

Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific 

cost estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same 

time as the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition 

Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document 

(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost 

analyses associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD 

Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the 

following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C.

MD006-3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 
atPantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

TOM HAYWOOD 
DISTRICT 30 

July 28, 1998
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MD006-4 Transportation

operations protocol ttUt is the mainstay of an excellent safety culture. Furthermore, given the 

cnrenl weapons disassembly and storage functions at Pantex, disassembly and conversion of the pits 

already located there is consistent with the historic mission of the plan. opponents of siting 

disposition fUnctions at Pantex (SRS in particular) argue that DOE should not introduce plutonium 

missions at a site where the work could be considered "new" at the location. This argument is false 

and disingenuous. With the new MOX facility, SRS will underlake an NRC licensed Function 

which is completely new to it - current and future personnel will be required to receive training in 

an entirely new function. Pantcx, on thc other hand, has a production culture with a well trained, 

unionized workforce -- hardlysa group of"amateurs" as they have been described by members of the 

South Carolina delegation.  

When consideiing the proliferation risks involved in unnecessarily transporting a large number of 

classified plutonium pits across the country from Pantex, it makes budgetary and policy sense to site 

disposition function& where storage already exists. Firm, due to its cheaper labor costs and utility 

rates, and water and land availability, Pantex clearly is the most cost-effective site over the life of the 

program than any other site under consideration. Second, transportation of plutonium in non

classified form (after disassembly and conversion at Pantcx) to the SRS is far preferable to the perils 

that would be incurred by shipping plutonium in a weapons-ready form. Pantex has the necessary 

safety., security, and surveillance capabilities to aceommodate an expanded role. Third, itris in the 

best interests of the United States to engage Russia inbilateral demilitarization and inspections 

independcnt of the politically contentious MOX fuel fabrication procem. It will also be fur easier to 

tract converted plutonium pits for IAEA and international inspections if these activities are 

undertaken at ic site of original pit storage.  

The Pantex plant enjoys tremendous public and bipartisan political support for mew missions, and 

could provide them at the lowest additional costs to taxpayers. To accomplish its disposition goals, 

DOE must have strong, bmad-based political support. Bringing in the support of Texas Senators 

and Congressmen could ensure the success of DOE disposition initiatives.  

While I do rot profess to beca rocket scientist, my doctorate in physics and my 1996 tour of the 

Pantex facility do provide greater insight.  

Based upon them reasons, I respectfully urge DOE to designate Pantex as the site for the pit 

disassembly and conversion facility.  

Sincerely 

TOM HAYWOOD 
Texas State Senator
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DOE has considered the inherent risks, including proliferation concerns, 
associated with transporting pits versus plutonium dioxide. While DOE 

prefers to minimize the transportation of plutonium that is still desirable 

for weapons use, plutonium is routinely and safely transported in the United 

States. As described in Appendix L.3.3, transportation of nuclear materials 

would be performed in accordance with all applicable DOT and NRC 

transportation requirements. Interstate highways would be used, and 

population centers avoided, to the extent possible.  

All shipments of surplus plutonium that have not been converted to a 

proliferation-resistant form would be made by DOE's SST/SGT system, as 

described in Appendix L.3.2. During the first week of September 1998, 

Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit and signed a statement 

of principles with the intention of removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) 

of plutonium from each country's stockpile. By working in parallel with 

Russia to reduce stockpiles of excess plutonium, the United States can 

reduce the chance that weapons-usable nuclear material could fall into the 

hands of terrorists or rogue states and help ensure that nuclear arms 

reductions will never be reversed.
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John Hhrschi 
State Rpe6ese9aive 

foatrtc 6•9

U.S. Department of Energy 
office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 

Washington, DC 20026-3786 

Dear Departnent of Energy. Office of Fissile Materials Disposition: 

I do not support plutonium processing at the Pant=x Plant. In the Srplurs Pluronium Disposition 

Draft Environmentallmpact StwaJemet, the Department of Energy prudently decided against 

locating one plutonium processing facility (MOX fuel fabrication) at the Pansex Plant. For the 

following additional reasons, a Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion facility also should not 

be located at Pantes: 

. Pantex has never processed plutonium. The Pantex Superfiad site has so far apparently 

escaped the type of radioactive contamination found at plutonium processing sites like Rocky Flats 
in Colorado and Hanford in Washington.  

The Pantex Plant occupies an arem that is a fraction of the sine of other plutonium sites.  

The technologies proposed in the plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility are 

undemonstmated and unproven. It is unaccepieble to have plutonium operations above the Ogallala 

Aquifer and only one mile from where people live and work in a vibrant agricultural producing area.  

The Pantex legacy already• icludes heavy contamination in a perched layer of groundwater less than 

one hundred feet above the Ogallala Aquifer. This pollution extends from under the Pantex Plant to 

adjacent private property and the real impacts remain uaklmwn. The risk of any additional 

groundwater pollution is unacceptable in an agricultural region.  

"Thank you for this opportnity to comment.  

Sincerely.  

Stole Representative
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MD058-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the Senator's opposition to siting any plutonium 

processing facilities at Pantex. This SPD EIS analyzes the potential 

environmental impacts associated with implementing the proposed activities 

at the candidate sites. The results of these analyses, presented in Chapter 4 

of Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, would likely have minor impacts 

on any of those sites, including Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 

technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.  

MD058-2 Alternatives 

Pit disassembly and conversion technologies are currently being 

demonstrated at LANL. This activity is described in the Pit Disassembly 

and Conversion Demonstration EA (DOE/EA-1207, August 1998), which 

is available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.  

The analyses presented in Section 4.26.3.2.2 indicate that there would be 

no discernible impacts on water quality from normal operation of the pit 

conversion and MOX facilities at Pantex. Other sections show, moreover, 

that the normal operation of these facilities would likely have minor impacts 

on human health, agriculture, and livestock: Section 4.17.1.4 and 4.17.2.4 

addresses the potential radiological and hazardous chemical effects of the 

maximum-impact alternative on workers and the public; Appendix J.3, the 

potential contamination of agricultural products and livestock, and the 

consumption of these products by persons living within an 80-km (50-mi) 

radius of Pantex.
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1998 
Texas State Republican Party 

Platform 
(page 23-24)

The Party recognizes the value of alternative energy sources and 
supports continued private research and development of such 

sources; but we oppose the federal government using 

hazardous waste as an alternative energy source, 

such as the processing or reprocessing 
of plutonium and uranium for making 
mixed oxide fuels in agricultural areas 
and above major water sources.

1

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for private research and 
development of alternative energy sources. The MOX approach does not 

involve the use of hazardous waste as an alternative energy source. Further, 

the use of U.S. surplus plutonium does not involve reprocessing 

(reprocessing is a chemical separation of uranium, transuranic elements 

[including plutonium], and fission products from spent reactor fuel and the 

reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce new fresh fuel). The purpose 

of this proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus 

plutonium by meeting the SpentFuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as 

identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus 

weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons 

use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that exists in 

spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.  

This SPD EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with 

implementing the proposed activities at the candidate sites. The results of 

these analyses, presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I and summarized in 

Section 2.18, demonstrate that the activities would likely have minor impacts 

at any of those sites, including Pantex. Incident-free (normal) releases of 

radioactivity from the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities to 

the food production chain are explained for each site in Appendix J. Current 

and future operations at the candidate sites should not impact the soil used 

for agriculture and farming in any of the regions adjacent to these sites.

SCD1s9

SCD19-1 Alternatives

It 

C,

C, 

C, 

C,



STEXAS STATE REPUBLICAN PARTY PLATFORM 

I RICHARD L. GEDDES 
toPAGE 2OF 3 

furthermore, public money or public powers should not be used to fund or Implement any private 

projects such as high-speed rail or sports stadiums.  

Balanced Budget - The Party supports foll disclosure of all "on" and "oal" budget spending. We 

demand that our federal legislators vote only for balanced budgets. Social Security shoutl be taken 

off budget. In case of a budget surplus it should never be used to increase spending. 
4 " 

Wasto and Fraud in Government Contracts - The Party is opposed to waste and fraud In 

government contracts and recommends that the Attorney General of the United States Investigate 

fraud and misuse of government funds in government conracts prosecuting those found to be 

responsible- The Party also believes that all government contracts should be awarded only on thel 

merits of the bidders' ability to produce the quality oftthe product or service performed at a 

reasonable cost. We also support the repeal of the Davis Bacon Act. We encourage the government 

to follow fair business practices.  

Business Subsidies - The Party urges the cessation of subsidies. We support movement toward a free 

market economy both domestically and inlternationally.  

Downstoing the Federal Government -We support the downsizing of the federal government in 

order to reestablish states' rights guaranteed by the Tenth Amendsenttof the United States 

Constltution. We further support the abolition of federal agencies involved in activities not 

delegated to thelfederal government under the original intent of the Constitution including, but not 

limited to, the Environmental Protection Agency, the Department of Energy, the Department of 

Housing and Urban Development, 'the Dopartment ofHealtht and HEuman Services, the Bureau of 

Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, the Department of Education, and the position of Surgeon General.  

These authorities should be eliminated or, where needed, transferred to teietate or local 

governments. We also call for the defunding and abolition of the National Endowment for the Arts.  

Sunset Laws - The Party supports a mandatory Sunset Law for the state of Texas whleh would 

autonatically terminate all agencies or programsni lfbey are not reenacted by the legislatore every 

twelve years.  

Unfunded Mandates - The Party favors limited government and no new taxs. The effect of 

mnmdating services without funding Is a lax Increase for local govermnent. We op pose all unfunded 

mandates by the federal and state governments.  

Domestic Energy Industry 

Support of the Domestic Energy Industry7- The foundation of our National Energy Strategy must be 

a conspeftiive domestic oll and gas industry. Federal tax and regulatory poliesa re destroying the 

independent seorae of this industry. Regulation and rule making must be done on.aecooperative, 

rather than an adversarial basis, preserving jobn and the ecoonoy while promoting environmental 

preservation. The Party encourages the US. Congres to (1) aggressively support a groatly 

expanded use of domestle natural gas as a method to reduce US. dependence on foreign crude ofl; 

(2) repeal all provisions of the alternative minimum tax that treat Intangible drilling costs as tax 

preference items; and (3) stop the promulgation of unnecesary environmental legislation or 

regulation that camues domestic production to be economically not feasible.  

Alternative Energy Sources - The Party recognizes the value of alternative energy sources and 

supports continued private research and development of such sources; but we oppose the federal 

Z& 27 &3J50254 PM
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government using hazardous waste as an alternative energy source, such as the processing and or 

reprocessing of plutonium and uranium for making mixed oxide fuels In agrlcultIral areas and 

above major water sources.  

Restructuring Electrical Utilities - The electric services industry in Texas should be restructured.  

The Party believes the state of Texas instead of the federal government should restructure the 

electric service industry in Texas. We support deregulation with real competition.  

Restoring American Sovereignty and Leadership 

Immigration - The Party acknowledges that Anserica ista beacon of hope and a place of new 

beginnings and we continue to welcome legal immilgrants Because we believe that one responsibility 

of government is to secure aur natioa's borders, we support: 1) reltunlng immlgration quotas to 

traditional levels in practice prior to 1965 of 300,000 per year or less, 2) expeditions hearing on 

deporting nom-viloent illegal aliens held in prisons or jaIls, 3) reclaisnig control of International 

borders, 4) screening iunmigrants for communicable diseases, including HIV, 5)the amendment of 

the Immigration and Naturalzation Act of 1952 to grant birthright dtlhemnlsip only to the newborn 

of doeens of the United States of America or permanent legal residenis, and 6) Congressional 

oversight of federal agencies to follow-up over-stayed visas.  

The Party opposes: 1) automatic citizenship by birth to children born to illegal aliens, 2) 

federally-imposed requirements on the sate regarding the care of tloegal aliens including the 

extension to illegal aliens the benefits of public education, non-emergency medical care, and welfare 

including Social Security and SSIpayments, 3) a national tracking system for control of 

nimmigration (or any other purpose), and 4) participation in any election by illegal aliens.  

International CommoniE m - The Party supports the worldwide movement away from Communists 

and toward representative government based on the premise that mees' sand women'. rights come 

from God and governments are established to protect these rights.  

MIA's and POW's - The Party urges the President and Congress to continue all measures necessary 

to seek and act apon all information concerning our Missing In Action and Prisoners of War. We 

oppose the extension of MFN status ar orrmallzing relations with any nation before they support a 

full and complete accounting for all missing Ameeican service personnel.  

Middle East - The Party believes that the U.S. and Israel share a special long-standing relationship 

based on shared values, a mutual commitment to our republican form of government, and a 

strategic alliance that benefits both aatiod- Our foreign policy In the Middle East should reflect the 

specialnature of this reationship through e ontinued military and economic assistance o rae and 

recognition that Jerusalem is the capital of Irmael and should remain an undivided city accessible ti 

people of all faiths. We commend the Republican Congress' resolution to move the US. embassy 

from Tel Aviv to Israel's capital, Jerusalem. We commend Israelfs privatizatlon of state-owned 

companies and budget cuts in order to achieve its goal of economic Independence. We encourage the 

Republican Congress' contnuing support for Prime Minister Netanyahu's government in the peace 

talks between Israel and the Palestiniam. We oppose pressuring Israel to make concessions it 

believes would jeopardize Its security. We support continued sanctions against Iran in response to 

its celebration of "Death to America Day." 
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U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition "MN 
P.O. Box 23786 

Washington, DC, 20026-3786 

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition: 

I do not support plutonium processing at the Pantex Plant. In the Surplus Plutonium Disposition 

Draft EnvironmentalImpact Statement, the Department of Energy prudently decided against 

locating one plutonium processing facility (MOX fuel fabrication) at the Pantex Plant. For the 

following additional reasons, a Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion facility also should not 

be located at Pantex: 

Pantex Should Not Become the Next Rocky Flats 

Pantex has never processed plutonium. The Pantex Superfund site has so far apparently escaped 

the type of radioactive contamination found at plutonium processing sites like Rocky Flats in 

Colorado and Hanford in Washington.  

Risks That Are Unknown Are Too High 

The Pantex Plant occupies an area that is a fraction of the size of other plutonium sites-

SIZE MATfERS: A Comparison of the Area of the Four Candidate Sites (Square Miles) 

Pantex Savannah River Idaho National Hanford 
Site Engineering Lab.  

23 309 890 560

The technologies proposed in the Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility are 

undemonstrated and unproven. Itsis unacceptable to have plutonium operations above the 

Ogallala Aquifer and only one mile from where people live and work in a vibrant agricultural 

producing area. The Pantex-legacy already includeiheavy contamination in a perched layer of 

groundwater less than one hundred feet above the Ogallala Aquifer. This pollution extends from 

under the Pantex Plant to adjacent private property and the real impacts remain unknown.  

The risk of any additional groundwater pollution is unacceptable in an agricultural region.  

Common sense dictates that negative consequences to people and farmland from nuclear 

accidents are far more likely in a small, open, windy location like Pantex. The Department of 

Energy has acknowledged that the most visually unappealing feature of the plutonium facilities 

will be their smokestacks. Visual blight will be a minor inconvenience compared to the air 

pollutants-many of them radioactive--expected to escape into the atmosphere daily through 

smokestack filters. Routine air emissions of tritium, plutonium, americium, and beryllium 

constitute unacceptable new hazards to the Texas Panhandle.
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MD107-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the proposed 

surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. As described in Chapter 4 

of Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, potential impacts of any of the 

proposed activities during routine operations at any of the candidate sites 

would likely be minor. To avoid contamination that has occurred in the past 

at some DOE sites, DOE would design, build, and operate the proposed 

facilities in compliance with today's strict environmental, safety, and 

health requirements. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 

at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.  

MD107-2 Human Health Risk 

Although Pantex is smaller in overall size in comparison with the other 

candidate sites, analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I indicate that impacts of 

operating the pit conversion facility on health, safety, and the environment 

at Pantex would likely be minor (e.g., see Section 4.6).  

While it is true that the pit conversion facility is the first consolidated 

facility for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the processes that 

would be used in this facility are not entirely new. Many of these processes 

are in use at LANL and LLNL. In addition, DOE has recently started a pit 

disassembly and conversion demonstration project at LANL, where 

processes will be further developed and tested.  

Section 4.26.3.2 analyzes impacts to the environment (including contamination 

to the Ogallala aquifer) due to construction and normal operation of a pit 

conversion facility at Pantex. There would be no discernible contamination 

of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water, either from the deposition of minute 

quantities of airborne contaminants into small water bodies or from potential 

wastewater releases. Therefore, it is estimated that no measurable component 

of the public dose would be attributable to liquid pathways. Appendix J.3 

includes an analysis of potential contamination of agricultural products and 

livestock and consumption of these products by persons living within an



THE CENTER FOR LEGAL AND SOCIAL JUSTICE 
TADEO SPIKE ZYWISKI 
PAGE 2 OF 3 

80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex. If the proposed surplus plutonium disposition 
facilities were located at Pantex, a very small incremental annual dose to the 
surrounding public from normal operations would result via radiological 
emission deposition on agricultural products (i.e., food ingestion pathway).  
This dose (about 0.56 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0006 percent of the dose 
that would be incurred annually from natural background radiation. This 
analysis indicates that impacts of operating the pit conversion facility on 
agricultural products, livestock, and human health at Pantex would likely 
be minor.  

MD107-3 Human Health Risk 

It is DOE policy to operate in compliance with all applicable air quality 
requirements and to protect human health and the environment. DOE takes 
into consideration pollution reduction techniques to minimize air releases 
when designing, constructing, and operating its facilities. It also considers 
aesthetic and scenic resources in the design, location, construction, and 
operation of facilities. Potential concentrations of air pollutants at Pantex 
for the various alternatives have been estimated, considering appropriate 
local meteorology and other data associated with the area. Because the 
releases from the pit conversion and MOX facilities would be very small 
(see Appendix J.3.1.4), estimates of resultant radiological health risks are 
small. As indicated in Section 4.17.2.4, the maximum possible dose 
delivered to a member of the public during normal operations of the MOX 
and pit conversion facilities at Pantex would be 0.077 mrem/yr, 0.02 percent 
of the dose that individual would receive annually from natural background 
radiation. The estimated dose to the public from radiological emissions 
(e.g., americium, tritium, and plutonium) would be 0.58 person-rem/yr 

which would result in an increase of 2.9x103 LCFs over the 10-year 
operating life of the pit conversion facility. Any new facilities that might 
be built would be within existing site boundaries, and would be matched 
aesthetically with the current plant to limit potential visual impacts.  

Ni
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There is Valid, Strong Criticism of Safety 
in the Storage of Plutonium at Pantex 

Since Pantex became the nation's long-tenst storage location for up to 20,000 plutonium pits, 
promises to improve safety conditions have not happened. The U.S. Government Accounting 
Office and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board have issued reports citical of plutonium 
storage safety at Pantex. Fify million taxpayer dollars were spent on a failed plutonium pit 
container program (the AT-400A) and the plan to move over 10,000 pits into a safer remodeled 
building (Building 12-66) has also failed.  

When it comes to plutonium pit storage problems, Panhandle residents are back to square one.  
The plutonium remains in old, unsuitable, corroding storage containers and in 35-55 year old 
"bunkem' that the Department onfEnergy promised were for "temporary" use. Plutonium that is 
supposed to be stored in a stable enviroement now sits in the bunkers-all but three without air 
conditioning-even as the Texas Panhandle expeiiences a spell of more than 40 consecutive days 
of90+ degree temperatures, and more than 20 days this summer with thermometers registering 
100+ degrees. If the Department of Energy cannot accomplish the job of safely storing Pantex 
plutonium in the most stable environment, there is no reason to accept its unsubstantiated 
assurances to safely process deadly plutonium powders at Pantex.

4

Thank you for this opportunity to conmtient.  

Sincrely: 
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the storage of 
plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of 
pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to 
address plutonium storage requirements. DOE has addressed some of the 
commentor's concerns in an environmental review concerning the 
repackaging of Pantex pits into a more robust container. This evaluation is 
documented in the Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and 
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components-AL-R8 Sealed 
Insert Container (August 1998). This document is on the MD Web site at 
http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis, the decision 
was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL-R8 sealed insert container 
and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the AT-400A container.  

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits in 
AL-R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.18 
and Appendix L.5.1.  

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in the 
Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and 
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225, 
November 1996). DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits 
in Zone 4 at Pantex for long-term storage. An appropriate environmental 
review will be conducted when the specific proposal for this change has 
been developed; addressing, for example, whether additional magazines need 
to be air-conditioned. The analysis in this SPD EIS assumes that the surplus 
pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance with the ROD for the Storage and 
Disposition PEIS.

MD107-5 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern that technology advances 
must be met with caution.
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As a Metal Trades Union Safety Officer, I would like to comment on this proposed 
EIS. Having both mechanical andIsafety backgrounds, I feel I can comment bothaon 
the proposed processes and the safety envelope within which these prooss are to 
finction.  

In com•aenting on the processes, I would first comment on the Mixed Oxide Fuel 
Facility. The MOX process is, primarily, a mechanical proce.s accomplished in glove 
boxes. Pantex already possesses perallel pnrocsses which are similarly foind in a 
MOX plant We blend materials, press these materials into pellets, weigh them, 
perform non-destructive inspection on them, beat (or scin•er) them, and assemble the 
finalproduct. We have been perfoeming these processes fir over 45 years. Andwe 
are actively performing these same processes today- Having had the opportunity to 
visit actual MOX plants in Fusajam and France, I can state with confidence that 
Pantex caniperform this part of the EIS mission in an unparalleled manner..  

In addressing the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility, it is imprtanit to keep in 
mind that the Aries System is a mechanical disassembly system. I have toured the 
Aries 

system at Los Alamos and have seen no potential problems with its being sited here at 
Pantex. Pantae has, as I[have already stated above, safely handled the items, slated for 
disassembly and conversion, far over 45 years and we earsently store over 10,000 of 
thea.  

A major factor in siting these missions atPansax is a wltl-trained and qualified Union 
Workforce, which is second to none in the country. This workforce actively 
participates in such endeavors as Voluitary Protection Program, Integrated Safety 
Managenent Seanmless Safety -21 Program, and Enhanced Wokplanning. All 
pro-active programs and all needed if the DOE intends to followFormer Secretary of 
Fnmergy Pena's memoon Environment, Safety and Health of April 14, 1998. In 
addition, the one program which Pantx has which sets it apart from all other plants is 
the Metal Trades Union Safety Officer Program, which is staffed by three fill-time 
Union Safety Officrs. No other plant in the nation has anything comparable to this 
program and it provides the crucial and necessary check and balance needed by the 
DOE to maintain and further ES&H credibility with the nation.  

Sitiag these two missions at Pantex is the most logical choice. Pantex is an 'active? 
sit, observing strict operational protocols. The safety infrastructure at Pantex has tnt 
been compromised 'as at other sites" due to their 'primate mission being 
environmental remediationtrestoration. It is of extrense importance to place these 
activities at a site where an nmlak4 and susme f Conduct ofOperations / 
Formality of Opcrations philosophy is already in existence and utilized day to day.

MD186

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
and MOX facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.
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THE METAL TRADES COUNCIL OF AMARILLO, TEXAS AND VICINITY 

RONALD W. ZERM 
PAGE 3 OF 3 

The DOE Pantex Plant should be the choice for these future PU EIS missions.  

Sincerely, 

Ronald W. Zerm 

Metal Trades Union Safety Officer 

- MD186



U.S. ARMY 
SSTACY R. RUSK 
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I support Pantex.

WD017

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for expanded missions at Pantex.  
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be 
based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy 
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce 
its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

WD017-1 Alternatives
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UNDERWOOD, WILSON, BERRY, STEIN & JOHNSON, P.C.  

JAMES W. WESTER 

PAGE 1 OF 1

UNMERWOOD, WILSONEM"�.B St, • &.JOHNON. P.C.  
ATTORAYSAND COUJI•aO•S ATAW 

X~~A MM1L.7VTAS 701054194 

August 12, 1995 

U.S& Deparbrent of Energy 
office of FissIte Matetia Dispositon 
MD- ForresteaI Bufdig 
MO Independence Avenue,-SW 

Washington,D.C. 20585

VA4,FAX ONILY 
1.800-020-51N

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

As a mreident ofrnAmrilo, Texas, I encourage you to choose the Arnanilo Paresx pl•nt 
as the location for the disssasadbly end conversion of nucleer weapons plutonium 
components.  

Wme•Ie was unable to attend your hearings In Amadto on Tueadey. August 11, 1998, 
I wanted to take this Opportunity to encourage you to select fth Armailk, Pantex plan

t
.  

I presume that you have information concerning the impo•ttan role that Pantex plays 
in the Anrlo co=mu•nky. I hope you ore also aware ofthe apprecation and support 
of local res*des. Further, Paenax's traok record inI the handling of plutonium pits 
"speas for itself and makes it tm natural and beat choce for the project.  

In c€onduston, I would again urge you tO select the Anmrillo Pardex plant for the 
dsssaemly and conversion of nuclear weapons plutoniumc omponents.  

.WA~~ 
"JWW"

FD242

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 

at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, 

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE 

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 

plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

FD242-1 Alternatives
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WHALEY, JAN 
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3224 Janet, #106 
Amarillo, TX 79109 
August 11, 1998 

United States Department of Energy 

Washington, D.C.  

Re: PIT DISASSEMBLY AND CONVERSION FACILITY 

Dear Sirs: 

I would like to take this opportunity to express my support fer the Pit Disassembly and 
Conversion Facility to be located at the Pantex Plant in Amarillo.  

As a taxpayer, I believe it only makes sense to locate the facily in ldose proximity to the 
pits. To me, it would be total nonsense to transport the pits to Savannah River when there is a 
facility here that could competently handle the project. Not only does it make economical sense, 
but from a safety standpoint it only makes aeses to leave the pits in one location.  

I believe the entire production and maintenance workforce (labor and management), which 
includes a world class security/protective force, is second to none. In my opinion, 'antexans have 
demonstrated that we are, without a doubt, the best in the entire DOE complex. Pantex operates 
within a stringent safety envelope, and has a safely record which speaks fbr itself. We currently 
house and store more than 1,000 plutonium pits and we have safely handled and worked with 
pits and other hazardous items fbr more than 45 years.  

When you weigh all ofthe above factors and add to it the tremendous community support 
offered the Pantex Plant, I see no other logical conclusion. I trust that you will come to the same 
conclusion.  

Sincerely, 

Jan Whaley

11

TXD19

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Potential impacts from transportation of pits would likely 
be minor if Pantex were chosen as the site for pit disassembly and conversion 
because pits are currently stored there, while potential impacts from 
transportation of plutonium dioxide would likely be minor if SRS were 
chosen because SRS is the preferred location for the MOX facility.  
Transportation impacts are summarized in Chapter 4 of Volume I and 
Appendix L. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from 
nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle 
emissions are expected. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition 
program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses (including 
analyses of transportation risks), technical and cost reports, national policy 
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce 
its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

TXD19-1 Alternatives
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WHEELER, CAROLYN 
PAGE 1 OF 1

Yes, my name is Carolyn Wheeler. I live in Whitedeer, Texas, 

close to Pantex and I am very interested in seeing the work 
come to Pantex rather than Savannah River. I believe that 

Pantex could do it very safely and very efficiently. Thank 
you very much.

1

PD0170a

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus 
plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.

PDO17-1 AlternativesI



WOLFE, BILL K.  
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August 10, 1998 

U. S. DepasunreWof Enrsegy 
Office O Fhasile Material Dispotiton 
MD-4 Foffcnda Buildin 
tO0 Idepnec Aruve, SW 
WWlWnWM, D.C. 20S5

I supportthe dsas•embly and vonversio ofro weaaponspltonium pits aI the Amrmillo Paitr plant.  

The work foer of Am UrillOsdthe Texas Phandek h- e ,eptionaly rood work e rhcs. The 
productiviftynd safety reods of urpoeeop is oubtanding.  

The fattate isnomias no r cadatxunationat • Pmante plant spake. er•yighly of bohthe 
plant anag•rnet a"dits wok frce. There isno reason to believe tuxtconvesion ofthe pits 
woul d ne any ad i, ien t n on here m aid a-y reason to bWeive it would ratke a 
bad smaOst•m e at mw of fitse drer possible lotfions.  

Most peopJe in and wound Amenalo also suppor Pantm aid its miaots ioeley.  

Sincerly.  

Bill &_ WCO: 
7805 Lindsey Lan 
AmwiIo,"Tx.7 79121 
Fax 806 358.9233

FD058

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. This SPD EIS analyzes impacts of the environment from 
construction and normal operation of the pit conversion facility. This facility 
would be located in a new building at either Pantex or SRS and, regardless 
of the site location, would generate the same level of contamination and 
require the same amount of D&D. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, 
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD ELS ROD.

0

FD058-1
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WONDERLAND AMUSEMENTS, INC 
PAUL D. BORCHARDT 

PAGE 1 OF 1 
TXD46-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 

facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses (including analyses of 

transportation), technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 

decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 

S# Ž fJLdisposition in the SPD EIS ROD.  

N\ 

I1 August 1998 

U.S. Department of Encrgy 
Office of Fissile Material Disposition 
MD-4 Forrestal Bldg.  
1000 Independence Ave. SW 
Washington, D.C. 20595 

Ladies & Gcntllcncn: 

As President and General Manager of Wondealand Assaneuseauna, Inc., I wish to express my 

support for the disassembly and conversion ofnruclear weapon "pits' herc in Amarillo at the 

Pantex Plant.  

We employ job-entry youth onsa seasonal basis and have over 47 years experience with their 
work ethics and performanee. As future em.ployces to o=sr rrvice and manufacturing industries, 

we fed that this area has as excellent workforce that is responsible, sensible, ethically sound, and 

desirous to perform work that is necesesay and benefii&al. I think this workforee has been 
benef¢ical to Pantex as the past performance and safety record of the plant are very good.1 

I feel that we have the best location to do the noeensaryjob. Why not disassemble, store, and re
manufactire in one location, rather than transport and potentially expose a greatcr arcs ofoar 
country?. Our area has been a souree of energy for many yearsAssnewv v frms become available, 
we would like to continue In be a sosree for the future.  

Just as I am continually involved in safcty, I am aware and feel that the employes of PNotesx 
want the same safe place to work and live as do our area residents.  

a ol . orehardt 

RO.'BOX 2325 * AMARILLO,TEXAS 79105-2325 (Z 

IN THOMPSON PARK * HWY. 287 N. . (806) 383-0832 . FAX 383-8737 
http://www.wonderlandpark.com/ 

- TXD46 
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