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GRraves, DOROTHY
Pacelor1

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.

PD024-1 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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GREEN, CHARLES E.
Pacelor1

1

7616 Tarrytown Avenue
Amarillo, TX 79121

August 7, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition c/o SPDEIS
P. 0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Gentlemen:
The following factors ar. thoughts are offered in favor of Pantex as the selected site for the Pit
Disagsembly and Conversion Facility:

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

Pantex is closer to the National Laboratoties than Savarmah River. Travel expense for
supporting technical personnel will be reduced if Pantex is the sclected site.

Pantex enjoys commendable public and community support at all levels of the political,
economic, social and academic institulions.

The DOE should consider the cost of not selecting Pantex for this work as well as the
dircct cost of constructing the facility, Pantex has a large fixed cost with the infrastructure
to support 3000-4000 workers, It is ruch more efficient to operate Pantex in a fully busy
state than to maintain it at a half utilized state of approximately 2000 workers. In addition
locating new work at Pantex will improve employee morale and provide a young
workforce incentive 1o work at Pantex. Continuing the present trend of downsizing Pantex
is going to result in a hollow facility that will be increasingly expensive to operate and
mainlain and that is siaffed by an aging workforce.

Very truly yours,

ol € Mo

Charles E. Green

MD014-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. Because costissues 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 (DOE/MD-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.

Alternatives

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.5.1. 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.
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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. 20685

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 Puntex plunt. 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 of the plant operator, I support the
expansion of the Pantex facility fo- ~ither or both of the pending
opportunities.

Sincerely,

7041 Chelsea
Amarillo, TX 79109

DApats

TXD09-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program 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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HErNON, DaviD
Pagelorl

A United States
Department
of Energy

Conunent Form
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TXD26-1 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 costreports,
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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HickMaN, JOYCE
Pacelor1l

United States

Department Comment Form
of Energy

TXD11-1 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about the dangers of shipping
plutonium cross-country and losing talented personnel to plutonium-related
missions at other sites. Transportation would be required for both the
immobilization and MOX approaches to surplus plutonium disposition.
Transportation of special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would
use DOE’s SST/SGT system. Since the establishment of the DOE
Transportation Safeguards Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has
transported DOE-owned cargo over more than 151 million km (94 million mi)
with no accidents causing a fatality or release of radioactive material. The
transportation requirements for the surplus plutonium disposition program
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
public input.

TXD11-2 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
Type B package in 1974 and was used mainly for the movement of pits between
RFETS and Pantex. The container is no longer used for shipment; it is now
the primary container used for pit storage at Pantex. The containers have a
uniform, nominal outside diameter of 51 cm (20 in). All AL-R8 containers are
constructed of 18-gauge carbon steel. Within the AL-R8 container, a pitis
secured on a metal frame and surrounded by Celotex (a high-density, cane-fiber
pressboard) insulation.

TXD11-3 Water Resources

A description of water resources at the candidate sites is provided in Chapter 3
of VolumeI. Section 4.26 analyzes the impacts of the immobilization and
MOZX approaches at the candidate sites. This analysis includes both surface
water and groundwater resources. No impacts are expected on water resources
ateither Hanford or SRS. Chapter 4 of VolumeI also includes an analysis of
human health risk and the results of this analysis demonstrate that the activities
would likely have minor impacts at any of the candidate sites.

TXD114 DOE Policy
There are no land acquisitions planned as part of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.
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Hopps, HARVEY B.
Pagelorl

R United States
¥ Department
of Energy
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TXD42-1

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 costreports,
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.

Alternatives
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INTERNATIONAL GUARDS UNION OF AMERICA, LocAL 38
RANDALL SKINNER
Pagelorl

Pantex Guards Union
Local Numbcr 38
International Guards Union of America

3820 Holiday Drive
Amarillo, Texas 79109
Phone / Fax (806) 467-9089

The International Guards Union of America (1.G.U.A.} Local # 38, supports Pantex in its pursuit
w be awarded the Plutonium Pit Disassembly onversion Facility contract with the
Department of Energy (D.0.F.).

Currently Mason & Hanger Corporation is
around 3000 people in Amarillo and the s
awarded 1o Savannah River and productis
0 acquire new work in this field. 3
The future i
essential pe:
maintained at

i

‘thilargest employers in the area employing

. With the M.O.X. fusl conracl being,
jtime low it is imperative that we strive

Y

areas of Amarill

Currently the stor3 anly facility able
o accommolate thed ars converting
existing structures at o uccomplish this
task. & 1
‘The work that is presen! thum 45 years with
the best safety record i : duties are highly
and constantly trai plosive safcty
and the future imp:

One of the detaily is
scourity, the s Efficers

ad more
The securily force members are cantinui
suleguarding ol nuclear mulerials. The P:
the best in not only the D.O.E. complex bu
Security Police Ofticer of The Year Competi
National Championship and the Scerctary’s T o
So please consider the alternatives and then add sghe dollars saved, the safcty records of

Pantex and the comfort afforded by a world class security force and commit your support

0 Mason & Hanger Corporation in this endeavor to secure the futures of our jobs and families.

istts of the protection and

i ’{)f‘&é?és continued their tradition of being
n this year by winning the Nalivnal
River and bringing home the

Randall Skinner
Business Agent
LGULA. Local # 38

TXD35-1 Alternatives

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 hitp://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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JEFFERSON STREET FAMILY PRACTICE, PA
ELLioT J. TRESTER
Pagelor1

it

Tefferson Street Family Practice, PA. 16 August 1998
U.S. Department of Energy :“’*“
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition m’;m
P.O. Box 23786 it f

Washingten, D.C. 20026

Fax (5127, 4539194

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
important to the region. Ay contamination of the water supply would have
far reaching effects.

Also, the need to transport the plutonium would be 2 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 necd to be sent
from one place to another, probably the best option would be for a
ceramification can-in-canister approach o its disposition with more local
storage of the containers.

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

T admit that I am no expert on nuclear technology or waste, but the
processing and storage of plutonium at Pantex secms an unwise plan.

Sincerely, Punds o UL
Amamua
Uak Ll WD.
AnH Massc MO

W\ ElolJ ek MO

tasre Coxn, AN

FElliot 1. Trester, MDD,

MD040-1 Water Resources

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 concems 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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Jonnson, J. P.
Pacelorl

B\ United States
¥ Department
f of Energy

Comment Form
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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.

JUPUIIDIS JODAUL] [DIUUUOLIAUT JOULT UOISOASIT WNIUOM] SHidang




6£8-¢

JounsoN, MiNaA FIELDS
Pacelor1

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
8\ United States : and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
8 Department Cormment Form _ public input.
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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
Pacelor1
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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.

PD012-1 Alternatives

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 I and 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.
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KEEN, MARILYN
Pagelor1

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.

PDO015-1 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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KEeLLY, DoucLAs M.
Pacelor1

Douglas M. Kelly, Hereford, Texas 79045. 704 11th 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.

PD014-1 Alternatives

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.
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Kirkes, CInDY
Pacelor1

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 1
adds an enormous, and welcome, boost to the Amarillo

economy.

WD021-1 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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KorPKE, MARK
Pagelor1

Question/ Information
Request Card

Name: /4/%)( ,A//)//Z'/
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apalhe [ JOxns
Phone: _yer 259~ Y3 Fax:
E-mail:
Question/ Request: gz ZBog Are AR Base Aany
Stvdus_tine Gillen p prrssim , Be FaiA
/:.‘u-/ ,p».ne,z A NZC 0Ny LUl vt FAened
( Ta Sl AT 28 Recorde

For turther information contac

€
\.8. Department of En-vgr, Office of Flsslte Materlals Disposition, MD-4
Fotrestal Buliding, 1000 Ave., SW, W D.C. 20585

1-800-820-3158

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.
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Lapp, KEENA
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Amarillo, TX 79118

To whomever this may concern,

As a citizen of Amarillo, | would like 10 express my feelings upon the
issue of the Panlex Plant. | have lived here for 23 yrs. and have yet to hear
many critical points about this plant. As many peeple that it employees, that
tells you right off that Mason & Hanger is a fantastic company to work for.
Why don’t people just go an about their business? How would they like it if
someone tried o close their dowrs? The reason [ am discouraged, my Dad is
an Master Electrician at the plant. 11ow is there going lo be food on our table
if he has no work? Leave it alone and help our Nation with Drugs, Teen
Pregnancy, Weapaens, things that are far more important. Pleasc consider
this my vote. Thunk you!

“1 AM FOR PANTEX IN QUR COMMUNITY!!”

Sh

1y,
(0. Ppd 0

Keena Ladd
Age 23
Amarillo, TX

Pagelor1

FD005-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of Pantex. Decisions on the

August 11, 1998 surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

Keena l.add

Rt 7 Box 680
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MARTIN, JEROME B.
Pagelor1

United States
Department Comynent Form
Of Energy

NAME: (Optlonal) Jerome B, Martin, CHP Tz%zz
ADDRESS: 5 Locke Place, Amaritlo, 124
TELEPHONE: {806) 342-9885

E-MAIL: jbmartin@arm.net

The major risk to workers and the public from current operations at Pantex Plani is the
accidental detonation of high explogives. Nuclear weapons contain two types of high
explosives: sensitive and insensitive HE. As the nuclear stackpile is modemized and
older weapons programs are disassembled, sensitive HE is gradually being sliminated
fram 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
Pantex, there may be a small incremental risk added to the risk of current operations.
However, further reductions in risk achieved by continued efimination 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 be quantified and illustrated as
shown below, it would be helpful in explaining risk to the public and for demoenstrating
that the risk of the Plutonium Disassembly and Conversion Facility is small and
manageable.

Lelative
I3k

2005 22/ P 2020
For turther infonmation contact
U.S. Department of Energy, Office ¢f Fisalle Materials Disposition, MD-4

Forrestal Building, 1000 9 Ave., SW, i D.C. 20585
1-800-820-5156

FD201-1 Human Health Risk

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 Iand in Appendix K.4.
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MarykNoLL EpucatioN CENTER
PaTrIiCIA RIDGLEY
Pagelorl

Maryknoll Education Center

‘The Maryknoll Society
4301 Bryan Street # 202 Dallas, Texps 75204
a l;qua among peoples Area Code (214)821-4501

August 17, 1958

U.S. Department of Bnergy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, 13.C. 20026-3786

Tear Department of Encrgy, Office of Fissife Materials Disposition:

1 do not support plutonium processing at the Pantex Plant. In the Sizplus Phaonium
anmman Dr@? Envirovzmen: lmpacr Smtemt the Department of Energy prudently

d against | 1 one p ing facility al the Pantex Plant. Forthe
following additional msom ‘& Plutonium Pit Dlmsembly and Conversion facility also
should oot be located at Pantex:

L Pantex should not becoms the next Rocky Flats. As Pantex has never
processed plutonium, it bay apparently escaped the type of contamination found at
plutonium processing sites like Rocky Flats and Hanford. Let's keep it that way.

2. Tl;etelssomuchaboutﬂ!epotmhalnsksthxnsmknown_ Itis pot the time

d. Itis :ptable to have ions above the Ogallala Aquifer,
and only onc mile from where people live and work in a vibrant agricultural producing

3. Thcte is vahd. strong criticism of safety in the currem storage of Plutonium at
Pantex. P to il safety conditions st the site bave not happened. TheU.S.
Government Accounting g Office and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board have
both issued reports critical of phitonium storage safety at Pantex. if the DOE 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 comment.

Sincerely,

&me/&a,@

Sr. Patricia Ridgley, SSMN

We are called to be Mu between our own .S, Church that sends as
and the focal chunches wheve we serce.”” - dﬂuzyﬁnaﬂ Misston Viston

MDO041

6¥8—¢

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 at Pantex; 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 comumentor’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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MasonN & HANGER-S1LAs MasoN CoMPANY, INC.
CHARLES ELSEA
Pacelor1

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.

WD015-1 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.
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MasoN & HANGER-SILAS Mason CoMPANY, INC.
WiLLiaMm R. HENRY
Pacelor3

Comment on the Location of the
Pit Disaszembly Operation

] am 8 degreed Industrial Engineer with 26 years experience in the
manufacture of the various types of products including:

Small AC Motors

Large Stearn Turbines

Aluminum Reduction, Coil, Sheet, and Plate

Industriai Water Fikiration Equipment

Solid Fuel Motors for C4, DS, MX, P2 Missiles and Space Craft
Air Force C17 Transport Aircraft

LK 3K 2R 2R 2N 4

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 T have worked for. Based on my
substantial manufacturing experience, I present the following reasons why
PANTEX should undoubtedty be selected as the site for the Pit Disassembly

operation :

Quality of the werkforee
The Production Technicians and other “*hands-on” operations

personnel are far superior to their counterparts at other manufacturing
Jocatioms § have observed. They are highly trained. New employees are
carefully monitored aftes initial training, and systems and procedures are in
place to assure that they do not work on varjous 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.

k- war!
The tvpe of work performed here is very technicat and precise, and
the product genesated by PANTEX continuously meets the high quality

FD243-1 Alternatives

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.
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MasoN & HANGER-S1LAS MasoN CoMPANY, INc.
WiLLiaMm R. HENRY
PaGe20F 3

parameters typically required for nuclear weapons. Quality is constantly
cmphasized 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.

ul

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

Workforce Expericpce

The PANTEX work force has decades of successful experience in
nuclear weapons assembly and disassembly. This type of experience is rare
and the numbers of persannel 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.

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 portion of the public fall into
cach category. As aresult of the Freedom of Speech, which all Americans
possess, parties for and against an issue can proclaim their views io person,
through displays, and through the news 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 matter regarding commwmity 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
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MasoN & HANGER-S1LAS Mason CoMPANY, INC.
WiLLiaMm R. HENRY
Pace3 or 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 are not from
the Texas panhandle, possessing other “agendas™ which might include trying
to maintain an apparent need for thern to remain in the area as an opposition
force whick also would assure them of a continued monthly pension from
their parent organization.

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

operation should be located at PANTEX. As yon review these factors it
should also become ¢lear that an apparent mistake has been made
concerning the DOE decision naming SRS as the preferred sit for the MOX | 1
facility. Politics should not enter into decisions conceming issues as critical
as the Jocation of Pit Disassembly and MOX operaticns. By locating both
the MOX facility and Pit Disassembly facility at PANTEX, unn¢cessary
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 MOX
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 & HaANGER-SiLas MasoN CoMPAaNY, INc.
Scott
Pacelor1

Move ANY or ALL operations to Pantex. Count me as FOR
Pantex Expansion. Thanks.

1

WD016-1 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
SPD EIS ROD.
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MasoN & HANGER-S1Las Mason CoMpaNy, INC.
LEeoN E. TOMLINSON
Pagelorl

1 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

WD013-1

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.

Alternatives

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 costreport, 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 Plutoniwm 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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MAXIE, DONALD
Pacelorl
TXD20-1 Socioeconorics
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s observation concerning
property values.
United States TXD20-2 Other
Department Comment Form ] o ,
of Energy DOE acknowledges commentor’s views. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses,
5 , technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
NAME: (Optional) ool Mo . . .
ApDRESS: 27O o s o e — considerations, and public input.
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MCcKEEN, SHERRY
Pacelor1

August 10, 1958

U.S. Depariment of Energy

Offics of Fissile Materials Disposition
MD-4 Forrestal Bullding

1000 Independence Avenus, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

As & citizen of Amarillo, T wish to express my feelings about the location of the
disassembly and conversion of nuclear weapons plutonium componers (pits™) at the
Amarilo Pantex plant, I am totally this function end hope you will consider
the effort and the history of the X plant in youF decision making process for this site,

o\ﬁ?%fC{ // //

Sincerely,

FD131-1 Alternatives

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.
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McMUuRrTRY, LEROY
Pacelorl
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TXD14-1 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
Pacelor1

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.

WD011-1 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 costreports,
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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METCALF, STACY
Pagelor1

Subject: support for pit assembly

WDO019-1 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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MiLs, RoBIN
Pacelor1

Question/ Information
Request Card

Name: RopHIN Mile S
Address: HcR ©f Box R4SA

PLAMIEW  YEXAS 79072,
Phone: Fax:
E-mail:
Question/ Request: (NHAT™ IS THE RecorRp oF
SPis ANSAR CoNTRMINATION AT OTHER SITEs
WORLDWIDE. T HAT RAVE PRocESSED PLuTOlIIN ]

For fuithes information contact:
11.8. Dapariment of Energy, Offics of Fissile Materiats Disposition, MD-4
Building, 1006 Ave., SW, Washington, D.C. 20588

1-300-820-5156

TXD13-1 Other

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.
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MRD InvESTMENTS, L.L.C.
D. Epwarp aAND MELVA M. Davis
Pacelorl

MRD INVESTMENTS, L.L.C.

d/b/n MRD INVESTMENTS (In Missourl) MRDU INVESTMENTS, L.L.C. (In Texas)
$05 S. Fillmore Swite 105

P.0). Box 2808

Amzrillo, Texas 79101

Office {308) 376-9844 Fax (BOG6) 376-8552

August 11, 1998

t1.8. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
MD-4 Forrestal Building

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585

Ladics 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 Jocation chosen for the plant to
disassemble and convert auclear weapons piutonium compooents.

We iatend to live in Amarillo for the rest of our lives and lock forward to having
Pantex be a vital part of our community.

Tl

D. Edward Davis

TV ha g Mo
Melva M. Davis

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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MunA, DARLENE
Pace lor1

Hvape 1o, 1535
aSl)oa
O of aale: Pitii st o it

r’d

Wek '35 D, 20525

doey s e
R
Peaptn of A Fobadte Frt
@ Kok lw_o

Bos /5F
MI&/TX geoid

L2 Oine i Podardte TX /0 anit=of. (72 '
Lo A e 198 M’@y_;ﬁm

p Lt poar
b tyettoxc MWQZ:'%WWM

TXD15-1 Alternatives

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.
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NUNN ErLecTrIC SUPPLY CORPORATION
JoE D. BREWTON

PAGE 1 0F2
FD004-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
50 MW MBI facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program

Amadia Crovis at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repotts,

Absens Hobbs . . . . . . .

Jsin, Wi national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE
ot @imeo} ) will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus

Midiand {Ruildars® Cholss) . . ape .
NUNN ELECTRIC SUPPLY CORPORATION plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

WHOLESALE @ DISTRIAUTORS

August §, 1998

‘The Deparment of Energy

¢/a Amanllo Chamber of Commerce
P.O Box 948

Amaillo, Texas 79105

Dear Sirs,

1 sm writing you this tetter on behalf of the company I wark for, Nunn Electic Supply
Corporation. Nunn Electric has been a part of the Amarillo economy for more than 70
years and has been forunate coough to do business with the Pantex facitity for more than
fiftv of those. Duyring that time, we have been dirctly involved with virtually every arca
of the Paniex plant and |n moat cases, three genorations of workers. From our viewpoiny,
thete is no industrial facility in this part of the country that has been as imvolved with the
coimunity and as concemned with safety as Pantex.

The plant has constantly concemed itsehl with liberal upgrades in 21l electeical areas of
the plam. To that point, Paniex was the first DOE site to implement the yse of “stand-by*
FIID {amps for scourity purposes, & procedure thay is now commanplace throughout the 1
nuclear complex a3 we yndersiand it They were also the first 1o ysy recharyeable
alkaline bamecies to roduce hazardoug waste in that area. The sama can be said for their
use of low-mercury flasrescent and HTD lamps, which again shows their commitmen not
only t & safe working environment, but he safety of the entire panhandle area as wel:,

These examples are but 8 faw of the many elaerrisl upgrados that Pantex has put into
peacties that we (as oaly one of hundreds of their veadors) kmow of  Pamex has an
outstanding cafery record with full-time union sefety officers with whom these eriticel
issues may be discussed and resolved. T4 in our understanding that the liernate site hay
pathing like this is place and no plans for it in the foreseeable funire.
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NUNN ELEcTRIC SUPPLY CORPORATION
JOE D. BREWTON
PAGE 2 OF 2

On July 1, 1998 Nunn Electric was swarded the first Vendor Managed Inventary contract
in the history of the DOE nuclear complex. The estimated cost-savings for electrical
supplics and their related expenses for ihe first year will be in cxcess of $500,00.00, We
can think of no beiter way to demanstwate this facility's commitmens 10 cost-savings and
streamlined cfficient management. To our knowledge, there is na another plant in thig
patt of the pashandie that has exhibited such forward thinking,

We knaw that the plani enjoys the support of some 80% of the surrounding community
and it is aid that Pamex is uitimately responisible for one aut of evary ten jobs in this
aten. The influx of 450 new jobs with tho FDCF located here woald be an invaluable
shot in the am 10 our Jacal economy. We wauld hape that the DOE would loak most
favorebly on the selection of Pamax for the cniticat BDCF and consider the overall impact
that placing this facility here at Pantex - the best location in the nuclear complex.

Most Cordially Yours,

Joe D. Brewtan
Amarillo Division Manager
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September 8, 1998

DOE Office of Fissils Material Disposition
c/o SPD EIS

U.S. Depariment of Energy

P.O. Box 23788

Washington, DC 200256-3786

ATTENTION: Bert Stevenson, NEPA Compliance Officer

Ra: Comment on DOE's Drafl Surplus Plutonium Dispesition Environmental
Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Stavenson:

We would like 1o take this opportunity to comment en DOE's Draft Suplus
Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Stalement. As co-chairs of
Panhandle 2000, a group of Amarillc-area cilizens interested in the
environmentally sound retention and expansion of Pantex, we would like to
express our suppost for siting the proposed new pit disassembly and conversion
mission contemplated in this Draft PEIS at Pantex.

Throughout DOE's EIS pracess for pursuing piutonium storage and disposition
options, the clearly identified goals have been to provide the highest level of
security to minimize theft, diversion, or accidental sxposure and to encourage
Russia to reciprocate efforts to dispose of its plutonium in like manner. For these
reasons, the preferred altematives chosen In the Record of Declsfon for the
Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissife Materials Environmental
Impac! Statement chose a dual track approach of vitrification and MOX fuet
fabrication. Viewing plutonium as an assel rather than waste provides the
potentiat for taxpayers to recoup some economic benefit from thelr investment n
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 paraliel economic nonproliferation benefits.

The Diaft PEIS announced the Savannah River Site as the prefarred location for
tha MOX fuel fabrication facility as well as the plutonium immobilization facility.
Additionally, the Draft PEIS Bsts two atlemnatives for the siting pit disassembly
and conversion. We would like to state for the record that we strongly support

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 altemative which proposes siting the plutenium disassembly and conversion 1
facility at Pantex.

The stated objective of disposing of excess plutonium is to reduce threat of
Intemational proliferation, as reaffiimed in  President Clinton's 1993
Nonproliferation and Expor Control Pelicy, the 1994 National Academy of
Sciences report on plutonium management and disposition, and the January
1997 DOE reporl on Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment. The PEIS
has apparently lost sight of this objective. Exposing plutonium to unnscessary
transportation and the accompanying risks is incansistent with this objective, but
that is precisely the course of action contemplated by DOE if i chaoses to site pit
conversion at a site other than Pantex.

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

Siting the disassembly and conversion plutonium at Pantex will eliminate the
need for unnecessary transpartation which poses a legitimate national and
international threat. Transporfation of pits from Pantex in unconverted form
exposes them to potential theft, risk of accident and exposure, and costs
associated with additional security measurss and packaging. The recent
aggression against our embassies abroad only serves o emphasize that we
cannot afford to lower aur guard against such threats. Indeed, we must be
vigilant and mindful of the tremendous potential for hamm that would result if
classified nuclear materials were to fall into the wrong hands. Pantex has the
most modem safeguands and security system. and the nation’s top rated guard
force. The plants emergency management systemn was recognized as the
*Standard Setter” after joint assessment by Defense Programs and
Nonproliferation and National Security. As a resull, classified weapons
components located at Pantex are more threat-resistant than anywhere else In
the complex. By performing pit disassembly at Pantex and then shipping
demilitarized and unclassified plutonkum oxide, DOE can eliminate these
unnecessary risks. Te abandon the record at Pantex and contemplate transfer of
the pits to a site and facilities not accustomed to this funclion would precipitate
the needlass coste and risks associaled with the transport and duplication of
workers and facilities.

Additionally, DOE cost estimates show that If the cholce is made ignore the risks 3
and package pits to transport them across the country, the price tag of

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.
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disassembly and convareion would increase by $70 to $B5 miilfion. It is doubtful
whether this figure incorporates the considerable training cost that will be
incurred fo recreate the pit packaging and unpacking expertise thal exists today
cnly at Pantex. Furthemmore, we are aware of claims baeing made by proponents
of the Savannah River Site that siting disassembly and conversion in South
Carolina would result in savings of neardy $1.6 billion. Such claims are
unsubstantiated and preposterous considering the total estimated cost of the
antire mission, wherever located, equals $920-$980 million. We raise thess
issues to poimt out thal, while many claims (factual and otherwise) are being
made reganding the merits of different siles, one truth about costs remains.
Plutonium pits are located at Pandex and moving them anywhese else for a
mission that can be performed here creates unnecessary expense in terms of
both dollars and the inherent proliferation risk to Texas and our country.

We regret thet DOE did not attach this same logic for the MOX production facility.
if #t had, the ergumenls are clear for co-locating the pit converslon and MOX fuel
tabrication facility at the existing pit siorage site, the Pantex plant.

Finally, poils demonstrate the continued overwhelming support Pantex
enjoys from Jocal residents and state and federal efected officials. Thesa surveys
indicate that the plant enjoys suppeort of more than 80% amang the residents in
the Amarillo 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 dispesiion 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 plutonfum disposition strategy to
succeed. Placing pit disassembly at Pantex only strengthens that prospect.

For these reasons, Pantex clearly is the safest and best-suited alternative and
we respectfully urge DOE to designale it as the preferred altemative site for the
pil disassemnbtly and conversion facility.

Yours truly,

e Modden -
Jetome W. JoRnson Wales Madden, Jr.
Cg-Chair fan| ke 2000 Co-Chair, Panhandle 2000

MD168-4 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for collocating the pit
conversion and MOX facilities at Pantex.
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MD284-1 Human Health Risk

Scptenaber 16, 1998

U. §. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23766

Washinglon, DC 20026-3786

Dear Sirs:

As Co-Chairs of the Panhandle Area Neighbors and L (PANAL) Organization, we aro writing
to voice pur concern with the Pt inm Pit Di iy and Ci ion facility which the DOE is
considering locating at Pantex. Our organization of agriculiural p P ight
community business leaders does not support any type of phitonium processing in this agricultural
producing area of Texas.

Our products are sent world wide tn foed the hungry and 1o clothe the peoples of the world - why, under
mdmmmmwmmmmﬁuphduswhammiummdw
production? Why would DOE jeopardize the peaple, land, water, ait and the products that have made and
continue to be the suppost for the Texas Panhandk? Why docs DOE continue to harrass this community
with such hormendons missions for Pantex withowt even one thought as 1o the damage which could be
reaked on the High Plains of Texas. Do you pot understand that we have a strong healthy relationship
with the land and we strive constantly to keep this land frec of ination and in 8 whok

condition suitsble for producing food?

PANAL idess the P jum Pit Di bly and Ci Facilly (PDCF) to be the most
outeageous mission /Eacilty 10 be forced on this commmnity. Pantex has never processed ptutonium and
does not have the i ination problems as those sites which have handlod this matetial
processing. In the words of Ann Loadholt (Chair of the SRS CAB) “C 12 pit di bly...showld
Pantex be chasen...this decision would create a new pintonium processing site within @ system

b ing io Vidate operations for cost effecti byt most imy Iy, wosuld # the
amosurt of cleanup that uitimately will be required.” When people from othet areas even so¢ the
hypocrisy of the siting of these missions at Pantex, why does DOE not see (his? Arc you just 5ol looking
at ! the issues or are you blinded by your own stupidity?

Pastex is a fraction of the size of other plutonium sites, new caviranmenial risks associnted with the
mammmm.mwnmwnmmummwuﬁmmuazw
the close proximity of the people to the site. The unreporied air contaminants of radicactive tritium and

oe your hands? Their products are so contamirated by the nuclear weapons productions that the people
cannot eat them and economic devastation is the result. Is that what DOE is trying to achieve here? Such
Degative conscquences ta poople and the farmiand are much more likely to occur on a small, open, windy
site such as Pantex, than at a larges, more secluded site - a site large enough so that the smokestack will
belch forth its bile on the site itself and not o the surrounding stakeholders and propesty.

Why do you think that plutonium processing can be done safely at Pantex when it has never been done
safcly o without costaminating the environment at any other DOE site? The technologies just are not
there - the DOE has gone to great lengths o deccive the public with half tneths and lics about new

gh in technologies, the rosnlt is i d distrust of DOE by our commanity of stakeholders,

We have witnessed your actions over (he past eight years , when we first became involved it this issoc.
DOE has assured the public of their opeaness and theory of public mvotvesnent, bowever DOE has failed
misctably o both accounts. Thete is no openntss and no effort 10 engage the public in "meaningfol

bli scipation”,

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 at Pantex 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.
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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 EISROD.

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.
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The siting of tho PDCF over the Qgallala Aquifer, our source of water, is repugnant with DOE

of protecting the eavironment. Placing plutonium processing over the watet supply of the Texas
Panhandle and eleven other cities 2nd towns further south is unacceptable. Pantex has already been the
source of heavy contamination Io the water source both beneath the site and offsite to the east on adjacent
private porperty. To cleanup the aquifer is impssible, adding phutonium processing and associated wastes
1o the problem will caly compound the ination issae. What do you propose 10 prevent this further
contamination to the Ogatiala Aquifer from happening? What proven and demonstrated technologies do
you claim will keep the Ogallala Aquifer from being contaminated?

OQur community bas been saddled with storage of phutonium pits in old, Wotld War H bunkers which are
not suitable fot the storage of the most deadly material fn the world. There arc innumerable peoblems
associated with the storege which have not boen corrected - sinoe the DOE has not accomplished this
mission of safely sioring the plutoainm pits, then how in the worid do you think you can safefy process
this material? We arc tired of your claims, assertions and promises, just leave the Texas Panhandie alone,
ulrzwcoﬂhcptoblemyoumwiaveat?amexanddonmdumpanymmenﬁssionsonthismlldte.

As the agricultural community which sorromnds the Pamex site « we beg you i picase wse common setse
in your decision of siting these new missions. We are laboring 10 produce food 1o feed and sustain the
world, while you are producing weapons of mass destraction to kill and mame the world, this dichotomy
has to cod.

With the Cold War over, DOE is facing the time when this maddsess could all be stopped - do you have
the courage and the intregity to be trathfiet to the American taxpayers and say ..this is the end, we will net
waste more of your tax doltars - there will be no more weapons, no miore p ing - we are stopping...?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Doris and Phillip Smith,Co-Chairs
Panhandie Area Neighbors and Landowners

MD284-3 Water Resources

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
hitp://www.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis, the decision
was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AT-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
AIL-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 PELS 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.
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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 1
Statement or commonly know as the Pit Disassembly at

Pantex. Thank you. Tim Flowers

WD018-1 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 costreports,
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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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

WD001-1 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 costreports,
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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Yes, my name is Hal Pedigrew. Ilive 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 1
United States but here. Thank you.

PDO16-1 Alternatives

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 costreports,
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 of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

‘Washington, DC, 20026-3786

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition:

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

Envir ! Impact St t, the Department of Energy prudently decided against
locating one plutonium pr ing 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 ination found at plutonfum p ing 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 Savannzh 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 ptable to have pl 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 ination 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 2 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.

MD114-1 Alternatives

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 EISROD.

MD114-2 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

SDX[—SISUOASIY PUD SIUBUNIOQ JUIUUOD)



8L8-¢

PLUHAR, DARWIN AND JENNIFER
PaGe20r 3

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.

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 a2 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, tritinm, and plutonium) would be 0.077 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.
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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 10 p lutonium pit storage p blems, Panhandle residents are back to square one.
The pl ins in old, bl oonodmg storage containers and in 35-55 year old
“bunkers” that the Department of Energy promised were for “temporary” use. Plutonium that is
supposed 1o be stored in a stable environment now sits in the bunkers-~all but three without air

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 10 accept its unsubstantiated
assurances to safely process deadly plutonium powders at Pantex.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Smcerely
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MD114-4 DOE Policy

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 AT ~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 assurmes 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 MD114-1 and MD114-2.
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August 25, 1998

DOE Office of Fissile Material Disposition

¢/o SPD EIS

U.8. Department of Energy

P. O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

ATTENTION: Mr. Bert Stevenson, NEPA Compliance Officer

Re: DOE's Draft Surplus Plutonium Dispasition Environment impact Statement

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

First and foremost, we are adamant that any current and future functions at
Puntex be conducted in & sofe and environmemally sound manner. Our first
priority is to ensure that expansion at Pantex does not impair the health or safety
of area residents or have an adverse effect on the environment. These goals serve
as a prerequisite 10 any current or fulure activities at Pantex.

We are aware that DOE has selected the Savannah River Site (SRS) as the
preferved alternative for the MOX fuel fabrication facility and is considcting SRS,
along with Pantex, as the location for the disassembly/conversion mission,

We wish to focus my commcents on the selection of Pantex as the preferred
site for locating tbe plulonium 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 cnsering thal disposition goals are
met with the utmost attention to cconomic and safety considerations.

MD122-1 Alternatives

According to the analysesreflected 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.

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 considening the proliferation risks involved in unnccessarily
transporting a Jarge number of classified platonium pits across the country from
Pantex, it makes budgetary and policy sense fo site disposition functions where
storage already exists. First, due to its cheaper labor costs and utility rates, and
water and Jand availability, Pamex clcarly is the most cost-effective site over the
life of the programn than any other sile under consideration. Second, transportation
of plutonium in non-classified form (after disassembly and comversion at Pantex)
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 surveillancc capabilitics to accommodate an expanded role. Third, it is in the
best interests of the United States to engage Russia in bilateral demilitarization and
inspections independent of the politically contentions MOX fuel fabrication
process. 1t will glso be much easier to track converted plutonium pits for IAEA
and international inspections if these activities are undertaken at ihe site of original
pit storagc.

‘The Pantex plant enjoys fremendous public and bipartisan political support
for new missions and could provide them at the lowest additionat costs 1o the
taxpayers. To accomplish its disposition goals, DOE must have strong, broad-
based political sepporl. ~ HBringing in the support of Texas Senators and
Congressmen will help ensure that DOE disposition initiatives succecd.

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

Sinzly.

Arthur Ware
-
v MANNY PRREZ,
COMMISSIONER, PRECINCT 2

Sy WATKINS,
MMISSIONER PRECINCT 3
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I am very much in favor of having the pit disassembly and
conversion at Pantex where it will be done right the first
time.

WD009-1 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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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 shouid be safety, and of the two possibie
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 bave 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 lefi 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 lock 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.

inmfu?d,

Don Ray

MD024-1

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.

Alternatives

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 (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 EISROD.
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1901 PRILADELPHIA ST.
AMARILLO, TEXAS 79103
AUGUST 10, 1398

U,S, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

OFFICE OF FISSILE MATERIALS DISPOSITION
MD-% FORRESTAL BUILDING

1000 INDEPENDENCE AVE.,SW

WASHINGTON, D.C. 23585

DEAR SIRS:

AS A CITIZEN OF AMARILLO, WE LRGE YOU TO LOCATE THE P17 DISASSEMBLY AND
CONVERSION FACILITY AT THE PANTEX PLANT FOR ECONOMICAL AND SAFETY REASONS.

PANTEX ALREADY HAS ADEQUATE STORAGE SPACE FOR THE CONVERTED PLUTCNIUWM THAT
WOULD BE VERY EXPENSIVE TG CONSTRUCT ELSE WHERE AND WILL NOT ENTAIL TRANS-
PORTING THE 'PITS! ACROSS THE COUNTRY, WHTCH 1S COSTLY AND SUSCEPTABLE TO
TRANSPORTATION ACCIDENTS.

PANTEX PLANT EMPLOYEES HAVE MORE EXPERIENCE HANDLING PLUTONIUM PITS THAN
ANY BTER 0.0.E. SITE AND HAS AN OUTSTANDING SAPETY RECORD. ALSOQ PANTEX
ALREADY HAS TRAINED TECAMECAL PERSONNEL TMAT ARE CERTIFIED TO PERFORM THE
'GLOVEBOX® WORK REGQUIRED POR THIS TYPE WORK,

SECURITY AT THE PANTEX PLANT 1S SECOND TO NONE COMPARED TO ALL THE OTHER
DEPARTMENT CP ENEGERY FACCLITIES.

THE PANTEX PLANT ALSO HAS THE SUPPQRT OF THE RESIDENTS OF THE COMMUNITY

AND THE LOCAL AND STATE ELECTED OFFICIALS ALONG WITH THE TEXAS CONGRESSIONAL

DELEGATION.

AGAIN, WE SINCERELY URGT YOU TO LOCATE THE PIT DISASSEMBLY AND COWVERSION
FACILITY AT THE PANTEX PLANT.

SINCE URS,

JR/L

FD150-1 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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FD232-1 Alternatives

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

facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program

AUGUST 11, 1998 at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE

U.5. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus

OFFICE OF FISSLE MATERIALS DISPOSITION plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD=4 FORRESTAL BUILDING
1000 INDEPENDENCE AVE.,SW
WASHINGTON, DC 20535

DEAR SIRS:

J AM A LONG TILME RESIDENT OF AMARILLO AND FULLY SUPPORT
YOUR LOCATING THE PIT DISASSEMBLY AND CONVERSION FACILITY 1
AT THE PANTEX PLANT LOCATED NEAR AMARILLO, TEXAS.

SINCERELY,

alle Roan

CLETA REAM
1901 PHILADELPHIA
AMARILLO, TEXAS 73103
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U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition o
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC, 20026-3786

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition:

1 do not support plutonium processing at the Pantex Plant. In the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Envir ! Impact S t, 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 propased in the Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility are
undemonstrated and unproven. It is unacceptable to have plutonium operations abave the
Ogatlala 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 Ogaliala Aquifer. This poliution 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.

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 EISROD.

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 1.3
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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 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.

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* 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 lang-term storage location for up to 20,000 plutonium pits,
promises to imprave safety conditions have not happened. The U.S. Go Act ing
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 2 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 ta plutonium pit storage problems, Panhandle residents are back 10 square one.
The pl i ins in old, itable, corroding storag s and in 35-55 year old
“punkers” 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--cven as the Texas Panhandlc expericnces 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
phutonium in the most stable environment, there is no reason to accept its unsubstantiated
assurances 1a safely process deadly plutonium powders at Pantex.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
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MD063—4 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concemn 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 Jfor 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-RS 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.

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.
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U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

‘Washington, DC, 20026-3786

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition:

In the Surplus Pl Disp Draft & ! Impact St the Dep of Energy
proposes to build new plutonium processing facilities and dispose of 55 tons of “surplus” plutonium.
I ask that the following flecting my and reservations regarding these proposals be

g m
incorporated into the decisions made for the plutonium disposition program.

Immobitize
The objective of plutonium disposition is to make weap ble plutonium as i ible for reuse in nuclear
pons as the plutonium in irradiated nuclear fuel, and to do 0 ina timely and safe manncr. For the following

reasons the Department of Encrgy should choose to immobiliz all surplus plutonium and consider the possibility
of doing this at more thaa one Jocation? h

Immobilizing all plutonium is a safer option because it involves less handling, processing, and
transporting of plutonium and other radioactive materials, and is less expensive because it involves fewer
new facilities and avoids the costs of subsidizing the nuclear industry. These same factors would allow
disposition to occur in a much more timely manner;

. According to the Department of Energy’s own studies, the *‘ceramification can-in-canister” approach
to immobilization results in a waste product that is more resistant to theft, diversion, and reuse than
irradiated mixed oxide (MOX) fuel;

. The immobilization approach does not involve increasing the risk to persons living near nuclear reactors
because it avoids burning—for the first time cver—large of weapons-grade plutoni

If delays arise in the immobilization program, the Department of Energy should insure that:

Toas of p ly ble p oxide scheduled for immobilization are put in a safer, more stable
form suitable for storage, inventory, and intemational inspection; 2

. The objective of interim demilitarization of currently stable forms of plutonium, such as plutonium in
pits, must be the minimal altcration of its current form necessary for safe storage, inventory, and
international inspection,

No To MOX

The iliconceived mixed oxide (MOX) fucl 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 human health and the environment. 3

The Unitcd States' rationale that it must choose the MOX option to app! Russia is b iated and flawed
in several respects:

. There is littlc support for a plutonium fucl economy in Russia. where people voting in public referendums
have overwhelmingly scjected new nuclear developments;

MD064

MDO064-1 Immobilization

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 costly 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 plutorium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium thatexists 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.
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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 941 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 L. 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-remy/
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.
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The argument that the Russian government opposes inunobilization because the plutonium is morc easily
retrieved is undermined bythc factv.hat m:dlaxod MOX fucl is easier to re-use in nuclear weapons than
the ceramification i p

The United States shouldnmbeummgmgknsuwdcvelopMOXcapab:.lxtyduemthcunomamua
produced by the U.S. underwriting costs of a Russian infr to

Russia’s choice of technology should notdctenmnerhc U.S. choice. The governments themselves have

recognized this, as in the United States-Russian Joint P! jum Di: i studym1996 which found
that, "The Umled States and Russla need not use the same p di: I Indeed,
given the very di nuclear mﬁﬂ:lrucmres and fuel cycle pahaz: in the

two countries, l.' l: likely that the best approaches will be different in the two countries.”

Already, politically powerful voices arc sugg-stmg that United States policy regardi 21 jum be
By ishing a new level of pl infrastructure which i
U.S. non-proliferation policy is clearly undcnnmcd

Inform Peoplc of the Real Hazards, Risks, and Uncertainties

The Depamnmt of En:rgy has not ﬁxlﬂllcd its legal obligation to fully inform people of the real risks, hazards,
and | of p ing tons of powder that i is hanrdous to human

halthauhesmleof icrogr. “This latest volumi and largely dabls

not cven contain the most basic information about hazards, such as the d ities of radioactive air

pollutants. [nstead, the public is forced to follow a paper maze if the information is available at all.

TheDcpanmcmofEncrgymus(adminhatv.herwhazz:ﬂsandﬁslsmlaxgelyw&nown,anddmunecrtzmtyis
the oalv constant at this time. There is only one mixed oxide (MOX) fuel plant currently operating at the capacity
proposed by this document~—100 toas of MOX fuel fabricated per year--and that fauhty uses reactor-grade
platonium. No MOX fuel from p de jum has ever been | d or used on an industrial scale,
and no weapons-grade plutonium has cver been immobilized on an industrial scale. The plutonium pit
disassembly and conversion plant would be a first-of-its-kind facility utilizing unproven technologies that are
coatroversial even within the nuclear establishment.

To compound the intics, the D of Encrgy pl ion plan is not a modcl for success.
Under the existing proposals, the Dcpanment of Energy would design facthtm requiring unproven technologies
while the technology demonstration and festing is ongoing, and begin facility construction before finishing their
design. The D of Energy has foll d this model of devel before and the result has always been
cost averruns, dclaws unexpected negative impacts on human health and the cnvironment, and massive waste of

taxpayer dollars.
We dow N more
Sincerely: WMI D df‘/ﬁV& Wd&b We

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

~ I A0 ok Need more nweldar
YWEr- Thore 15 nowhere

To [};ﬁ The waok we pave.
No. to mOX= No o furrer
%U%MJMW
indusng! This 15 crazy.
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MD064-4 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 MOX Approach

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://www.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
that the plutonium and uranium feed materials will produce acceptable MOX
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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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Pagelorl

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
important also, therefore I am in favor of the expansion of
Pantex to recycle Pu.

WwWD012-1 Water Resources

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.

WwWD012-2 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, tfransuranic
elements [including plutonium], and fission products from spent reactor
fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranjum 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.

SDX[—SISUOASIY PUD SIUFUMNIOQ JUIUUO))



968-¢

SapEsky, Ray
Pagelorl

1 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.

Thank you. Ray Sadesky

WD002-1 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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ScHULTZ, MARGARET
Pacelorl

511 Avenue K
Hereford, TX 79045

August 14, 1998

ATTENTION: DRAFT SPD-EIS

U. 8. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Matsrials Disposition

P. O. Box 23786

WASHINGTON DC 20026-3786

Gantlemen;

We Texans want to protect out water, air, and soil from radioactive pollutants|
We do not want plutonium processing in the Texas Panhandle.

And we do not want military plutonium turned into MOX fuel. | 2

| would appreciate your considering these matters,

Sincerely yours,

ot £hntts

Margaret Schultz

MD057-1

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.

Alternatives

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.
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SEEWALD, WiLLIAM H.
Pagelor1

William Hughes Seewald

14 September 1998

U.S. Department of Fnergy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23736

‘Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Subject: SurplusP Disposition Draft Eav ! Impact
Dear Madams and Sirs:

1 coclose two letters herein that lay out some principles and objections to which I
subscribe relative to the above referenced NEPA document.

T would also like to add two points that [ wish to be considered in addition:

1. Pamlex, s a site that bas never processed phutonitm before, should not
be idered for the new plutonium p fing missions if the
Tepartment is to honor 2 previ i
risks to sites not already radivlogicall due to prevk
P ing missh The Det of Energy owes the peopk of
the Texas Panhandle the respect of honoring thut sensible
commitment, notwithstending efforts on the purrt of some local
interests 1o confisse issucs of economic development and good public

oot to introduce such

2. It strains credibility that the scoping and analysis for the siting of these
new processing facilitates do not inclisdc es central criteria a sito’s
previous experience in handling and processing plutonjum as well as
weighjngth:sicniﬁcanceofmyniningh&amm&axwomdm
bave to be replicated elsewh Tt seems absohutely seif evident that
£ [uif (0 do 50 leaves a NEPA document so flawed as 1o require
wigni Geant pverhaul.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these proposals.

fucl

William H. Seewzld

806-353-8486 Phone  353-g109Fax  ess  P.0.Box 10090 ~Amarillo, Texas 79116

MD198-1 Alternatives

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 Jevel of contamination and
require the same amount of D&D. Decisions on the surplus platonium
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 etseq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).
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SuENNUM, MARY
Pagelor1

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.

PD060-1

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.

Alternatives
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SHENNUM, MARY
Pagelor1

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.

PD066-1 MOX Approach

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.
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SmitH, CAROL
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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.

1

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
SPDEISROD.
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Smrra, CHUCK
Pacelor1

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.

PDO21-1 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
SPD EISROD.
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. U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition B
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, DC, 20026-3786

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition:

1 do not support plutonium processing at the Pantex Plant. 1n the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Envir [ Impact Si ¢, 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 Arez of the Four Candidate Sites (Square Miles)

Pantex Savannah River Tdaho 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

allal iter and only one mile frqm where people live and work in a vibrant agri
producing area. The Pantex legacy already includes heavy contamination. in a perched layer of

groundwater less than one hundred feet above the Ogallata Aguifer. This pollution extends from

er the Pantex Plant jacent private propel he real impacts remain_unkn

he risk of any additional groundwater pollution is ypacceptable in an agricultural region.

Common sense dictates that negative consequences to people and farmland from nuclear
accidents are far more likely in 2 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--cxpected to escape into the atmosphere daily through
smokestack filters. Routine air emissions of ritium, plutonium, americium, and beryllium
constitute unacceptable new hazards to the Texas Panhandle.

MD102-1

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 EISROD.

Alternatives

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
guantities 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
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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 2.9x103LCFs 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 imp: safety conditions have rot 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 2 failed plutonium pit
container program (the AT-400A) and the plan to move aver 10,000 pits into a safer remodeled
buikling (Building 12-66) has also failed.

Panhandl ex)
P

are back to square one.

Whea it comes to plutonium pit storage probl
The pl i ins in old, itabl storage i and in 35-55 year old
“bunkers” that the Department of Energy promised were for “temporary” use. Plutonivm that is
supposed to be stored in & siable 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 po reason to accept its unsubstantiated
assurances 10 safely process deadly plutonium pawders at Pantex.

a0

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely: M ) : oon

MD1024 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concem 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 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-~RS 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-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.

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 MD102-2.
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Smrrh, Jim D.
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Yes, my name is Jim D. Smith. Ilive 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. Iknow 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. 1
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.

PD022-1 Facility Accidents

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. Accidentrisk 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 1 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 costreports,
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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United States
Department
of Energy

NAME: (Optional) ___ SamJ. Sottile
ADDRESS: P_0. Box 276, Bushland, TX 75012-0276

TELEPHONE: (_200) 3506269

E .
“Twarited 1o conivey 1he support of my family and myseif for DOE's selection of PANTEX
To receive the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility (PD&CF) mission.

"My Tanily attended one of the public meetings herg in Amarillo, Texas. We can not tell

you how much we appreciated the opportunity to learn more about the overall concepts that are
being perused by the DOE.

== . . 1personally bave been working in the nuclear weapons field for nearly thirty years. L e

... Twenty two and a half years in the United States Navy as a Weapons Technician and five years at
, PANTEX. j ’ -

" Enjoying what T do for a living is a very important part of my own personal mission
statement. I really do enjoy disassembling, 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 American taxpayers, the people of the state of Texas, my fellow workers, and
my own family are my customers. My customers deserve that I put 110% effort into my job. I
have all the confidence in the wotld that the highly trained and experienced workforce of the
Mason and Hanger Corp. can preform the PD&CF mission safely and with the utmost respect for

guy envi that's right, we live here in the community also!
1 knew the positive reputation and acceptance of the PANTEX m

commusity, and our elected officials was great, but I was very pratified to hear speaker afier ____
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 migsion!

Thank you for this opportunity to make these comments,

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 costreports,
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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STAN@ of Amarillo, Inc.

August 12, 1998
STAND COMMENT # 1

Office of Fissile Materials Management
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washingtan, D.C. 20585

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:

Attached are a series of bmitted by STAND of Amarillo, Inc. pertaining to the
Surpius Phuonium Disposition Di E ! Impact St (SPDEIS). Thesz

documents were referenced at the Amarillo, TX public hearing on Aogust 11, 1998:

Comments on NEPA

C on locating p ium p ing at Pantex.

Comments on immobilization and MOX

STAND of Amarillo Fact Sheet 98-04 with April 9, 1998 news release
News releases from August 6, 1998 and August 10, 1998

News article from August 11, 1998

Portions of the shredded Draft SPDEIS

NawneE LR~

These will be suppl d in the future.
Sincerely:

oS L
Don Moniak

Director
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

: U.S. Secretary of Energy William Richardson

: State of Texas Governor George W. Bush, Jr.

: Congressman Mac Thornberry

: State of Texas Attomey General Daniel Morales

Ms. Carol Borgstrom, Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance

8

8888

{B08) 358-2622 7105 W, 34th Ave. Suita E - Amarifio, TX 79108 FAX {806) 355-3837

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 insure substantial and
meaningful public involvement in the planning and decision process.

The Department of Energy’s Swrplus Phaorium Dispaosition Draft Exvir { Impact
Statement (Draft SPDEIS) is in clear violation of the letter and spirit of the National
Environmental Policy Act. Following is a list of just a few of the clear violations of this important
environmental law.

NEPA requires agencies to identify and analyze significant effects

DOE failed to identify and address berylium sir emissions in the Draft SPDEIS. The Design-Only
Conceptual Design Report for the Pit Disassenbly and Conversion Facility (Los Alamos
National Laboratory, 1997) described the PDCF as a beryllium operation and addressed the
possible need for an air permit. Inits 1994 Environmental Checklist for ARIES, Los Alamos
National Laboratory cited “expected esmissions” of beryllium for a very small test project.

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 focations are provided in the data reports for the pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX
facilities.” 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 impact of ing & DEW P jum pr ing site (Pantex). DOE has
identified this impact as significant in other NEPA d Tn its Progy ic Eavi | Impact
SmunmtforSmckpilcSmr&hipandManaganm,(w%),DOEm"Platovdumwould'no!be
intraduced into a site that does not have a piutonium inf? b of the high cost of new
plutonism facilifies and the complexity of introdi ing plutonium operations into sites without current
capabiiities.”

NEPA requires agencies to evaluate all reasonable alternatives

DOE did nat identify or evaluate the “metals-only option” for plutenium pit disassembly and
conversion, The “metals only option was reported inthe Technical Risk A.  for the Department
of Energy Pit Disassembly and Conversion Foctiity Final Report (Los Alamos National Laboratory,
1997) as the option with the least technical risk.

Compiled by STAND of Amarillo

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) (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
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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 the nuclear weapons
complex becomes smaller and more efficient in the 21* 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.

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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FD175-6 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing
Atthe time DOE issued the SPD Draft EIS, it believed the gallium contentin
DOE did not evaluate “pt polishing”—liquid acid plotonium polishing— s a ressonabh the plutonium dioxide feed specifications for MOX fuel could be reached
alternative for producing plutoninm exide powder suitable for Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel ute. using the dry, thermal gallium removal method included in the pit conversion

DOE clearly considers tiquid acid plutonium processing to be a reasonable alternative. In easly 6 . .. . .
June, DOE smended its Request for Prapasals for MOX Fuel Fabrication and Irradiation process. However, in response to public interest on this topic and to ensure
Services to read: “The Offeror shall indicate whether or nat its techni ! approach adequate NEPA review in the event that the gallium specification could not
incorporates a plutonium axide polishing siep. be met with the thermal process, an evaluation of the potential environmental
NEPA requires early implementation and public involvement impacts of including a small-scale aqueous process (referred to as
NEPA requires agencies to reduce delays and “integrate the NEPA. process into early planing, * plutonium polishing) as part of either the pit conversion or MOX facility
and DOE's policy is to “apply the NEPA review process early in the planning stages for DOE was presented in Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS. On the basis of public
proposals.* (10CFR1021.210.8) comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performed as
DOE has exeluded nuclear reactor commumitics from the public involvement process. DOE inteads part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing as a
mmﬁﬁm e s g e o e 4 component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity removal from
m m m r; stp:seﬁ;:deﬁoré:;l bn;u ﬁﬁg ;hr: p-f’:k Fti;nl the plutonium diox%de. Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS,
i et rradiate Mixed Orids (MOX) m hearings hev e held or e b;m and th;d h;lpztllcl:ts Iv;l(l)s;:(ufsseﬁil theréi;ll weri a;ici,eci to tIIxeSimpact; ;eéCStions
planned in communities where utllities have an interest in burning MOX fuel. presented for the acility in Chapter 4 of Volume I. Section 2.18.3 was

NEPA requires agencies meaningful and substantisl public involvement also revised to include the impacts associated with plutonium polishing.
lng: ﬁﬁ?&%&?ﬁgmﬁﬁ“ gublif}n:gt to the -wqel::;:: SPDEIS, mﬁm‘)l{”” | 8 FD175-7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
individuals and groups submitted commepts to DOE to: The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had been
. m nuclear reactor communities in the NEPA. process and do site-specific analysis of I 7 identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the
© stes: i . .
. vaider:c_w <afty and helthinformation rom the European mixed cxide I o reactor: 1zpe:mﬁc mfomaugn. As paq of the procurement process, bidders
(MOX) fuel industry; were asked to provide environmental information to support their proposals.
«  Folly analyse the differences between plutonium it conversion for use in immobilization | 5 This information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the
. j“";’“’f‘:‘m?;'.’“de M Orx) fuct asa ble shemative for plutonium pit I 6 DOE source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication
. x:e;:osw onmental impact data i the actual e ! impact otin and irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental
reference documents. | 3 Synopsis on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to
. L the public as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in
These scopiag considerstons wese not undertaken by the Department of Energy: |8 April 1999. This Supplement included a description of the affected
The intent of NEPA is not bigger documents, it is better documents. environment around the three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the
The Draft SPDEIS is 1300 pages loag, yet it doss not contain basic iformation, it docs contain rednndant potential environmental impacts of operating these reactors using MOX
and unnecessary paperwerk, and it does not provide high quality inforruation thatis casily read by the | 9 fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of this SPD EIS, respectively). During the
ool publc . 45-day period for public comment on the Supplement, DOE held a public
175

hearing in Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited comments.
Responses to those comments are provided in Volume IT1, 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 FD175-7, nuclear reactor communities had
the opportunity to comment. In the Environmental Critique and Environmental
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 alteratives 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.
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¥D175-10 Alternatives

This comment is addressed in responses to the campaign, Letter Expressing

Reasons for Not Supporting Plutonium Processing at the Pantex Plant.
U.S. Department of Encrgy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786
‘Washington, DC, 20026-3786

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition:

T do not pp rt plutonium pr g at the Pantex Plant. 1n the Swplus Plutcrium Disposition
Draft Envir 'ImpacfSt the Dep nt of Energy prudently decided against
locating one plutonium pmmmg famity (MOX fuel fnbnatlon) at the Panr.em Plant, For the
following additional ns, a Pl bly and Conversion facility also should not

be located at Pantex:
Pantex Should Not Become the Next Rocky Flats
Pantex has never pracessed plutmmn 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 Washingion.
Risks That Are Unkuown Are Too High

The Partex 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 10
Site Engineering Lab.

23 309 390 560

The technologies proposed in the Plutonium Pit Di , and Conversion Facility are
undemonstrated and unproven. 1tis ptable to have ph i ions above the
Ogallala Aquifer and only one mile from where people Live and work i ina vibrant agricultural
producing area. The Pantex legacy already includes heavy ination in a perched layer of
groundwater less than one hundred feet above the ngllala Aquifer. This polluuon extends from
under the Pantex Plant to adjacent private property and the real impacts remain unknown.

The risk of any additional groundwater pollutien is ptable in an agricultural region.

Common sense dictates that negative consequences to people and farmland from nuclear
accidents are far morc likely in a small, open, windy location like Pantex. The Department of

Energy has acknowledged that the most visually unappnl'mg 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 atmoyphere 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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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 speat on a failed plutonium pit
container program (the AT-400A) and the plan to move over 10,000 pits into 2 safer remodeled
building (Building 12-66) has also failed.

When it comes to plutonium it 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 spefl of more than 40 consecutive days
of 90+ degree temperatures, and more than 20 days this summer with thermometers registering
100+ degrees. If the Dep at of Energy cannot accomplish the job of safely storing Pantex
plutonium in the most stable environment, there is no reason to accept its unsubstantiated
assuranced to safely process deadly plutonium powders at Pantex.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely:
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U.S. Department of Energy N
* Offios of Fissilo Materials Disposition -
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC, 20026-3786
Drar Depastmcat of Energy, Office o Fissilc Materiats Disposition:

In the Surplus Pk Disp Draft Envir ! Impact St the Dy of Energy

poses 10 build new phrtonivm p i facllmmandtﬁspescofssmof“surplus plutoaium,
IL*thntdle"' : flecti and reservations reganding these propesals be
moorpmmdmﬂmdeasmnndeforﬂwpluﬁwwndasposmcnpmm

Immobilize

‘The objects u.,' jum disposition is to make weap ble plutonium as i ible for reuso in ouclear
apans 2s the plutonium in imadiated nuclear fuel, and to do 90 in a timely and safc manner. For the following
mummebepammofﬁnﬂxyshouldcbooxwmbﬂmaﬂwxp]mplutummnandcmdutbeposshhty

of doing this at more than one Jocation:

- hmnbdmngnﬂpkmwnsanﬁropnwbemnxnmlmlmhanﬂm&prmm&md
Is, and is Jess expeasive bocause it involves fewer

wﬁcﬂm:ndavmdsdlemofsnbsﬂinngﬂwwdmmmmy These same factors would allow
disposition to occur ir a much more timely manner;

. According to the Department of Encrgy’s own studies, the “ceramification can-in-canister™ approach
o inunobilization results in 2 waste product that i more resistant to theft, diversion, and reuse than
irradiated mixed oxide (MOX) fuel;

. mmmmmappmad:dmmmvdwmmgdnmkwpasmhmgwmdn:mmﬁ
because it avoids burning—for the first time large of weapons-grade p 11

If delays arise in the immobilization program, the Department of Energy should msure that:

. s of ty bie plutonium oxide scheduled for immobilization are put in a safer, more stable
mnnsmlableﬁ)r!mse inventory, and international inspection;

. ‘The objective of interim demilitarization of currently stable forms of plutonfum, such as plutonium in
- pits, must.be the minimal alteration of its cusrent form- ry for safe-storage, inveatory, and -
.oy conal i Iy

No To MOX

The ifl-conceived mixed oxide (MOX) fuel option should be rejected becausc there is no rational justification to
convert stable plutonium to less stable, more dangerous plutonium oxide powder for usc in MOX facl, and thea
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 optica is a proven threat to human health and the environment.

The United States’ rationale that it must chooss the MOX option to appease Russia is unsubstantiated and flawed
in several respects:

¢ ' Thereis little support for a plutonium fuel economy in Russia, where people voting in public refercadums
have overwhelmingly rejected new nuclear developments;

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
Pageloré
gTAN[D) of Amarillo, Inc.
August 24, 1998
STAND COMMENT # 2
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Envircnmental Tmpact St ¢
{Draft SPDEIS)

Office of Fissile Materials Manzgement
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avemue, SW

Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Deparment of Energy, Office af Fissile Materials Management:

RE: ARIES Source Term Focz Sheet (LALP-97-24, Rev. 3, April 24, 1998).

On page 3, paragraph two, tne report states thas, “A significant number of pits processed by the

ARIES facility will contain tritium, None of these pits were selected as part of the ARIES pilot

demonstration because of the difficulties associated wath handling tritium.”

- Does the Depariment of Energy know bow many pits contain tritium?

. Exactly what exact difficulties are associated with handling tritium, why are these
difficulties not reported in the Draft SPDEIS, and will DOE detail thess difficulties in the
Final SPDEIS?

- ‘What would be the consequences if pits containing tritium were seat through the
3 lr{on : Aales?

piop P pyrop b3

1s DOE consideting processing pits with tritium at an even or uneven rate?

On page 3, paragraph two, the report also states that, “Decisions regarding the presence of tritim
will be made before processing pits in the ARIES facility. These decisions may be based upon
prior knowledge or upon & sempling strategy for detecting tritium. A strategy far detecting tritium
in pits was devised while planning for the reconfiguration of the muclear stockpile complex "

When will DOE make these decisions regarding the presence of tritium?

. ‘Whaere in the Draft SPDELS is there 2n analysis and/or reporting of the requirements for
detecting tritium?

- Was the tritium detection strategy ever reported in & public document? Was this strategy
ever implemented?

‘What is the risk of not detecting tritium in 2 pit that does contain tritium?

(808) 358-2022 7105 W. 34th Ave. Suite E - Amarilio, TX 79109

FAX (806} 355-3837

FD145-1

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. Tritium is 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 tritium. The
resulting trititum 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.

Pit Disassembly and Conversion

FD145-2

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.

Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD145-1.
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STAND oF AMARILLO, INC.
Don MonNiAK
PAGE2 OF 6
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On page 3, paragraph one, the report states, “Because of their construction, same prt types will
require eapabilities in addition to those tested in the ARIES pilot demonstration. Number and
types of pits to be processed in a facility may not be defined until the final implementation of
weapons reduction treaties.”

. Are there any other pit types besides thase containing tritiun that require extra
capabilittes?

. 1s DOE considering all potential pit types in the PDCF?

On pago 2 in the fourth paragraph, the report states that the initial demonstration project involved
only seven pit types that “were generally representative of the larger stockpile and relatively
straightforward in their construction 3o there would be 0o special complications in the ARIES
pilot demonstration.”

- What special complications are anticipated in the lazger-scale plutoniurn pit disassembly
and conversion demonstration and Sill scale facility?

. Whore xre these special complications teported to the public in the Draft SFDEIS? Will
DOE report these special complications in the Final SPDEIS?

D Are the ariginal seven pit types sclected for the demonstration “bonded” pits?

Oa page twa of the repost is 2 1able showing the potentiel impurities in the plutonium in
plutonium pits.
. ‘Where was this list of impurities reported in the Draft SPDEIS?

. In what end product will these impurities appear? DOE should give a detailed description
of whether the impurities will become part of the air pollutant stream, the mixed-waste
stream, or the

. I the impurities are converted to air pollutants, who will regulate these air emissions?

STAND of Amarillo believes the ARIES Saurce Term Fact Sheet should be added as an Appand‘n:l
to the Final SPDIES, and is at1aching a copy for inclusion.

Thess comments will be supplemented in the future.

STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

FD145-3

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
at LANL.

Pit Disassembly and Conversion

FD1454

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.

Pit Disassembly and Conversion

FD145-5

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.

Pit Disassembly and Conversion
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STAND oF AMARILLO, INC.
Don MonNI1AK
Pacelorl

STAND of A narillo, Inc.

August .4, 1998

STAND COMMENT #3
Sarplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Envir
{Draft SPDEIS)

tal Impact Statement

Office of Fissile Materials Management
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenuz, SW
Waskington, D.C. 20585

Dear Department of Energy, Ofice of Fissile Materials Management!

RE: Plutosium Pit Disassembly and Conversion and Beryllium-Clad Plutonium Pits

On page 2+14 of the Draft SPDEIS is a “depiction” of & plutonium pit (Figure 2-6) that illustrates
a git with e stainless steel case. Inthe November, 1997 Defease Nuclear Facilities Safety Board

(DNFSB) Technical Report 18: Review of the Safety of Storing Plutonium Pits at Pantex, there
are frequent references to “beryliium-cled” phutonium pits.

- Why are plutonium pits not depicted with besyllium cladding?

. Tn the Final SED-EIS, DOE shoutd define the differences in processes, waste steeams,
and health hazards expected from p ing besylli 1ad pits versus stainl 1a0].clad
pits.

. Since berylfium clad pits are more susceptible to corrosion from chicrine and moisture,
what measures will be taken to insure these pits are intact upon amival st the PDCF?

Also on page 2-14, it sates that gallium is “alloyed” with plutonjum in pits and m be removed
if the PDCF product is plutonium powder for use in MOX fuel.

. Does the gallium heve to be removed if the PDCF product is plutorjum powder for usein
the immobilization facility?

. ‘What other impurities that acc listed on page 2 of the ARIES fact sheet are “alloyed” with
plutonium and are a concern for either disposition option?

These will be suppl d in the fature.

Sincerely:
Don Moniak

Program Director
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

1RDR\ ASR-2622 7105 W, 34th Ave. Suits E - Amaritio, TX 79102

FAX (806) 355-3837

FD146-1

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 airbomne. 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.

Alternatives

FD146-2

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.

Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

Section 2.4.1 was revised to acknowledge the presence of potential
impurities in the pits to be dismantled.
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STAND oF AMARILLO, INC.
DoN MonNIak
Page10F2

STAND of Amariic, Inc.

September 15, 1594

STAND COMMENT ¥ 4
Surpius Plutonfum Dispositian Draft £nvir I Impact S (Draft SPDEIS)
Re: Plutontum Pli Disassembly and Coaversion Demonstration Project

Office of Pissila Miaterizls Management
U.S. Department of Enesgy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:

There ero conflicting obpmlmbungmpm'md for the phatonium pit di bly and c

demonstration project. On the one hand, the d i pxo_}ectre h and devel

cmumn a1 Los Alamos Nationa! Laboratocy describe the project ag buing essential for
the p fom pit d ibly end ion facility (PDCF):

. OnPlgezofﬂummsrwshmnmhretmnummemnmnnmdun
Program at Los Alamos that, "detsiled § ledge of the rate of throughput and the
physieal and chemical ature of the pits are required 10 do detailed design work on 2a
ARIES facility *

At the MOX Industry Conference in Adanta on May 21, 1998, demonstzation project
personnel stated that the data from the ARIES demonstmtion is “needed to support PDCF
design ™

On the other hand, DOE has characterized the demonstration project ss more 0f a supplement to
the design work:

. OnPage 1-11 of theDrz.ﬂ SPDE.[S DOE wrote that the demonstration project, "would
help ‘fine wne the op P of the pit sion facility.”

. In the Phytoniuee Pit Disassembly and Conversion Environmental Assessmem Pre-
Approval Review, DOE wrote that the resulting experieaca from the proposed
demonstration jroject would *bo applied to expedite the design of the praduction
disassembly and conversion facility should it be decided to construct this facility in the
SPD EIS ROD.”

What it the exact purpose of the demonstration project? There does not seem (o be a consistent
set of pbjectives being reported.

(80G) 358-2622 7105 W, 34th &ve. Sulta E - Amariio, TX 78109

FAX (806) 355-3837

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.
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STAND oF AMARILLO, INC.
DoN MoNIAK
PAGE 2 oF 2

How can DOE propose to design and construct & fucility befors detailed information from the
demonstration project is available? One of the “Lessons Learmed™ from pltonium pit storsge wasy
thet, “in order to obtain cost avoidance and remein on schedule, it is important to ideatify all
fequiremnents prior to design."

At what point will DOE decide whether the technotogies t is proposing 1o use are feasible at an
industrial scale?

DOE should deteamine what tha requirsments are for the pit disassembly and conversion facility

before it endesvors to build the fcility.

Sincerely:

Lale—
DPon Menisk

Progrim Disector
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

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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STAND oF AMARILLO, INC.

Don MONIAK
Pacelor3
STAN@ of Amarillo, inc.
September 15, 1998
STANDCOMMENT # §
Surplus Flutonduan Disposition Draft Ex al Jmpact St (Draft SPDEIS)
Re: A fves for Pl pit di bly and i
Qffies of Fimile Materials Mamgement
U.S. Departraent of Energy
1000 Independesice Avenue, 3W
Washington, D.C, 2058$

Desr Department of Energy, -Office of Fisaile Materials Manigement: .

“The Draft SPDEIS. does not contain; 2s required by NEPA, » discussion or analysis of the:
reasonsble alternatives that are available to disassemble plnmumptts and convert plummum

mctauoxdcdnmﬁedfmmmubleforbothlons““ dispot and intermnetional inspections
and asfeguards.
In rf.lmd NEFA uocumuus, DOR has naver cvulu;ted ithw range of options availuble for
pits and ting the plutoni lnmpiummeetstotazelnd

disposition ob)eedvﬁ !n:md, DOE chmc a ph.unmum pit disassemnbly 2nd conversion process
(ARIES) that was not-erigmaky degl eriak mn;blefbr dupo:mon
mhnologlel. md de; lhe MOX Induau—y wnndm &'co ial €Y. By p 1g this

htep ion, DOE bas beemin violation ol‘NEPA  for

Mmg 1o conduct mamlys:s ofthe ﬁm rang: of akternatives Sor. demilitarizing platonium pits and -
converting plutonium to a fona suitable for long-term storage and/or- d‘ isposition.

in the SPDEIS, DOE must:

1. Anclyze she full range of techniological options that are available i di ble phutori
its and covert. plmwu metal to a dzclamﬁed  for suitable:for both long-term dl.spo.nnon
and inferni inyg ‘and sufeg

2. Analyza tha.range of techrical optitns thet have been addressed in gther DOE and contractor
analyses. Inits chhqml Risk'Assessment {FRA)* forthe PDCEF, DOB contractors evaluated
shrée options far plutont p:t’ bly and

. The Baielioc Opuellwhch would require procesting of whole pits at the PDCF but not
pit parts and plutonicm.not assaciated with pits; production of both inetal and oxide bythe
PDCF; and the orly contaminants of concern for MOX fuel that would be removed is
galtium:

* Kidinger, Jolitn, ARESszunn,hhnDnWMDmd Stack, LNAh.mea National Laboravwry.
1987. demwﬁrﬂnr of Esergy Pit Di ion Facility Final
Repore. Scptenbes, 1997, LAUR97-2336.,

1%08) 68-2852 TI05W, 4thAve. Suite € - Amarlo, TX 75109 FAX (805) 3555637

FD303

FD303-1

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 agueous
processing would complicate international safeguard regimes. Dry
processing was analyzed in the Storage and Disposition PEIS and this
SPD EIS.

Alternatives

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.
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. The MOX Grade Oxide Oprion swhich would require processing of all plutonium pits and
plutonium not associated with pits; production of both metal and oxide; production of
p]utonm oxide that will be of MOX fuel quality !ha: will invelve remaving othes

s such 25 icium-241; and p ¢ to stabilize and recover materials
from classificd internal parts. This option appurs to mast closely resembie tha Design-
Only Conceptual Design Concept for the FDCF and the presemations made by LANL
personnel at the MOX industry corference in Atlanta.

. The Metat-Only Option in which only “nonproblem pits will bo processed and ths product
will be metal only, with no cxide produced.”

Both the BOX and Baseline Options, as well as the conversion process for the immobilization
facility, involve the use of the HYDOX process, tven though the Technical Risk Assessinent
repartad, “significant di among technical persons as to whether HYDOX is required
and whether or not HYDOX is the preferred technique whea producing plutonium oxide.” The
report further stated that, “many of the pits, perhaps as many as 8§03, can bypass the

hydride/dehydride (; ion to metal) module as the pl ium metal can be mechanically
uplxated from the pits.”
3. Analyze the various options invoived with “ag " pr ing, also known as reprocessing

and “chemical purification,” that DOE has repeatedly left open as an option to thermal processes,
At the May 20-21, 1998 MOX Industry Conferencs in Atlants, considerable objectio:s were

raised 1o the proposed plutenium conversion p by bers of iums sesking to
design, construct, and operaie aMOX fuel fabrication facility. DOE lns repestedly cited aquecous
processes as an option to produce MOX fuel feedstock i the p 1 procesies are not

demonstrated to be feasfble to meet tais objective. At the Aﬂanu MOX conference, LANL
personnet identified “squevas derived oxide” as another “pear futura” gaurce of plutonium oxide.

Mbore recently, DOE allowed consortiums b:ddmg to construst and operato a MOX fuel
febrication ficility 1o add 2 “phtonium p g facility.” A p jum g facility woutd be
added to the MOX fuel plant and where p]utomum metal or oxide produccd at the PDCF “can be
dissolved...in nitng acid with the minimal usege of hydrofiuoric acid, and it complexing agent,
aluminum nifrate.?

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE analyzed agueaus processing only as a “contingency,” This is an
insufficient analysis, 23 DOE cleady considers the “polishing™ p tobear ble, and
even likely altemative, By identifying liquid acid plutonium pit processing only us a contingency,
DOE also skewad the analysis in favar of the MOX option.

2 Draft Data Report for Generic Site Add-On Facility for Plutonium Polishing, 1998, Oak
Ridge Nationa! Labaratory
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4. Identify and analyze the range of alternatives for a firal product  from plutonium pit
disassembly and corversion.

DOE should identify and snalyze the different requirements~—in terms of activities, hazards,
impacts, and risks—between the various plutoniurm end-products that could result from plutoniumy
pit disassembly and conversion. For example, the altenative of gallium removal is not discussed
in the context of immobilization. The various end products DOE should analyze include:

. plutonium oxide suitable for use in Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel,

. plitoniom oxide suitable for use in the Ceramification Can-In-Canister variant of
immobilization;

. plutonium oxide suitable for both storage and disposition;

. plutonium metal and/or oxide suitable for storage;

. platonium metal suitable for storage while awaiting conversion far dispesition.

Specifically, DOE must identify whether dry plutonium conversion processes being proposed for
the iramobilization facility will produce s suitsble product for the immobilization technology, or

whether aq P ing is also y for immobilization.

Sincerely:

L=

Don Moniak
Program Direcior
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.
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STAN@ of Amartilo, Ine.

September 15, 1998

STAND COMMENT # é

Surplus Phtonkum Disposition Draft E! t Impact
Re: Use Al Available Information

(Draft SPDEIS)

Office of Fissite Materials Management
U.S. Depariment of Energy

1000 Independeace Aveone, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Mansgement.

DOE nust inceny all xvailabls inf ton about ph bly and ¢

peocesses into its NEPA process and documents. The pubﬁc should be fully mfurmed asto whatis
actually baing proposed, the actusl range of 3 Bmpacts | and nsks from pmwﬁed mvnm, and the
technical uncertainties involved with the proposed lagies. Since the
January 1997 decision on the Storage and Dsposmon PEIS, DOE has mage considersble changes
that are not reflected in the Record of Decision, and is ob'ﬁgued 1o use this opportunity to address
those changes and peovide to the public a clear picture of its proposed actions end ongoing
activities.

DQE is slready implementing a procurement process for the design, construction, and possible
opcmion aof a full scale phmniu'm pit diszssembly facility, DOE slready has accepted bids for the
Archi and Engi 18 secvices for designing the facility. Procurement solicitations are not
pursued casually due o the }ugh costs to industry to compils bid packages. The information
pertaining ta procurement must be of high quality to svoid lengthy and cotly litigation.

However, for all pacts of the plutonium disposition program, the information pectaining to
prowmmem.n often very differens from the information presentzd in DOE's NEPA documents.
Twod related to the pr process that are unc:wd and not referenced in the
PDCD-EA, ytt provide iderabt moe ive information are:

Los Alamos National Laboraiory end Fluor Daniel, Inc. 1997, Design-Only Concepiual
Design Report for the Pit Disussembly and Canversion Factlity. Project Nu, 99-D-141.
Prepared for the DOE Office of Fissile Matesials Disposition. Decenber 12, 1997. (PDCF
Design Report)

The general design diagrams of the PDCF (Figures 2-7110 2-9. Pages 2-16 to 2-18) reported in the
Draft SPDEIS are considerably different than the design diagrams in the Design Report. DOE
should explain these differences in the SPDEIS.

. Klduxget, J’ohn, ARES Cclpommn. John Darby and Desmond Stack, Los Alamos
997 Technicad Rivk A for the Department of Energy Pit
Dummhlymd Convemonqury Final Repost. September, 1997 LA-UR-97-2236.

(806) 358-2622

HupW. 3ath Ave. Sulte E » Amarific, TX 73109

FAX (806) 355-3837

FD304

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
amore conservative view than the Design-Only Conceptual Design Report,
which was a preliminary effort, to establish a bounding condition for analysis
of environmental impact.
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The TRA exemplifies of how DOE technical docurments drafted for internal distriburion are

generally coherent, clear, concise, and comprehensive. In contrest, docunents written for public

distribudon-such as the SPDEIS—are generally incoberent, confusing, vague, redundant, and

incomplete.

. DOE must incorpogate the findings of the Technical Risk Assessment into the Final EIS,
and could include it as a separate appendic.

. DOR should incarporate the recommendations of the TRA into the fingl SPDEIS and
dizcuss to what extent the findings in the TRA were incorporated into the Draft SPDEIS.

The TRA provides additional support for o ing Pantex 23 a plutonium processing candidate
site. The strongest recommendation made by the TRA (Page 69) is that, “it is recommended that
the site selection pracess for the PDCF strongly consider the existing sitc capabilities and
experience in those areas.” Tt is not evident that DOE has considered the capabilities and
experience of the candidate sites during the SPDEIS process.

The TRA team (Page 74) reached the same concliusions as the general public, that “the
site=sclection process for the PDCF now iz progress inchudes a very limited eviluation of
anributes." Yel, DOE forged its evatuation to fit the desired decision, rather than en openly
and honestly evaluate reasansble and realistic criteria that would guide a decision for the public
£o0d.

In general, the TRA s lowest risk rankings correspond to those processes that DOE has identified

as tite salection criteria, and the highest risk rankings correspond 10 processes that DOE has not

identified as site selection criteria.

. The TRA’8 lowest sk ranking was assigned to the *Safeguards and Sccurity System,” yet
DOE is identifying sefeguards and security as 2 key evaluation criteria.

. Pit shipments were not identified by the TRA as a critical risk, whercas plutonium product
shipping made the critical risk list. DOE reversed this risk ranking in the Draft SPDEIS.

. Radiation monitocing and dosimetry, relatively minor programs at Pentex, arelisted a3 a
high zisk factor in the TRA. Radistion accident potential it listed as high risk factor for
key PDCF components such as HYDOX, Gallium Removal, and chemical pusification.

Sincerely:
P

Don Moniak
Program Director
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

FD304-3 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

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 I and 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.
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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
SPDEISROD.
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STAN@ of Amarillo, Ine.
September 15, 1998

STAND COMMENT # 7

Surpius Plutorshon Disposition Draft Envo ol Impact S

Envi (Draft SPDEIS)
Re: Analyzisg Slgnificant Impact

Office of Fissile Matcrials Mansgement
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Averwe, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Department of Bnergy, Office of Fissile Materiils Management:

There will be siguificant direct ind cummulative effects of the preferred alternatives in the Draft
SPDEIS that have aot been properly analyzed in by DOE.

A. The most significant direct effects of the proposed sction will be air emissions of radioactive
and nonradioactive materiols.

According to the Draft SPDEIS, routine releases of tntium at the Pit disasserbly and conversion
facility (FDCF) duting norma! operations are expected to be a8 high as 1100 cuties per year.

For Pantex, this would constitute a gignificant impact. During cuercat missions and operstions, &
smilar jmpact would caly occur only in the evant of an accident. The proposed allowable and
routine fritium releases would be more than 10,000 times higher than the releases from routine
operations at Pantex 1oday.

DOE aleo falled to report known sources of air pollution that will resutt from the proposed action.
Most impartaraly, DOE. neglecced to ideotify sad addcess beryllium air emissions, The PDCF
Design-Only Conceptual Dasign Report states that, “the National Emissions Standards for
Hazardous Air pollgtants (NESHAP’s) sre applicable to the PDCF, specifically regulating
emissions from beryllium and radionuclides ta the ammbicnt air” snd that “an application for
approval of construction or modification of an existing source is mandatory for the owner or
operator of & beryllium or radionuclide operations.” Clearty, the dasign documents identify the
PDCF 3 & beryllium operstion.

Tnits 1994 Enviconmental Checilist for ARIES, LANL wrote that, “Beryllium is handied in the
PDCF as relatively large picces. The pit cutting operations will make beryllium chips and wimings,
tut these ace refatively large particles not easily entramed.” However, the ARIES EC also
cantained the statement that, “the expected emissions are within the quantity allowed under the
current besyllium permit for TA-55-4.

'U.S. DOE 1994, Memarandum from M. Diana Webb, NEPA Compliance Officor to Jeff
Robbins, NEPA Compliance Officer. Re: DOE Bavisonmental Checklist.

Pagelof 2

(808) 858-2622

T103 W, 34th Ave, Sulle € - Amailia, TX 79109

FD305

FAX (806) 3553637

FD305-1 Human Health Risk

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 from Pantex
operations were 1.6x10"7 Ci of thorium 232, 0.000 146 Ci of uranium 238, and
0.103 Ci of tritium (1996 Ervironmental Report for Pantex Plant,
DOE/AL/65030-9704, 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 tritiurn 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-rer/yr.
For 10 years of normal operation, the increased risk of an LCF to the MEI
would be 3.4x107, 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 atall 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 aitborne. 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.
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C. The most significant cumulative ¢ffect is the introd ion of plutonium p ing missions 10
2 DOE site that has never conducted these missions. In the Stockpile Stewardship and
Management PEIS {1996), DOE reported that, “phutonivm wauld nos be introduced into a site

that dcos not ly have s pi of the high cast of new phutonium
Facilitics and the complexity of introducing operations into sites without cutrent plutonium
capabilities.”

DOE identiSes Pantex in aumerous documents, including the Draft SPDEIS, a2 nat baving
existing phutorium processing capabilities. DOE must analyze the high cost and complexity of
introducing plutoni perations to Pantex, including, but pot limited to developing the
infrastructors required to B successful implementation of this mission-that adequately protects
workers, the community, and the environment.

In addition, DOE must analyze the long-term curaulative offects of building new Category 1
uclear facilities. These facilitics will, in all likefihond, be used for subsequent plutonium
missions, sa the anslyses for building and operati g new plutonium facilities must ke into

the probability of subsequent missions, including the enviranmental remediation that will
follow,

Sincerely:

M
Don Moniak

Program Director
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

FD305-3 Alternatives

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile
Stewardship and Management (SSMPEIS) (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 21% 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.

JUD DI 1ODdU] [OIUSUUOLAUT JOUL] UOIISOSIq WO SHIdiS




Iv6-¢

STAND oF AMARILLO, INC.
Donx MoNIAK
Pacelor1

ST AN@ of Amariilo, Ine.
Scptember 15, 1998
STAND COMDENT #3

Surplus Phstonium Dispasition Dreft Evir dal I £ 5%
Re: Tnsuflicient Analysis of Groundwater Impacis

(Draft SPDEIS)

Office of Fissile Materials Management
U.S. Departmerit of Eqergy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissite Matesials Management.

DOE must conduct a fall analysis 1o address increased ttitium comamination in regionat

grounds gt all candidate sites. STAND'a primary concern is the Ogaliala squifer—
regionally eritical 10 both wiban and tural areas—and other groundwater sesources at Pantex.

B tritium cc ions in grounds teoughout the LS. physically refiects historical
DOE activities, DOE has much expencnce to reference. DOE must use this expericnce and
report effocts of tritium relsases of past activities and, at 2 minimum, clearly identify pathways for
tritium through the eavironment.

In the DralRl SPDELS DOE wrute that, “the Storage and Disposition PEIS concluded that the
facifity would not bave any impact on groundwater quelity. There are no new data available to
indicate that this canclusion should be revisited.” Indeed, significant new data are availghle to the
public and this conclusion is absolutely insccurste, Most significant is the operation of'a Special
Recovery line in the PDXCF which would result in airbome cmissions of 1,100 curies per year of
gaseous tritium. These emissions represent 4 10,000 fold ncrease over existing levels at Pantex

For & PDCF, DOR has indicated that, “the most severa consequences of a design basis.

! would be 1ated with a tritium release.” (Page 4-89). The tritium release would
involve "a major glovebox fire is assumed to heat mutiple pars contaminated with up to 20
grams of tritium and convert it all to tritiated water vapor....resulting in & release of 20 grams
through the stack 1o the atmosphere.” This sccident would release nearly 200,000 curies of tritium

The wide range of this sisk estimate inds great inty in DOE's

When DOE was rationaliziog plutonfum pit storsge 8t Pantex, it ¢conducted a study evaluating the
risks of contaminsting the Ogallsts aquifec with phitonium_ This same approach is necessary for
the design basis accident for the PDCF.

Sincerely:
Doa Moniak
Program Director
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.
(806) 358-2622 7106 W. 34th Ave, Suite € - Amaniiio, TX 79109 FAX (806) 355-3837

FD306

to the #tmosphere, The risk of this accident occurting ranges from 1 in 10,090 0 1 in 1,000,000. 2

FD306-1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges that the estimated gaseous tritium release of
1,100 Cifyr 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 MEI would be increased by 0.062 mrem/yr, and
the dose to the population living withirt 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 3.1x107, 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
Statement for 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 it were 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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ST&N@ of Amarillo, Inc.
September 28, 1998
STAND COMMENT ¥ 09
Surphes Ph Dispasition Draft E3 ! Impact St (Dratt SPDEIS}
Re: TnsufYicient Anslyiis of Vignal Imp of New PL ivm Facilities

Office of Fissile Matesials Management

U.S. Departiuent of Encrgy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:

The Dreft SPDEIS contains an insufficient and i i lysis of the visual imp of

focating new plutonium facilities at Pantex, STAND believes that constructing and operating
plutonium dispasition facility or facifities in Zone 4 at Pantex would canstitute an obvious,
dramatic lundscaps change and thus have a negative impact on the visual quality of the area.

The Department of Energy must conduct ang tysia—-applying consi saethodology
and critecis--of the effects on visual quality from new plutonium facilities at Pantex. The analysis
must include so assessment of the effects on surrounding private property values created by major
land fnges. DOE nmus canduct an analysis of the changes in visual quality from
oonstructing and operating phutonium facilities in Zone 4 at Puntex. A simple comparison of
existing canditions in Zone 4 versus proposed conditions in Zonc 4 shows 1 obvious change in the

visual character.
Zone 4 Existiog Zoue 4 Proposed
No smokestack 115-foot high smokestack at PDCF
No manufacturing ot processing facilities Two storied plutonium processing facilities
Storage facilitics 14-16 fect high Storage facilities would remain

Figure 1: Actial View of Zanc 4

Stompe Arca a Fantex.
(Credit Robert Del Tredici) Figure 2: Aerlat
View of Industrial Area 51 INEEL
{Credic INEEL)
tana Lo ACAA TINKW Ath e it F - amarlic TX 79108 FAX (B06) 355-3837

FD334-1

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.

Land Use and Visual Resources

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.
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STAND Commem #9, Page 2 of 3

In the Draft SPDE!S, DOE neglacted to consider the uniqus nature of the Pantex srea. On clear
high-pressure days, tall smokestacks afe visible mare than 15 miles away on the Southern High
Plains. The Amatillo skylna is visible froma Pantex.-17 miles away.

In Section 4.26 of the Draft SPDEJS--"sdditional environmental resource analyses”~visual
resources ave discussed but not anatyzed. For all “additional ° DOE luded
(page 4-1) that thers would be "minimal or no impacts at the candidate sites regardless of the
disposition altonative being considered * The eavironmental consequences were desived by,

enviconmenta! information from Chapter 3.

The environmental information in Chapter 3 is inaccurate in terms of the Pantex visual resources
assesament. Zone 4 at Pantex is not visible fiom U.S. Highway 60. The environmental
information also does not present an sccurste portrayal of the existing conditions in Zone 4.

As a result, for each candidate site DOE erronsously wrote (Section 4.26) that new facilities
“would remain consistent with the industrialized character of the landseape and the current Visual
R Manag dezignation.” The impacts on visual resources are inaccurately presented
15 cqual despite wide vadiation in topographicsl features, distance From proposed facilities to site
boundary and private propeny, existing character of the proposed facifity locations, and
vegetation coves,

DOE did not conduct 3 consistent analysis far Pantex, Instead, it used very different criteria for
ing Pantex as compared ta other sifes, and then presented the impacts as equal.

The following issues should be addressed and DOE should admit that thece are clear distinctions

between the four sites.

1. Pamex was analyzed for existing overall site conditions, not specific areas where proposed
facifities would be Jocated. DOE wrote (Page 4-328) that, in height and size, the proposed
facilities would be similsr to buildings in other Industrialized aress of the site.” This is an
inscourate statement, as there are oo facilities with smokestacks at Pantex, no Category I nuclear
facilitics, and nc mamfacturing buildingsin Zone 4.

In contrast, DOE wrote that, “in height and size, the proposed facilities would be similar to
existing buildings™ in the specific areas, such 2a 400 af Hanford, INTEC et INEEL, and F-Area at
SRS. These specific areas aro already characterized by heavy industrlafization where smokestacks
ace the highest and most dominaat visual feature.

2. DOE described the tallest structures ar Pantex a8 water towers, whereas the tallest structures
ot Hanford, INEEL, and SRS were described as smokestacks generally over 200 fvet high. These
so the ing heavy industrial ch of the 3 1. It ot other

sites, By contrast, the Zone 12 idustsial swee at Pantex {3 barely visible from the north cad of the
Pantex plant, and even the Zone 4 burkers are not readily noticeable. A 115 foot smokestack

*comparing facility characicristics and requirements fram Chaptes 2 and Appendix E with alfected.

FD334-2 Land Use and Visual Resources

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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STAND Comment #9, Page 3 of 3

would be very noticezble and would interrupt what is essentially & mixed landscape of very light
industrial (Zone 4 storege] and agricultural

3. By neglecting to ides the differ in vegetative cover and topography for the faur sites,
DOR arrived at the amusing conclusion that while impacts at SRS would be minimal because
facilities would be invisible, highly visible facilities at Pantex would have no impsct on visual
quality.

For the SRS analysis, DOB wrote thet “facililics are gencrally not visible off the site because the
views are limited by rolling terrain and heavy vegetation.” At the other thres sites, the views are
not limited by vegetation, ss they are all in open grassland or shrub-steppe environments.
Digtance and topography is a limiting factor az Hanford, as the 200 Area “cannot be seen from
Columbia River or State Route 240.* (Page 343, 3-44).

The contrast between these sites and Pantex is obvious. Ths distance from the proposed fazilities
10 the private property houndary at Paatex would oaly be 1.1 miles and uninterrupred by
topography or vegeiative cover. DOE cannot legitimately claim that 3 115 foot tall smokestack
(such as thar required for 2 PDCF) would not have a negative impact on the acsthetic values of
the area and thus & negative impact on adjacent privats property values

Sincesely:

A

Don Moniak
Program Director
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

FD334-5

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.

Land Use and Visual Resources
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PAGE 1 OF 2
FD335-1 Pit Disassembly and Conversion
None of the plutonium from the pits is considered impure metal. Any impurities
BSTAND of Amaritio, tre. that would prevent the plutonium dioxide‘ﬁjom meetigg MOX fuel speciﬁcations
September 25, 1998 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.
STAND COMMENT #10
Sepls Pltonium Dispocion Drt £ 1 Impact Staemena (Draft SPDEIS)
Plutonium Pit Cemposition and RCRA
Office of Fissile Materials Manzgement
U.S. Depanmsit of Enexgy
1000 Independenca Avanue, SW

Waskington, D.C. 20583
Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Mansgement:

On page 2-10 of the Draft SPDETS, DOE defined "clean metal” u"pureplutmummcnl
aeunny with less than 100 gans per million ormy mvmmpumy '.l'hecnly major chem:ul
impurities are galilum and radioactive decay p such as , vep
Examples of pure metal items include., finished machined weapon * HO\'WEI’
acconding to the AEES Fact Shtet (5ee STAND Comment #2), wp o2 impurities in addition
to galfium, and may be found i phatonium plits:
Element Maximum Concentration
Aluminum not provided
Beryllium 3 parts per million (ppm)
Baroa 50 ppm
Carbon 200 ppm
Cadmium 10 ppm
Calcium 500 ppm
Chromivm 100 ppm 1
Copper 100 ppm
Erbium not provided
boa <400 ppm
Magnesiam $00 ppm
Manganese 106 ppm
Lead 100 ppm
Nickel <400 ppm.
Tin 100 ppra
‘Tamtaburh 100 ppem
‘Thornut 100 ppm
Titsntum 100 ppm
Tungsten 200 ppm
Vanedium not provided
Zinc 100 ppm
Tritium 10 mCirkg
Pagelof 2
{806) 258-2822 . 7106 W, M4th Ave. Suite E  Amaritio, TX 79108 FAX (808) 355-3837
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STAND Commen: #10, Page 2 of 2

Aoccarding to DOE’s own information, several impurities may exist at Jevels above 100 parts per
million in plutoninm pits. [s there some pit plutonium that can be classified as “impure” mewl?
Why are these other matecials not considered major impuriticy?

To what level do these impurities have to be removed during plutonium pit conversion? What
differences exist between impuritics reduction for MOX versus immobilization?

Several of these impucities are classified as hazardous metalg undes RCRA (Resource
Cansarvation and Racovery Act). Will waste contaminated with hazardous metals be subject o
RCRA regulations?

If nen, how is DOE planing to p impure pi that ing hazardous metals sich as
Iead, beryllium, cadmium, ard <t i ithout heving the lting wastes be part of a mixed
TR waste ar MLLW stream? For example, on Page H-38 of the Draft SPDEIS, DOE wrote
that “lean-lined gloves ars likely to be managed 25 mixed TRU waste.” Yet, DOE does not
idantify tho bazandous metais within plutonium pits st ay point in the Draft SPDEIS as being part
of the processing waste sticam.

This is notabls because on Page H-39 DOE does cite one impurity--tritum--as being part of the
LLW stream. Yet, DOE does not provide information on how other pis imputities are categorized
within the waate strexms.

In the finsl SPDE]S, DOE ntust discuss and analyze the pit imputities in the wuste stream.

Sincerely"

o

FD335-2 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

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 Iinclude 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.
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ST AN@ of Amarilio, Inc.

September 28, 1998

STAND COMMENT ¥11
Surplus Phutonivm Disposition Draft En ¢ Impact Si
Ra: Sceping Commentt

(Draft SPDEILS)

‘Washington, D.C. 20585
Dear Department of Encrgy, Office of Fistile Materidls Management:
I Policy Act (NEPA), the “scoping™ process for

i Dvpact are intonded for “identifying the significant issues related toa
Wwﬁw”uml.ﬂ)l.nhoﬁu» “determine the scope and the significant issues 10 be

ding to the National Envi

lyzed m depth in the | impact statement® (40CER1501.7.(2).(2)).
During the scoping process for the SPDEIS, DOE received aumerous commeds but was very
Jective when i ing those Two iflustrate DOE."s tendency 1o

e commm;lfkumbuineuinm:wiﬁnnoﬁr‘: sphere of economic intiuence while
jgnoring comments from most stakeholder groups:

- The inclusion of the Fast Flux Test Facility ss a “contingency” for buming MOX fuel,

. The inclusion of Pastex a3 a plutonium p under alf possible alternatives.

I Suoe 1997 and Augast 1997, STAND of Amarilio submitted comments on the scope of the
SPDEIS. STAND is resubmitting the majority of these comments (original commients in ialfes)
a3 past of the public record for the Final SPDEIS and is requesting that DOE address and
incarporate these comments #to the Final SPDEIS.

1. Duringthe scaping period, STAND wrote, in cegard to the RAND report The Woste Hout
ImpHcations of Abernative Methods for Disposing Surples Weapans Plutarium: Direct
Disposal vs. MOX Burning in LWR's:

Wswkmin&mo]ﬁm”ﬂ:mmmwmﬂnmx
Suel cption. This report moust be fully considered and addressed within the EIS. DOE showld

i all y changes 1 the Prog B I bmpatct Staterent for the
Storage and Disposition of "Weapans-Usable Fissile Moterials (S&D PEIS), or within the
SPDEIS, thot will be nacessary as a resvlf of this report.”

DOE did pot addreas theso changes In the Draft SPDEIS. On pages 4-376 and 4-379, DOE
reviewed its Generic Reactor analysis in the Final Storage and Disposition PETS The RAND
veport was ot cited in thus soalysis. Because DOE id 5ot provide a comparative analysis of the

1806) 368-2622 T105 W, 34th Ave, Gullo E - Amaniio, TX 79109

FAX (808) 358-3337

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 cominents 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
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STAND Comment #11, Page 2 of 19

MOX vi. Imnoobilization end-praduct, tho Draft SPDEIS viotates the NEP A requirement
(40CFR1502.14.(b)) to “dovota substantial treatment 10 each altemnative considered in detal
including the proposed action o that coviewers may cvalate theic comparstive results.”

I STAND wrote, in regard te DOE's Program Acguisition Strategy For Gbtaining Mixed
Oxide Fuel Fabrication and Irradiation Services (PAS):

4. “The PAS gppears to be entirely incompatible with the SPDEIS, and ralses issues that are
ROt within i scope of the PEIS, or should be within the scope of this EIS and not an
Acquisition Strategy.”

During the SFDEIS process, DOE moved from the PAS pr stage to develop and
relense of a Reguest for Propasals for MOX fuel Fabricatton and frradiation Services (MQX
RFP). Before DOE even decides to pursue the MOX option, it intends to award a contract to
one of three consortiums that recently submitted bids. These thres cunsortiums now havea
vested financial interest to insure that the MOX option will be pursued.

This is a clear violation of the NEPA requirement (40CFR1506.1.(b)) that agencies, “witl not
prejudice the ukimate dacision of the program” with interim actions, as “interim action prejudices
the ultimate decision on the program whes it tends 10 determine subsoquent dovelopment or limit
alternatives.” Proceeding with the MOX RFP has Limited the full-immobilization alternative.

C. “'Thz lssues that DOE should address, as they periain to the relationship of the SPDEIS and
the PAS includa:

Whot is the relationship of this PAS to the SPDELS? DOE mast clearly state how this
PAS will impact the siting decision.”

In reference to the MOX RFP, DOE stated in the Draft SPDEIS that, “environmental impact
analysis refating to specific reactors will be included in the SPD Final EI5," slthough these
anslyses arc scheduled to be made by MOX in their proposals. During the 1997
Scoping for the SPDEIS, DOE was repestedly ssked to involve nuclear reacter communities in
the NEPA process. DOE ignored these scoping cammments whils moving forward on an
exclusionary MOX proc pr designed 1o select MOX reactor sites.

DOE cannot justify soliciting public comment for the site selection process for ph
processing facilities, while excluding public involvement in selecting phutonium irradiation
facifities.

o wranivm

C. “Bhere will DOE analyze the errvironmental consequences and risks involved with the
tion ond cion of PURil il

psporice goverrment f P
The PAS identiftes this action as a consortium responsthility, but pravides o evident route
Jor analyzing this action.”

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.

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 EISROD. 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 -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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STAND Comment #11, Page 3 of 19

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE analyzed transportation of depleted uranium, but not conversion of
uranium hexafiuoride to uranium oxide. In the Final SPDEIS DOE must pravide information on
s lanter requirement, as weil as a comparative smalysis for the uranivm conversion requirements
for MOX versas immobifization.

D. “Whet are the effects of producing gallium free ph dioxide for MOX fuel
fabrication, a3 stated on poge A-7 of the PAST Where will this action be analyzed?”

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE only addressed gallom free phuronium dloxide i terms of the
“plutonium polishing contingency.” In the Final SPDELS, DOE must provide 2 comparative
analysis of the effects of producing gallium free plutorium dioxide for MOX.

M. Duriag sceping, STAND requested that “DOE incorporate the fullowing viewpolnt into
the SPDELS:

A. “Both allernatives for dispasition— MOKX fuel fabrication and irradiaricn, ard
immobiliation—involve technologies which have never been conducted on an industrial scale

with weapons grade phicrive.

Bath immobilization and MOX pose significant risks to public and environmental heaith Both
abiernatives imvalw processing tons of plutonium, one of the most dangeraus elements knawn, as
well as @t coray of other soxtc materiale. ”

DOE ncgleczed to sddress the past impacts of plutonium processing, and instead presented a
Draft SPDELS that identifies a st of goals rather than expected impacts, and which serves more
a5 & project justification than an impact staternent.

B. “Borh operations would add to the occumulation of tansurenic waste Jor which DOE has no
approved permanent disposal focility. The ones shat are propesed are problematic and the
SPDELS should consider and-analyze contingency plans for alternative storage and disposal
sites, meluding the oprion of onv-site storage and dispasal.”

No contingency to either WIPP of Yueca Mountain was identified in the Deaft SPDEIS. Inthe

final SPDEIS, DOE must identify and analyze on-sitc storage contingencies for dealing with the
full range of expected TRU and High-Level Wasteto be created by its proposed action.

IV. During scoping, STAND wrote:

“The SPDEIS is tiered to the Storage and Dispasition of Weopors-Usable Fissile Marerials
[Final Programmagc Impact Statement (S&D PELS). The S&D PEIS is a lagally and sclentifically
inndficient docuanent for the Jollowing reasons:

10

FD336-6

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 L Section 2.18.3 was
also revised to include the impacts associated with plutonium polishing.

Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

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.
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¥D336-8 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 ¢
(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 Tand
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 F inal
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 L, 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
(DOE/NTF-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 plutoniuvm-
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 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.

Section 3.1 defines the ROI for human health risks to the general public from
exposure to airbomne contaminant emissions as an area within an 80-km (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 (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.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 4 of 19
. A kack of 7 ble alt jves_for phasordum pil di; biy/c SiONn aCtivities;

. A lock of a credsbie cumulative impacts assessment due to the luck of analyses on
w&w desirable, oq on s for pit conversion and MOX fuel

J

. Failure 10 incorporuia bnown imforsation pricr into the process. such as galifum
reduction;

. Fallure waubuadnpwlhhum&ﬁvmmmdxﬁ@:wtkrzﬂm]
scononsic activities such as Yexas Panhandle agriculture and Columbia River

Sisheries;
. Fatlure to report the Jull cost of the MOX option.”

In the DraRt SPDEIS, DOE fhiled to address these Storage and Disposition PEIS limitations.
‘How tan DOE tier the SPDELS to a fundamentally flawed document?

V. STAND wrote in its scoping comments, in regard to general NEPA requirements:

“The Departmert of Exwrgy 15 abligated under NEPA to, “use all practical means, i
willy other tiod considerations of national policy” ta protect the environment for future
generations, assurs for all Americans sqfe, healthful, productive surroundings, preserve our
natsral heritape, and enhance the quallfy of renewable resources.

T @ this, NEPA reguires that DOE identify ard unatyze “presently unquantified
anvironmental amenities and values” to provids “appropriate consideration in decision making
along with cmic and technical considerations.” The amenities and values thot should be
; lyzed in this EI5, and for which there was an inadequate analysis in the
SED PEIS, include cleon water, soll, and air ond the productive farmlands and fisheries a
Aigh quality envirorment swpports.

DOE should view its manlate, wncder NEPA, 10 assess the relottonship between the propased
activittes and “the maintenance and long.term enkancament of long ferm productivity in
terms of sxisting economic activities such as agriculture and fisheries. in the PEIS, many
commenterswrote that the amaiysis on the Taxas Ponhandls Agricultural econamy was deeply
Slawed, STAND agrees with this assessment and requests DOE to analyze Impacts of
praposed activities un all effected natural resource related economies.

NEPA also requires DOE to assess the environmental impact and odverse environmental
effecis of its proposed activities on Identificd amenities and valuss. In the PELS, DOE took
the approach of amalyzing the tmpacts of proposed activities during normal operations while
only assessing the probability of acoidanis occurring. This strasegy is insufficiens. STAND is

10
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FD336-11 Facility Accidents

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 Iand 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.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 5 of 19
requesting that DOE conduct an analysis of the envi I and human heeith

consequences of the full range of accidens scenarias. Only by dofrig this con people make
informed choices and decisians.”

In the Draft SPDELS, DOE did not address these issues. In the Final SPDEIS, DOE must address
peobable impacts en nataral rescurce economics.

VL During the scopiag period, STAND wrste, In regard to expected contamination:

“Phetornium processing focilities will result In environmental comaminarion. The issus is nol
whathar s contamination will be above or below regulatory limits, becavse reguluiory
kiniits com cheusge aver time. The sncddressed question to~date is what amorats of
cordamination and waste will be d for all r ble alrernasives. Until now, DOE
has provided anly a rough sketch of the ouiputs of its proposed plutanium operations. In
addition, DOE has raised concerns for Russian MOX cperations that it has not repuried or
not caxalyzed here.

For example, the Jaint United States/Russia P1i Disposition Study released in
September, 1996, included the following Russian Environmental, Safety, and Health issues:

“The following isnues showld be included in the program of folfow-up studies of MOX
fuel production and use:

1. Analysis of data on possibl utions of plutonium and americium in acrosol
discharges in the production of MOX fuels, including aerasol dispersion under regular
aperating conditions and in potential accidents.’

Whers is this analysis for U.S. MOX prodhection? DOE is obligated to assess impacis in this
country which it ks helped to idertify in Russia.”

DOE. sbouid address the amevicium and plutonium aeroscl issues in the final SPDEIS. DOE
should also identify the expected tevel of ination resulting from the propozed action.

VIL Daring ths scopiog period, STAND wrote, in regard to air emissions, wastewater
discharges, and waste siveams:

4. “To axsess envirowmantal impazts, DOE should provids a clear arud comprehensive
accouring of the vartous waste streams and contamination generated by all proposed
disparifion activities by addrassing the  following issues and questions:

2. Stamckwds and guidelines for polluti devels rauxt be quantified clearly and up-front,
DOE should explain what existing reguiations exist and how they might vary from stafe 10

state. Furthermove, the S&D PEIS analyses of contaminant levels are filled with vague

L
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FD336-12 Human Health Risk

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.” Chapter 5 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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STAND Cormment #11, Page 6 of 19

descriptions Hks “minimum, ® “not expected " "unlikely,” and "background levels,” and ars
presented in o format which {s reader unfrierdly.”

The Draft SPDEIS is 2 cumbersome document thst violates every numerous NEPA requirements
to present information in & clear end concise manner.

B "The public has a right to know what is expected af these Ractlities, To provids an adequare
analysis that addresses public concerns, DOE must:

. DB sure thot subjective terntnolegy is supperted with quantifiable informajion, and
the Eimitations of DOE's data should be idantified. ™

DOE did niot describe ths limitatioas of its data in the Draft SFDELS and sheuld do 30 in the Final
SPDEIS.

. "Fn@mwaanqxcmmmaﬂmmmmdumﬂdommm
not just solely In source materials or referenced documents. Ihe primaty document
should provide the fandamantal Information mecessary for pecple to make decisions.

L] Identify the expected levels of comsaminant deposition and emissions.”

1o the Dralt SPDEIS, DOE fhiled 1o identify il expected contaminant inanyd

b It excluded - issions 13 an impact. In addition, DOE used its source
docurnents 1o soad people on a paper chase for pertinent information. For example, on pags 14
DOE wrote that, *source term data for radiological rel , stack heights, and rel locati
are provided In the data reports for the pit conversion, immeobilization, and MOX facilities.” In
other words, the Draft SPDEIS does not provide any data on something as basic s expected
quantitics of madioactive air pollutants. In the final SPDEIS, DOE must provide important
information in the main docurment, and it must do so iar a reader-fiiendly format as required by
NEPA

4 “Tdentify known heaith effects of exposures 10 contaminants and the levels at which
these health effects are knovm to occur.”

DOE did not address this issue in the Draft SPDEIS. Instead, DOE compared emissions data to
regulatory requirements. In the final SPDELS, DOE nuust discuss the potential health effects of
the pollutants that wilt result Som its proposed action.

€. "The waste sireams quantified within the S&D PEIS did not suffictently define the waste
watic ki [ aptions. The SPDEIS provides an opportunity 10 answer questions

d ”"‘T e

mich ax:
ies? If WIPP opens, Is there

What is the alfernative fo waste disp

I "
af p rep
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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 airbomne
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 L.

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 LIW 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 LIW 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
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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
1.0x10°%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., ¢H and pH, and the presence of materials to which the plutonium
may attach).

DOE is establishing an internet database pursuant to the terms 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

TUIUAIVIS JIDTU] JOIUIUUOLIAUG JDU]] UOIHISOASIQ WAIHOIN]S SHIAING




STAND oF AMARILLO, INC.
Dox MonNI1ak
Pace 13 or 30

656t

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. If an 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 contarninants 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.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 7 of 19

swfficlent space there for the new quartities of TRU waste? If not, what will be the interim and
permarent fole of new TRU wastes?

Likewise, wiil Yucca Mountair, if it opens, have sufficlent space Jor MOX spent fuel assembltes?
Is Yucca Movwiain @ suitable sife considering the findings in the RAND report?

What will the compostion of low Tevel waste be for each facility, based on existing experience?

What will be the ion of ic el s in low level, TRU waste. and mized low
Jevel and TRU wastes?

Of the chemicals iri the mived TRUwasres, what will be the effect of these chemicals in terms of
tha mobility of iransurantcs in the scil? What will be the chemical composition of mixed IRU
waste and how will this effect Py transport if it contominates soil and water? 17
What will the projected waste sweam be for varigus accidant scenarios?

For nonkazardous wastas, what are e allowable tolerance for contaminants?

Wil regulations change over {ime. much as they are being proposed for Yucca M.,
and fust as DOE changed the definition of TRU wasne in 19847

What 15 the possibility, especially if plutonium processing.  facilittes are located at Pantex, of
DOE revisiting the proposal for a high level (or other muclear waste) waste repository in Deaf
Smith County, Texas?”

DOE should addreds these od questions in the final SPDEIS.

VIIL During the scoping period, STAND wrotz, ju regard to xocident scenarios:

A. “In the S&D PEIS, DOE analyzed a limited set of acctdent scenarios, reported iem in a
readar snfriendly format, and only reporied cancer risks. Although the environmental and
Inowcere healtF risks were different at each site, DOE failed to arive the compararive risks
across sites. For the SPDEIS to be credible, DOE must make groal improvements fo its
assessments of accident scenorios. Even European MOX fuel fadricators assess a greater

of accident scemarios and health risks than DOE has to date. These include breach 18
and/or crash of a glave box, onsite floods, and estimated dose to public for various accident
scenaries.

Dosmumn@ammmedwmammmmu,ﬁwm Savanrah

River Site, Pantex, and INEEYL e expected range of possibl

wnder various accident scerarios. DOE should then esiimate the comparative doses and the
jble health and environmental - for each site, and compare the sites ina

FD336-18 Facility Accidents

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 altemative
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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STAND Comment #11, Page 8 of 19

clac anxd concise formot. DOE cannot simply present a sevles of cumbersome tables filled
with eponiential notation and Jeave the comparative risk analyses to the pyblic.”

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE provided dozens of redundant tables filled with exponential notation
lpd 16t the comparative risk amlyses to the public. The final SPDEIS could be greatly reduced in
n'nbymovingr«lundtm fyses and providing comparative analyses in an up-front and reader

friendly format.
B. "DOE shosld also expand or adjust its analyses to include.

Incarporating an analys:s of human error using past DOE records relavant io the
proposed operatons. DOE showld provide a list of past accidents, their éffects and
consequences, and the stated probability at the time of the accident. For example, the
racest piutomism inhalation at Los Alamos by a LANY, researcher accurred due 1o
procedural viclations. Whatwas the risk of this researcher inhaiing plutordur under
the cxisting risk analysts? Whas was the probabrlilty of procedires being vidlated,
based spon past experience?”

DOE nen address the anticipated accidents at each facility and the resulting cumulative impasts of
long-lived radicactive contamination. DOE only identified “pounding” impacts and therefore
undesstated the daily operational impacts. DOE should address these issues in the final SPDEIS.

C. “Identifying the economic snistprises at risk from an accident, including agriculture,
Sfisheries, and food processing facilities.”

DOE mus identify what economic entarprises are at risk in the final SPDEIS.

D. “Not assuming a lagical chain of events dring accident modeling. DOE should modal
accident scenarics without wxealistic assumptions such as fire water and truck
hose down waier being collected, manitored, sampled, and treaied as process
wastewater; or kundreds of square miles of land being decontammated to background
levels. Whas are the chances, bassd on DOE's real life emergency response data  of
aceldent respanse and mitigation measures failing? ™

In the Draft SPDETS, DOE contirued to assume accident responses would be orderly and logical.
DOE should compare the accident respanse procedune at the Hanferd Plutonium Finishing Plamt
1o the accident response reality Guring the 1997 explosion. In the final SPDEIS, DOE should
address the impacts of inadequate accldent responses to anticipated and probable accidents.

18
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FD336-19 Facility Accidents

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 LANL for 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 Socioeconomics
This comment is addressed in response FD336-11.

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.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 9 of 19
IX. During the scaping period, STAND wrote, iz vegard Lo the value of clean water:

“DOE'’s analyses in the S&D PEIS tended to distort the cumulative effects of its proposals &y
wusing inadequat marative baselines. For example, comparing groundwater use to
existing wnsustainable levelsof use is misleading. If water usage i5 already at unsustainable
levels, or if waler contaminaton is aiready exists, these facts must be stated up-front. The
guestions i ot how much usage or contamination will increase during DOE activities, but
whether additional use, or consamination, is desiradle.

Every site under ideration for new plitonium opsrations is k d o or neqr critical
water sources which ssppart fishertes and/or agriculture, ond provide critical drinking watey
sources. All of these water sources have been degraded or placed ot serious risk by past and
present DOE activivies as walt as commercial industrial activitics. DOE showuld ideraify the
existing stats of the waler resources it is proposing io tmpact. ™

1n the Draft SPDEIS, DOE glossed over existing conditions of swater resources.
B. “The issues and questions that must be addressed by DOE in the SPDEIS include:

Bhat is the distance to grovndwater, swrface waler, aguifers, and drinking water
sowrces for the proposed fecilitles?

What is the cost of comiaminaling a safe drinking water supply, lrrigation supples, or
a fishery?

One consistent theme in the S&D PEIS is that plant blowdown, firefighting water,
steam condensate and orher sources of will "be monitored for
radicaciivity, eond if wnconzaminated, discharged™ to local sources. DOE must
address the exzent to which contaminated water can escape detection, the posstbility of
monitaring systems breaking down dering emergency situatl and the g

of such ars evanr

Jrthe S&D PEIS, “drawdown representing 2.9% of the available groundwater s
reported for a MOX fuel plant’s impacts on ths Ogallala aguifer. Who is this
groundwater available 107 Does this assertion incorporate the possibility of Amarills
well fields crawing down Jaster? Is tis acceptable in light of the fact that Amarillo
well field is aiready so depicted?

In the S&D PETS, a proposal 10 wse Amarillo wastewater was réported  What s the
stae of his propasal? Wheze 15 the documentation  for this proposal?

DOE should address these gunstions in the Final SPDEIS.

22

FD336-22 Water Resources

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 Vyr (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.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 10 of 19
X. Duriag the scoping period, STAND wrote, concerning the value of clean air:

“The same isswes that apply 10 water alse apply o air quality. DOE shoutd not assume that
inpacts 1o alr qualily are occurring to undisturbed qirsheds. DOE should identify the
existing siate of the water resowrces it is propasing o impact.

Additional issues and quastions thaz must be addressed by DOE in thfs EIS include:

Wording found in the PEIS such as activities will “not typically” exceed regulations or
guidelines ts unaccepiabls. DOE should qualtfy vague language with clear quantiiative 23
astimates, For example, on Poge 4-680 of the PEIS, DOE wrois, “VOC emissions of 1,006
Agr .. would give rrace contaminaion ai the site bowndarics.” Statements like thesz are
unaccepiable and shouid be qualifisd with questions such as: What s a race of
contomination?

What are.the volatile orgamic compounds and other roxins thar are expecied 1o be
produced at varfous foclities? What are the existing regulaiory levels for each contaminant
thest would be produced, and what are tha known health effects of overexposure?”

DOE ahould address thess questions in the final SPDELS.
XL Daring the scopiag period STAND wrotr, in regard 1o 8 MOX fuel fabrication facility:

“STAND is requesting that DOE. completely rescnalyse the 1 of bullding and operating a
MOX Fust Fakrication factiity in the SPDEIS.

The reason for this is sumpie. In Dacember, 1996, the Depar of Energy published the
Faasibiftly Assessment of Candickrie DOE Sitss and Buildings for a Mired Oxide (MQX) Fuvl
Fabricafion Focility for Disposal of Excess Weapons-Usable Piutonium. There are serious
discrepancies between the findings and recommendations in this document and what was
reporied in w S&D PEIS.

For example, DOE has admiited that the purpase of the assessment was 10 “review tie 24

of sitas and existing 1gs being considered fo host the fabnication facility.”
Oak Ridge ard the Nevada Test Site were rot réviewed in the assessment because "the DOE
hay chasen pot 1o infroduce the MOX fabrication facility 1o a site withaui recent capability to
handle or process Casegory I quaniities of plutonium.” In the S&D PEIS, NIS and ORR
were eliminated because "DOE would not add Pu to sites that do not currently have Pu in
storage.” Sa an the one hand, handiing and processing were ihe criteria, and on the other

was the criteria. Yet, Rocky Flats, where Pu is stored, was not considered for disposition

decawae it 15 wndergoing closvre. Why &1d the DOE roport differant screening criterfa in
these twa documents? How did this effect the deciston to sertie on the Jows finol candidate
sites?

FD336-23 Air Quality and Noise

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 altemative 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 MOX Approach

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 in the Storage and Disposition
PEISROD 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 50t (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
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STAND Comment ¥11, Page L1 of 19

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE did not address the changes that had occutred since issuance of the
S&D PEIS. Since the ROD fer the PEIS was issued, DOE has proceeded with MOX research
and development that is centered et Oak Ridge and Los Alemos. Oak Ridge is handling and
processing amall amounts of plutonium in the R&D program. This contradicts the criteria for
remoxing Ozk Ridge as & plutoaium processing candidate.

At Los Alamos, DOE is proceeding 1o upgrade plutonium storage facilities, yet these upgrades
are never addressed in the DraR SPDEIS. Los Almos pecsounsl also staied, a1 ihe MOX 24
Industry Confirence in Atlants, that the LANL MOX program has been approved by lab ofRcials
for an indefvite period. What capabilities are being developed st LANL that DOE did not report
in the Draft SPDEIS?

Card, ) e b

P o POOSS ic realities and the Draft SPDEIS and related
documents contioue to undermine the integrity of DOE's NEPA p These discrep
shoutd be addressed in the Final SPDEIS.

B. “Inpart iwo of the assessment, three unique anributes 1o Weapons grade plutoniom wire
identified that were not repoited or analyzed in the $&D PEIS:

o

1. The different isowpic raia—lower ratio of Pu-240—in weap grade plutoni 1P
foweapons usable, reactor grads plutonium creatis more stringend criticality limirs with
bsequent negative impacts on the ice and risks of the MOX option. In DOEs
reesaluation of the MOX option, it must answer the following guestions, as they pertain to
the Plutonium sotopic ratio 1ssue: 25

a What additional costs ari incurred during MOX fuel fabrication that huve rot been
reported?

B What additional critcality risks are incurred during MOX jusl fabrication that krave rot
beesr reparted?

c. What additional are possible In the event of a plutonium release?

3. Gallium concenlrations will hurve 10 be below 100 parts per urillion for tha plutonium
oride feed. DOE has not explained in a decision do ¢ why gallum reduction must
aceur and the processes required lo reduce it. The questions DOE must answer as they
pestain 1o goltivan (and other Impurities) are:

a What additionad cosis are incwrred 10 prepare plutoriiuia exide for the MOX fuel feed that
is not found in the inunobilization option and which has ot been reported?

26

b, What additional risks to workers and the environment are created with gallium reduction
processes?

quantities of plutonjum. ANL-W, LLANL, 1INL, 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 thatreflect 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.
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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.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 12 of 19

& What are the consequenices of higher levels of gatltum in the MOX fuel during reactor
gperation?

3. Thefacility is "ot plarned for high degrees of automation. * This raises the critical issues
of heightened worker exposure 1o americlem and fine-grained pluionium axide dust. DOE
must answer il following questions witkin the scope of the SPDEJS:

a. What is the difference in costs between a state of the art highly auromated MOX facility
that protects worker heclth and safety and @ lobor intensive MOX facility that places workers

at Migher risks?

b, Why is the DOE proposing, in the feasibility assessment, a facility without high degrees
of endomation? What is DOE propasing in the SPDEIS?

c. Wil are the differences in risks 1o workers bt the MOX facility at varying levels of
automation? DOE wust clearly explain the differ inradiation expasures at each work

tiow, the monber of work stations requived, and the rumber of work stations that handle
the phuonium oxide and depleted vranium oxide powders.”

Ia the Final SPDEIS, DOE should sddress these questions.

C. “The role of the NRC has been difficult 20 ascertain. Part iwo of the feasibility assessment
states that the MOX facility will be licensed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulaiary Commission.
Why did DOE fail ta avolve the NRC in this assessment and hivolve the agency in the
decislon process at the sorliest possible opportumity? Why were represensatives from
Eurcpean prrvaie and state awned corporations involved with this process while ihe legally
respansible U.S. Agency was excluded?

Under NEPA, DOE 18 required to consuit with and obiain the comments of "any Fudsral
agency whick hat jurisdiction by faw or spectal with respect 10 arnty environmental
impact ivolved.“ No comments by the NRC are published in Vohone 2af the § & D PEIS.
Thir is an obvious NEPA viotarion because the NRC has special expertise. DOE admitled
dwring the PEIS shat NRCwill b a licensing agency, and naclear reactors reguiated
by NRCwill burn the MOX fuel. I the NOL, the role of the NRC remains unidentified.
Since the NRC will be responsible for regulating both a MOX fuel fabrication Facility and
MOX fusl irrodiatton, why i« the critical rola of NRC left undefined?”

DOE addressed the role of the NRC in the Deaft SPDEIS. The NRC has provided substantial
comments during meetings with DOE OFMD officisls in the past year. These comments should
be referenced in the Final SPDEIS.

FD336-27 Human Health Risk

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. Asshown 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. Itisnot 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.
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STAND Comment #11, Fage 13 of 19

D. "I the feasibility assesonent, DOE proved it is parfectly capable of pr Y/
manm‘ahmmadeﬂy watiform, and coherers format, Itwa:kibewrqujerOEto
axsess occupational safety within the context of this existing framework

In Volome 2, part 3, "The Generic MOX fuel fobrication process,” ihirty four work stations
are.identlfied for the antire fabricatlon process. For each wark siation, DOE shovld answer
mmmmmwwm A complex table filled with data in

acientific notation is snaccepiable, as is average worker doses. Workers should be mada
fuﬂym- of the known and poteniial risks of working in @ MOX facility.

1. What Is the expected range of

under normal and abnarmal operating
condittons? According to EarapcmMQXFuzl Fabricators, maximum ard average rediction
doses are significansly higher than the average reported by DOE in the S&D PEIS:

A Jugeddanmsmen“aﬂ’m:s:lkﬁddmxmmnrpomdpm averages
of 1.5 remfyecr with "high mamual involverment.”

Belgoraiclagire regorted that ging from 4.7 remsyear 10 1.4
renus/yer between 1987 and 1996 aﬂthﬂMDXpIam. This figure is nearly six
Himes higher than the projected average reporte raported by DOE in the PEIS. Belgomucleaire
exceaded, wnil 1996, BNFL and Sremens Rediologteal Standards and Criteria, and
DOE admirisiraive Lmits.

Stemens reporied a proposid sffective equivalent dase of 1 rem per year (10
mavyear).

How do DOE's estimates, which are adwisnedly for a more labor intensive jacilily,
congpare 1o estimates and warking knowledge from Europs?

2. Which ssations will involve working with axide powders and what increased risks of
Inshalation and ingestion will these workers have relative to other work stations? Haw much
“uery light and flufly” powder would kave fo bé inhalad to cause acute health effects,
chronic adverse health effects, or a high visk of cancer?

1. Which stations will nvolws working with MOX scrap maierials and dry contaminated
wiasle, and what are the tcreased and associated risks of working with these specific
matevials?

4. mapﬁommmlabiem!awraﬂhsnifhif:_ d ion was available?”

In the Draf® SPDEIS, DOE b tables burdened with irrelevant and redund
scientific notation, and neglecwd to lddteﬂ the range of rediation exposures in a MOX plamt. In
the Final SPDEIS, DOE should address these issues.

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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STAND Comment #11, Page 14 of 19

E. “The feasibility assessment Jeatures a large rumber of technical points that raise additional
questions that should be anssvered in ik SPDEIS, suchas:

1. How may pluionbam processing sieps are required within a MOX fuel fabrication factlity
that cre not required in ¢ vitrification factlity?

2. MOX fuel materials will iwlargo frequent sampling
mecessary laborasory meGsTements, what mecharsisms will be in place to insure quality
control of critieal measurements such as gallivm content, {sofopic rafios, fuel rod damages?
What measures are mecessary to assure proper accowning of plutorium?

ling and tab ry tasting. For all

3. The first bland of MOX fuel will reguire appr Iy 30% ph to "assure Py
isotopic homogeneity, " Has this process been used before? Whaot is the possibility of the
identified altermative ive Pu blending being ssary? What addtnonal risks to
workers and operational cosis would be incurred under the Pu blending alternative?

4. A ten percent "rework” fucior is assumed throughout the process. At what poirt would
a higher vework factor require that the MOX pawder be "scrapped” and require
irmobilisction? What is the effect of this rewcrk on accupational sofety?

5. What particls sizes are necessary fo obiain uniform and homogesious MOX fue! blend
reguired for commerclal use? During process of the master dlend, the powdars are referred
toas “wery Hght and fluffy.” What size particles will be involved at this "very light and
ly” stoge? What size particles are anticipoted onoe the pore former, binder, and lubricant
are added? How does this particle size, af each processing siep. compare 10 the requirements
Sfor immobilization?

& During sh g operations, a temp v of 1800 degrees centigrade tran

environment is reported as required sa volatilize undesirable materials. How
is this femperotsre regulaiec? What would be the consequences of heating the MOX fuel
pelless at higher temperatures? What are the risks associared with argon and hydrogen at
these tenperaticres?

7. What is "grinder swarf?" Whai is the compasition of this material ond are there any
additioned hazards handling it?

& What is the campasition of "dirty scrap " which would accumulate during the fabrication
process?

9. Acccrding to the assessmznt, dirly scrap would require either immodilization, sioroge, or
chemicc] raprocessing (fo retrievo th plutonium). Bhat is DOE's preferved alternative for

disposiiton of this dirty scrap? [f tmmobilization is preferred, whai steps wasid be
necessary, if any. ko prepare the scrap?

31

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 (nominaily 1 to 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
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high-temperature operation. Heating MOX fuel pellets ata 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 materjal through the plutonium-
polishing step.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 15 of 19

10. DOE has consistensly stated that a dry fus! fabrication process is desiradle. 11 has not
specifically explaiied the risks associated with existing we! processing tecimologies, or
explained the differences beb isting technologies. What is the possbiltyy of an
agueous process becomming necessary? What increaved risk so workers is thers for using dry
processes?

11, There are several refarsnces to liquid wasie in the feasibility assessment, In Volume 2,
part 6, eguipment is identified as necessary for “tqutd waste at containment and Hquid
waste treatment.” In Appendix D, there is reference &z an small messags to "assume
comicominated Hquid waste generation is 3 liters/month,” What 1s the composition of this
Sigutd waste and was it reported in artolher format in the S&D PEIS? Exactly haw much
lquid waste will there ba thet was not reporied.”

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE did not address these issuvs and failed to adequately compare MOX
10 immobllization. In the Finsl SPDEIS, DOE mwst address these issucs in order to provide the
tequired comparison between MOX and immobilization,

XII During the weaping peried STAND wrote, in regard to plutonium pit dissssembly
and conversion:

A, “While disposition discusston has focused on MOX fuel and immobiliation techhologres, the
action ¢ to both all Ives--plutanivm pif cor ton/dh: bly (pit comversion)—

¥

& charicterised by am assortrnt of inansvered questions and echarteal diffcuitiss.

Ircnicalty, while DOE souts i dual track siratagy for plutonin dispesitian, it is firmly
committed to a single track srategy for pt convérston. DOE’s sole akternative for pit
comersion is the Advanced Recovery and Integrated Extraction System (ARIES). To date,
DOE has moi analyred the full range of recsonable aliernatives, has - failed to tdentify the full
range of alernatives, and has evett fatied to analyze the range of subulternatives within the
ARTES abiernative. In spite of aburdant evidence 1o the contrary. DOE has mistakenly
presented ARIES as common fo all alternatives. In reality, ARIES er other pit conversion
technologies have regurements that are specific 1o the MOX aption, and this reality diciates
that pit comersion hot de analyzed as a common dctivity.

There are two primary issues associated with the existing inadequase analysis which dictate a
reevaluation of pit convarsion:

1. The presence of gallium and other impurities In wedpons grade plutanfum, which was

dusing the S&D PEIS process but nof incorporated into the SED PEIS anulysis.

The SPDEIS will reguire a ranalysis of pit conversion ta incorporate the following issues as
shey pertain so gallisew and othar impirities sefibon afl pit conversion alternatives.

FD336-32

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.

Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

The desirability of a dry process stems primarily from its modern 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 nonbazardous 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.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 16 of 19

& Stnca the plutoniume oxide derived from pit corersion must be very pure for MOX fusl
Jabrication, galiiun must be reduced 1o very low levels {less then 100 parts per million) or
aliogether removed in order fo fabricate MOX fuel. No strvilar requirements have been
reported for sion to pli oxide suitable for immobilization activitles. DOE is
obligated to address two pit conversion subaliernatives, one for the MOX fuel track and one
Jor the tmmobilization track  The differences in time, casts, waste steams, risks, and
hazards between comversion for MOX fuel use and conversion for

Immobilitation action must be identified and analyzed clearly anxd compierely, Failure to
identify and analyse the range of effects assoclated with pit corversion will leave both the
S&D PEIS and the SPDETS legally and sclantifically insufficient.

b. Gollium reduction for MOX fuel use is unproven. DOE has placed all its bets on
Purnsil treatment, a dry procass, even though this technology has not even been iested as a
pilor stage. Nobody shovid be asked 10 cccept an ungroven technology. The alternative 1o
thermal procassing which wat reported and discussed, but not incazporated into th analysis,
is an aquegus process. Aqueows processing may be an undestrable technology, bui if remai
& reasonabdle aliernative until a proven dry process is developed, tested, and proven Suitable.
Withowt identifying a reasoncbls, though undesirable, alternaitve DOE failed o  fully annlyze
she cumulative effects of its decision Vo adopt the dual track strategy.  The difference
Between the no-aciion giternative and the preferred altermative were tnaccurately reported in
the S&D PEIS. For the SPDEIS to be credible suballsratives must be developed for pit
canversion for MOX fuel:

a. Agueous processing for gudlium reduction.
5. Thermal processing for gollivm reduction.

2. The ARIES process hasyet o be tested at a pilot scule and is currently being analyzed at
the demonstration level. DOE has not dentified and analysed the full range of reasonable
alternatives if ARIES sechnology carmot be implemented. The same issues and solulions
discussed above are applicable hers as well. For the S&D PEIS io be credible. DOE is
obiigated to identify and analyze the full vange of reascnable aliernatives for pit conversion.

As poietad aut numerous times, DOE has sill not evaluated the full range of altematives for
plutomium pit disasserbly and conversion, and has still pot conducted a comparative analysic
between the requirements and impacts for MOX versus immobilizetion. This should be sddressed
in the Final SFDEIS.

B. Evenwithin the ARIES process thers are maryy emerging issues wnd questions that DOB is
obligated to addrexs. Thesa nchide:
Why fs worker radiag e now est d to be at 500 millirems per year, as

reported by the Amarilio Nagonal Resource Contar for Plutomium in itx se
quarter, 1997 newsletter? THis Is a 150% increase above the 200 millirems per year
exposura documented in the S&D PEIS.

34

35

FD336-35 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

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 (¢.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 mrem/yr and DOE's administrative
limit of 2,000 mreny/yr. (The Pantex administrative limit, which is less than the
2,000-mrem/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).
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STAND Comment #) 1, Page 17 of 19
At each step of the ARIES process, what Is the variability in worker exposure?

What steps in the ARIES process require workers to handle the phaontum oxide

powder?

What wastes are created at each step of the ARIES process?
Since the NOI tor the SPDEIS was issued, "ARIES” has been exposed a3 unnecessary lor all
-plutoriium pits and as only a portica--not the whole-of a plutonium pit disassembly and
conversion operation. In the Final SPDEIS, these questions should be addcessed in the context of
all PDCF sctivitics, not just “ARIES” operationa,

DOR should incorporate the LANL document Estimae of Stuffing for the Pit Disassembly and
Comversion Facility into the Final SPDETS. :

XIIL. During the scoping period STAND wrote, in regard to the role of the ANRCE:

“The Amarilio National R Center for Pl has functioned as a taxpayer funded
MOX lobbying consortium. Asstated in our previous commenis and in  lelter io Secretary
Pana onMay 23, 1997, the ANRCP has used, and contimes to use, DOE funds to influsnce
the slte selection process cutside of the NEPA process.

The Qffice of Fissile Materials has written, In a June 13 Jerter 10 STAND of dmariilo,
PANAL, and Pacice Farm, ihat the "Amavillo Naiiono! Kesource Center for Plutonfum is
ot advising the Department on site selection, has #o rola in the SPDEIS and does not
repeesent the Department in this regard." However, the ANRCP did have 2 role in the S&D
PEIS. DOE nuust define how thal role influenced the ROD jor the S&D FEIS, and how that
rols affects the SPDEIS.

This is a critical issue Secanse the ANRCP has used DOE funds 1o act in a clear advocacy
role for siting all dispasition facilities at Paortex, and this role was again illustrated at the
DOE warkshap in Amarille on June 12, 1997. At the workshop.

ANRCE funded economist Rqy Perryman presented comments in fevor of locating ait

prapased facilities ai Pamex. These comments were also distribuled from the

ANRCP workshop booth. The comments were Based anan A NRCP repart, and thus

a DOE funded report, which concluded that Pantex is the best economic choice for all
4 dispastrian and ge activities. What parallel studies with DOE funds

have ocan-m;far other sites?

An ANRCP paster presentation did not even reference immoblltzarion as an opion.
Tt seems that the ANRCP has forgotien that the "N" in ANRCP siands for ‘Wational”,
and has fotled 10 present the national implications of the disposition program.

35

36

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.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 180f 19

. Since the hearings, ANRCP has continued to misinform the publlc, In the Volime HI, Issue
1 ANRCP newslatser, “aguaous processing” is falsely defined as processing with waeter.
ANRCE contimsally fails.to inform area residents as to what aqueous processing and
chewstcal distolution really mwears, resulting in a controversiol issue being dangerously
undersiated,

It the same issue, ANRCP implies that glove box operafons are a new technalogy, and states
that the ARIES process will produce a "mintmal amount of waste” and huve safet
precattons that would keep warker radiation exgosure to @ “minimal level." At no time has
the ANRCP informed tha pubfic what @ "winimal” woste Strears is.

DOE must recognize and iake inio the fact that ANRCP's activities strongly

. cantribute to-a public Slas lowards Pantes as a disposition site, and MOX as a dispusition
aption. To correct for the blatant viclations of the NEPA process incurred by the ANRCP,
DOE showld consider funding paraliel studisx et all candidate sites ta compare the resuits of
axpayer funcedresearch spansored by ANRCE. Another velid eption is for DOE t
completely disregard all ingut fron the ANRCP in the SPDEIS.”

These comments continue to Mequately reflect the problematic nature of a publicly funded
advocacy group disrupting the NEPA p Since these 3 weee submitted the
ANRCP cted 2 “Preliminary Comparative Risk A ™ that failed to incorporate
public-fopus and presented & misieadiag and inacurate portrayal of proposed plutonium
processing operations at Pamtex.

At the August 1998 public hearings in Amarillo, DOE-funded ANRCP employves and contractors
provided substasitia} comments on the issues. These should be d as DOE
comments, oot public comments, 23 they were funded by the Department of Energy.

STAND believes that the $50 million of DOE funds spent on the ANRCP should be incorporated
into DOE's Cost Analysis report. $25 million should be added to the “operating cosis” estimate
for siting & plutorium pit dissssembly and conversion facility at Pantex, and another 52§ million
shouild be added to ths “opesating costs® for 2 MOX el fubrication facility.

XIV. Duriag the scoping period STAND wrote, in regard {o the role of the European
pistonium indastry:

“Representatives oy the Ewropean MOX and ph  fuel industry have exerted considerable
energies to lobby the American public and DOE io mave forward on-the MOX option. DOE
has not Insured that votces are heard that counler this wave of publicity.

DOE has.defirned tha European MOX industvy strictly in tarms of its experience level ro she
absolute exclislon of its aperational ecord. European MOX Industry representatives have

even acted as paid consulians io DOE.

36
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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 Environmental 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 EISin 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 Volurne III, 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 ina 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 COMMENT #12
Surplus Ph Di; Drgft E: d Impoct St nt (Draft SPDEIS)

LL6E

Be; NEPA AND PLUTONIUM PIT STORAGE
AT THE PANTEX NUCLEAR WEAPONS PLANT

Office of Firsle Matavials Management

‘The Department of Energy continues to stoce plutonium pits af the Pantex plant in conksiners
unsuhable for Jong-term wioruge snd in fciitics that mosty lack required envi t A
and that ara considered “iinscocpisblo” by Pantex officisls. Since DOEs National Lubs consider
“extendied sorage” to e greater 1han five years {sec Background, Section L(1}, most plutonium
sorge at Pratex shoutd bo defined as “long-temy” rather than “interin.” DOE's major cffosts to
improve the salify of long-term storsgs of phitonium pits st Pantex bave not materiakzed, and
DOR is fornulatiog Flacs and proposals in xesponse to its failure to implement its storage
decisions, but without required public input:

L« ioa® vi. “Leng-term™ Storage of Plutonium st Pantex.

A_ Interim Storage of pits at Pantex is presently covered by the Record of Decision (ROD) for
the Fincd Er ! impact  for the Cu dp of the Pantex Plor and
Assockated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Ci (Pantex EiS) and referenced in the Storage
and Disposition of Weapons-Usuble Fissile Mcserials Final Progr Impact Sk
(SD-PEIS) aud the Stockpils Stewirdship and Manap Progr ier Errvi /
Empact Sialersert (SSM-PEIS). Tiering of the Draft SPDELS 5o thesa documents cannot ocsur
without & supplementad EIS for long-tean phatonium pit storage.

1. The Parsex KIS osly addressed storage of pits Sow disamalleaert activities, 8nd mot from
ather sites.
2. Asconding t the Pentex EIS, “Intecim ssorsge does nat refer 10.atre frame, but rthar to the

imterval of time that will occur until a Record of Declsion (RODYis made on long tenn stocige
and the iwmmﬂihhﬂmk@nxadylumeivcdwpiu.‘l‘hededimnnmeiuad

. ﬁoﬁi«&rwmmgewinbebmdonhmms:(rm 1-10)

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT

18061 368-262- 710G W, 34 Ave. Sults E~.Amert, TX 76100 -

FAX, (806) 356-3837

FD337-1 Storage and Disposition PEIS 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
AI-RS 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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STAND or AMARILLO, INC.
DoN MonN1Ak
Page3orl1l

STAND Comment #12, Page 3 of 11

II. JUSTIFICATION FOR A SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACYT STATEMENT FOR LONG -TERM
STORAGE OF PLUTONIUM PITS

STAND belleves the ULS. Diepartment of Energy (DOE) is in violation of the Nationat
Envirenmeatal Palicy Act (NEPA) for not conducting a supplemental EIS for long-term and
interim plutoninm pit storsge. In addition, DOE should not “charge” the costs of plutonium pit
repackaging to the operations costy for & Phitonium pit disassembly and conversion facility at
DOE candidate sites other than Pantex. DOE is in violation of NEPA fox three specific reasons:

A. The ongoing transportation of plutonium pits from DOE’s Racky Flats Environmental
Technology Site (RFETS) near Denver, Colorado to the Fantex Nuclear Weapons Plant near
Amarilio, Texas. This action was propoaed in the January 1997 Recard of Decision (ROD) for
the Storge and Diasposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Final Programmatic: Impact
Stateawnt (SD-PEIS). Shipments of plutonium from RFETS to Pantex is in vialation of NEPA
for insufficient paalysis and because it is anly part of the long-teem storage decision that bas not
been implerented. (3¢ Background: RFETS Pu Shipments, Page 4)

B. Long- term storage activities at the Pantex plamt that were not snalyzed under NEPA. Siace
exiting Rocky Flats plotonium pits were moved n viclation of NEPA, they are being stored in
viclation of NEPA. According to the SD-FEIS ROD, lany 1erm storage of RFETS phitonium it
Pantex was comtingent upan the implementation of facility and container upprades. These
upgrades have since been tbandaned. Long- term itorage and interim stornge activities of Rocky
Flats phatonium at Paokex activities are occarring at the Pantex plant that were not analyred under
NEPA. (See Background: RF”s Pu Interim Storage, Page 5)

Actions A and B are in violation of NEPA because:

~*NEPA prooedures must insure that enviranmental informarion is availahie to public officials
and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are laken”” (CFR1500.1.(b))

- The actions &r¢ not covered by the existing program statement {CFR1506.1 (c)).

- DOE has not prepared a supplcmental Environmenttal Impact Statement i responze to
“gubstantind changes to the proposal or significant new circurnstances or information.”
(CFRI021.314.02)).

C. DOE is proposing aod anslyziog plans for kang-term storage of plutonium at ths Pamex plant
outside of the NEPA p ‘which iy in violation OF NEP A nequi [

Bl the NEFA p ‘with other planning st the easliest pussible time to in

planning aad decisions Teflect srvironmental values, to avoid delays lates in the process, aud to
head off patential conflicts.” (CFR1501.2).
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STAND oF AMARILLO, INC.

Don Mon1ak
PaGceSor1l
STAND Comment #12, Pagc S of 11
£ In Appendix G, there is no supporting d ion for P ion of phutordum from
RFETS to Pantex or other sites. Appendix G only ing historicat infersite ship dats.
& Appendix G does not provida est of actual radiclogical axposures to maximtm exposed

indrviduals or the sverage exposures to people along the transportzetion routes.

FE%QE&S.EEE%&S%%% for Zox
fuel fabrication in Burops, i does not provid h i

phutonium Hits or noa-pit plutonium. ,-vlalng.nuani%omeig&
transportation risks.

i Appendix M does not contain any analyses of or-the-road transportation risks only a bounding
analysis for intrasite movement of plutonium,

}- uunlw..lﬂﬂm DOE gval d the radiological exp and health sisk from shipping
8,000 plutonium pits and shipping 20,000 p dusa pits fro 513.! avoﬁ:cl::ﬁ_h_loﬂm
sites. Amon._hua 16.4.1, Pages 4-232 3&.35 Zo quival for =l
POSUre Wik ducted for ¥ i R.Nm Sum to Pantex. DOE also EaSa&
ion and snalyses in App ix I of the Pantex EIS for all intorsite
&vﬁu%ﬁ%ngaﬂr .

B. Background: RFETS Pu Interim Storage

-ullna:q-‘\gr«!!uug nino is occarring st Pastex although the storage
activities 4o net volve these sctivities necessary to hoplement the SD-PEIS ROD. Long-
term sternge mid interin storage activitien of Recky Flats plutonium at Pantex activities
-aooaﬂﬁnknr-gﬁuf-pﬁ-»gaaﬂi_.!-n..zmw?ﬁﬂﬂ_.‘ua...
implecsnt long-term storage ROD has sl resuited in the disposition trausportation
analyses being invalid at thia time.)

1. Rocky Flats plutonium pita were maved in viclation of NEPA, and are being atorad in
violation oI NEFA.

2. Analyzis in the S-PEIS was for long-term storage of plutonfam pita prosemly at Rocky Flats,
not for Intedim storsge of Rocky Flats plutosium.

u d&g«nm_mo&l&gaﬁﬁnogaﬁg!ﬁaggzu
of nuslear wespons, and ot p} from other sites.

In the Pantex EIS, DOE wrote that, “ths eavironmental impact associsted with transferring
rarpius pits from RF's 10 Puntex, inctuging the impscis of their siorege e ut Pantex Plant, will be
included in the Final SD PEIS.” (Page 1-15)

SDX2]—SISi ZlDdS.?y PUD SjuUIUnI0q JUUIUUOD)



Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Starement

Zgead

sy (z-zaded) 2894 Og O1 AN 10} SPLIWE pum dumioo seapna 30 3Bwios,, Bumpraosd,,
10 ANpqEA [e211[09% 94 popnjoD] sBeioys ti-Buoy sog Puaws Bupseasss 3 ‘STHA-GS M UL P

o1 Furuossss s eeed 10U PIP i SU0Z W 9dwion mus-Suy 91 OO I8 UCHEPOMI0D
gt 982033 Uay $o] JOF SIERNS W) ST 63 senrow) adwuoe o aprlid) ogeuciE
5%»2%00&.%%%5%%38&
§Bﬁ=§§§5%§eﬁ!ﬁ§§¥%§§laﬁaa&?§_§:§@&
9524 00990302 WISHTUC] i 6002 A 108 PR FOA “STEA-(E K5 U3 ATRINE JqeTomIn
58§8=3§%§%§§mtgﬁ§gif§uoab -]

L EIOT 3UGZ T PRSI 5q OF GERKCD Prom areBosd uotimode Fue sBemis
o1t 03 ogeds sBUBIOY ng O Y, WYL 3103 FOKT FARVINRIE UORSY ON STIA-US P ¥ 4

(AL 3w) GOV SIEI-S 41 J° 3131 Put 1 o1 St Yome wortsodsp Surpoad
+ om0z ut wopsopd Xawred P Siwg3 AX0W 90 o sposior Apmecsad AT ARG
1 y 07 ut wingnoyyd syegd Ko 30 s8rioss 1a1-H00) 10 £ S SZAME WK PP BOA ¥

Jseprsidn 3o vonmdos
uﬂo.hﬁuxagégzzo-oiwgﬁzivgﬁégﬁ ‘somsodsp
Buipusd ‘gra.ngwos sud pre Xieg e Amasn sy1d 20 oss © xajued 32 (40T

4q po12AWOS 34 03) YINOS 7] SUGZ M SINEG 98013 oprsiidy),, “SIRL-US 9 ) Bupiony
" papriSdn aq gus senIERg Xemreg Runanca sy uondamnese oY1 9o Poeq 6 ‘sid SIATH Jo Besis
woddns 01 D xpuaddy ur sEEET a pur SBwiors 1 Bu0] 10) apessim pacsjad e, ¢

(10 9¥23) . O Tpuaddy @ pIGUIEdR & SANNLINY PALIALT ) 03

s 1 STV 30 9303036 1I0AADS 01 ORTAJ W ZTHUOZ POV  OZ Wamieq sud jo uomdenz
outssu, pue {21y °E5-L 30 D MEuAASy 1 pqUAP B 53, w07 12 43t SIANE

Jo (somq 19) waRmiodamn ouma e s8w00s,, ‘SIZ-GS #q1J0 O Xpuaddy W pexned 5
XaWed §8 g STTLDE Jo 93001 03 Uosnemnoop Junsoddns on "STIA-S 24t 03 BUIPKONY 9

passdazd fumg Jo porsdosd ¥ P OU $1 3],

(g1 a¥rg) , SIT PHS ABOCIRDIL FURINIAIAL SR AXTY ) 1 UMY JO oMI0IS
WS, S LN Y UF PARAUFPE 03 $en wnmowyd 881 A120W j0 380 wisK ‘5134-0S
) oy Sorpuoasy ad wameinid SEADT 3o $SEI0M WL IOF 1AINY YN o stesiL S

(51-1 %)

./S12 TP 103 30 p 2919y 1 wopsTonp doudut SATTIRIUNG SH) 02 PIPPY 1RAQ SAWY LOTOR &t 3O
fizedun NROLOUOSIALS Y] “Z] JOZ O}  JUDZ RIOY UOHNLINAFIER SFFRIN PUR ‘7] 20Z U T
PUT § auoZ m yery *itd oy 30 afeI033 Juwld XU PU¥ ST W04 78 suonuade BuBeyoed
“‘woEsodaiEn iguaguy,, ZUPH0Y VANVEIBYE ST JO SILARUR UGS EUA STHA-GS MW el

‘snd ng sreps Lppoy Jo v@wow wast-Buoy
i0j BAREWLINN SEE-CS Sl JO mordi) anRnumS Yy pasAIppRe A0 SId oMM NI ¥

1110 9 98ug ‘Z14 ponmmod NV1S

11 40 9 @9Vq
SMVINOJA] NO(T

*ONJ ‘OTINVIY 40 (UINVIS

3-982




Comment Documents and Responses—Iexas

{STa xaeg ‘v 2-p 08eg) noneadn sy sof opext
< o o

A3 AN $HWIESS WOP FAFTALTICS “UCFaxNYY, "IV 1 ot Hop q
$7 3005} "1tMU0A 10 adKy £ i snap g jou eey ersoard Sinfesowdar 1d s oteodq,
PAIES TOKI 'SIA X9Mwmd st B msAjous a1 ‘(€5-7 a¥md STTJ-(IS) STH Xonumg g e
PazipRns 1 £52UU03 YOOK-LV OF 83TV Wwosg s s Jo SurBeoyaadon ogg put Z [auo7 01§ w07
o sud xoureg Hunea Jo vorrruodnren XL “SIT IR I8 U £,V00t-LY 0f FuRepadas
0} popmwoo oMe FOM  (SIHA-GS ‘Tr-¢ ) 8o pur ‘psean T80 YOOILY BIGes
250w, 53 ut St aBiprdas 01 PANAILCS f2M JOQ ‘SATELIYE DERIV-ON M3 SPun mag §

‘wisBosd Fiafenondas SUENIO Yooy-1V 2 Jauwsidass o) PO ER HOT ¢

“$35umgued YOOp-1V M snd wnmognd jo Surfieydedal A D00 e LDUMRIOI
V00+~Ly m tpd jo Smiexawda) e vondumess 271 uD paseq 1 wid S1a:0 Jo s
yaddns 01 D xapuaddsy u) SsAeue g pue ‘sderon 1191-300] J0J SAIRISNR paLmad oy T ‘B

(58210 Banppergg aRwesog

9245365y oo ¥ pus (Buapyng JNS) Mupnng sesorg speune sniding © ‘TBupng omy

Jo 13mitas eureq e senmowy umienes jo--apeididn 3 go sk yoowor AL, (§7'§"W UORS)
21 oz | sy FUST JO SISANLT IR A pezkivwe AU0 20 'STHd-US W v F

(£s-0) "popuBdn 5q pmom ZR-L1 PUR §9-Z1 SBUDENE -

s suopwado gquessevpAguesse
PUE £1LMI9E “ASTM, ‘UTIIMUIFUGU] XIPuR 23 O PaseaSauy 99 plrom SBesome 203
SUOIRIYIPOW Sif,,, , YINOF T1 2307 V1 $3TOR) Runsie ARPOI PIOOMA IATPSUINTS epe.Fdn aq L, -

(1) . PRnpal 54 pnosm 191miquQosd JEESFLL e LVEIS JEINE Y 0807 UTOY
suodeom Ut 10 831 Ng JO [BAOUIIS AN} 3q PINOAM SIANNLEIE ATHY) JO KU JO J0SAI <AL 2OWS,, »

(6L3-POLEF ‘EL8F ‘E95p 92ed)
« OAIRTIE pasr3aid aRe1018 K1 40) TSt N ud ST FUR [RUNED 0 XUk 3O 30K
uas 2u0[ 243 QIBFPORRGOIIR OF POYIROUS aq PINOA TINOS LT SUOZ Ut ZR-Z| PUR 99-T1 sBuTpI,, -

i 00 20U ‘Xalued 1 7] w0z Jof am aferon pd Xy soprdin pamnm Iy 3
. PISNDE 43U SI1US MU0 01 BN 1001Im $1394 o

Qnaégu. XD T KSR pus wnuopnd $420x wid srBayugs Jo aRexcas wpan,,
Surpracad Ao 1% 7] U0Z vt STEN 0 of pasodoxd syl pauap wrafemm oy 9

- orpeted)
¥ JUUZ T} IS0 UBY) J5T 31 Jeiy) 7] 07 W) 38ipimg sopnou aBasoan syt pur ‘weak
+€ AU 8] %oTuRg 3¢ s260043 affwsoss 1d 2z sog ueds Ay Buzrwas sBesan o 'GTE Xemg

1130 2 3%J ‘ZT1# Wwommuc) ANVLS

3-983

11 40 £ 39V
SIVINOJA] NO(T

*ONJ ‘OTTIHVIY 40 N VLS




Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement

. s1nd 2419593 HBSIERE 10] PIPERINIOIS
5q¥) 243 35119 37 BT “IOTIO RV SEVATY £, TO P TR 72 [ 5% 3G swonEndn
snbranbugry 5, ARioug Jo waummdory aif] 0] P M umpRXTE (INYD Lomoqe]

[FUONBN, $OW¥{Y S0 PUE (TN TT) AUOIRIOqH] RUONEN Ai0muar] snayaw] ol ‘S51 1]

“»w] uffisar] atp £q 2Hvrois

PapuAP 10§ AGUIRSLR PPRUOI 335 1,5y-Ty Tt ofed A wUCAR jou PP 3O - Fuddme
10§ A{qEVNS you Al & F-TV W FUHANNGCD VN Ur aTGnd o3 paciicgis £uo 50K 'SIT
Yoy ot 10 STII-CIS N4t Susop gR~TV ) InqE ToRETLICHUL LMOID] Pedal iou PP 0 ¥

. poped a8wI0H popuaya,, UR 107 138UTEILC) RYE-TY 11 i wrmmoiyd
uﬁSu%-uunﬂﬂﬂugnﬁE§v<§§£m%8uo§.E..n!.si.:i
PEP TOKE YTNOHGE Ui DRI J¢ siaumos gy~Ty utspd minmojnid 24018 0F Lnimised IO 1

‘1red VIIN W jo spune wed
Tweg sq1 1w aysanpl Jo a8e10i8 wri-Suct 4 susid Supzivon pus Fapodoxd & FO

sunlq 33uang maz] -3ue pasodord spanciIseq ‘D

"OPEILL St [RLATEW ST 30 UONBOANP [euy jim ¥zsols wi spd oBoptas
PUB 5530% 3901014 01 31 MOTJE Yt $8330ud VOOU-LY (L, Parere asivtrews xoqusg 9661 W1 G

.AEEsomsm:&Ee&e._éEs_%sioiﬁné
a1 DzAUR 10U PP HOM AT HONIIAU00 Pus Aqpoassesip 2 wiruoinyd ¥ O UORIIOd
103 d jo FinBayodar 507 SITA-CIS 31 U1 S2maep o T xipuaddy w sAmvun ow s sy 8

(€68~ B}, Tonvpadsues, uonodep 30 308 ) &2
1014 pejtsto(tur 1939 PRY FANTELLLYY Paurgasd 33W0w Iy J2 uondamsse sy uodn poseq Fem
sijery vopeuodsuRs g Sanzmee vopgodsip &y 107 ,, S paks JOQ "SIHI-QS AP UL I

. (v'D SIFA-US) L661 Uf BURWE 5,v00+-LV Wt Palugondad 59 pinoes mas ad spd
000'Z T POIRR HOA ‘STEA-GS T U] PUY '(€LT-1 858d)  LIUEUOS VOOL-LV W poStoedes
3y £renguase T sid §00°0Z O N 3w paunserd it 3y, 19 PaIH FOA STH PRI AU S

FD 20) . susvonkodsip ¢ oy uonsiIodsTRIY 20 35%01 mn) S0y DI 3G KOVEROD
VO04-LV o1a1 pednnpudaioq pinom. sud 3yt FY(REVAT AIR S3HMNNCO VOOY-L1Y 7 BGY, P

(€5~ “1-0) 0% T| AOZ

W SanNIoE) PAPLIBEn O BOKUI0PI i SINILIND0 VODY-LV 30 Amppuae Fupuad am y ooz
) 38u301 ona paoeid pire yINOS 2| Su0z UL SEUENI Y-Ty 01 paarda 3q piios el
0 sdmoas uodn pus ‘eusdns 21055q STELIM 1 BsUMRWCD 1Y M pryord 3q prowm,, XU

0] $191] AX20) WO.J PR} 37 09 sied TRy PRI FOA STHIAS 4 S0 O Mpmaddy vy

1130 g 9884 ‘714 WwAuWO) ANVIS -

11 40 § 9V
MVINOJA No(

*ONJ ‘OTIMVIY 40 (UNV.LS

3-984



Comment Documents and Responses—Iexas

aqumyesd ¥ 5§ PIYRUIP! IEa 10NN POEs BTV ML 8661 “1£ YN 5O PROH AXRAPY
Eﬁﬁimgsggﬁoé-wcos%%gﬁggmgmgd

1661 Pqmords o apgnd o
01 tondo tH 2¢ POWEast i ¢ 661 1} padoppAIp sum gy~Tv ML ‘dnazd BuDyom 0O1Z-TY AP
70 IXIIT0D A IAPRA 7661 AN 5 Lme = 1efiaq £XUTRICS HARIONE DAMLIDTE JO LORTONCY "3

(6 98ed *¥AD) . SHARNOD
SY-Ty 1 3 Jo aBwsois U1 980 10 MOLAST JOPUR §1 e ‘Podopadn tHaq 5] 13201 PR Y, °q

(5 o8 ‘podsg uBnaq

fendoung) gt s 09 Uegl £33 03 mdino Sufieredas 3yl 20MPU [ P [RI0GRRdD
#oU50350 A} [FSTUVGIO0T X AT S0} [¥OUNW S 6O 03 F $HTI ) B Wk a1y el
xod £11d 056 30 Anoudes tmmincns Sureyredos Moy potnquiod 3 aptacad [l g 8651 A ™
TRUOITRS3G0 3q OF POIAXd 51 $30T000 YOp-1y D3y end inBiysedes sy ey eonterpets v,

“FREUIN0S Y0OP-LY 23 257 300 pus sud waprommid jo afois wax

o) 10 15591 pojeas -V 4 951 0) TNOG0M 81 A0 PA “VOOy-LY 4 1@ congodsy
pue sfwaoe otz Busy 105 suonesgmads smes oﬁﬁo&&ﬁoﬂﬁﬁéﬁnigﬁoﬂi
3o SuBaysedar 30 syedar JAGNMUMD P F03G9 9 YAAN JpUn paziwue 10a S HOA T

*R6/DELE 10 QY I MR eSﬁﬁa&nﬁn%wﬂ@ uoTrage Rupusd-—malk
8A 0 (IT *6 $3803) 99-21 Suprgy sof (4 140deg wBEw] foradscuor) o 1K trwak
OE-ST WOl 2B WoURIQBAS J]QHINE ¥ 03N £, 93Ty wog v FurBuyoedaa 107 savrwmey D

* ¢, 98~Tv t n1td Jo oFer0m ey Sy 30 sydanm ooy pRzAKIE 10U SBY Pur LY 3 dFesos
aqEImS O 6,83~V wog snd jo SuBeyonday oy npayor pasosdds ‘pouyap ou s¥ IO 4
«B,98-TV U1 PoI0NR 3q sxud

OU Yy PUDSUTIICIGI M., SPI{OUEE PIP WG prBis 359] asaa Emd srydng 30F suCH¥puITWooal afvnig

L SUoHEINBPuoe AIToTg (@ 0F pur "RRUBIN0D ABNI0R YOOY-LV PR
SU~TY WHOY, Ul Naysaney (385D ¢ -/+) 190159 Of JO 5|00 3MIERAIIR1 PAPURTWOOY «

R ak O

« PAFERRS 29 O} UOTIOUL 2ASSIIEER 1 91 F1H %OT-S1
1 PIMEAUNNONDS £ [OAU0 APy w3 10 sread § uvyy sjont A7 PASH AT LTV L., -

1010 9 U1 GPUOTYD PArk S1sIow £Q PasTed WaJ40ad Vo0 TeRuaI0d ¥ Jo asnessq
ajqmsod $% UCOS 5% 5, $YTV 23 LIOL Poacuwar aq sild 2654 1K, papusumuosas Aduong .

“S1BAK 3AT WY} I0M £¥  SFHI0W POPUIDSD,, PR «
11 J0 6 9ffng ‘Zip Woau00] ANVIS

11 90 ¢ 39V
SIVINOJA] NO(Q

*ONJ ‘OTTIEVINY 40 (UNVLS

3-985



986—¢

STAND oF AMARILLO, INC.
Don MonNIAk
Pace 10 or 11

STAND Comment #12, Page 10 of 11

£ InMay, 1998, the DNESB reported that sealed inserts bt beeo selected for cestain pit types,
and that the AT-400A Marusl Line wes discontinuing and was being sirtdown.

4 DOEuwopwna to nat upgrade Bullding 12-66 in Zooe 12 for long torm storage of surplus
pits and intends to keep phatonium pits in Zone 12 despite considering this an
’mqumblnhemnve

= In December, 1997,tbcDNFSqu;oﬂedﬁatDOEmuotmminsﬁmwnrdwﬁhthcupgude
of building 12-56.

b. DOE has 1ot informed the pubfic of this decision

¢. Pantex is now evaluating Building 12-66 for a new mission of asscmbling Radicisotope

d In the Conceptual Desigo Report (CRD) for Building 12-66, DOE and its cantractoc
detormined that there weke b other acceptable alternatives for either iaterim or long-term storage
of plutonduen pits st Panteoc. (Pages 10-12). Zone 4 was considered umcceptable for continued
stormge bocause “these megazines are not properly equipped with the cooling systers necessacy
0 ensure the pita are msiatained st the required temperatures to preserve surphusz pits during long
tesm storage.” (Page-10). No bulldings other than 12-66 “sre available or meet the criteria for
praviding s lang term starage function for surplus pits.” (Page 10). 1

e. Inthe Conctptual Design Report, the SD-PELS is cited 25 2 justification for not reviewing
othes DOE sites far Jong-term storage of sarplus phwnium (Page 11).

£, The NEPA documentation for Building 12-66 identified the project aa being part of the
implementation of the SD-PEIS ROD.

& DOE reported “reviewing” Zane 4 magazines for excess plutonium to the Pantex Plant
Citizene Advisory Board on 1/31/98, There are no known NEPA d idestlifying continued
storage 3» implementation of any NEPA ROD’s.

. DOE is conducting an Irtegrated Pit Storage Program Plan (IPSPP) without public input and
without NEPA coverage.

. The IPSPP was presented to the PPCAB on 3/31/98 in the of ev g
omﬁumywmwmmﬁmmemuugmmmmmmmmm
The Final Draft was acheduled for release by $/33/98, but rentains unfinished. (DNFSB weekly
reponts).

b. The IPSPP was identified 18 & work in process as earfy a2 Janvary [997. DOE told the GAQ
tha Final Draft would be campleted by 4/30/98.
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STaNFORD, CLAUDIA
Pagelorl

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.

PD018-1 Alternatives

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.
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STEIERT, JIM
Pacelor2
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Jim Steiert
Box 95
Hereford, TX 79045

August 19, 1998

L. 5. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23736

Washingtan, DC, 20026-3786

To the DOE:

10PPOSE p jum pit di bly und at the Pontex Planr at Amarillo. Undemonstrated and
unpraven rechnologies are proposed for use. Plutonium at Pantex imperils the p Ogallala aquifer. Further
p ing of ph at Pantex p an even greater hazard to groundwater and residents.

Pantex hasalready polluteditssite with highexplosives inaperched ler lying above the Ogallala, notomly soiling

its property, but adjavent private land as well.

Routine cmissions of tritium, p
1

i , and other deadly compounds can be expected from the
any p iump ing facility at Pantex. Pitdisasscmbly and conversion at Pantex would ureate
unacceptable new hazards.

Pantex has never processed plutonium, and it docsn't have any business starting now. Your own agency’s cost
estimates place the taxpayer expense of locating plutonjuin processing atPantex at $60 million or morc.

L f the Pantex planthaven timproved. Up1o 20,000 plulonium pits are healing-
up tbe old bunkers ut Pantex, Both the U S. Government Accounting Office and the Defense Nuclear Facilitics

Safety Baard have heen eritical of pl fety ar Pantex. Yourageacy promised that aging maunitions
bunkers at Pantex were for“u:mpomry storage of plur.omum pits, ve! lhepus still remain cramimed in these aging
bunkers in itable storage lly in an bk Many of these bunkers began

heating-up inmediately after pnswenl o them Only about three bunkers even have air conditivning. How long
is this “ternporary” strage going to continue before some disastes occurs?

Pantex has neither the size, the equip nor the expertise tohandle p ing of plt Wedontncedthe
radioactive contamination inthe TexasE dle that your agency'sp d ities| ] »gifted”

Rocky Flats, Colorado, and Hanford, Washington with, Keep plutonium pit processing QUL ol Panlex!

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincercly,
Oy Staza D
Jim Steiert

Box 95
Hereford, Texas 7945

MD083-1

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 24 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 2.9x103 LCFs over the 10-year operating life of the facility.

Alternatives

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-RS 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
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STEIERT, JIM
PaGeE2 0oF 2

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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TEXAS, LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR
HonNorasLE Bos BuLLoCcK

Pacelor1

MD008-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the Lieutenant Governor’s support for siting the pit
. conversion facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
PR disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses,
(E\\’ technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
] considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
Limﬂiﬁ;"}’(}%‘;{]}:‘f’h Texas facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the

Capitel President, Texas Sonate 1-800-441.0373 SPD EIS ROD.

Austin, Tezan 7871120068

{512) 463-000) July 29, 1998 1807352989 THD

Mr. Herl Stevenson, NEPA Compliance Officer
DOE Office of Fissile Material Disposition

c’o SPE EIS

U.S. Departinent of Energy

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Ste\'enso'rn:

1 have written in the past to express my support for the Pantex Nuclear Weapons Plant in
Amuritlo as an_ excellent choice for handling the U.S. Department of Evergy’s (DOE)
surphus plutonivra. [ would like to take this uppartunity to restate my position.

1 am refesring specifically to the sclection of Pantex as the preferred site for locating the
lutenium pit disassembly and conversion facilily. 1 am aware that the DOE has selected
the Savannah River Site ais the preferred site for the MOX fuel fabrication facility and is
considering SRS, ulong with Pantex, as the location for the disassembly and conversion
msslg:‘ I'believe it is in the best interest of Texas and the country that Panlex assume this
new function.

Pantex has a long history of bandling p ium pits. | ily porting classificd
plutonium pits across the country from Pantex would result in increased exposure 1o risks
and higher costs to taxpuyers. Pantex already has the infrastucture and operational
protocul in place to cosure that disposition goals are mel. Furthermore, the plant cojoys
overwhelming public and palitical support in the community.

Dispewition of the nation’s surplus plutonium must be nplished in a manncr that
protects the health and sufety of our citizens and our environment. The Pantex plast has the
cxpertise und is the Jogical choice for this ncw mission. Rased upon these reasons, Turge
1%)E to designate Pantex as the site for the pit disassembly and conversion facility.

BB:mhe

cc: The Honorable George W. Bush
‘The Honoruble Tect Bivins
The Honorable Tom !aywood

&
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Texas A&M UNIVERSITY
JouN M. SWEETEN
Pacelor5

IMS/August 11, 1998

REVIEW COMMENTS
SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, July, 1998

At the request of the Amarsillo National Resource Center for Plutonium, a consortium of the
Texas A & M Universily Syster, the University of Texas System, and Texas Tech University, I
have reviewed the 4-part document “Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
Statement: Summery, Volume i-Part A, Volums i-Parl B, and Volume 1%, U. S. Department of
Energy, Washington, D. C., July, 1998.1,500 p. While my review of the Surplus Plutonium
Disposition (SPD} Eavi ] Impact St (EIS) was focused on those parts relating
specifically to the Pantex Plant and o the environmental quality assessment and impact
considerations, a general review was given also to ather locations under idcrati

The analysis of the.23 altermatives articulated and presented for review was thorough and
balanced with respect to the various sites under consideration. Iunderstand that some of these
alternatives are no longer under consideration subsequent to a DOE recent decision to locate the

Pantex are as follows (r=8): Altematives 1, 44, 4B, 5A, 5B, 11B, 12C, and 12D.

1 do nat view Alternative 1 (No Action) as a viable option, in that the estimated half-life of
platonium in its present form is some 24,000 years. This is a long time for governments,
militaries and taxpayers to guard and protect from terrorism, accident, environmental and natural
resource damage, and human tragedy some 50 metric tons of active fissile material that has

Jcft for future generations of Texans and other Americans. The 1:1 leveraging opportunities with
the formee Sovicts with respect to their disassernbled and stored fissile materials wonld he lost as
well, The other 22 alternatives would put ail this behind us by he year 2015, or with typical
public works delays by the year 2020-2025 at Jeast. The Panhandle, Texas, America and the
world then will be a safer place.

So the question really becornes two-fold:
(a) is the presently-proposed suitc of technologies adequate to perform the plutonium
handling and conversion safely and effectively; and

[ will defer the former question to the involved experts in nuclear engineering, nuclear physics,
chemical engineeting, occupational health and safety, and other relevant fields.
Regarding the second question, my involvement over the last 18 months with ANRCP technical

TXDA49

fie] rod bly fabrication p using plutonium oxide at h River Site (SRS) which

is the point of proposed final utilization in an existing nuclear power plant. This decision 1
constrains the selcction of altematives involving Pantex to only those involving (a) current

mission of long-term phutonium pit storage with upgrades, (b) pit di bly, and (c) pit

conversion of Pu into plutonium dioxide, a component along with ium dioxide of 1

Mixed Oxide (MOx) fuel rods fabricated at SRS. In the ining alternatives involving

commercial value as well as obvious destructive potential. This potential “legacy® should not be 2

(b} is it environmentally secure. 3

TXD49-1 Alternatives

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.
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Texas A &M UNIVERSITY
Joun M. SWEETEN
PAGE 2 0F 5

staff and u leam of experts evaluating and providing risk t for the Pu/MOx fuel
conversion process, together with my reading of the SPD EIS document itself suggests that, with
the dutn presented so far, the remaining altematives involving Pantex can be carried out in an

very small. The land area that would be affected by worst-case scenarios involving release of Pu
to the environment are very small, contained within site boundaries, and off-site impacts would
be practically negligible.

Nevertheless, there is necessary and continuing involvement by agriculural scientists and
engineers with the agencies affiliated with the Cooperative Research, Education, and Extension
Triangle for the Panhandle (Texas Agricultural Experiment Station, Toxas Agricultural
Extension Service, West Texas A & M University, USDA-Agriculural Research Service, and
Texas Veterinary Medical Diagrostic Laboratory), joined by our colleagues at TAMU-College
Station and at the TAES Blacklands Research Center at Temple, in providing new data,
information, questions, answers and dialogue from the perspective of agricultural production and
processing, including soil/water/plant/animal/wildlifc rclationships. We are intcrested as well in

Our concerns with maintaining the viability of crop, feedlot, range and pasture production
systems as part of the human food chain, and of thosc who operate them, is paramoant. The
recent, current and futare scientific projects with ANRCP spe hip and i reflect
those concerns and provide answors that should be taken into account with regard to the present
SPD LIS and future plant design and operations. W are available for continuing dislogue and
partnerships involving scientific discovery, interpretation, exchange, and education in these
areas,

In terms of the EIS & ¢ itself, my 1 is will be restricled 1o only a few areas at this time.

* Summary, Section §.5--Topics analyzed in the SPD EIS are appropriate: air quality, noise,
wastc t, soci ics, human health risk, facility accidents, transportation,
environmental justice, geology and soils, water ecological ftural

agricultural production systems are not add d for any of the potential sites, all of which sitin
or adjacent 10 extensive crap and livestock production appropriste to the regions.

* Chapter 2. Altermatives for Disposition o j
- Page 2-3— As noted above, several of thesc alternatives can be climinated with recent

GD, 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 running
through or adjacent to it.

*

(ROI) did not directly inchide agricultural resources or producitn practices for any of the
didate sites. If envil tal d were to occur despite safeguards, the public would be

T,
- Section 3.1, Approach to Defining the Affected Eavironment--the Region of Interest \

TXD49

environmental secure manner. The probabilitics, exposure, and health effect numbers are very, 3

impacts on water, soil and air resources from the perspective of rural residents and communitics. 4

paleontological resources, land use and visual resources, and infrastructure. However, 5

decisions regarding the SRS mission, namely Allernatives 2, 4A, 4B, 6A, 6B, 6C, 6

TXD494 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
DOE acknowledges and appreciates the commentor’s offer.

TXD49-5

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
ateach specific site. The potential impacts on prime farmlands are evaluated
in the Geology and Soils discussions in Chapter 4 of Volume I. Accordingto
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.

Socioeconomics

TXD49-6

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.

Alternatives

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response TXD49-1.

TXD49-7

As described in Section 3.4.7.1.1, no streams or rivers flow through Pantex
although a numbser 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.

Water Resources

TXD49-8 Socioeconomics

Appendixes J.1.1.3,3.2.1.3,1.3.1.3, 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
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very interested in food supply and food chain safety issues, and farmers/livestock producers
would be directly affected in terms of restrictions on future production praclices or marketing
opportunitics. These are an important considerations.

- Section 3.4, Pantex Plant, Pages 3-88 to 3-124—the extensive agricultural production
practices and programs within 3 9-county arca around Pantex nor adjecent to the site were
not discussed or data listed. This information was provided to the ANRCP in January
1998 in a contract 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 of feedstuff supplics , beef slaughtering and processing facilities, and grain
storage. Dairies, horses swine, pouliry, and other species of relevance are not identified us
well. Potential secondary pathways of possible contamination--c.g. nonpoint source
runoff, wind erosion, water erosion, etc.— are niot addressed, Similar information shoutd
be provided fos all the other candidate sites in the respectiv within the Regions
of Interest. For example, fruit, vegetable, cattle and dairy production are prominent in
Idsho and Washington state in general vicinity of INEEL and Hansford plants,
respectively, and South Carolina is a pouliry production state.  Alsa, no meation is made
of local management districts for groundwater and surface water resources; these include
the Panhandle Ground Water Conscrvation District No. 3, White Deer, which
encompasses an 8-county area including Pantex.

* Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences—~The forgoing comments for Chapter 3 generally
apply to this chapter as well.

- Section 4.6, Alternative 4A—Indicales that the air quality impacts will be minimal
along with waste management, human health , or waler resource risks. Increments added
by operation of the pit conversion at Pantex will be non-existent or minimal (Table 4-5
vs. Table 4-58), and resultant site ations will be far below EPA or TNRCC
ambient air quality standards for most contaminants and below EPA NAAS for PM10 on
both an annual and 24-hour averaging tirae basis.

* Appendix F, Impact Assessment Methods, and Appendix G. Air Qualijty--
- Does not include information for any site conceming

- agricultural prodaction practices

- accidental releases—cxplosion, fires, spills, etc.

- dispersion modeling

~areas affected

- redistribution of particulates from Pantex by watcr or wind crosion.

* Appendix T, Sacioeconomics

- Does nof include discussion concerning agricultural production, land use, or rural residents
inctuding whether or not they couk! be uffected.
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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
Jocal regulatory limits. Based on the analysis in this SPD EIS, there should be
no impacton the agricultural lands surrounding the sites from the construction
or normal operation of the proposed facilities.

TXD49-9 Socioeconomics
This comment is addressed in response TXD49-5.
TXD49-10 Water Resources

Section 3.4.7.2.1 reflects that Pantex 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

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,
7.2.1.3,7.3.1.3, 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

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.

Facility Accidents
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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 little if any impact on the surrounding land.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response TXD49-13.
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* Appendix J, Humsa Heulth Risks--
- The agricullural data mentioned (from the 1987 Census of Agriculture) but not shown should
be presented for all four sites. This information should be presented ina 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 Statc Crop and Livestock
Statistical Services, the Cooperative Extension Scrvices (¢g. Texas Agricultural
Extension Service), the USDA-Farm Scrvices Agency, etc..

- Analysis does not appear to take into accounl Fu doses, transience, or effects on field
grain crops, forages, or animals, nor confamination pathways other than direct ingestion.

The opportunity o reiew 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 scientific 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

TXD49-16 Socioeconomics

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-II 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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Prosiders. Secrerary Trajurer
Tuly 30, 1998
Elizabeth Anne Moler
Acting Seceetary of Energy
Deparacnt of Evergy

Forrestal Building
1000 Independence Ave. SW.
‘Washiogon, D.C. 20585

Dear Ms. Moler:

Thank you for the opp ity to on the Dep of Energy's
{DOE) Draft Surplus Pluronium Disposition Envi d Impacz S
{SPDEIS).

1 am awarc that XOE has selected the Savaonzh River Site (SRS} asthe
prefecred altvernative for the Mixed Oxide Fuel mission and is considering SKS, along
with Pantex, as the location for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion missiop. Iam

ly disappointed in DOE’s ive decision to site the MOX mission at SRS,
since Pagtex remains the best and mast economically feasible site for that mission.

L, now, wish to focus my comments on the selection of Pantex as the preferred

sitc for locating the Pit Disassembly and C ission. Pantex operares within
an dy strict safecy eavelope, adbesing judiciously te “Conduct of Operations”
and “Formality of Operations™. Pantex ty stores mose than 8,000 pits and have

handled these items, safely, for over 45 years. This strice operations protocol sod it's
nfeqxdzmdiixﬁnmmuhuhcmnmﬁﬂyminuinedmdhasmhmn
jeapardizcd as those at other sites where environmental restoration has been and
coatinues to be the primary mission. Furthermare, given the curcent weapons
assembly-disasserobly and storage functions 2t Paatex, disassembly and conversian of
the plutoniurm pits already stored and located there is consistent wich the historic

FD107-1 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 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.
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Page -2-
Elizabeth Anne Moler
Actiag Sec. of Encrgy

mission of the plant. Opponcats who arc apposed to siting disposition missicos at
Pastex, (SRS in particular), srgue that DOE should sot initreduce plutonium
missions at @ site where the work could be cansidered “new” at the Jocation. This
argument is false and dising because Plutonium work at Pantx has, is currently
and will, in the future, he pesformed in the arcas of Radiadion Safety Contingencics,
Waste Operations, and it Reuse. SRS, irself, is alveady sited for 8 "new” type of work
- tritium production via an accel . [fcheir argument is valid, then DOE has no
alternative but to place the tritium mission elsewhere.

Pantex has a well-trained and qualified Union Workforce which is second to
none in the nation, This Union Workforce is staffed by three full-time Metal Trades
Council Union Safery Officers. Na other plant i the nation has anything
compasable to this pragram and it provides the crucial and aecessary cheek and
balance if DOE intends to follow former S y Pena's Memo on Envin
Safety and Health of April 14, 1998. This Unian Safety Officer Program at Pantes
has also boes: called 2 model for the entire DOE Complex by former Secretary of
Energy Federico Pens. The Workfonue actively participates in such endeavors asthe
Voluntary P jan Program, Integraced Manug , Seamlcss Safery-21
Program, aud Enhanced Work Planaing. Pantex’s World Class Secarity Force,
consistenty ranked number anc¢ in the DOE complex, has, again, won the Secretary's
“Frophy as the Top Security Force in DOE. These accomplisharents by the Paatex
workforce do not sound as if they are a bunch of *amateuns” to e s they have boen

described by bers of the South Carulina delegation. When coasidering the
proliferation risks involved in unnecessasily porting a large ber of classified
plutonium pits across the country from Pantex, it makes budgetary and palicy scnse to
site dispositi issioas where Iready exists and is taking place. Paotex is

Cleasly the most cost-efective site over the lifc of e program than. any other sitc
undes consideration. Pantex has the necessary safety culrure, secusity and surveillznce
capabilities o scconunadate this expanded role.
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Axting Sec. of Energy

Based upon these reasoas, I respectfully urge DOE to designare Pantex as the
site for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility. Thank you, in advance, for your
consideration.

1

Yours wruly,
Joe D.Gunan Emmen Sheppard
President Secretary-Treasurer
JDG/ES/ve
opciu298/ail-cio
cc: The Hon. john Sharp, Texas State Comptroller

The Hon. Al Gore, Vice-President
Frank George, Mewl Trades Council of Amarilla
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TXD41-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses

Dep . ent of Er}ergy °s actions rega_rding the (including analyses of transportation risks), technical and cost reports,
location for the disassembly/conversion mission. national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE
The Texas Building and Construction Trades Council will announce its fif':cis'%ons regarding facility siting and approach to surplus
is aware that D.O.E. has selected the Savannah River plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

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 itis a
unionized plant.

Precisely because the Pantex plant has unionized, and
therefore highly trained workforce, we are concerned 1
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
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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.
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Texas HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HONORABLE JOHN SMITHEE

DOE Office of Fissile Material Disposition
c/o SPD EIS
U.S. Department of Encrgy
£.0. Box 23786
Washington, DC 20026-3786
Attn:  Mr. Bert Stevenson
NEPA Compliazce Officer
Re: Comment on I')()F s Deaft Sm-plus Plutoniura
P 1 Impact

Dear Mr, Stevenson:

Thnnk yoit for the opportunily © comment on the Department of Encrgy’s (DOE) Draft Surplus
P Disp Env 1 Tpuct S (SPD EIS).

Pantex has been a very fmportant part of the Panbandle since the 1940's. Safety and heullh is a
constant concer for any community where rudicactive materials are present. I feel that our ficst
priority is to ensure that any expansion at Pantex be conducted in s safe and environmentally sound
manner.

We are aware that DOE has selected the Savannah River Site as the preferred alternative for the
MOX fucl fabrication fucility and is considering Savannah River, along with Pﬂnlcx as the location
for the disassembly/conversion mission. The Amarille ity was very i in DOR’s
decision to site the MOX facility at Savannan River, since Pantex remains thc best and cheapcest sive
for the MOX fucillity.

1 do want to focus my on the p ition actions and altcmatives.
i d by the di on the selection of Pamc\ as the Fefemsd sile for locating the
i pitdi bly and ion facility. Thercis growmg conccrn that locatiny the
conversion mission at a sitc othce than Pantex would not oaly increase the hazards of dealmg with
plutomum, but would also ignere the facts that make Pantex the site most capable of ensuring that
goals and ic und safety arc meet.

Capitok: P.O. 8ox 2910 = Austin, Texss 76768-2910 « 5124530702 » FAX: 124767016
Dasinct P.O. Box 12038 » Amariio, Texas 79101 « B06-372-3327 « FAX: 806-376-8568

PAGE 1 0F 2
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
Stk operations, including the disposition of surplus plutonium. This SPD EIS
e ,_; : shows that the impact of properly implementing the proposed action at Pantex
Thpe State of Texas would have no major effect on the health, safety, and environment in the
John Smithee House of Representatifies Commitess: Amarillo area.
s'"m‘;“ﬁ"“ Austin, Texxs Isorance
Armsirong ﬁmmw 0
";‘:,i;‘.l."“ July 31,1998 MD(10-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Representative’s support for siting the MOX facility
atPantex. Asindicated 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 costreport, 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 Stevenson

Department of Energy

Pantex has played a major role in our pational defense needs. It is uniquely saited for this new
function. The taxpayers bave already paid for more than 8,000 surplus pits and trained qualified
employees to handle pits and the rclated infrastructure with and opcrational protocal 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 very important issue that must be dealt with, [ feel that if 3
these matters arc addressed with regard 1o safety, cost, and what is best for the oation, Pantex, is the
best site for the disussembly and conversion niission.

Again, I want to thank the department for allowing me to voice my concerns and views on this
maner, and would respectfully urge DOE o designate Pantex as the site for the pit disassembly and
conversion facility.

€001t
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TXD40-1 Alternatives

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.
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Statemenc to DOE on PD&C Mission at Pantex! M. S. Ford
1of3
LT Auguse 1998

Good afterncon. My name is Michael Ford and | stand beforxeariﬁg two hats today. |
making a living as a certified health physicisc and radiological engineer at Pantex. Hawever, my
primary role here today is to represent the Texas Radiation Advisory Board (TRAB). We
advise three agencies within the State of Texas on radiation safety matters: the Bureau of
Radiation Contral, the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission, and the Railroad
Commission of Texas. While the TRAB has not taken specific action to endorse the Pit
Disassambly and Conversion mission, the TRAB continues to take an interest in Pantax
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 posidon of several
members of the Board, | feel that the TRAB would join Governor Bush in supporting the PD&C

mission at Pantax,

Cortain troubling statemoents by twa South Carolina politicians, hawever, 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, Semator Strom Thurmond of South
Carolina indicated that he was willing to use the existing separations canyons — {950's and

60’s 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 worlk 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 facility. § firmly believe
that | would speak for the Governor and all members of the TRAB when 1 say that a PD&CF
that uses the inefficient and wastefu! technologies of the 50's and 60's would be an unacceptable
replacement for what is praposed in the SPD EiS. As a TRAB member and a US. taxpayer, |

find South Carolina’s position to be very mroubling.

TXD45-1

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.

Alternatives

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.
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Smtement to DOE on PD&C Mission at Pantexd M. 5, Ford
Page 2043
11 Augusc 1998

In reviewing the Cost Analysis {in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable
Plutonium Disposition), | 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. ke 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

P X The need for a Source Callbradon Facility is not discussed in the SPD EIS and its
function is not stated in the Cost Analysis. Instrument calibrations are currently
handled by both Pantex persannel 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 dewil. It was not clear whether

S. It is unclear as to what additional SNM-processing facilities are required beyond those
that the PD&CF provides (pg. 2-3).

6. Zane 4 stores weapons and pits (§ 2.3.3, 12).

The costs for repackaging the pits was addressed in the Cost Analysis as sa9|~i for repackaging
and $10M to $15M for transportation, but little attention was paid to what impact the
repackaging effort might have on Pantex's weapons mission. Over the last fiva years, Pantex’s
total collective doses have ranged from 4.6 to 44.9 person-rem with an average of 31 person-
rem. In the EIS addressing plutonium starage, it was estimated that approximately 3@ person-
rem per year would be incurred due to the repackaging of pits in DOT Type B containers.
Such an activity would roughly double Pantex’s average exposures, and it would wiple 1997's
collective doses, With the reduction in the dose limits, this could have a naticeable impact on

Pantex's weapons mission.

these factors varied by location, and if so, what the basis for the variatlon was (pg. 1-10).

TXD45-3 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.

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 persom-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 ofa
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.
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Stavement to DOE an PO&C Mission at Pantex/ M. S. Ford
Page 3 of 3
I} Auguse 1998

Finally, Pantex personnel have been called “amateurs™ with regard to the PD&C mission. Using
the word "amateur” does not appear to be consistent with Pantexs role in assembling,
disassembling and maintining 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 d ates the ¢ e and

p

capabilities of Pantex personnel to successfully undertake the PD&C mission.

Thank you for allowing me to speak on behalf of the TRAB.

Very Respectfully,

Michae! §. Ford, CHP
Member

Texas Radiation Advisory Board
100 West 49th Street
Austin, Texas 78756

TXD45-5 Other

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.
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TEXAS SENATE
HonoraBLE Tom HaywooD

‘Bert Sievenson, NEPA Compliance Office
DOE Dffice of Fissilc Material Disposition
o/ SPDEIS

US Department of Excrgy

PO Box 23786

‘Washington, DC 200263786

Dear Mc. Steveason,

Thank you for the opp ity on the Dep of Energy’s Draft Surplus Plutonium
Di ition Eovi L Impact S (SPD EIS).

Please know Lhat | am adamant that any cusent and future functions at Pantex be conducted ina
sai and cavironmentally sound manner. My first priority is to ensure that expansion there tloes nol
iropair the health or safety of area residents, or have an adverse ¢ffect on the environment. These
goals serve as 2 prerequisite to any current or funre activities at Pentex, which is located within my
Texas Senate Districl.

1 am aware that DOE has selected the Savannak River Sitc (SRS) as the preferred sltcrative for the
MOX fissl fabrication facility and is consideting SRS, along with Pantex, as the location for the
disassembly/conversion mission. 1 am isappointed in DOE's decision to site the MOX
facility at SRS, since Pantex remains the best and cheapest site for that mission.

However, of the proposed plutonium disposition actions and ives di d by the
department in the SPEIS, § wish (o {ocus my comments on the selection of Pantex as the preferred
site for locating the pluteniur pit di bly and ion facility. Iam concerned that locating

24
the conversion mission at a site other than Pantex would not only increase the hazards of dealing
with plutomium, but would also igeore the facts that make Pantex the site most capable of ensuring,
that disposition goals are met with the utmost ion w0 ic and safety iderati
_ Pantex is already uniquely suited 1o assume this new function. Pantex curvently storehouses more
than 8,000 surplus pits, with a long history of handling pits and the related infrastructure and

2525 %08, Swte 05 X209 texomd Plomy., Suki 206 SC2S Eaet Vo Yorts Strout
Wik Fodv. Tocoms 76300 ‘Shamen, Taess 72000 At Texas 70601
TS CIBIMT ABDIE

Pace 10F 2
MD006-1 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 at
Pantex would have no major effect on the health, safety, and environment in
TRCT S0 The Berate of ot the Amarillo area.
P The State of Texas TS
e MD006-2 Alternatives
o ,‘u]’;i%: o 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
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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operations protocol thul is the mainstay of an excetlent safety culture. Furthermore, given the
current weap di bly and storage functions at Pantex, di bly and conversion of the pits
alrcady located there is consisteat with the historic mission of the ptan. Opponents of siting
disposition functions at Pantex (SRS in particular) argue that DOE should not introduce plutonium
missions at 4 site where the work could be considcred “new” at the Jocation. This argument is false
and disingenuous. With the new MOX ficility, SRS wifl unideriake an NRC licensed lunclion

which is completely new ta it -- current and future p 1 will be required to receive training in
an entirely new function. Pantcx, on the other hand, has a production culture with a well trained,
unionized workforce - hardly a group of "amateurs” as they have been described by members of the
South Carolina delegation.

‘When considering the proliferation risks involved in unnecessarily {ransporting a large nurmber of
classified plutonium pits across the country from Pantex, it makes budgetary and policy sense to sitc
disposition functions, where storage already exists. First, duc 1o its cheaper labor costs and utility
rates, and water and land availability, Pantex clearly is the mast cost-effective site aver the life of the
program than any other site under consideration. Second, transportation of plutonium in non-

lassified form (after di bly and co: ion at Pantex) to the SRS i far preferable to the perils
that would be incurred by shipping plulonium i6 a weapons-ready form. Pantex has the necessary
safery, security, and surveillance capahilities tn accommadate an expanded role. Third, itis in the
best interests of the United States to engage Russia in bilateral demilitarization and inspections
independent of the politically ious MOX fuel fubrication process. 1t will also be fur easier to
Irack converted 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 them v the lowest additional costs 1o taxpayers. To accomplish its disposition goals,
DOE must bave strong, broad-based political support. Bringing in the support of Texas Senators
and Congressmen could ensure the success of DOE disposition initiatives.

Whils | do not profess to be a rocket scientist, my doctorate in physics and my 1996 tour of the
Pantex facility do provide greater insight.

Based upan thess reasons, I respectfully urge DOE to designate Pantex as the site for the pit
disassembly and conversion facility.

Sincerely,

U —

TOM HAYWOOD
Texas State Senator

3

MD006—4 Transportation

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 staterent
of principles with the intention of removing approximately 50t (55 tons)
of plutonium from each country’s stockpile. By working in paralle! 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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U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Deparunent of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition:

1 do not suppart plutonium processing at the Pantex Plant. In the Swplus Piutonium Disposition

Draft Envir ! Impact the Dep of Energy prudently decided against
locating one plutonium processing facility (MOX fuel fabrication) e the Pantex Plant. For the
following edditional reasons, a P ium Pit Di bly and C facility also should not

be located at Pantex:

. Pantex bas never processed plutonium. The Pantex Superfund site hay so far apparently
escaped the type of radioacti ination found at p jum p ing sites like Rocky Flats
in Colorado and Hanford in Washington.

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

. The technologies proposed in the Phutonium Pit Di bly and C ion Facility are
d d and unp: . Itis ptable to have plutoni perations 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 bundred 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
d pollution is ble in an agricultural region.

&

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

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 4.17.24
addresses the potential radiological and hazardous chemical effects of the
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l P maximum-impact alternative on workers and the public; Appendix J.3, the
& 7%;‘%‘ potential contamination of agricultural products and livestock, and the
P R“,;";m,,e 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 vaiue of alternative energy sources and
supports continued private research and development of such

sources; but W€ OPPOSE the federal gavernment 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.

SCD19-1 Alternatives

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 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.
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furthermore, publlc money or public powers should niot be used to fund or implement any private
projects such as high-speed rail or sports stadiums.

Balanced Budget - The Party supports full disclosure of all "on* and “off** budget spending. We
demand that our federal legislators vote cnly for batanced budgets. Soctal Security should be taken
off budget. In case of a budget surplus it should never be used 1o increase spending.

‘Waste and Fracd in Government Contracts - The Party is opposed o 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 contracts prosecuting those found to be
responsible. The Party also believes that all government contracts should be awarded only on the
merits of the bidders' ability to produce the quality of the product or service performed ata
ressonable 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 both d ically and inter 11 )

Downsizing the Federal Government - We support the downsizing of the federal government in
order to reestablish states' rights guaranteed by the Tenth Amendment of the United States
Constitution. We farther suppart the abolition of federal agencies involved in mctivities not
delegated to the federal government under the original intent of the Constitution including, but not
limited to, the Environmentai Frotection Agency, the Department of Energy, the Department of
Houstng and Urban Development, 'the Depariment of Health and Human Services, the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco and Fivearms, the Department of Education, and the pesition of Sargeon General.
These authorities should be eliminated or, where needed, transferred to the state or local
governments. We alse call for the defunding and abolition of the National Endowment for the Arts.

Sunset Laws - The Party supports 2 mandatory Sunset Law for the state of Texas which would
ically all jes or programs if they are not reenacted by the legislature every

twelve years.

Unfunded Mandates - The Party favors imited government and no new taxes. The effect of
services without funding is a tax increase for local government. We oppose all unfunded
mandates by the federal and state governments.

Domestic Energy Industry

Support of the Domestic Energy Industry - The foundation of our National Energy Strategy must be
a competitive domestic ofl and gas Indusiry. Federal tax and regulatory policies are destroying the
independent sector of this industry. Regulation and rule making must He done on a cooperative,
rather than an adversarial basis, preserving jobs and the while p i 1
preservation. The Party encourages the U.S. Congress to (1) aggressively support a greatly
expanded use of domestic natural gas as a method to reduce US. dependence on foreign crude oil;
(2) repeal all provisions of the alternative minimum tax that treat intangible drilling costs as tax
preference ltems; and (3) stop the p! Igation of -y envir 1 legislation or
regulation that causes domestic production to be economically not feasible.

Al ive Energy - The Parfy gnizes the value of alternatlve energy sources and
supports continned private research and development of such sources; but we oppose the federal

/1298 1224 PM
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government using hazardous waste as an alternalive energy source, such as the processing and or
rep ing of pt ium and for making mixed oxide fuels in agricultural areas and
ahove 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 America is a beacon of hope and a place of new

beginnings and we inue to legal igr B we believe that one responsibility
of government is to secure our nation's borders, we supp : 1) ing i s quotas to
traditional levels in practice prior to 1965 of 300,000 per year or less, 2) expeditious hearing on
depotting non-violent lllegal aliens held in prisons or jails, 3) Iming control of ional
borders, 4) for jcable di including HIV, 5)the amendment of
the 1 jon Act of 1952 to grant birthright citizenship only to the newborn
of citizens of the United States of America or permanent legal resid and 6) Congressional
oversight of federal agencies to follow-up over-stayed visas.

§ unmigt

The Party opposes: 1) automatic citizenship by birth to children born to illegal aliens, 2)
federally-imposed requi on the state regarding the care of illegal afiens including the
extension to fllegal alfens the benefits of public education, non-emergency medicat care, and welfare
including Soctat Security and SS1 p 3) 2 national tracking system for control of
fmmigration (or any other purpose), and 4) participation in any election by filegal allens.

Iuternational Communism - The Party supports the worldwide movement away from Communism
and toward representative government based on the premise that men' s and women'’s rights come
from God and governments are established to protect these rights. .

MIA's and POW's - The Party urges the President and Congress io inue all y
to seek and act upon all information concerning our Misslng in Action and Prisoners of War. We
oppose the extension of MFN status or pormalizing relations with any nation before they support 2
full and complete accounting for all missing American service personnel,

Middie East - The Party believes that the U.S. and Israel share a special long-standing relationship
based on shared values, a mutual i to our republi form of government, and a
strategic alliance that benefits both mations. Qur foreign policy in the Middle East should reflect the
wmwmmwpmmnmmmmmmmﬂcm«mmm
recvgnitionthathmsnlemlstheapimloﬂs'ulmdshouldrmnlnnnund!videddtyumsibleto
people of all faiths. We d the Congress' lution to move the 1.S. embassy
from Tel Aviv to Israel's capital, Jerusalem. We d Isracl's privatization of state-owned
companes and budget cuts in order to achieve its goal of ic independ We the

publican Congress' {nul; ppott for Prime i tany 's government in tfie peace
talks between Israel and the Palestinians. We oppose p ring 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."

Y1298 1224 M

SCD19

.S‘DX?J—SJSZIO&'.S‘J‘Y puv STUIUNIO(T JUIUUO)



¥101—¢

Tue CENTER FOR LEGAL AND SOCIAL JUSTICE
TADEO SPIKE ZYWISKI
Pacelor3

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition i =2 1]
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC, 20026-3786

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition:

1 do not support plutonium processing at the Pantex Plant. In the Swrplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Envir ! Impact Si 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, Itis ptable 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 Paatex legacy already includes heavy ination 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 radicactive--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.

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 armounce 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, itis 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
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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 2.9x10 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 back to square one,
The plutonium remains in old, unsuitable, corroding storage containers and in 35-55 year old
“bunkers” that the Dep 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 2 spell of more than 40 consecutive days
of 90+ degree temperatures, and more than 20 days this summer with thermometers registering
100+ degrees. 1f 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 comment.
Sincerely: W/ /qu—
.

f Whore Hrg !

on JBhims o

MD107-4 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. 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-RS 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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TaeE METAL TRADES COUNCIL OF AMARILLO, TEXAS AND VICINITY
RoNaLDp W. ZERM
PAaGE10F 3

THE METAL TRADES COUNCIL
of

Amarillo, Texas and Vicinity
AF.ofL.-C.lO.
AMARILLO, TEXAS

DOE Offica of Fissila Materials Disposition
cfo SPD EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Wasington, 0.C. 20026-3786

SUBJECT: SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITON DRAFT
EIS
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TuaeE METAL TRADES COUNCIL OF AMARILLO, TEXAS AND VICINITY
RonNaLD W. ZErRM

PAGeE20F 3
MD186-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
As 8 Mctal Trades Union Safety Officer, I would like to comment on this proposed : e : H
EIS, Having both mechanical and safety backgrounds, I feel I can comment both an dlspOS}tlon program at Pantex w111.be based on environmental .analy§es,
the proposed processes and the safety envelope within which these processes are to technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
funtion. considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
In commenting on the processes, [ would first comment on the Mixed Oxide Fuel facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
Facility. The MOX process is, primerily, a mech | process accomplished in glove
boxes. Pantex already p paralle] p which are similarly found in 2 SPD EIS ROD.

MOX plant. We blend materials, press these materials into pellets, weigh them,
perform non-destructive inspection on them, heat (or scinter) them, and assemble the
final product. We have been performing these processes for over 45 years. And we
are actively performing these same processes today. Having had the oppartunity to
visit actual MOX plants in England and France, I can state with confidence that
Pantex can perform this part of the EIS mission in an unparallcled manner. .

In addressing the Pit Di mbly and Conversion Facility, it is important to keep in
mind that the Aries Sy is & mechanical di bly system. | bave toured the
Aries :

system at Los Alamos and have seen no potential problems with its being sited here at

Pantex. Pantex has, as [ have already stated above, safely handled the items, slated for
disassembly and conversion, for over 45 years and we curvently store over 10,000 of 1
them.

A major factor in siting these missions atPantex is & well-trainod and qualified Union
Workforce, which is second to none in the country. This workforce actively
participates in such endeavors as Voluntary Protection Program, Integrated Safety
Management, Seamless Safety - 21 Program, and Enhanced Workplarming. All
Ppro-active programs and all needed if the DOE intends to follow Former Secretary of
Fnergy Pena’s memo on Environment, Safety and Health of April 14, 1998, In
addition, the one program which Pantex has which sets it apart from all other plants is
the Metal Trades Union Safety Officer Program, which is staffed by three full-time
Union Safety Officers. No other plant in the nation has anything comparable to this
program and it provides the crucial and y check and bal neoded by the
DOE to maintain and further ES&H credibility with the nation.

Siting these two missions at Pantex is the most logical choice. Pantex is an “active”
site, observing strict operational protocols. The safety infrastructure at Pantex has not
been compromised “as at other sites” due to their “primary” mission being
environmental remediation/restoration. It is of extreme importance to place these
activities at a site where an established and successful Conduct of Operations /
Formality of Operations philosophy is atready in oxistence and utilized day to day.
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TueE METAL TRADES COUNCIL OF AMARILLO, TEXAS AND VICINITY
RoNALD W, ZERM
Pace3or3

The DOE Pantex Plant should be the choice for these future PU EIS missions.

Sincerely,
Ronald W. Zerm
Metal Trades Union Safety Officer
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U.S. ARMY
Stacy R. Rusk
Pagelorl

I support Pantex.

WD017-1 Alternatives

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.
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UNDERWOOD, WILSON, BERRY, STEIN & JoHNsoN, P.C.

James W. WESTER
Pacelor1
FD242-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
: facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
o somen Hpemoo. m‘ﬂw&%:irm"' P e at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,
& T.Mreant o BALLY OLT . . - . - . - .
iR, 1500 AUARLLO TOAL Bk BL0ra ""“““,.‘.'.:':::"" . national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE
%%if* ”"%é}’é%ﬂ’" %‘“‘?‘;‘fﬁ;“‘:" will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus
T -m b plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
ety
pﬂmmm WRTER S DINEST DAL
! August 12, 1998 on A
U.S. Department of Energy ViA FAX ONLY
Offics of Fisslle Materials Disposition 1-800-820-5156

MD-4 Forrestal Buiiding
1000 Indapendence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Ladiss and Gentlemsn:
As a resident of Amarifio, Texas, | encourage you lo choose the Amarilc Pantex plant

as the location for the of nuclear weapona plutoniurn
components.

While ! was unsbie 1o attend your hearings In Amacilio on Tuesday, August 11, 1998,
| wanted to take this opportunity to encourage you to select the Amacilla Partex plant
| presume that you have information conceming the important role that Partex plays 1
in the Amarilio community. | hops you are aiso aware of the appreciation and support
of local residents. Further, Pantax's track record in the handling of plutonium pits
speaks for itself and makes it tha natural and best cholce for the project.

In conduuan, | would egain urge you to telect the Amunno Pamax plant for the
ly and conversion of nuclear weap

%m‘m
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WHALEY, JAN

Pacelorl
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 for the Pit Disassembly and
Conversion Facility to be located at the Pantex Plant in Amarillo.

As a taxpayer, 1 believe it only makes sense to [ocate the fadility in close proximity to the
pits. To me, it would be iotal nonsense 1o transport the pits to Savannah River when there is a
facility here that could competently handla the project. Not only does it make economical sense,
but from a safety standpoint it only makes sense 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, i3 second to none. In my opinion, Pantexans have
demonstrated that we are, without a doubt, the best in the entire DOE complex. Pantex operates
within a stringent safety envelope, and bas a safety record which speaks for itself. We currently
house and store more than 10,000 plutonium pits and we have safely handled and worked with
pits and other hazardous items for more than 45 years.

When you weigh all of the 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,
C}‘[ut \‘U)lhalu’,

Jan Whaley

TXD19-1 Alternatives

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.
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WHEELER, CAROLYN
Pacelor1

Yes, my name is Carolyn Wheeler. Ilive 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.

PD017-1 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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WoLrg, BiLL K.
Pagelor1

August 10, 1998

U. §. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
MD-4 Forrestal Buikling

000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washingron, D.C. 20585

1 support the di bly and Son of nuclear weapons plutani pits at the Amarillo Pantex plant,

ﬂnwmtheecf&nnﬂbmﬁhenxuhnhmdkhumcpﬁomnygoodwoxkemﬁm The
productivity and safety recards of our people is outstanding,

The fact thet these is 10 major cantamimation ot the Pantex plant spesks very highly of both the
plant management and its work force. There is no reason to believe that conversion of the pits
would cause any sdditionsl contamination here and every reason to believe it would rmake &

bed situation woese at any of the other possible Jocations.

Most people in and wound Amarillo also support Pantex and its missions completely.

Sincerely,

Bill K Woife

780$ Lindscy Lane
Amasillo, Tx. 79121
Fax 806 3589233

FD058-1 Alternatives

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 EISROD.
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WONDERLAND AMUSEMENTS, INC
PauL D. BORCHARDT
Pagelorl

11 August 1998

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Matctial Disposition
MD-4 Forrcstal Bldg.

1000 lndependence Ave. SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Ladies & Gentlemen:

As President and General M. of Wonderland A Inc., I wish to cxpress my
support for the disasscmbly and conversion of miclear weapon “pits” here in Amarillo at the
Pantex Plant.

We employ job-eniry youlh on a seasonal basis and have over 47 years experience with their
work ethics and per As future empl 10 our service and manufacturing industrics,
we feel that this area has an excellent workforce that is responsible, sensible, ethicalty sound, and
desirous to perform work that is necessary and bencficial. I think this workforce hus been
beneficial to Pantex as the past performance and safety recard of the plant are very good. 1

1 feel thal we have the best Jocation to do the necessary job. Why not disassemble, store, and re-

f? in one location, rather than sport and p iatly exposc a greater arcz of our
country? Our area has boen a source of energy for many years. As new forms become available,
we would like to continue to be 2 source foc the fulure. :

Just as | am continually invalved in safcty, I am aware and feel that the employces of Pantex
want the same safe place to work and live as do our area residents.

s ff—

Paul D. Borchardt

RO.BOX 2325 » AMARILLO,TEXAS 79105-2325
IN THOMPSON PARK » HWY.287 N. « (806) 383-0832 + FAX 383-8737
hitp:/fwww.wonderkandpark.com/

TXD46-1

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
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

Alternatives
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