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MD285-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

A period of 60 days was allowed for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS,
and DOE accepted comments submitted by various means: public hearings,
mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Although itdid
not extend the comment period, DOE did consider, to the extent possible,
comments received after the close of that period.

MD285-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for reducing the nuclear
weapons stockpile, and opposition to using either immobilization or the MOX
approach to surplus plutonium disposition. DOE has extensively studied
technologies for this purpose, and in the Storage and Disposition PEIS
identified and evaluated a number of potentially acceptable technologies.
However, many of these technologies were determined to be unacceptable
for reasons of complexity, the cost or time for implementation, and the degree
to which the resulting form met the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel
Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus
weapons-usable plutonjum 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. Based on these analyses and
other available information, the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS
reduced the number of technologies that would continue to be considered to
those evaluated in this SPD EIS: immobilization in either a ceramic or glass
form, and MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation. This SPD EIS evaluates the
potential impacts of waste generation for each of the proposed alternatives.
As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel and other
wastes would be produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic,
commercial reactors. Spent fuel and waste 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.
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SCD93-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS based on transportation concerns. 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. 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 SRS 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.

SCD93-2 Waste Management

Regardless of the site chosen, D&D would have to occur for the pit conversion
facility at some time in the future and the process would be similar wherever
the facility was located.

SCD93-3 Waste Management

The plutonium that is the subject of this SPD EIS is surplus weapons-usable
plutonium that could be relatively easily used to build a nuclear weapon and
must therefore be converted into a form that meets the Spent Fuel Standard.
This weapons-usable plutonium is typically greater than 50 percent weight
plutonium. 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.
The plutonium in the impure residues and scrub alloy (all of which contain
less than 50 percent plutonium by weight) that are the subject of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Certain Plutonium
Residues and Scrub Alloy Stored at the Rocky Flats Environmental
Technology Site (DOE/EIS-0277F, August 1998) are not in the same form and
present a lower proliferation risk.
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DOE has determined that the waste management controls required for WIPP
will provide adequate resistance to theft and diversion by unauthorized parties
for the limited quantities of plutonium in RFETS residues (or any plutonium
disposed with waste to WIPP). The waste management controls for the
residues were evaluated to be consistent with international standards for
physical protection of nuclear material within nations. In addition, the disposal
of the residues avoids any processing that would increase
material attractiveness.

DOE evaluated WIPP disposal during the screening of options for disposition
of surplus weapons-usable plutonium. This is not a reasonable alternative
because WIPP does not have sufficient capacity for the entire 50 t (55 ton) of
material, and the option would not meet the Spent Fuel Standard for disposition
of weapons-usable plutonium. The NAS report on plutonium disposition,
Management and Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium (March 1994),
concluded that direct geologic disposal of plutonium from weapons would
not meet the Spent Fuel Standard.
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My name is James Gallman, Sr.. [ am President of the State of South Carolina
Conference of Branches of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored
People, more affectionately known as the State NAACP.

On behalf of the NAACP, allow me to express my support for the Pit Disassembly and
Conversion mission at the Savannah River Site. The NAACP believes the existing
infrastructure, expericnce, expertise, and previous plutonium accomplishments should be
2 major consideration in the Deparument of Energy locating the mission at SRS.

Also, it is my understanding that the DOE acknowledges that at least $60 million can be
saved if the mission is co-located with the Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication Plant and
Immobilization at SRS. In fact, I understand that this is a conservative figure, which
could be as high as $75 million.

A year ago I served as the President of the Aiken Branch NAACP. The Branch passed a
resolution regarding its support of SRS as the lead facility in plutonium management and
disposition. Let me share that resolution with you. READ RESOLUTION.

As you can see by those present here today, the NAACP and the surrounding community
fully supports the Savannsh River Site and all the Plutonivm Disposition Missions. This
community support is unparalleled within the DOE complex.

Selecting SRS to receive the Pit Disassembly and Conversion is the right decision for
SRS and our nation.

Thaok you for allowing me this opportunity to speak to you for us and the many dedicated
people of this community.

SCD47-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutoniumdisposition facilities at SRS. Asindicated 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 SRS 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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AIKEN BRANCH
National Association For The A Of Colored People
PO.Box 1516
Alken. South Carofina 29802
RESOLUTION
WHEBREAS the handli nnd dis sition of excess weapons
lutonivm is of grave nq national security of the
gm.ud States;

plutonium disposition :epresants one of the m.t
futurc m.ssions of the Department of Energy for the next

certain
20 to 30 years;

WEEREAS the Department of Energy has decided to pursue a dual
path for plutonium disposition and has named the Savannah Rivu
Site as a candidate site for both options: and

WHEREAS tha Savannah River Site has produced a t:ely 40
pare.at of all United States weapons gradgr plutoniugpgggn the last
and bas safely handled plutonium in glovebox
t.vithuoadvcrae impact on workers, the public, or tha
anvironsent;

WHEREAS the Department of Energy in its Record of Decicion 1

e es the Savamnah River Site as ®a lut:om.un ooapctcnt site
with the modern, state-af-the-art processing
facilities ... with the only remaining laz\;o-scalc dmniag
¥ ien and pr ing eupability in the DOE complex®: and

in(nnlsj et regional community in the Central snvlannan Rag
CSRA) o South carolina and Georgia St!'ﬁlw BUPDO:
mm pl“giuti;:‘ nissions for the Dapartment 4 Enargy’s

umim?ﬁtottheadmoet:ntotcolo:edreopl (m)x

e

endorses njew: Pplutonium -* H River siu anX
“rgﬁ Departsent of

) ite as its lead !nc.uity 111 { utonium management disposition.

¥ . APPROVED this 27th day of Narch 1997 at Alken, South Carolina
Wmmﬁw Boara of ‘the Alken Branch NAACP P.

A VY S

Pretident Secretary U
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RESOILUTION NQ, 9706
ENDORSING MAJOR PLUTONIUM MISSIONS
EFOR THE SAVANNAH RIVER S[TE

‘WHEREAS, dntmﬂmznddupomdemwaponsplmmuot
grave cotcern to the natiooal securky of the United Stares: and

. WHEREAS, phstonium dispositian ope of the most coxtatn future
missions of g U. 3. Department of Energy for the next 20 to 30 years; and

WHEREAS, the Depurtment of Energy has decided t pamsuc » dual path for
mwmmmm&mmmmuammmm
opdons; and

‘WHEREAS, (he Savammih River Site has prodaced imaraly 40 p
danUSWmdeplmmmﬂnhnﬁymmdhsnwmm
phnmmndcvebumcmeq\ﬂpmmmmmonmmem

the envirooment; and

the Deparument of Energy, in is Record of Decislon, pecogmizes
it with e most mmadexn, state-0f-tse-
art sworage and processing faciBdes..with the only svmaining largescdle chesmnical
sepanation and procesving capabitiry in e DOE complex”; snd

WHEREAS, the City of North Avgusa suongly suppors continued
phatonium missions fior the Department of Energy's Savarmah River Site.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and City Council in
meeting duly assembled and by dhe anthority thereof thiar the Clry of Noath Augus strongly
endorses major pluconiun-mibssions for the Savapnak Rives Ste and urges tie Department of
Energy $o designate the Savanmah River Sits a3 iuwﬁcﬁvmpmmnw
and dispasition.

DONE, RATIFISD AND ADOPTED BY THE MAYOR AND CIIY
COUNCILL OF CITY OF NORTH AUGUSTA, SOUTH CARCOLINA, ON THIS
S DAY OF \ 1997, .

o
Thomas W. Greee, Mayor

ATTEST:

Leoma ¥ %&Gﬁym

SCDhes

SCD98-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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 SRS 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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REMARKS OF MAYOR LARK JONES AT THE PUBLIC HEARING
Concerning SRS New Missions/ Pit disassembly and conversion

On behalf of the City of North Augusta, I would like to make a few brief
comments concerning the upcoming decision by the Dept. of Energy in
locating the plutonium pit disassembly and conversion missions.

The City of North Augusta publicly supports and endorses the Savannzh
River Site as the logical choice for this endeavor. I would like to place in the
record and make a part of my comments, Resolution 98-16 which was
adopted by the Mayor and City Council on August 3, 1998.

(Resolution read into the record)
SRS is the logical choice for many reasons:

1. The site, its size, facilities and location is excellent. While, I am a lay -
person not involved with the site, I’m sure that its continued safe operation
for over 40 years means there is a great deal of infrastructure already in 1
place that may not need to be duplicated for these new missions.
Environmentally and security wise, [ believe the site to be in good order. I
can only speculate that the use of the cutrent site at SRS would result in a
cost savings of millions of taxpayer dollars.

2, The workforce is highly skilled and ready to do the job. Aiken County
probably has one of the highest numbers of engineers per capita of any
county in the United States....many of whom are skilled in the nuclear
industry. Even if new training is required, we have the base from which to
start, as well as the educational facilities with which to assist in any such
needed training.

3. Past Record. The past record of the Savannah River site as to both
performance and safety are excellent. As Mayor of a city of over 16,000
persons, I'm called upon daily to make judgments that affect the lives of
our citizens. Examining the record of persons and entities that our city
deals with is one of the major criteria we use in decision making. I urge
DOE to follow that same philosophy. If you do, I'm sure you’ll like what
you find.

SCD1s5

SCDh15-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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. DOE is appreciative
of the public support it has received from the local communities at all of the
candidate sites for the surplus plutonium disposition program.

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 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 SRS 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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4. Community Support. To be sure, SRS has been an integral part of our
community for 45 years now. Yes, it does have a very important economic
impact as well, but nowhere, I darc say will you find anymore
community acceptance and support for any nuclear type industry than here
in Aiken County.

As someone who is charged with being the guardian of the doliars of
taxpayers, I am concemed with budgets and costs. This weekend, I will
have two kids in private colleges, so costs will be even more important to
me on & personal level. I understand the need for costs savings and cost
effectiveness in the areas before us. Tt would then follow that the most cost
effective method to accomplish those goals would be to consolidate all 1
plutonium operations at the Savannah River Site including Mox fusels as
well as Pit disassembly and conversion.

In summary, SRS has the facilities, the workforce, the track record and the
necessary comnnyity support to do the job for this country! Finalty, I do
want 10 stress that we want to do the job for not North Augusta, not the
CSRA, not South Carolina or Georgia but for our entire country.

This decision should be one based on merit, considering the factors of cost,
workforce and facilities. It does not need to be a decision based upan politics,
favors for one group or one sector or punishing of another,

Thank you.
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RESOLUTION NO. 98-16
SUPPORTING PIT DISASS] N MISSION
BEING LOCATED AT SAVANNAH RIVER SITE

WHEREAS, the Savannsh River Site has demonstrated a continued strong
" leadership role in this nation’s national security since the inception of the site; and

'WHEREAS, the professional team and employees of the S h
River Site have the proven ! for inuing in this leadership role; and

P s

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy has recognized the importance of and
demonstrated their faith in the Savannah River Site by its decisions to locate the MOX and
" immobilization missions there; and

WHEREAS, the location of the third element of the plutonium disposition
mission, pit disassembly and conversion, is now being reviewed by the Dep of Energy;
and

‘WHEREAS, the Savannah River Site is the only site being considered with the
on site experience of processing plutonium and with the necessary infrastructure required for
this critical mission. 1

- . NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and City Council in
meeting duly assembled and by the authority thereof, and on behalf of the citizens of the City of
North Augusta, that the Department of Energy is urged to select the Savannah River Site for its
pit disassembly and conversion mission.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the citizens of North Augusia are
encouraged to attend the Department of Energy’s public meetings scheduled for Thursday,
August 13, 1998 at 1:00 P.M. or 6:00 P.M. in the North Augusta Community Center and to
wvoice their support for locating the pit di bly and conversion mission at the Savannah

! River Site.

DONE, RATIFIED AND ADOPTED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF NORTH AUGUSTA, SOUTH CAROLINA, ON THIS =~ DAY OF

s

Lark W. Jones, Mayor

T: .

Leona J. Lgi::, City Clerk
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Nuclear Information & Resource Service

Nuclear Control Institute

Public Citizen's Critical Mass Energy Project

Safe Energy Communication Council

Physicians for Social Responsibility

Global Resource Action Center for the Environment

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
August 12, 1998
Contact: Michael Ma.notte, Mary Olson (202)328-0002

ENVIRONMENTAL, ARMS CONTROL, PEACE AND JUSTICE AND mRGY .

GROUPS SAY "NIX MOX!"
‘NIRS to Comment gt DOE Hearing in North Augusta, August 13, 1998

Non-Governmental Organizations representing taxpayers, the environmental community,
energy consumers and those working to prevent nuclear proliferation stand in support of
citizens in the Southeast who oppose the new proposals to make mixed oxide (MOX)
plutonium fuel at the U.S. Department of Energy"s (DOE) Savannah River Site (SRS)
These organization support the dismantlement of nuclear warheads and efforts to insure
t.hcplutommn from these weapons of mass destruction are secure and unevailable for use
in future warheads.

This experimental conversion of nuclear warhead pits (plutonium-239) for use as fuel in
nuclear power reactors fuel does not make sense. When compared to the onc altemative
that DOE has identified-the immobilization of the plutonium-MOX would:

* cost more taxpayer money

involve more steps where plutonium will be vulnerable to diversion or theﬁ

involve more steps where waste will be generated

require a greater level of purity of the plutonium, and therefore more processing
mul(inmorewasneﬁompmeessing,mmwrkerexposmsandwouldcostmom
require a redesign of power reactors that were not designed for plutonium fuel
lowerthzalreadythmmargmofsafetymagmgpowureacwrs

significantly increase p g of a major reactor acmdent
establish plutonium as a commodity

remove any credible basis for the US to criticize hybrid military/energy programs in
other countries, leading to situations like India and Pakistan
mkelongenoaccomphshlhzongnalgoalof king the plutoniurn from nucl

dis for use in another muclear Wweapom

. ¥

“MOX does NOT get rid of plutonium,” said Mary Olson of the Nuclear Information &
R Service, “Reactors do not burn mydnng they split atoms. As plutonium atoms

SCD27-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ opposition to the MOX approach.
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. The
fabrication of MOX fuel and its use in commercial reactors has been
accomplished in Western Europe. This experience would be used for
disposition of the U.S. surplus plutonium.

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 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.

Safeguards would be in place to ensure that neither approach would be
vulnerable to diversion or theft.

The hybrid approach would result in slightly more waste being generated
and greater worker exposure than the immobilization-only approach, but
potential impacts to the public during normal operations are not expected to
be major at any of the DOE candidate sites. Furthermore, DOE continues to
prefer the hybrid approach for the reasons of practicality and leadership
discussed above.
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Although the MOX approach would require a greater level of purity than the
immobilization approach, impacts including exposures, were considered in
the analyses. 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 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.

Commercial reactors in the United States are capable of safely using MOX
fuel. 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. In addition, NRC would evaluate
license applications and monitor operations of domestic, commercial reactors
selected to use MOX fuel to ensure adequate margins of safety. Section
4.28.2.5 was added to include an analysis of the increased risks associated
with accidents involving MOX fuel at the proposed reactors.

Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific analyses and discuss
the potential environmental impacts of using a partial MOX core from routine
operations and reactor accidents.

DOE’s RFP for MOX Fuel Fabrication and Reactor Irradiation Services
(May 1998) is constructed to ensure that plutonium is not a
marketed commodity.

The disposition of surplus plutonium is not a military action. 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.

Under either the immobilization-only approach or the hybrid approach, all
50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium would be processed out of the proposed
plutonium disposition facilities over a 10- to 15-year period.
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Operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities is expected
to take approximately the same amount of time for either approach. The
difference in timing for the hybrid approach is associated with the amount of
time that MOX fuel would be irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors.
However, none of the proposed reactors are expected to operate longer
under the hybrid approach than they would if they continued to use LEU fuel.

SCD27-2 MOX Approach

It is true that in the MOX approach only a fraction of the plutonium would
actually be consumed in the reactor; but the remainder would be an integral
part of massive spent fuel assemblies. The spent fuel assemblies would be
so large and radioactive that any attempted theft of the material would require
a dedicated team willing to suffer large doses of radiation, along with
substantial equipment for accessing and removing the spent fuel from the
storage facility and carrying it away.

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. 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. 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.
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are spiit in MOX fuel, new plutonium is being formed. The uranium present absorbs

neutrons and creates new plutonium.” She continucd, “I think DOE’s hidden agenda is to
give nuclear utilities a direct taxpayer subsidy to keep their aging, uncompetitive nuclear
reactors operating in the face of electric market deregulation. MOX is nothing more than
nuclear weifare.” Olson will be commenting for Nuclear Information and Resource
Service at the DOE’s public comment meeting in North Augusta on August 13, 1998:

Paul Leventhal, president of the Nuclear Control Institute, commented that “DOE’s own
studies show that direct disposal of warhead plutonium as waste would be cheaper, faster
and safer than tuming it into MOX fuel. Therefore we shoukd not reverse 20 years of U.S.
policy against the proliferation risks of plutonium fuel. A U.S. MOX program only .
encourages other nations, like Japan and Germany, to wnumxe their dangerous efforts to
commercialize plutonium.

"Burning 200 tons of plutonium in reactors adds about $1.7 billion to the costs of
safeguarding it by other methods®, said economist William Weida of the Global Resource
Action Center for the Envil “There is Iy no way to cconomically use
plutonium as reactor fuel and to proceedwuhmeMOXpmgmmwouldbemabuseof
taxpayer fimds.”

“Commercial reactors do not need to burn MOX fuel, they need to be shue down or
phased out,” said Linda Pentz, Communications Director of the Safe Energy
Commumcauon Councll “Nuclear power has proven to be economwally and

envirc B g MOX fuel is misleadii ted as a method of
“disposing” of sm'plus plutonium from nuclear weapons. Infact it docs nothing of the
kind, but instead creates greater volumes of radioactive waste with no solution yet found
for safe and perpetual storage.”

“Joining the con ial and arms of ruclear industry will hasten the demise of
commercial puclear power in the ¢ United States,” said James Riccio of the Public Citizen
Critical Mass Energy Project. “The MOX program reveals the true nature of commercial
nuclear power. It was linked to the nuclear weapons project from the cradle and this will
be its grave.”

CONTACTS

Nuclear Information & Resource Service Safe Energy Communication Council
Mary Olson (202) 328-0002 Linda Pentz (202) 483-8491

‘Nuclear Control Institute Physivians for Social Responsibility
Edwin Lyman (202} 822-8444 _Lisa Ledwidge (202) 898-0150 ex 222
Global Resouree Action Center Public Citizen’s Critical Mass Enefgy Project
for the Eavironment James Ricelo  (202) 546-4996

Alice Slater (212) 726-9161

SCD27-3 MOX Approach

By fabricating MOX fuel from surplus plutonium, the United States is not
encouraging either domestic or foreign commercial use of plutonium.
Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium,
a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. For
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation
would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

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.

SCD27-4 MOX Approach

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is not simply
safeguarding the plutonium indefinitely, but also dispositioning the plutonium
in an environmentally safe, cost-effective, and timely manner. Converting
the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial
reactors is an effective way to accomplish this.

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment has
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. As explained in
response SCD27-1, the cost report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-
Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document 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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SCD27-5 MOX Approach
This comment is addressed in responses SCD27-1 and SCD27-2.
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R & H MAXXON, INC.

August 13, 1998

Mr. Howard R. Canter, Acting Director
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
US Department of Energy

100 independence Avenue
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Canter:
| am the co-owner of a local business with 52 retall outiets In South Carofing and

Georgia, Imm&ngwwm mysmpomorme assignment of all three poitions of the
Surplus Plutonium Dy h River Site.

Former Seeralary Pena stated and your Draft Environmental Impact Statement

h River is the preferred altemative for the MOX fuel
fabrication and mmobhahm portions of this important non-proliferation mission because
of its staff experlise, plutonium infrastructura and exemplary safety performance. These
same cornsiderations hold true for the Pit Disassembily and Conversion Facility, and your
decision should be to similarly assign this portion of the Surplus Plutonium Mission to
Savannah River.

Asa!axpayerlemedmlsworkbobeperfomedinmesafest,mslrahablemd
cost-efficient manner. Savannab River has a record of performance and lts safety record
sets the standard for the rest of DOE. Savannah River also offers the assurance that the
total program can be ,' formolewsuaxpayerdolm All of the plutonium
infrastructure and staff ly exist at Savannah vasr,andseveralhmdredsof
nimofdolacscmbe:aved#lfwyamnotu- iy

The two state Central Savannah River Area has a long and supportive relationship
with DOE. We weicome and support the Surplus Plutonium Disposiion program because
of its importance to intemalional non-proliferation goals. Our support is also based on the
knowledge that Savannah River can conduct this program to the highest levals of safety.
The active support of the local communities will help assure that this important program can
be conducted in the most expeditious manner.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important matter.

o V%ﬂé

Tvn Dangerfield
Vice-President

1307 E. Pine Log Road ¥ P. O. Box 1077 ¥ Alken, SC 29802 ¥ (803) 648-0458 ¥ Fax (803] 648-4038

SCD45

SCD45-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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.

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 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 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 SRS 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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MD0o22-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS. 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 SRS will be based on environmental
e s s S s analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation

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

H. Perty Holcomb, Ph. D.
AndChemCo 1891 Green Fotaat Drive
North Auguetn, SC 29841-2157
Telephons 803-279-4839
Fax 803-813-1884
Emmil pholcomb® home. itx.net

Avgust 13, 1998 facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
Ms. Laura Holgate
Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U. $. Depanment of Energy MD022-2 DOE Policy

P. ©. Box 23786
Waskington, DC 20026:3786 DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the market value of

Re:  Comment on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition (SPD) Draft Environmental Impact
Statcment'(EIS)

Dear Ms. Holgate:

I attended (he aftlemoon session of Lhe public meeting that the DOE held in North Augusta, SC
today regarding the SPD Draft EIS. Near the end of the aftemoon session | made a

presentation regurding the intrinsic worth of the plutonium being dispositioned by the DOE via
this EIS. This lelter o you serves to put these comments into a formal submission to the DOE.

1 retired from the SRS two years ago ufler 36 years of service to du Post and to Westinghouse,

the prime contractors there. Twenty of those yeurs weze in analytical and separations

chemistry support and development ul SRTC; eleven and one-half were in F Area in technical

support of ions activities, including progrums involving the recovery of plutonium from

CISMO scmp and scrub alloy from Rocky PFluts; and the final four and onc-half years were

msﬂppmof environmental acuvmes Iy invotving the radiochemical
rization of SRS wastc sitcs and wastes therefrom.

SmoereunngfmmWSRC 1 have continucd 10 serve as u radi for
1 restoration loSAIC,ansLEnwnmnmul andlnDukc Engmcenng

and Semecs all SRS s
My comments regarding the draft SPD EIS are twolold:

. 1 wholeheartedly support the SRS as the site to locate the pit disassembly and
conversion mission. SRS has the infrastructure, Lhe persunnel, and the
overwhelmmg support of the Jocal public o make such a mission a success

:re Needl&ss to say, it would bc most cosl effective o locaie the pit
ion ion at SRS rather than at Pantex. And then
DOEmustasklls:lf the question, “Why contaminate another site in the
complex thh the p]momum waste that will result?” Thatis already a fai?
accompli at SRS.

. TheDOEnschargedwﬂhmanagmganauonalu'casurcmﬂwsomemctonsof
surplus plutonium addressed by the draft EIS. I asked a question in today’s

MDO022

surplus plutonium and agrees that there is an intrinsic worth to plutonium
fromits energy content. However, it is not valid to compare the fuel prices for
plutonium versus fossil fuels because the costs o use the two fuels are very
different. The real measure of the worth of plutonium as a fuel is its ability to
generate electricity in the open market. These values are estimated in three
reports, Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment
Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), Cost Analysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition
(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), and the Technical Summary Report for Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0003, October 1996), all
of which 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.

All of the surplus plutonium would not be made into MOX fuel because
some of it is not suitable for fabrication due to the complexity, timing, and
cost that would be involved in purifying the material. Also, 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

JUFUBIDIS JODAIU] JOIUSUUOLIAUT [DUL] UOIISOASI(T WHIUOM] SHIdUnS




6£9-¢t

RapCueMmCo
H. Perry HoLcOMB

PAGE 2 0F 4
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.
Ms. Laura Holgate Page2

Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, USDOE

public meeting that no one present could answer, “Just how much is that 50
metric tons of plutonium worth?” I am somewhat appulled that DOE is
even coasidering immobilizing part (17 metric tons) or all of this very
valuable energy source. 1 would urge the DOE to not immmobilize a single gram
of the surptus plutonium that could eventually be used for MOX, even if
pretreatment of the scrap might be necessary. My reasons follow.
The intrinsic value, energywise, of the S0 metric tons of plutonium should be made known to
the public by DOE and should be included in the final EIS as public record. Nowhere have ]
seen this menlioned or brought forth in any analysis. So, please allow me to develop for you
my very simplc approach to placing a value on the surplus 50 metric tons of plutonium covered
by the draft EIS.

The following data come from the web site of the Amarillo National Resource Center for
Plutonium (the Center), hitp://www.pu.org:

. The energy in onc metric ton (1000 kg, or 1000 g/kg X 1000 kg = 1E+06 grams
of pluwn?um) is equivalent to that in:

- 4 million metsic tons of coal (or 1 gram Pu = 4 metric tons of coal}, of
- 15 million barrels of oil (or 1 gram Pa = 15 barrels of oil)

. The energy in one metric ton of plutonium can supply a vear’s worth of
electricity to a population center of 790,000.

Now, developing from (he foregoing facts as given by the Centers
. The energy in 50 metric tons of plutonium is therefore equivalent to;
- 200 million metric tons of coal (S0 X 4 milfion), or
- 750 miltion barrels of oil (50 X 1S million).
Devcloping further:
. So, the intrinsic energy valuc of 50 metric tons of plulooium can be either:

- $29.7 billion (as derived from: 200 million metric tons of coal is 220
million short tons. The price of bituminous coal is $135 per short ton, as
quoted 1o me today by the Dixie lce and Coal Company in Augusta, GA;
or (220E+06 short tons X $13S/short ton = $2.97E+10), or

- $9.0 billion (us desived from: 750 million barvels of oil X $12/barrel =

$9.0E+09).
And:

. The energy equivalent of 50 metric tons of plutonium can supply the clectric
needs for 50 years to a ity with Lhe combined population {(approximately
790,000} localed in the South Carolina counties of Aiken, Charleston, and
Greenville, according to the 1990 census.
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Ms. Laura Ilolgate Page3
Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, USDOE

The DOE is charged with ing an ext ly valuable energy resource in the surplus
plutonium, The draft EIS states that 17 metric tons of plulonium is destined for immediate
immobilization because of ity waste form and/or quantily and nature of contaminants, I submit
to you that SRS currently has mast of the facililies ani the personnel to possibly recover
several ﬁ%"{ tons of plutonium from theve “scrap” forms and convert it into a useful energy
source,

Each metric ton, 50 saved from permanent disposal and eonverted to MOX, Is worth, ata
minimum, the squivalent of 15 million barrels of oil. Af a very conservative price of
$12/barrel for oil, each metric ton of plutonium so saved is worth $180 milliont Its worth,
in terms of four million metric tons of bituminous coal, is $594 million!!

I have not done amy analysis regarding the cnvironmental effects that would be caused by the
buming of the 200 miltion metric toas of coal or the 750 million barrels of oil represented by
the energy in the S0 mctric tons of us plutonium. That is really outside my expertise.
However, I would request that the DOE perform this evaluation and include the results in the
finul SPD E(S. Such additional information may overwhelmingly support converting as much
uf (he surplus plutonium as possible into MOX.

1 urge you to implement measures to save, and use for MOX,, every possible gram of surplus
plulonium. As a start, a technical task force should be established to evaluate such scrap
recovery operations, which could take place at the SRS in F-Canyon and FB-Line and the other
special pre 2 op S iated with these SRS separations facilities. By reclaiming
every metric ton of plutonium possible from the 17 metric tous of “scrap” plutonium, the DOE
could not only save the American Taxpayers more than $100 million but also could be very,
very proud of such an extremely important recycling effort,

Thank you for the courtesy, attention, and interest shown by you and the other DOE stufl w the
attendees at the North Augusta meeting this afiernoon.

Sincerely,

H~P-l--\ Holepudo—

H. Perry Holcomb, Ph. D.

MD022-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

An analysis of the potential energy value of surplus plutonium was done as
part of the Storage and Disposition PEIS (see Section 4.9). According to
that analysis, MOX fuel use would likely have minor impacts on the
environment and the nuclear fuel cycle industries.

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. Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in
domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this.
Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium,
a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. For
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation
would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

Obtaining energy from the surplus plutonium is a secondary consideration.
It is not expected that the energy value of the surplus plutonium will be a
consideration in the decision on the location of disposition facilities or the
amount of plutonium (0 to 33 t [0 to 36 tons]) to be dispositioned as
MOX fuel.

MD022-4 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative a hybrid approach of using
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication to disposition up to 50 t (55 tons)
of surplus plutonium. Under this alternative, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of
clean plutonium metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel,
which would be irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. The remaining
17 ¢ (19 tons) of surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for
fabrication into MOX fuel because of the complexity, timing, and cost that
would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials. Finally, use of the
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F-Canyon or FB-Line for conducting plutoniumrecovery operations in support
of the plutonium disposition program as suggested by the commentor would
extend their life beyond the timeframe that DOE currently intends to operate
these facilities.
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SCD70-1 Facility Accidents

Appendixes K.4 and K.5 describe the potential accident impacts to a
hypothetical maximum receptor at each respective site boundary. Although
most accidents (and normal operations) were calculated to yield somewhat
higher doses to this receptor at Pantex (due to the site boundary being closer
to the release location, meteorology, etc.), the differences from a health risk
standpoint were found to be quite minor in most cases. This assertion is
illustrated when comparing cancer risk values given in Tables K-12, K-3,
K-14, and K-25. DOE facilities are sited and designed in such a manner that
significant protection is provided for the health and safety of the public.

As discussed in DOE Orders 420.1 and 6430.1a, there are a number of factors
that are considered in the decisionmaking process for siting a facility within
the DOE complex. These factors include topography, seismology, geology,
hydrology, and radiological dose limiting criteria. No matter where a given
facility is built, it must satisfactorily comply with all applicable guidance for
the protection of worker and public health and safety.
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SCD68-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the MOX approach. DOE
has identified as its preferred alternative a 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. Under
this approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutonium metal and
oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be irradiated in
domestic, commercial reactors. The remaining 17 t (19 tons) of surplus,
low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for fabrication into MOX fuel
because of the complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying
those plutonium materials.

SCD68-2 Alternatives

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. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS 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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Author: HOWARD CANTER at md-OL

Date: 3/16/193B 5:52 PM

Erxiority: Normal

TO: DAVID NULTON, BERT STEVENSON

Subject: Opposed ta SC raceiving Plutonium - Request Hearings

Lear Dircctor Canter and Under Secretary Holgate,

As a former employee of the South Carclina Department of Health &
Envircrmental Countrol's Nuclear Emergency Planning Section, I can tell
ycu from experienczing the problem Zzox the INSIDE, we as cltizens of the
beautiful state of South Carelina do not need nor want to be the
repcsitcry of any mors Plutonium or other nuclear substance. I would
like to request that hearings be held iu Columbia, SC.

The citizens of South Carplina desexvc cqual opportunity to undezstand
and ciscuss and vote on this guestion, shich has up-to-oow been largely
xencpolized by the few with apecial interest (read: $$§).

We dc not need to be the dumping gzound cf the ration - uo pesmanent site
has been settled upon, so wc'll probably wind up keeping 1t. We do not
meed to live under the multiple threats to our Lealth and safety., We do
nct need =c kold GRNFERATIONS of South Caroliniars' lives - our
descendants! -~ hostage.

Thank you for your help inr this serioua jasue.

Sipcezely,
Rebert G. Ridgeway

1408 Cedar Terrace St.
Celumbia, SC 29203

FD331-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS, and request to have public
hearings in Columbia, South Carolina. 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. Each of these facilities
would process some fraction of the surplus plutonium so that it could be
permanently disposed of in a potential geologic repository. Only the
immobilized plutonium, in canisters of vitrified waste from DWPF, would be
stored at SRS for any length of time, pending availability of the potential
geologic repository. DOE is presently considering a replacement process for
the in-tank precipitation (ITP) process at SRS. The ITP process was intended
to separate soluble high-activity radionuclides (i.e., cesium, strontium,
uranium, and plutonium) from liquid HUW before vitrifying the high-activity
fraction of the waste in DWPF. The ITP process as presently configured
cannot achieve production goals and safety requirements for processing
HIW. Three alternative processes are being evaluated by DOE: ion exchange,
small tank precipitation, and direct grout. DOE’s preferred immobilization
technology (can-in-canister) and immobilization site (SRS) are dependent
upon DWPF providing vitrified HLW with sufficient radioactivity. DOE is
confident that the technical solution will be available at SRS by using
radioactive cesium from the ion exchange or small tank precipitation process.
A supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0082-S2) on the operation of DWPF and
associated ITP alternatives is being prepared.

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 directed by the U.S. Congress through the NWPA, as
amended, Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently being
characterized as a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent fuel.
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.
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To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites, and thus with the most
directly affected populations. Approximately 1,700 copies of the SPD EIS
were mailed, and an NOA letter was mailed to an additional 5,500 members of
the public. The proposed actions do not involve disposal of surplus
plutonium in South Carolina. Hearings for SRS were held in
North Augusta, South Carolina. DOE provided appropriate opportunities
and means for public comment on the program, and gave equal consideration
to all comments, regardless of how they were submitted: public hearings,
mail, a toll-free telephone, and fax line. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS 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.

FD331-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

During the comment period for this SPD EIS, July 17 through
September 16, 1998, DOE hosted five public hearings that provided
opportunities for oral and written comments from the public. These hearings,
which were open to all individuals and organizations, included afternoon and
evening hearings in the North Augusta Community Center in North Augusta,
South Carolina.
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SCDe61-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutoniumdisposition facilities at SRS. Asindicated 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 SRS 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.

JUSMPIVIS JIODAU] JOIUSUUCLINYG JOUL] UOLISOdSIT MUOM] SHIAUNG




LY9-¢

SAVANNAH RIVER REGIONAL DIVERSIFICATION INITIATIVE
THOMAS J. STONE ET AL.
Pagelor1l

MMMGIOMLDIVERSIHMHONIMMW

Aficea, Soath Caroling 29602, (803) 533-9964 ext. 1409 FAK (808) 6334296

RESOLUTION

Tt Savtr Qe Foerns

‘Whereas the handling and disposition of excess weapons plmommmsofgravecmeem to
the national security of the United States; and

‘WHEREAS plutonium disposition represents one of the most certain firture missions of
The U.S. Department of Energy for the next 20 to 30 years; and

‘WHEREAS The Department of Energy l'nsalrmdychosendleSaﬁnnathchﬂc as the
site’ for MOX Fuel Fa.bncauon and lmmoblhmon because of the Site's capabilitics as
DOE's only operating p ing site; and

‘WHEREAS consolidating all three of the new plutonium disposition facilitics, including
the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility, at the Savannsh River Site would save at
least $1.6 billion, compared to ﬁtd.ﬂlshmg and maintaining the required capabilities at
other sites; and

WHEREAS the Savamnah River Sxtehasimducedapproxlmaelympcmeutofalllls
mponsgmdcplmomwnovetlhel»t‘lsymmdhusafelyhmd]edplutommm

ing equip wx!hnoadvusenupactonwmkus,thepuhhccrthc
um.ronmcnt.und

WHEREAS the Department ofEnergyinitsReeoxd ofDecision:ecogniz:es the Savannah
River Site as "a plutonjum competent site with the most modern, state-of-the art storage
end processing focilities...with the only remaining large-scale chemical separation and
processing capability in the DOE complex”; and

‘WHEREAS the regional community in the Centrat SavmnahR:verAm(CSRA) of South

Carolina and Georgia gly supports continued pl issions for the Dep
of Energy’s Savannah River Site; .

NOW BE IT RESOLVED v.hat the Savamah River chlonnl Dlvemﬁcmon Initiative
{SRRDI]) I} ! issions for the S h River Site and
uzges the Department ufEncxgy lo desiguate the Savannah River Site as its lead facility in
Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication, Immobilization, and Pit Disassembly and Conversion.

APPROVED this 13* day of August 1998 at Aiken, South Carolina, by the Savannah River
Regional Diversification Initistive Board of Ditcctors.

chkzz

T

. Robert M Reich

Thomas J. Stone
Chairman

SCD25-1

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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.

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 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 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 SRS 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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SAvANNAH RIVER SITE RETIREE ASSOCIATION
Tom GREENE
Pagelorl

1

Augnst 13, 1998

PUBLIC G — PIT DISASS N

Mr. Chairman:

I am Tom Greene, Chairman of the Savannah River Site Retivee Association, The
Association is less than a year old and has already achieved a membership of over
500 retirees. We are growing at a very steady rate and we expect we will eventually
represent the 2000 WSRC & BSRI retirees.

At our Board meeting on August 4, 1998 the Board voted unanimously to support
the critical third element of the Department of Energy Plutonium Disposition
Mission ~ The Pit Disassembly and Conversion. The reasons for this strong support
are:

First of all, it makes sense that all three missions be placed at one location such
as Savannah River Site because SRS has the infrastructure and the expertise to
effectively handle the mission.

. Secondly, use of SRS for all three parts of the plutonium disposition mission

would result in a cost savings of approximately $1.6 Billion based on avoided
costs of new structure and equipment that would be required at other DOE sites.

. ‘Third, the DOE has aiready expressed confidence in the SRS team by assigning

two of the three missions to SRS — the MOX and immobilization missions.

. Fourth, SRS is better equipped and better experienced than Pantex t

effectively handle all three missions. .

. Last and most importantly, I speak not only as chairman of the retiree

organization but also as former Mayor of the City of North Angusta - the
citizens of our area continue to strongly support the Savannah River Site and its
missions. We have worked hard in the past and are working hard now, to insure
that in the future the SRS continues to be a strong economic engine in our area
and continues to play a leadership role in the security of our Nation.

Thank You,

Tom Greene,
Chairman,
Savaunah River Site Retiree Association(SRSRA)

SCD22-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS. 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.

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 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 Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documert (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 SRS 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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SNELLING
HonoraBLE TiM MOORE
Pagelor2

THANK YOU, MR. MODERATOR

' m MAYBR.
MYNAMEIMANDIAMH{E-OF- SMRLLI,

IN THIS CAPACITY AND FROM A PROFESSIONAL VIEW, I AM
EXTREMELY INTERESTED IN WHAT HAPPENS WITH THE SAVANNAH
RIVER STTE AND THE THOUSANDS OF FINE EMPLOYEES THAT WORK
THERE.

I AM NOT A NUCLEAR ENGINEER AND NOT AN EXPERT ON
PLUTONIUM, BUT1DO UNDERSTAND FINANCES. AND WHAT I HAVE
LEARNED OVER THE PAST FEW MONTHS IS THAT THE COST OF
LOCATING THIS MISSION ANYWHERE OTHER THAN THE SAVANNAH
RIVER SITE WOULD BE A DISSERVICE TO THE TAXPAYERS OF THIS
GREAT COUNTRY. YOUR OWN REPORTS AND STUDIES SHOW THE
CONSOLIDATION OF THE PLUTONIUM MISSION AT ONE SITE SAVES
MILLIONS AND MILLIONS OF DOLLARS. -

AND TO TRAIN ANOTHER WORKFORCE FROM ANOTHER LOCATION TO

DO WHAT THE SAVANNAH RIVER FOLKS ALREADY KNOW HOW TO DO

SCDh41-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. Asindicated 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 SRS 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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SNELLING
HoNORABLE TiM MOORE
PaGeE 2 0r 2

IS NOT VERY RESPONSIBLE.

1 URGE YOU TO TAKE THE MESSAGE BACK TO THE DEPARTMENT OF
*ENERGY IN WASHINGTON, THAT OUR COMMUNITIES SUPPORT THE

PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION MISSION BEING LO&ZATED ATTHE

SAVANNAH RIVER SITE.

AND AS YOQUR OWN RESEARCH SﬁOWS YOU, IT IS THE FINANCIALLY

RIGHT THING TO DO

THANK YOU.
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SoutH CAROLINA, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
HoNORABLE DaviD M. BEASLEY
Pagelor2

Oavter 4. Brastoy Post Orrice Box 11369

GOVERNGR COLUMBIA eB211
May §, 1898
‘The Horocable Federico Pefia
Secretary of Energy
United States Department of
1000 . Avenue

Dear Secratary.Péfa,

msmieofMCam&ahaslombaenammwppmer DepamnentofEnetm(s
National Defense and Environmental Clean-Up Missions. [t is my understanding that the Department
mmmwwmmmmmmmmwwm
suﬁwnmdwmtmmsmds«mmmﬁmduemﬂ\emxdvem capabiitiies,
wmmmemlaﬂemmmnwuste(m

altueempmetﬁ } { 4 D Y
Oﬁde‘ﬂid‘aMkmbmzadmLmdfarﬂukwdemmbesebctedasmMMSWm
titianm,
Jbenevensmwisemwedmkmeﬂwunsavkmﬁmamemuegmﬂondmepunm
missions af thé Savannali River Sie.”No other Department of Enermy tacility has the expedence and
Mmsumwededhmnueﬁemedsmslﬂmpmgmmhaum(yandmsteﬁewvemmer it
is my understanding that consolidation of this mission will significantly reduce the up-front capital
mnmmwmmuweaummm progeam by gver $1 biltion dollars.
{ igly supp lidating it three of the plutonium disposition facifities at the

Furﬂler.ltedmmeselmandoomnwummun'ldmelinea:aweleranxrepfesensthe

ts the dght choice for the environment. Also, the Accelerator Production of Tritium (APT) does

SCD74

‘s best option for supplying the nation's tritium demands. 1t is a clean technalogy that 2

SCD74-1

DOE acknowledges the Govemnor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutoniumdisposition facilities at SRS. 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 SRS 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.

Alternatives

SCD74-2 DOE Policy

Accelerator production of tritium is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. It was
analyzed in the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Tritium Supply and Recycling (DOE/EIS-0161, October 1995). The Secretary
of Energy announced in December 1998 that he selected TVA’s Watts Bar
and Sequoyah reactors as the preferred facilities for producing a future supply
of tritium. Consistent with DOE’s dual-track strategy for tritium production,
the linear accelerator option was designated as a backup technology. DOE
would complete key research and development milestones for the accelerator
but would not complete construction.

DUIJOLD?) YINOS—SISUOASIY PUD STUSUNIOLT JUIUUO?)



Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement
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SoutH CAROLINA, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
HoNORABLE Davip M. BEASLEY
Pagelorl

Cavid M. SRARCY
wdveanvr
June 18, 1897

To the Depertment of Energy and concemad dtizens of the SRS Community:

Thamcwaoruﬂordnﬁmethenppodunnyweomm on the proposad scope of the
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Study.

As moat of you may airsady Know, | hed the opporfunity to moet with the South Carvlina

Delegation in Washingion ssvers] weeks 8go. At that meeting, your
electad reprasentaiives piadged to work towards securing new missions for the
Savannah River Ste (ERS), while ansuring a viable long lermn disposal pisn. | have
pledged to support this effort and stand ready to follaw thelr leadership in protecting
his federal reservation,

lmgmﬂmmysd\edmuoesmtaﬂwme o be with you in person, but if Congress
and the Department of Energy dacide 10 purswe this dusl pethway for disposition, then |
would request thet GRS be falrfy considered. With an onling viirification process,
plutonium processing lacities, and over 40 years of expardence and expextise in the
field, piuionium disposition wppears to be a mission Hat the Savannah River Stte is
uriiquely qualified to pecform. .

Thank you for your tims and attention.

SCD75-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Governor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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 SRS 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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SoutH CAROLINA, OFFICE OF THE (GOVERNOR
HoNORABLE Davip M. BEASLEY

Pacelorl
State of South Garolin
Oavio M. Beasuey @ffice of ﬂ'r Brsransens
August 13, 1998
Ms. Laura Holgate
United States Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
MD-4 Forestall Building

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washingten, DC 20588

Dear Ms. Holgate,

) regret that my schedule does not allow me to be with you in person, but | appreciate the opportunity to
comment on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Eavi | Impact

I strongly endorse the Savanngh River Site (SRS) for the entire surplus plutonium disposition mission. As
you are well aware, the State of South Carolina has long been a patriotic partmer of the department’s national
defense and environmental clean-up missions. This historical service to the nation has been exemplified by
the site’s itment to cxcclh It is this trademark quality that is so explicitly displayed in the
S: h River Site's selection as the preferred site for both the immabilization facitity and the mixed-oxide
fuel fabrication facility.

Given this acknowled| by the dep the averall integrity of the mission should aot bo sacrificed
by splintering the disposition of surplus plutonium. C idation of this mission at SRS will reduce the up-
front capital investrment in new facilitics and life cycle costs by over one billion doltars. Further, there is no
other site within the Department of Energy complex that can claim the expertise, infrastructure and citizenry
support of over 40 years that are the hallmarks of the Savannah River Site Complex and community.

The Savannah River Site is the logical, financial and technical choice for the dep 's entire surplus
plutonium disposition mission. It is the right choice for the Department of Energy and the nation. | am
confident your analysis will compel the same conclusion.

ly.

m 7

David M. Beasley’

SCDh14-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Governor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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.

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 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 SRS 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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SoutH CArOLINA TREASURER
RicHARD ECKSTROM
PAaGEloOF S5

Remarks by State Treasurer Richard Eckstrom
August 13,1998 Envircumental Impact Public Statement Iearing
North Augusta Community Center

My name is Richard Eckstrom, and I’'m the treasurer of the Statc of South
Carolina. --— I"m here today to voice my support for the Savannah River Site.
----- I also want to talk about taxpayer issues —- regarding DOE’s Plutenium

Disposition Program.

SRS is the largest industrial employer in the State of South Caroling, —--
It employs more than 14,000 peoplc. —- Seventy percent of its workforce
lives in South Carolina. ---- The total economic impact of SRS to this area --—-

is approximately 2 billion dollars annually.

We're proud of the contribution that SRS has made 10 our national
security through the years. -—- Since the site began operating in the 1950s, it
has been a major participant in our defense industry. -— From its inception,
SRS has developed and maintained the highest levels of safety and

consideration for its workforce, the public and our natural resources in this

area.

SCD50-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS. DOE considers all the candidate sites suitable for disposition
activities from a public acceptance, safety, and conduct of operations
viewpoint. Asindicated 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.

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 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 SRS 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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SouTH CAROLINA TREASURER
RicHARD ECKSTROM
Page2o0F S

We’re proud that SRS is the only “truly operational site” remaining in the
DOE Complex. —-- Hanford and Rocky Flats are strictly in clean-up modes,
as they have been for several years. —- The Pantex plant in Texas has never

been anything but an assembly-and-dismantlement site.

We agree with DOE’s assessment — just last year—— when it said that
SRS is (quote) ~—- “a plutonium competent site with the most state-of-the-
art storage and processing facilities, and .... a site with the only remaining
large-scale chemical separation and processing capability in the DOE

complex.” {end quote)

Pantex, which is now competing with SRS for the Pit Disassembly and
Conversion mission, -— has never processed plutonium -— it has only stored

it. Iwonld remind you that Pantex has neither the experience -— nor the

necessary infrastructure ---- to do this work.

JUIMIDIS JODAUL] [OJUIUUOLINUTT DUl UOLISOASIT WNIUOINI SHIding




LS9-¢€

SoutH CAROLINA TREASURER
RicEARD ECKSTROM
PAGE30OF S

Consider the following financial facts that emphatically support the

selection of SRS for this mission:

First, unless SRS is chosen for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion work,
the infrastructure that exists at SRS would have to be constructed at an
alternate site --— at a cost of hundreds of millions of doltars to the taxpayers
of this country, -—- The failure to use the extensive human resources and
experience at SRS ---- would only run up those costs, - Did we not

promise the taxpayers a “peace dividend?”
It makes no sense to not use what already exists at SRS.

Secondly, because the alternate site has never processed plutonium, — a
plutonium clean-up legacy doesn’t exist at that site. ---- If plutonium
processing is introduced at the alternate site, ---- another legacy will be
created which will require significant taxpayer dollars to remediate. —

Because SRS has a history of plutonium processing, ——-- we would expect

incremental remediation costs to be minimal.

3 SCD50
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SoutH CAROLINA TREASURER
RicHARD ECKSTROM
PAGE4 oF 5

From the taxpayers’ perspective, -—- the collocation of the nation’s
Plutonium Disposition missions at SRS will save the taxpayers hundreds of
millions — and possibly as much as a billion dollars. --— Again, did we not

promise the taxpayers a “peace dividend?”

But there are more than financial considerations. --- A qualified
workforce currently exists here at SRS. ---- This qualified workforce is a

community of people. ---- These people have families.

Through the years, this community and the state have invested in

infrastructure -— to support these families. -— This community and the state

bave invested in law enforcement and fire services ---- to protect these
families. --- This community and the state have invested in hospitals, clinics,
and emergency medical services — to provide for their health needs. —-
This community and the state have invested in elementary schools, middle

schools, high schools, technical colleges, and university campuses --—- to

educate the children of these families.
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SoutH CAROLINA TREASURER
RicHARD ECKSTROM
PAGESOF 5

And why did this community and the state choose to make thesc
permanent investments for the workforce of SRS? ---- Because back in the
50s, this community, and the state, and SRS joined together as strategic
partners. —- And through the years, we have always viewed the well-being of
the site’s workforce, ----- and the well-being of the thousands-upon-thousands

of their family members, —- as our primary responsibility.

This community and the state have always enthusiastically supported SRS
and its vital national security missions. — And we havc given SRS our
consistent, unwavering support for the past five decades. — No one clse can
come close to matching that. -—-- Thank you for vour serious consideration -

—- and for the opportunity to spcak here today. —- We stand ready, willing,

and able -— to continue (o support the vital missions of SRS.
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SoutH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
RozEerT V. RovaLL
Pagelorl
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SOUTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

David M. Beasle August 10, 1998 ) .
Governor Y Robert V. Royalt
Secretary

Ms. Laura Holgate

United States Depactment of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
MD-4 Forestall Building

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20580

Dear Ms. Holgate:

Thank you for this opportunity to on the Proposed Envil I
Tmpact Statement for the Disposition of Surplus Weapons Grade Plutonium. ¥ concur
with Governor Bessley's endorsement of the Savannah River Site as the best site for the
entire Surplus Plutonium Mission.

The workforce of the State and of the Savannah River Site Region has a
demonstrated history of supporting the missions of the United States Department of
Energy. As a result, over its more than forty year history, the SRS has become an
important factor in both State and Regional economies. 1

Your Department should be proud of the workforce which you have agsembled at
SRS. These workers and their skills have been an enrichment for the region. With the

of your Dep *s Worker and Community Transition Program we have
been successful in atiracting private sector firms to the Region to re-employ many of the
skills displaced by d izing. The Plutonium Mission, coupled with these private sector

initinivé, will help maintain this workforce and the body of science which it represents,
an objective which I believe will be in the best interest of both the Nation and South

Carolina.
Sincerely,
Robi VZyall
mh

Post Office Box 927 @ Columbia, South Careline 29202
(803) 7370900 @ Fax (803) 737-0318 8CDO08

SCD08-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutoniurn processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS 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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SoutH CAROLINA PROGRESSIVE NETWORK
BRET BERSIE
Pagelorl1l

This is Bret Bersie. I’'m the Director of the South Carolina
Progressive Network. It’s a coalition of nearly 50 organizations
across the state with a membership base of 63,000 people. We
voted on Saturday, September 12, to request that the Department
of Energy have additional public hearings in South Carolina on
the plutonium disposition plan. The only hearing that’s been held
is one that held in North Augusta and the attendees at that hearing
were 98 percent paid employees of the Savannah River Site who
were given a paid, paid leave to attend the meeting and, and
promote the option. There are many citizens in South Carolina
that feel that they haven’t been heard. Many citizens don’t even
know the questions going on and so we would, would request the
additional hearings in at least Columbia, which is the capital of the
state, and be given a month’s notice before the hearing. My
address is P.O. Box 8325, Columbia, South Carolina 29202. My
phone number is (803) 808-3384.

I have an additional comment and that is that I recall when the
Allied General Nuclear Services Plant was built at this, outside the
Savannah River Plant to reprocess plutonium to make mixed oxide
fuels twenty years ago. Jimmy Carter, when he was President,
issued an executive order saying that mixed oxide fuels could not
be used. Did that executive order wear out or has it been supplanted
by something that I'm not aware of? See if you can answer that
question for me. Thank you very much.

PD067-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the public hearing.
DOE employees and contractors at SRS were neither granted leave nor
ordered to present their views at the North Augusta hearing; they attended
in an official capacity or took personal leave to attend. DOE believes that the
hearing was objective and open; all attendees were given an opportusity to
provide comments orally or in writing. It was simply not feasible to hold
public hearings in every location, including the locations suggested by
the commentor.

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites, and thus with the most
directly affected populations. This decision did not preclude relevant comment
by State and local government, tribes, individuals, and organizations.
Approximately 1,700 copies of the SPD Draft EIS were mailed, and an NOA
letter was mailed to an additional 5,500 members of the public. Several means
were available for providing comments: public hearings, mail, a toll-free
telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Equal consideration was given
to all comments, regardless of how they were submitted.

PD067-2 Nonproliferation

The Allied General Nuclear Services Plant was constructed to recover
plutonium and uranium from spent nuclear fuel. President Carter issued an
Executive Order terminating the plant’s reprocessing capability before
construction was completed. Under the MOX approach, 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 fincluding plutonium], and fission products from spent
reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce new fresh
fuel). Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of
plutonium, a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following
strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it
would be owned by the U.S. Govemment, operations would be limited
exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility
would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition
program. For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the
participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium,
and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.
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DOE Draft EIS for Surplus Plutonium Disposition

August 13, 1998
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Thank you for providing me this chance to address an issue
... that’s so important ... not only to our community ... but
to our nation as well.

Let me also take this opportunity ... to formally welcome
you ... to the 83" legislative district of South Carolina.

We're a district comprised of many current ... and former
site workers ... who have a keen understanding of the
unique technical challenges ... involved in plutonium
processing.

As one of those former employees myself ... who's worked
at the site’s primary plutonium processing facility ... I
know this isn’t work ... that can be done ... by just anyone
... Or just anywhere.

Plutonium processing is highly specialized ... with unique
contamination protection ... safety ... material
accountability ... and waste management requirements ...

... much of it an infrastructure ... that already exists at
Savannah River ...

... much of it requiring skills ... that already exist there as
well.

It’s a capability ... that you’d have to totally re-created
somewhere else.

SCD13-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Representative’s support for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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 SRS 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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On top of that ... SRS is already listed as the preferred site
for two thirds of the plutonium disposition mission.

Doesn't it make sense ... to locate all three plutonium
plants together ... to take advantage of the cost benefits ...
that are sure to be realized with shared facilities and staff ?

Furthermore . .. because plutonium processing carries with
it ... extensive ... and expensive ... clean-up obligations
... why even consider placing it at a site — untike Savannah
River — where those obligations don’t already exist?

In recent years ... I've been a student of the vagaries
imperfections of the NEPA process.

I know ... that all too often ... final conclusions can be ...
just about anything you want them to be.

In this case ... I hope you'll at least be consistent ...

And consider what I ... and many others here have said ...
in light of your own findings ... in a similar EIS in 1996 ...
for Stockpile Stewardship & Management.
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Init ... you state:

“Plutonium would not be introduced into a site that
does not currently have a plutonium infrastructure
because of the high cost of new plutonium
facilities ‘and the complexity of introducing
plutonium into sites without current plutonium
capabilities.”

have safely and responsibly ... met the plutonium
processing needs of this nation ... for most of the last half
of this century.

They’ve demonstrated their worthiness to take that mission
... into the next century as well.

Give them that chance.

Thank you.

Many of my constituents ... and their co-workers at SRS ...
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Iam Rudy Mason, South Carolina State Reprmnudvc.”{m hese representing the Aiken
County, South Carolina Delegation This group of legisiaters bas members from both
parties and we may disagree on various issues; howeves, we are in unanimous xgceement in
our support of the Pit Disassembly and Conversion mission at the Savannah River Site,

As legisiators we are aware that itizens expect their governmen? (0 make wise fiscal
decisions. Citizens demand that % cvahuate the aliernarives and then choose the one
option that sexves their best interest while spending the Joast amount of axpayers dollas.
ms'EIS henring is about finding the best location for this critical pluroniusm disposition
mission. .

The Savannah River Site has a provan history of bandling plutonium, In fact, DOE hes
previousty acknowledged SRS's expertise; therefore, we nmust consider the financial aspect
of this decision. DOE also has acknowledged thar the intergration of the plwtenium
missions at Savannah River Site will save taxpayers roilions. Therefors, the decision that
should come out thess heatings is that the entire Plutonive Disposition, including Pit
Disessembly and Conversion, should take place ax SRS.

Once again, I would like to reintrodoce into the record the regolution passed by our
delegation in suppest of Plutonium Dispositien Missions at SRS. .

SCD97-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Representative’s support for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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.

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 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 SRS 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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A RESOLUTION

Whereas, the handling and disposition of excess weapons
Plutonium is of grave concern to the national sacurity of the
United States; and

Whereas, plutonium disposition represents one of the most
cextain future missions of the Department of Energy for the
next twenty to thirty years: and

¥hereas, the Department of Enexgy has decided to pursuwe a dual
path for plutonium disposition and has named the Savannah
River site as a candidate site for both options; and

Whersas, the Department of Energy’s Surplus Fissile Materials
Disposition Program will result in the production of qualified
disposal forms and the eventual removal of these materials
from the State of South Carolina; and

whereas, the Savannah River Site has produced approximately
forty percent of all United States weapons grade plutonium
over the last forty-five years and has safely handled
plutoniumr in glevebex processing equipment with no adverse 1
impact on workers, the public, or the environment; and

Whereas, the Department of Energy im its Record of Decision
recognizes the Savannah River Site as “a plutonium competent
site with the wumost modexrn, state-of-the-art storage and
processing facilities...with the only remaining large-scale
chemical separation and processing capability in the DOE
complex”; and

Whereas, the regional community in the Central Savannah River
Area [CSRR) of Sauth carplina and Georgia strongly supports
continued plutonium missions for the Department of Energy’s
Savannah River Site. Now, therefore,

Be it resolved that tha Aiken County, South Carolina
Legislative Delegation strongly endorses major plutonium
missions for the Savannah River 3ite and urges the Department
of Energy to desigmate the Savannah River Site as its lead

facil Lty in plutonium management and disposition.
4 %

Represdntative Thomas Beck
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GOOD Mgz AND WELCOME TO SOUTH
CAROLINA. I AM BRAD HUTTO, STATE SENATOR,
REPRESENTING TWO OF THE HOST COUNTIES FOR
THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE - BARNWELL AND
ALLENDALE COUNTIES. I ALSO REPRESENT
ORANGEBURG AND HAMPTON COUNTIES. MANY OF
MY CONSTITUENTS FROM ALL FOUR COUNTIES
WORK AT THE SITE. n}?‘,udng;.\ﬁ Anl Houg Eace DAY

WE ARE PROUD OF OUR LONGSTANDING
RELATIONSHIP WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY.
WE ARE PLEASED TO HAVE BEEN DESIGNATED AS
THE PREFERRED SITE FOR

MOXFUEL FABRICATION AND Fh

ARG RN T/M0P! 12 ATION)

AND WE ACTIVELY SEEK THE DESIGNATION AS THE
PREFERRED SITE FOR

SCDh42-1

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the pit conversion facility
at SRS. 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 SRS 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.

Alternatives

JUIUBIDIS JIDAUL] JOIUIUUOLAUT JUUL] UOIISOSIT IO ] SHIAUNS




699-¢

SouTH CAROLINA SENATE
- HoNORABLE Brap HutTO
Pace2o0r 4

r11 UISASSEMBLY AND CONVERSION.

THE WORKERS AND COMMUNITIES OF THE
(NTRAL SAVANNAH RIVER AREA ARE READY AND ABLE TO
ACCEPT THE CHALLENGES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
THAT WOULD ACCOMPANY Megs¥ i

(odsiLt QATION OF
A FULL PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION MISSION. 4+ <,

AS YOU SEEK TO MAKE A DECISION ABOUT THE 1
LOCATION OF THE PIT DISASSEMBLY AND
FALILY
CONVERSION NJQM,, WE KNOW THAT YOU WILL
RECOGNIZE THAT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE

HAS % OF THE NEEDED SUPPORT
INFRASTRUCTURE FOR SUCH A MISSIONIN PLACE

WE HAVE AN EXPERIENCED AND DEDICATED
WORKFORCE. WHo HAvE THE EDucavion . TRAINING
AND ABILTY To GARWYIW ol PIT PKAssEm Ly

man A
AND CoNYERSIeN

FACILITY.
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WE BELIEVE THAT THE LOCATION OF THE PIT
DISASSEMBLY AND CONVERSION PROJECT HERE
WILL GENERATE VAST SAVINGS TO THE COUNTRY.

i
49\6%_@5 THE TRADITION AND TRAINENG
/ NELESHAI .
WRHBOREWTO SAFELY AND EFFICIENTLY HANDLE bz
HE

oRT RECORD o SAFery 15 1
THIS NEW MISSION.  §Bi05 ot GRar Phaveer T

Publie, ENVIKNMENT
South CAROLINA . Ay W RKERS.

OUR * CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION HAS
PROVIDED US WITH STEADFAST AND UNWAVERING
SUPPORT IN WASHINGTON OVER THE MANY YEARS
OF OPERATIONS gt AT THE SAVANNAH RIVER
SITE. THEIR CONTINUED UNYIELDING COMMITMENT
TO THE PEOPLE AND COMMUNITIES OF THIS AREA
SHOULD FURTHER DEMONSTRATE TO YOQOU THE
WARM RECEPTION AND HOSPITALITY THAT YOU CAN

“THE S1T NG oF
EXPECT FOR"NEW MISSIONS HERE AND THE FULL

COOPERATION THAT YOU WILL RECEIVE IN MAKING
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THE DECISION TO CONSOLIDATE ALL PLUTONIUM
DISPOSITION MISSIONS AT SRS.

FURTHERMORE, THE CITIZENS AND
COMMUNITIES THAT I REPRESENT ARE AS
COMMITTED AS WE ALWAYS HAVE BEEN TO DOING
OUR SHARE TO PROVIDE FOR OUR NATIONAL
SECURITY. WE ARE PROUD OF THE ROLE THAT
SAVANNAH RIVER SITE HAS PLAYED OVER THE
Vg8 IN THE DEFENSE OF OUR NATION AND

WE ARE READY TO CONTINUE THIS TRADITION OF
SERVICE TO OUR COUNTRY. A5 WE APPRoACH
“THE NEW MILLEN wm,
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June 19, 1897

| appreciate the cpportunity %o exprass my support of the Savanngh River Site
(snslummmmhmmﬂnmmdw onium
Digposifion Mission. Amordlngmmyummundng a:rmuyﬂmmmhoopuom
being considerad for the hmm:ddlspomn excess plutoniem - nixed-0xide
(MOX) fuel production and vitrtication. Furtheemore, 1 iavebeenlnformedthatSRSﬁ
mwmummmmmwh

Consofittation of all of the contemplated phutunium opertations at ona site
sppears to ba not only the mest cost-efiective Approach but also to be in the best
. DOE's adopted strategy to consolidate eperations as the

wmexmsdowmmdlsagoudone SRS curtently has the infrastaucture, layout,

and epeciakzed sidis nacaessary to effectuate consolidation of and a smaoth, cast-
offectiva transition to DOE's new mission. lusa!solhemlymmmwdmt
require extensive capital outiay t0 implemrtbﬁ mmmnysns'smm
opemlmmhdﬂues wauld enhance and complement these 1
new ons. |

Smsmomymmmhmﬁmmmmﬁmwmdpmm
ity to safely kandie thase new missions. It is the only large-ecale dpenting
uwm&dlym&»ommw lhfaeﬁieshavebmextenslvdy
roncvated and modernized and stand for'duty. The proven peopla assets
needed for plutonfum missions alroady exist et SRS and need not be moved or

olsewhara, Having lived within the community for 20 years, | would

unequivocally say that the SRS employeas ara second 10 none. Through the ups and
downs of the SAS employment cycls, the core competency of the SHe has been
integral 1o its success and 1o the vast support. Bricks and mortar,
canisters and glass logs, are only 8 porion of the SRS sucoess equation. Our people
and our communlty involvement ar¢, | belleve, the key to DOE's success. Itks a fact
that enm:;yees pertarm 1o their highest potential when they enjoy the suppont of theic
CoMmmunity.

SCD103

SCD103-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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.

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 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 SRS 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 13, 1998

Mr. Howard Canter

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
MD-4 Forrestal Buiding

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20588

Dear Mr. Canter:

| appreciate the opportunity to express my support of the Savannah River Site

(SRS) as the best and singular choice for the Department of Energy’s Surplus Pkitonium
Mission. As former Secretary Pena stated and your Draft Environmental

Impact smomem oon'scuy concludes, Savannah River is the preferred akemative for the
MOX fuel i ization portions of this Important non-proliferation mission
because of its staff expemsa plutonium infrastructure and exemplary safety performance.
These same considerations hoid true for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Faciiity, and
your decision should be to similady assign this portion of the Surplus Plutonium Mission to
Savannah River.

Consolidation of all of the contemplated plutonium operations at one site appears
1o be not only the most cost-effective approach but also to be in the best interest of our
Counlry. DOE'’s adopted strategy to consolidate operations as the compiex was
downsized is a2 good one. SRS currently has the infrastructurs, layout, and specialized
skills necessary {o effectuate consolidation of and a smooth, cost-effective transition to
DOE'’s new mission. It is also the only location that would not require extensive capital 1
outiay to implement DOE's plans. Additionally, SRS's existing operation features
numerous facilities which would enhance and complement these new missions.

SRS is the only site with the level of cument expertise, experienca and proven
abikity 1o safely handle these new missions. It is the only large-scale operating plutonium
processing facility in the country. its facilittes have been extensively renovated and
modemized and stand ready for duty. The proven people assets needed for plutonium
missions already exdst at SRS and nead not be moved or developed elsewhere. Having
lived within the community for 21 years, | would unequivocally say that the SRS
employeas are second ta none. Through the ups and downs of the SRS empioyment
cycle, the core competency of the Site has been integral to its success and to the vast
communiy support. Bricks and mortar, canisters and glass logs, are only a portion of the
SRS succass equation. Our people and our community invotverment are, | believe, the
key to DOE's success. itis a fact that employess perform to their highest potential when
they enjoy the support of their community.

SCD43

SCD43-1

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the pit conversion facility
at SRS. 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.

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 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 altemative, 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 SRS 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 13, 1998

Mr. Howard Canter
Page 2

Aiken County and its sumounding communities wholeheartedly support SRS in its
bid for new compatible missions and we believe we offer the lowest cost altemative to
DOE while protecting the environment. The community's commitment to SRS has been
actively demonstrated since i was first built in the early 1850's. | believe the level,
breadth, and depth of support for his facility continues to be unprecedented. | regard this
support as unparalieled by any other DOE facility within the complex.

n spite of the tremendous cut backs at SRS over the past few years, our
community has stood steadfast behind the site and actively assisted SRS in its pursuit of
new missions. This site, and its countiess contractors and economic off shoots, is not
only the largest employer in our area, it is also an integral part of our community through
the involvement of its operator, Westinghouse, in charitable and civic organizations and
endeavors. Their commitment fa getting involved and to giving back to our community
has resulted in increased suppont for the site.

With concem for fiscal responsibility and accountabllity at all lavels of government
being tha national outcry, along with competent peaple and community support being
integral to the success of the Plutanium Mission, | steadfastly feel that SRS Is the most
logical chaica for the Pit Disassembly and Converslon Facility.

Sincerely,

S

W. Greg Ry
District 24
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June 24, 1997

WMWIMhMO‘m-MWM\HWMM
Mnmmcmutw-ndmoepmamumm

msm»mmmmm and resources of the site to accomplish missions
(o soive problecs, train empioyess and educats the public. We want these efforts to continue
and i expand In the fulure. Your sctive support i needad now at new missions for SRS are
boing considaned. - )
The w0 new mission areas sm:

« Teiflum Prodaction for

National Defonss
* Sutpius Nuciest Materisls Disposition for National and intemationa! Security

SRS has sdsting experience and supertise as wall as the requined infrastuciune fo execute
both of theee missions in » safe and accaptsbie manner. These projects
complamant the successiul environmental clesnup 20d remediation program at the sits to
which wa are airesdy contribuiing.

mmmsummmmwmmnumm«ma
Tiitivm for our netions! defense program if "

eseoriial. Goorgin an sofidly behind
the new missions, mmmmdwwamcmwmmg

SCD80-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for tritium production and
surplus plutonium disposition at SRS. Tritium production is beyond the
scope of this SPD EIS, but is analyzed in the Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Tritium Supply and Recycling
(DOE/EIS-0161, October 1995). Asindicated 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 SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.
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SouTHEAST ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT A SSOCIATION
CArRL A. Mazzovra
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Southeast SOUTHEAST ENVIRONMENTAL
’ MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION

PO, Box 5446 + Alken, South Carolina » 23804
Phone and Fax (863) 648.9545

September 9, 1998
SEMA-98-00
US Dopartmcent of Encrgy
Office of Fissils Materials Disposition
P. O. Box 23786
Washington, DC  20026-3786
Genllemen:
The Somuth Envi 1 M A ) i3 a non-profit organization of

1 £ oainnol.

iation (SEMA]

i We were formed in 1994 for the purpose of providing a forum
for the exch of technical and px ic information pertaining to envi N .
wastz and minimization, and envi | pli issues, as they pextain to publiv and
private sector enterprises in the southeast United States.

SEMA offers public comment in resporse 1o the Swplus Plutonium Dispasition (SPD) Nmafi
Eavi { [mpast SL (DEIS):

Having reviewed the alternatives presented in the SP DEIS for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Fucility, the Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel Facility, and the Plutonium Immobilization Facility (PIF), it is
appacent that the preferred site for each of these facilities should be the Savannah River Sitc (5RS) in
Aiken, South Carolina. This prefercace is bascd on many compelling arguments presented in the EIS
itself, such as

> SRS cxperience for almost 50 years in the safe handling, safe processing, and secure management
£ pluton 4

of a full sp of p p is,
> Ahighly developed and well-maintained infr pecially suited for each of these ficilities,
% Synergistic advantupes to the co-location of the Pit Di and C ion Facility with the
BLF und MOX Jiscifitivs next w the Actinide Packeging snd Storage Pacility,
>  The large size of the SRS reservation (300 squarc milcs) provides an additionel buffe
at other candidare sites (these facilitics will be more than 6 miles from the nearcst offsite
individualy,
» A highly treined and effective warkforoe with many years of i with pl

and processes inclusive of th only DOE Plutoniure Trainiog Facility, and
» A competitive cost advantage estimated as high as $120 million which would dencmstrate the DOE
i tv be reyponsibl is of dollars.

P

MD167-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS and appreciates the community
support. 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 SRS 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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SRS Cit1zENSs ADVISORY BOARD
Pagelorl

Savannah River Site

CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD

Recommendation 61
July 28, 1998
Recommendation on the
Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Envirunmental Impact Statement

Buciceround

The Draft Surplus Plutoaitm Disposidon (SPD) Bavi Fnpact {EIS) ideatifics reasonable alterna-
tives and potential cavironmeatal impacts for the o d siting, ion, and operati aflhteeﬁuhnaﬁor
ﬂummnﬁspomwn.mmsnngondmmonof apons-Usabic Fissil i ic EIS was

WWSW&MMUWWnJWIWMWMWaMM
for plwtontium disposition—inmobilization and mixed oxide. The dratt SPD EIS tiecs from the Storage asd Disposition
programmalic EIS,

‘I'hcalmﬁvu:lmhadnﬁsm)hdudc* ition facilities designed Nlecti dx‘spositiunup‘noso
metic toas of surplus plutonem. A facility to di: blcand 1t pits into platonium oxide is proposed with SRS

and Pankex desi gnated a5 equally peefeered sites. DOE also has announced that SRS is the preferred site foc both the
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication facilitics. The tmmobilization facility tackades 2 collocated capability to

convert noa-pit platonium matcrisks into a form suitable for immobilization, The MOX facitity will fabricate pluto-
nium paide into MOX fuel The Feel woukd be used in existing commercial reactorz in the United States.

Recosnmendstion

TheSRSCABMmManﬁSPDEISmwhuhDOEmmSRSsﬂmpmfmedlomonfu’unmobumum
2ad MOX and on¢ of two locatioas foe pit di bk Gon just released, the SRS
cﬁBuluallyeoncmsmthth:DOSsmunennhatSRSuamsomblesml’orsmonllofﬂnmosednmlm
for the followiag reasons:

1. Wewmmmmumnmmsnzsaxebmnblempufomtboummsdmm
pat of their coce function.

2 lnmmuu!mtsp:mdmdednﬁwmnﬁtyuppearmbemmhnhndw

Co ing pit di bl ivi MSRSCAB;sksDOEIomxduM should Pantex be chasen to conduct
kmmmwmmhsdocuxonmdawamphmumpmgmmd:hnymmdumngw

ions foc cost effecti but most importantly, wwldmmaseh:mumafenvmmemal
dunupumulunmdywxllbereqlnmd We alw that the missions would add benefit W ibe
local community.

SRS CAR Recnenmcadstion #61
Adegead Soly 28, 1959

FD206-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. Asindicated 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 SRS will be based on environmental
analyses (including risk 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.

FD206-2 Alternatives

The existing infrastructure at Pantex is described in Section 3.4.11, and the
impact of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities on the
infrastructure at Pantex is discussed in Section 4.26.3.6. This SPD EIS analyzes
impacts to the environment due to construction and normal operation of the
pit conversion facility. This facility would be located in a new building at
either Pantex or SRS. The new building should have the same level of
contamination regardless of the site and require the same amount of D&D work.

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 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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TrE PrITCHARD GROUP
CONSTANCE J. PRITCHARD
Pagelor1

COMMENTS FOR THE DOE PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION PUBLIC
MEETING

Prepared by Dr. Constance J. Prit
President, The Pritchard Group
North Augusta, SC 29861
803-279-4175 (v)

My interest in speaking today is as a,member of the North Augusta community, |
am a small business owner who works with area businesses in a variety of
training and consultative ways. | also sefve on a number of Boards of Directors
including Chambers of Commerce and Workforce Development. Thess roles,
professionally and personally, have given me a chance to be knowledgeable
about the Savannah River Site and its mission.

| speak for myself today, and | think that my comments also reflect those of a
number of others in the community. As are many others here today, we are well
acquainted with the quality, dedication, and professionalism of workers at the
Savannah River Site. Thibdndividuals live near us, work jn.the community
beside us, attend church with us, and share in #e raising,famities here in the
CSRA. We are proud of the safety record that SRS has, and support its ability to
romain a productive facility.

We view the Savannah River Site as a provider with a long record of safety and
efficiency in the production and dispoesal of nuclear materials and products.
The workers at SRS have repeatedtlemonstrated their competency and
commitment to the safe production and disposal of nuclear products. Not only

a8 the necessary levels of expertise available at SRS for plutonium disposition,
the existing infrastructure will be a tax savings for us. As an employer and a tax
payer, that consideration is a primarily one for me.

Not only does SRS have the expartise of its employees, its leadership - world
class partnerships - businesses that are best in class -- have formed ¥ unite
global technology. They bring the management, nuclear experience and
knowledge, and technology to effect safe plutonium disposition. This
partnership is working well, is cost effactive, and serves to dlustrate SRS's
ability to adapt and-seeleto lean} and,{afpmprove.

LatAr
| offer my support that the Savannah River Site be chosen for the DOE
plutonium disposition mission. ~

ol ,{Jvfalue@ao/. com

SCD21-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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 SRS 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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Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement

‘uo131 2IAIS
IQES Sy Ul popnjoul 3q BI31030) UL Auno)) aying pue eurjore)) Ynog
Uy senuno) pryeSpy pue S1squreq e UONN[OSAI ) 593pajmowoe JOJ

R_/NO 1-001dOS

001a0s

“ROXY:
FOIAHIS IUE IAL OL. VIDWOAD: NI AIROOD ARY YRIIOUVD

GRENRODOEY -GRY A4ANIH EIOQ XDNY. AINOOO-THL IHEL
JO SHOLOANICA- 20 -QUVOd -FHY LVHL CIATOSTM &I (R IUOINENEL ‘NON

IRTDIND FHT, - LTAND. AIRY " £0. INERINVAAT |THE XS GITIRDODIY
SE0RYL 8318 -WIALY HYAYE J0 SNOIXVIDZOA

’ BONYITIV ‘AINNOO-THY N GRY ’3IDUINMOO M0 WAuNRD YIsnonv

- ~OUIAN SHE IRLIROGH~RDITY - ’ SHOIEVZINVOE0
20 SINONOOE TYROION (2TuHL HHYL *SYTUARM

o . ONY ZROTIVRIRYIND IGUNS JRL 40 SISLUYHD IHS
WD TM SNOTAYOLIIQON KOANE 0. IMDERIYaaq THI O ORENMOOSERY
HED {IGRIS) NOIINSINVIROD ISaTH IR ‘SYEEIRN

QHY PV g«ﬁfﬁ.ﬂ-«ﬁ%ﬂ S AR 20 LNINIAYSIA
) BRY FIIRIT 3% ¢

SUE 20 DNIZISRMOQ AHS ONIUNG: BLIS & HEMNEAYS ZRS HOWd
QIAINAA HORYLSISSY ANV IATIRG- SIATHOOD HRL ’SYZEIEM

. FALINA0D LARHIH

HHE, SINZAYSTN . ILLS BHE A0 53X 00T NVHI THOH
QNV. STIING0D UHEHIN 40 DNE_20. STENCMOd |ae NXHIIM CHINOUT
ST SIS ¥aATH - JBL .20 INZD> uld DLXI5 ‘SYXEXHM

aNY {GITTANCO: UNANIN. SIRLO EBT SLTIUNES OSTY AINOOS

}. WSUH ¥ AY INSRIFHAKI HVAI&ED-.GNY NOILVISD Q0C ARY ’Syxmman
LT A . : , awe

| SMIRNVN INIDXSENIG ATINOION-ANY OQRILINA VINX SYTIRNOD UAAWIH
FHL 40 FIVEIH MO MHOM OF GITVIHD SYH O SHX ‘SVIYIAM

. . ) . IFIALNOOD BXANIW

. AHT NIHTIA SXILINOLEOIIO .gn.wﬁgusﬁ 40 ROIIVEND

X
J0 SITINACO YTEHIH JHE 20 FALIVIRASTUSHE (EZIROCOSY ATTYOIT
v /T 30

HINOS NI SALINNCD XAROME ANY JO HOYATAAY ZRI

. ~TYNIONELE (O090)

“TUNOLESHUNNOD DILIIXAS ON ’TYANIRA

) . " -GNY; {NOTDEY FHT O TVIOTANNEE
- Y IN0M- ZORVITIY 2L 40 XIRO0OD I ANV OL ALITIOVA

.BHE NI ISIBSY Qf ST FONCITIV AHL 40 AlOQ FHL *SYITUABM
QNY {YNTIONYD HLnbs NE TTAMNUVE UMV M_wmnn:an ‘ RTCANITIV
RLI TN, ‘SvXaEEn

.a.. ..... e

1 40 [ @V]
NOLTI] NIATV)) °[
FONVITTY INIWJOTIAF(J DINONODT AINNOD)-TU],

3-682




£89—¢

Tri-County EcoNoMIC DEVELOPMENT ALLIANCE
CaLvin MELTON
PaGcE1l or 2

MR. MODERATOR, }ALSO WANT TO EXPRESS TO YOU AND THE
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, GUR DESIRE TO HAVE THE PLUTONIUM

DiSPOSITION MISSION LOCATED AT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE.

1AM CALVIN MELTON, AND I AM CHAIRMAN OF THE TRI-COUNTY
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ALLIANCE, REPRESENTING ALLENDALE,

BAMBERG, ANDBARNWELL COUNTIES, o (/e Chaierman o §£60T
BM#Q-R?Q:&«.#”‘J e Coontier ju (€ ¢ R Coantisr iv bdbnyta-

AS YOUKNOW, OUR COMMUNITIES HAVE ALWAYS BEEN A GREAT
SUPPORTER OF THE DEPARTMENT’S MISSIONS AND WE HAVE
ATTENDED THESE PUBLIC HEARINGS NUMEROUS TIMES ON OTHER
ISSUES TO VOICE OUR SUPPORT, -

msmmmmmmm, IN THE FACT THAT THIS
SHOULD BE A FAIRLY SIMPLE DECISION.

THE PREVIOUS SECRETARY HAS ALREADY ANNOUNCED THE:
DEPARTMENT"S DESIRE TO HAVE THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE

PERFORM THE VITRIFICATION PROCESS, AND HAS SELECTED THE

T

SITE TO BE THE HOME OF THE MOX FUEL PROGRAM,

SCD32-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutoniumdisposition facilities at SRS. 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 SRS 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.

Alternatives
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Tri-County EcoNoMic DEVELOPMENT ALLIANCE
CaLviN MELTON
PAGE 2 0oF 2

THEREFORE, IT ONLY MAKES SENSE THAT THE PIT CONVERSION
PROCESS BE LOCATED AT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE AS WELL.

THE TRI-COUNTY ALLIANCE AND ITS MEMBERS, STRONGLY
ENCOURAGES YOU TO MAKE A DETERMINATION BASED ON THE

CAPABILITIES OF THE COMPETING SITES AND NOT ON POLITICS.

CONFIRM THE SAVANNAM RIVER SITE AS THE SITE OF CHOICE
FOR ALL THE PLUTONIUM MISSIONS, AND LET'S GET ON WITH

THE NATION'S BUSINESS,

UFUDIS JIDAU] JDIPUUOLIAUT JOUL] UOHISOASIT WNIUOM SHIAING
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Unitep WAY OF THE CSRA
KEITH BENSON
Pacelor2

DOE Draft EIS for Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Thursday, Auguast 13, 1998

Good afternoon, I’'m Keith Benson, President and Chief
"Professional Officer of the United Way of the CSRA.

Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment on
an issue that’s so important to our region and to our friends and
neighbors at the Savannah River Site.

Many speakers today have addressed the technical and
political aspects of the decisions you are considgring in order
to ultimately make the world a safer place for all of us to live.

It sounds like they’ve raised some very good points. But
Pm not a technical expert or a political scientist. I am,
however, an expert on the quality of life and the quality of
people, the people you have working at SRS.

I work with them on our Bﬁand of Directors, on the

governing bodies of our various member agencies and many

community projects. I've witnessed their talents in many other

SCD37-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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 SRS 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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Unrtep Way or THE CSRA
KEerTa BENSON
PaGce2o0or2

aspects of our community. Our successes are due, in large
measure, to them. And what I am certain of is that on top of
their technical skills, on top of their unique capabilities, they
are first and foremost quality people who take the safety and
well-being of their neighbors to heart.

For 40 years, the men and women at the Savannah River
Site have safely and responsibly supported, not only our
nation’s défense, but also the best interests and needs of their
neighbors. Employees have donated millions of dollars and
volunteer hours to improve quality of life. From what I’'ve
héard today, it’s in the government’s best interest to place the

_ nation’s plutonium disposition mission in the capable hands of

our friends and neighbors at SRS. They’*{fe never disappointed

me. I'm certain they won’t disappoint you.

Thank you.
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WARSHAUER, MEIRA (MAXINE)

PaGe 1 oF 2
¥D322-1 Geology and Soils
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS due to unstable geologic
3526 Boundbrook Lano

Columbia, SC 29206 conditions. Section 3.5.6.1 discusses the geologic conditions of the area,
noting that no substantial geologic hazards or unstable soils exist at the site.

September 16, 1998 . ) >
Section 4.26.4.1 states that geology and soils would not appreciably affect,

E’.écf pi 'F’i",,,"- . c"‘ﬁm?mm,a“ nor be affected by, the proposed facilities. Surplus plutonium would not be
1\"9 Box 2373&: 0026.3756 disposed of at SRS. This SPD EIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that
asbingion, 3 Yucca Mountain, Nevada, would be the final disposal site for all immobilized
Tishto comment o B S o o Disposition Draft Emvicamental Inpacl Statament. | plutonium and MOX spent fuel. As directed by the U.S. Congress through
- . o P a (-4 P Im it i 1 . . . -
unstable geologio conditions of the area. the NWPA, as amended, Yuacca Mountain is the only candidate site currently
2. Vitrificati ike & promising tochnology for immobilizing plutoni . - . . :
e Sy o S ) et oA Lo, Do Emonmontol It Setoment
a . e 10 toxic mature of plutonium, any reusc wou presend needless 1o . N
%ers and the cnviromment. If an enemmy foeced such expasure land and peop'e, ; . A
;:nld oo?::de: ;: l::tilg Tct. I:r'vnglyotp;:: any pl:m by w?w:l;oi'mmn[:e\:lr:im‘::uld 3 jli; r ": ZeOIloi Z:d {‘,ep Ct’s ltog’/ f (;r Z:’eYD 1Sp ‘;‘slal ;’5 SP e’;vt Ni ué lea:y F l]t]el Z,dld
increase the chance mtal exp o pl igh-Leve ioactive Waste ucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada
Respectiully submitied, (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from
Meira (Maxine) Warshauer construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual

closure of a potential geologic repository.

FD322-2 Immobilization

DOE acknowledges commentor’s support for the vitrification alternative of
the immobilization approach to surplus plutonium disposition. Vitrification
alternatives were evaluated in detail in the Storage and Disposition PEIS,
which states that DOE would make a determination on the specific technology
on the basis of this SPD EIS. This SPD EIS identifies the ceramic
can-in-canister approach as the preferred immobilization technology.
Section 4.29 provides a detailed comparison of immobilization
technology impacts.

FD322-3 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to reusing plutonium for
energy generation. The use of MOX fuel in domestic commercial reactors is
not proposed in order to produce 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

vuoLn) qznoy—sa.vuoa’say DUD STUIURIO JUUULO)
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WARSHAUER, MEIRA (MAXINE)
Page2 or 2

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.

Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium,
a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. For
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation
would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing. Analyses provided in
Section 2.18.3 and Chapter 4 of Volume I for the alternatives that include
MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation show that potential environmental
impacts would likely be minor.
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WESTINGHOUSE SAVANNAH River CoMPANY
DonaLp L. SPEED
Pagelorl

‘Westinghouss
Building 730-1B, Eoom 2162
Alicen, SC 29108
W (A03) 952.9353
Fax: (803) 9529350
To:  Office of Ficsile Materials Disposition Fmx;  (300) 820-5156
From: DonaldL. jpecd Date: 0N1658
Re:  Comments oa SPD EIS Summary Pagas: |
O Urgers: @ For Review o D Y Q
1 atiendod the B/13 ev:ni ing in North Anguxa, SC. § was 2 ittle disappointed in that the moeting becars & forum
for public by xn e les: of politicians, thaugh Lasaume you are accustomed 1o thae by this time,

Tprimarily aoendad i hesr technical comanenis, aad here were few. One of the commeniy, however, piqued my inkerest

becana i d on the gation of purity i the MOX facl. Befom coming 6 SRS in 1990, Tspert several years st 1A NLaa o

sysiews engineet inth ic Vapar Lases Iowope S Son (AVLIS) program, peiracily on te Pu side. Though the piot plant
for this program planned for NEEL was never built (& was 2 “peace dividend” sfter the Wall came down), the process itself was

tecimically sound. In fact, Etslieve the uranium side of AVLIS s the sowse of USIC. My question is, hes the AVLIS peocess

oen ceviewed for possible 1 e:in the MOX program? After eig ion saneing tens of millions of gallons of high kvel
waste, 1dbe cocournged % o shemative considessd that dossit involve compler, EXpeasive-bo-trea-tnd
disposcof waske sisoarms.
My other pege S of the EIS Summacy, which says “The jon of rew facities
for the cisporsition of surptus. S ph not ke plice- unless thers is sigrilicant progress o plaas for phaopium
irionin Rwssia This is an admisable sentimeat, and [ fally concax, but what arc the i

pacalil plant design 2nd depi oyment? A signod eaty with the mgjor staies of the former USSR Or s this sitmply a decision that

weill o made by the Prosiden: ac Congress #hen DOB i prepased to reqoest the capitsl fonds for design and

.

Japplamd the work y 0 Beve dote: in exploding gics for HELV/Pu disposition, 25 well as sorting theough the sitng

shermatives. 1alooappreciatr the cpportanity o artend the publiic raceting, and to comement an this EIS. Thank you!

FD319-1 Other

Nearly all AVLIS research to date has focused on uranium isotope separation
and enrichment rather than purification. The AVLIS technology might not be
suitable for purification of plutonium. Considerable research and
proof-of-concept demonstrations would be required prior to such an
application. The cost and time required for deployment of the AVLIS
technology for this application would also be significant. Due to the potentially
long development time, high costs, and attendant technical uncertainties,
application of the AVLIS technology for plutonium purification was notdeemed
a reasonable disposition option in this SPD EIS. Discussion of treatment
options that were considered and the maturity of the various technologies
can be found in the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS.

FD319-2 Nonproliferation

The United States and Russia recently made progress in the management
and disposition of plutonium. In late July 1998, Vice President Gore and
Russian Prime Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed a 5-year agreement to provide
the scientific and technical basis for decisions concerning how surplus
plutonium will be managed. This agreement enables the two countries to
explore mutually acceptable strategies for safeguarding and dispositioning
surplus plutonium. Accordingly, the U.S. Congress appropriated funding
for a series of small-scale tests and demonstrations of plutonium disposition
technologies jointly conducted by the United States and Russia. For
fiscal year 1999 (starting October 1998), Congress further appropriated
funding to assist Russia in design and construction of a plutonium conversion
facility and a MOX fuel fabrication facility. This funding would not be
expended until the presidents of both countries signed a new agreement.
The United States does not currently plan to implement a unilateral program;
however, it will retain the option to begin certain surplus plutonium disposition
activities in order to encourage the Russians and set an international example.

FD319-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges and appreciates the commentor’s support for the surplus
plutonium disposition program and the related public outreach activities.
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SCD09-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on SRS workforce qualifications
and support for siting the pit conversion facility at SRS. 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 SRS 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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WESTINGHOUSE SAVANNAH River CoMPANY
FraN WILLIAMS
Pacelor 4

Intro

Fran Williams Vice President Environment, Safety, Health and
Quality Assurance Division
« Provide oversight for Westinghouse to ensure our operations
protect the safety and health of our employees and the public
and that our operations are in compliance with state, federal,
and DOE requirements in industrial safety, radiation and
contamination control, environmental and health surveillance.
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Safety

+ HISTORICALLY 1992-1996 Injury and Illness ranking of DOE
Production Contractors prove WSRC is the best
» Lost Workday Case Rates for WSRC 0.3, Pantex 2.8 and
DOE average was 1.0
» Total Recordable Case Rates for WSRC 0.7, Pantex 5.1
and DOE average 8.1
» Cases per 200,000 hours
+ RECENTLY 1/97-9/97 Injury and llness ranking of DOE Production
Contractors prove WSRC is the best
» Lost Workday Case Rates WSRC 0.5, Pantex 2.4 and
DOE Average 1.1

» Total Recordable Case Rates WSRC 1.1, Pantex 4.1 and
DOE Average 7.4

» SRS has an outstanding Lost Work-Time Injury Record
-~ Construction Workers earned the Westinghouse President’s
Award for working more than 2,5 MILLION bours without a lost-
time injury 1
— Operations recently reached the 3.8 MILLION hours mark
without a lost-time injury
= Worker's Comp costs are 6 times LOWER than industry
«  1/97-9/97 Cost Index Ranking of DOE Production Contracts once again
prove WSRC is the safest site in the complex
» WSRC 3.08, Pantex 28.85, and DOE average 14.4
» Coefficients should not be advertised as dolar figures -
only as appropriate weighting factors -
» Coefficients derived from study of direct and indirect
dollar costs of injuries

» Index is approximately equal to cents lost per hour
worked

+ National Safety Council stated SRS level of employee participation is
“incredible and an indication of a strong safety culture”

~ SRS responses ranked in the 89th percentile of the National
Safety Council data base

» Only 11 of 100 companies scored higher

SCD34-1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the positive attributes of SRS.
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 SRS 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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RadCon

* Historically SRS has been viewed as having the best RadCon Program in
the DOE Complex
- SRS supported Pantex in early 90s by lending technical assistance
in directing cleanup and RadCon monitoring for TRITTUM
releases
*»  Our employee surveillance programs are in place ON SITE and they
exceed DOE requirements
— Our State-of- the-Art Radiation Instrument Calibration Facility is
amodel for the DOE Complex
— We also have a NEW Whole Body Count facility
— External Dosimetry is DOELAP accredited
— Bioassay program and Whole Body Count evaluation is in lock
step for DOELAP accreditation
"~ Nationally recognized expertise in both internal and external
dosimetry
* SRS has the ONLY accredited RadCon Training Program in the DOE
Complex 1
* SRS continuously strives to improve the programs to protect worker
safety and health
~ Average Worker Dose (mrem/person) decreased 50% in last 10
years
»  Better work planning, ALARA program (and scope
reductions)
- Imtakes decreased by 67% over last 6 years
» Enhanced work planning and expansive RadCon job
coverage
~ Personal Contaminations decreased 99% over last 10 years
» Engineering controls and rollbacks
+ Medical Department consists of 9 physicians, 18 nurses and 5 facilities
spread ACROSS the site to service our employees
— Medical covers surveillance for radiological contamination, toxic
and chemical exposure, injuries ard illnesses, routine wellness
programs and substance abuse testing.

SCD34
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WESTINGHOUSE SAVANNAH RIVER COMPANY
FranNn WILLIAMS
Pacedor 4

Environmental

+ Largest DOE weapons site and second in the complex (WIPP
1st) to earn ISO 14001 certification.

¢+ Met ALL environmental regulatory requirements in 1997

» Exceeded Goal of 98% Compliance with NPDES regulations
by 1.9%

* SRS NEPA Team earned the National Association of
Environmental Professionals Presidential Award of Excellence
for NEPA/CERCLA Guidance

+ Several SRS employees are working on ANSI standards 1
development and regulation writing committees AT THE
REQUEST of our regulators

— WSRC expertise is valued based on our proven track
record

+ Another example of our regulator’s confidence in WSRC is the
fact that DHEC has granted WSRC permission to permit
ourselves for drinking water, erosion control plans and for
small volume waste waters
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United States
Department
of Energy

Comment Form
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SCD71-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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 SRS 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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SCD60--1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. Asindicated 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 SRS 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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%327 STATE OF TENNESSEE

v

S

DoN Sunpguist
GovERNOR

September 16, 1998

Mr. G. Bert Stevenson, NEPA Compliance Officer
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

US Department of Encrgy

PO Box 23786

Washington DC 20026-3786

) Poticy Act (NEPA) reviews, [

As the Govemnor’s Lead Contact for Stasc of T ‘s National Eavi

am providing commeants in response to the “Draft Eay d Tpact St. {DEIS) for Surplvs

Plutoajum Dispesition,” DOE/EIS-0283-D. The sttached from state ics rep! the

complete and official response of the State of Tennesses.

The State of Tenncsses would like to recind DOE that, slthough this DELS docs not directly pertain to
inveatories of stored plutonium in this state, plutonium wastes and inated cqui do exist in Te | 1

snd DOE must address the disposition of thesc wastes in ths near foture.

In addition, the DEIS does not fully discuss transport of wastes for disposition. [fwmmt_nbemwumd
WTumusee,mdpmiculniyil‘wumxembebmshhmT:mfwwsﬁrmdiwm,lhsmha
significant which are not add: ¢ Specifically, the DEIS does not provide adequate analysis of

routing. safety or inspection procedures.

[ request that the enclosed comments be given vour full considesation. Asdwa.pWﬁnx&ycmMuﬂiqol’
the interests of the State of Tennessee is appeeciated. 1€ you have any questions, please contact our staff policy’

naualyst at 615-5324968 (fax 615-532-0740).

in P, Wilson
ty to the Governor fac Policy

-3 Mr. Milton H. Hamikon, Jr., Commissioner
NEPA coordination file/Mr. Dodd Golbreath
NEPA contacts

State Capitol, Nashville, Tenncasee 37243-0001
Telephone No. (615} 741-200L FD326

FD326-1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the Governor’s concern that existing plutonium wastes
and contaminated equipment in the State of Tennessee be dispositioned
appropriately. Most of the plutonium stored at ORR is in the form of waste.
Approximately 600 g (21 oz) of plutonium 238 (not weapons—usable) has
been declared excess and is being held in storage at ORNL awaiting transfer
for use in the space program. Approximately 780 g (28 oz) of other plutonium
isotopes have been repackaged and are awaiting transfer to LLNL. The
scope of this SPD EIS includes alternatives for the disposition of weapons-
usable plutonium declared surplus to U.S. defense needs. Other radioactive
materials, wastes and spent nuclear fuel that contain plutonium are beyond
the scope of this SPD EIS. Alternatives for management of radioactive and
hazardous wastes were evaluated in the Final Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment,
Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997). RODs for TRU, hazardous and high-level waste
have been issued; RODs for low-level and mixed low-level waste are expected
shortly. Alternatives for management of spent nuclear fuel were evaluated in
the Department of Energy Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management
and Idaho National Engineering Laboratory Environmental Restoration
and Waste Management Programs Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0203-F, April 1995).
ROD:s for this EIS were issued in May 1995, and March 1996. Transportation
and disposal of TRU waste are evaluated in the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). AROD for the WIPP
EIS was issued in January 1998. Transportation and disposal of spent nuclear
fuel are evaluated in the Drajt EIS 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). A ROD has not been
issued for the Yucca Mountain EIS.

As shown in the revised Section 1.6, if postirradiation examination is necessary
for the purpose of qualifying the MOX fuel for commercial reactor use, DOE
prefers to perform that task at ORNL. ORNL has the existing facilities and
staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination as a matter of
its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or processing
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capabilities would be required. In addition, ORNL is about 500 km (300 mi)
from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel.

FD326-2 Transportation

If ORNL is used for the postirradiation examination of spent lead assembly
MOX fuel, DOE would prepare detailed transportation plans, including
routing and safety procedures, for the movement of these materials.
Transportation of spent nuclear fuel to ORNL for postirradiation examination
is discussed in the revised Section 4.27.6.3. Section 4.27.6.3 and Appendix H
were revised to include waste management impacts from these activities
at ORNL.
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THE STATE OF TENNESSEE
TENNESSEE EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

EMERGENCY OPERATIONS CENTER
MLITARY DEPARTMENT OF TENNESSEE
3041 SIDCO ORIVE, P.O. BOX 41502
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37204-1502
(815) 741.0001

September 11, 1998

Mr. G. Bert Ste 1, NEPA Compli Officer
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition_

U.S. Department of Energy

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

RE: Document No. DOE/EIS 0283-D, Draft Envi tal T St
Fissile Materials Disposition - Surplus Plutoninm lllsposullon

Office of

The Tennessee Emergency Management Agency has reviewed the above document. The
following comments are respectfully submitted for your consideration.

1. Environmental Tmpact St does not provid: { information or data on
which to base an evaluation such as numbers of shxpments shipment routes, o processing 3
locations.

2. Roadworthiness and ight of ial carriers rollingstock carrying various physical
and chemical forms of Surplus Plutonium is not addressed. Tennessee Highway Patrol
Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Division Officers perform Commercial Vehicle Safety 4
Alliance (CVSA} Enhanved out-of-service criteria inspections of vehicles camying

radioactive materials of a sensitive nature.

3. The radiological status verification of shipments is niot addressed. _State Division of
Radiological Health physicists must verify the status of a shipment 10 minimize public 5
perception of hazards posed by a shipment and to vesify CFR compliance. -

4. This Environmental Impact Statement does not address the encillary risks to the public that
Many thousands of gallons of toxic and caustic industtial chemical compounds in hundreds

of semi-tractor-trailer shipments will pose to the public. In most cases the chemical 6
propetties of these shipments poss a much greater danger to the public than do the
radiological considerations.

FD326

FD326-3

The shipment of spent lead assembly MOX fuel using commercial carriers
would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes and
specific processing locations would be coordinated with State, tribal, and
local governments. Section 4.27.6 provides the number of shipments that
would be required for this type of material.

Transportation

The shipment of waste would be in accordance with the decisions reached
on the Final Waste Management Programmatsic Environmental Impact
Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive
and Hazardous Waste (WM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the
WIPP Disposal Phase Final Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2,
September 1997).

The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed
planning with the DOE Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and
times that specific transportation routes would be used for special nuclear
materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments that
would be required, by location, has been included in this EIS. Additional
details are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT
Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on
the MD Web site at hitp://www.doe-md.com.

FD326-4 Transportation

DOE has developed and implemented a mandatory Motor Carrier Evaluation
Program with 12 criteria for commercial trucking firms. Under the Motor
Carrier Evaluation Program criteria, trucking firms with poor safety records
would be excluded from transporting the materials required for the surplus
plutonium disposition program. The Motor Carrier Evaluation Program would
be invoked as one of the requirements in DOE’s contract for shipping of any
radioactive material. As stated in Appendix L.3.2, equipment used in this
system is subjected to significantly more stringent maintenance standards
than commercial transport equipment.
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FD326-5 Transportation

Transportation of nuclear materials would be in compliance with all applicable
Federal, State, and local laws, rules, regulations, and requirements.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in responses FD326-3
and FD326-4.

FD326-6 Transportation

Any shipment of hazardous materials involves some level of risk, and exposure
to acutely toxic chemicals can pose a significant danger to the public.
Fortunately, transportation accidents involving releases of hazardous
materials occur infrequently.

The shipment of hazardous materials required for construction and operation
of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be in strict
accordance with applicable DOT regulations that cover the packaging and
transportation of hazardous materials on public highways, airways, and
waterways. These shipments would also be in compliance with all applicable
State, tribal, and local laws, rules, regulations, and requirements. The DOT
regulations include those specified in 49 CFR 172 and 173. Part 172 contains
the Hazardous Materials Table which lists and classifies various types of
hazardous materials (e.g., explosives, flammables, gases, corrosives, poisons,
infectious substances, radioactive materials, etc.) and specifies related modal
and placarding, marking, and labeling requirements. Part 172 also describes
shipper and carrier responsibilities including driver training and emergency
response requirements. Part 173 describes DOT performance-based
packaging requirements and shipper responsibilities for material classification
and notification.

DOT implements these regulations through its Hazardous Materials Safety
Program. This program is a risk-based, prevention oriented system that uses
data, information, and experience to classify hazardous materials and manage
the risks of these materials in transport. As part of this program, DOT
maintains a Hazardous Materials Information System (HMIS), which is a
database of the Hazardous Material Incident Reports that have been filed
with DOT. According to HMIS, in 1994, the risk of a fatality in the general
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population from a hazardous materials transportation incident was estimated
to be 1 chance in 13 million on an annual basis. By comparison, the annual
fatality risk values for selected other types of incidents were estimated to be:
(1) motorvehicle accidents - 1 in 6,100; (2) drowning - 1in 68,000; (3) fires - 1
in 83,000; (4) railway accidents - 1 in 390,000; (5) commercial air carrier
accidents - 1 in 1 million; (6) floods (in 1991) - 1 in 2.5 million; (7) lightning
(in 1995) - 1 in 3.5 million; and (8) tornado (in 1995) - 1 in 8.7 million
(see hitp://hazmat.dot.gov/riskscompare.htm).

The industrial chemicals expected to be required for construction and
operation of the proposed facilities are identified in Appendix E. These
chemicals would be acquired through normal, commercial processes, and
would be delivered in accordance with the established transportation safety
standards described above. Since these chemicals would be acquired on the
local or regional commercial markets, their origins cannot be determined;
therefore, the incremental risks resulting from the shipment of these materials
cannot be quantified. However, the DOT data presented above suggest that
the incremental risks associated with these shipments should be small in
relation to other recognized hazards.
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Mr. G. Bert Stevenson
September 11, 1998
Page 2

5. The overall impact of MOX fisel on the commercial reactor fisel industry is not addressed.

Projected usage needs by the industry versus quantities avaitable from other in-pl
is not addressed.
6. What is the proposed disposition of T: ic waste g 47

7. What is the proposed disposition of the High and Low Level waste generated?
If you have any further questions, please contact Elgan Usrey-at (615) 74)-2872.and he-will be—.

FD326-7 MOX Approach

The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would displace LEU fuel
that utilities would have otherwise purchased. However, this should have
minimal impact on the industry. DOE conducted a procurement process to
acquire MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services. As a result of this
procurement process, DOE identified Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna as
the proposed reactors to irradiate MOX fuel, as part of the proposed action
in this SPD EIS. Therefore, only 3 cutof approximately 107 operating domestic,
commercial reactors would use the MOX fuel. MOX fuel is approximately
95 percent uranium dioxide and only about 5 percent plutonium dioxide, and
no more than about 40 percent of any core would be MOX fuel. Production
volurme would also not change significantly; the number of MOX fuel
assemblies would be only a small percentage of the total number of fuel
assemblies produced annually. Finally, since the selected MOX fuel fabricator
would also be a producer of LEU fuel, the work would remain in the same
industry; the only changes would be the material used and location of
the work.

FD326-8 Waste Management

As described in Appendix H and the Waste Management sections in Chapter 4
of Volume I, TRU waste would be disposed of at WIPP. MOX spent fuel and
HIW canisters containing immobilized surplus plutonium would be disposed
of in a potential geologic repository. This SPD EIS assumes, for the purposes
of analysis, that Yucca Mountain, Nevada, would be the final disposal site
for all immobilized platonium and MOX spent fuel. As directed by the
U.S. Congress through the NWPA, as amended, Yucca Mountain is the only
candidate site currently being characterized as a potential geologic repository
for HLW and spent fuel. 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.
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STATE OF TENNEBSEE
DEPARYMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEARVATION
DOE QVERSIGHT DIVISION

September 16, 1998

US Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SPD EIS

Post Office Box 23786
Washington DC 20026-3786

Dear Sirs

<

DOCUMENT REVIEW: Drafy Envir 1 Impact rplsss F
Disposition,” DOE/EIS-0283-D, July, 1998.

The T Dep of Bnvi and Couservation DOE Oversight Division (TDEC DOE~

0) has reviewed the above Draft Envi | 8 (m).m;_d:jeamwas

reviewed in accordance with the requirements of the Nition Environmental Folicy Act (NEPA) and
iated impl i ygulati 40 CFR 1500, 1508 and 10 CFR 1021 ss implemented

msmdwsmwm:emmxeuequanﬁﬁesofplmﬁwnhm&mofmum )
mﬁMqﬁmeMMwﬁnghmqsﬂlpmﬂmﬂwOakhdgeWm
Alﬂlwghmnpminmlbdisms.ﬂlispluwnhm“dﬂreqlimﬁmldisposiﬁonn.ndﬂnmlldmbe i
dd d by DOE. Attachment 1 ins our current i ding of the plutonium i ry on the

Ok Ridge Reservation.

After review of the subject document, the Division offers the following comments for your

consideration:

Specific Comments:

1. Yolume I Past A, Seetion 2.1.3,, Page 2-9

ORNL is a potential site for postirradiati ination of the lead blies. The DPEIS states that
«.only minor modifications for the receipt of materials would be required.” The PEIS should 9
address what these “minor modifications” include.

2 !_dnmgl,hﬂA,S«:ﬁelng,gmz-Sﬁ .

The MOX facility's proposed design would waceliouse a yeas's production of fuel assemblics. The

DPEIS aso states the individual fuel assemblies could be stored for a2 long es 18 months prior to

hip w the desi d d i ial reactor. The of storage for up to 18 months 10
suggests overproduction and possibility of long-term storage of unused/unwanted MOX fuel

assemblies. .

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 would not be
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. LLW would be disposed of in accordance with current
site practices. This could include disposal at the DOE site generating the
waste, or disposal at commercial facilities or other DOE sites in accordance
with decisions made with respect to LLW in the WM PEIS (DOE/EIS-0200-F,
May 1997).

FD326-9 Lead Assemblies

As discussed in response FD326-1, ORNL is the preferred alternative for
postirradiation examination of lead assemblies. Section 2.17.3 was revised to
indicate that at either ANL-W or ORNL, minimal modifications to existing
equipment would be required for acceptance of full-length fuel rods.

FD326-10 MOX Approach

The SPD Draft EIS’s specification of assembly storage for up to 18 months is
a bounding assumption for planning and analysis purposes. This SPD EIS
reflects an extension of the possible storage time of individual assemblies to
up to 2 years, a storage period that is neither expected nor desirable from a
business standpoint. As stated in Section 2.4.3.2, production would closely
follow product need. Reactor licensees typically order LEU fuel to coincide
with their refueling outages, and fuel shipment is usually scheduled so that
fuel does not have to be stored very long at the reactor site. Licensees work
closely with each of the vendors involved in the fuel fabrication process, as
well as the fuel fabricators, to ensure that the fuel is ready when needed. The
only likely difference in this process for MOX fuel would be a closer
relationship between the licensee and the fabricator; the two would work as
ateam. Reactor shutdowns and other operational issues that could affect the
need for fuel would be accommodated in the fuel fabrication schedules, and
adjustments would be made as required.

2ISSIUUI[—SISUOASIY PUD SIUPUNIO IUIUMOD)



90L—¢

TENNESSEE GOVERNOR’S OFFICE
JusTIN P. WILSON

PaGe 8 of 11
In the event that MOX fuel were made and then not be needed due to NRC
not issuing a license amendment or other factors, DOE would be responsible
s . Pase 2.30 for the unirradiated fuel and would reexamine its disposition option.
. Yolume L Part A, Scetion 2.4.3.2, Page 2-30
Please provide additional details for the “Indivicheal fisel assemblies could be stoved for as
long as 18 months... " Describe the significance of the 18 manths and what bappens if storage exceeds 10 FD326-11 ’I‘i-anspomﬁan
18 months,
4 Vel Part ion 2.4.4.4. Page 236 Section 2.4.4 4 includes the shipment of uranium fuel rods from a commercial
This section noeds o describe the events as listed in Table 2-3. Tablo 2-3 addresses transportation fuel fabrication facility to the MOX facility. Both uranium fuel rods and MOX
e e e et oy e MOX | 11 fuel rods are bundled together at the MOX facility to form a complete
commescial fuel fabrication facility to the MOX facility. Describe the reason for shipment of these MOX assembly
uranium fuel rods 1o the MOX facility.
5. Yelume B, Section 4.27,6, Page 4-374 FD326-12 Waste Management
ORNL is a candidate for postirradiati ination of the lead MOX fused assemblies. The DPEIS
does not address the waste streams associated with the testing nor does it describe the storage/disposal | 12 Section 4.27.6.3 and Appendix H were revised to include waste management
of the lead assemblies once testing has been concluded.

impacts from these activities at ORNL.
If'you have any questions regarding shis lester, please contact Bill Childres or me at (423) 481-0995

Sincerely
200,

Earl C. Leming
Disector

xc: Justin Wilson - Governor's Office
Jim Hall - DOE
Dodd Galbreath - TDEC
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2. Osk Ridge also has approximately 40 to 70 Kg of plutenium, most of which is in th

TRU waste or spent fuel categories and idered “out-of-scope” for the d ts
listed ahkove, Reference 1, Plutoniun Working Group Repors, Volume I Part 9, pages 5-7
lists 37 facilities that contain matenial (phutonium waste or TRU containing no plutonium)
determined to be outside the scope of that document. Page 31 of that document further
clarifies plutocium that is out-of-scope for the vulnerabilities review. None of this plutonium 13
is included in the 4.6 Kg total listed in tha above table.

3. The gbove table does not include plutanium being processed at REDC for the Mark 42
Project. Phutonium wasty products from the Mark 42 project will be addad to the inventory
explained under item 2 above.
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85 Claymore Lane
Oak Ridge, TN 37830
September 14, 1998

Teo: DOE-Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
From: Barbara A. Walton

Disposition (SPD) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (BIS)

1. T support DOE’s p for siting plutonium immobilization a1 SRS,

2. 1support Pit Disassembly and Conversion at Pantex.
3. Because [ am concerned abaut the cumulative impacts at SRS, I would prefer alternative 9A.
10 3A ot SA. Even better would be to consider siting the MOX Fuel Fabrication at INEEL (o

create an alternative that was not considered in this EIS. It is not clear (o me that this would
detract from INEEL's focus on cleanup and nuclear lechmology.

4. Ahhough I understand the need to consider Russia’s progress in this matter, 1 don’t think
construction of items 1 and 2 above should wait. Delaying the MOX Fuel Fabrication
construction should be sufficient along with potential for delay in provessing

1 am pleased to see continued progress towards resolution of this matter.

1 also want to request a copy of the Final EIS and ROD.

Boadono- @ Palto

MD185-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the immobilization
facility at SRS and the pit conversion facility at Pantex. As indicated in the
revised Section 1.6, DOE prefers siting the pit conversion and MOX facilities
at SRS. 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.
The preferred can-in-canister approach at SRS complements existing missions,
takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise, and enables
DOE to use an existing facility (DWPF). DOE is presently considering a
replacement process for the in-tank precipitation (ITP) process at SRS. The
ITP process was intended to separate soluble high-activity radionuclides
(i.e., cesium, strontium, uranium, and plutonium) from liquid HLW before
vitrifying the high-activity fraction of the waste in DWPF. The ITP process
as presently configured cannot achieve production goals and safety
requirements for processing HLW. Three alternative processes are being
evaluated by DOE: ion exchange, small tank precipitation, and direct grout.
DOE’s preferred immobilization technology (can—in—canister) and
immobilization site (SRS) are dependent upon DWPF providing vitrified HLW
with sufficient radioactivity. DOE is confident that the technical solution will
be available at SRS by using radioactive cesium from the ion exchange or
small tank precipitation process. A supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0082-52) on
the operation of DWPF and associated ITP alternatives is being prepared.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
ponproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD185-2 Cumulative Impacts

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the cumulative impacts
from the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. Section 4.32
takes into consideration existing missions at candidate sites, and analyzes
the potential cumulative impacts of surplus plutonium disposition activities
and other programs as well as current, past, and reasonably foreseeable
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future activities at other sites. As discussed in Section 4.14, Alternative 7
considers siting the MOX facility at INEEL.

MD185-3 Purpose and Need

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about scheduling the
construction and operations of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities. 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. Russian policy, however, is only one of the factors in decisions relative
to the methods and timing of surplus plutonium disposition.
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City of Amarillo, Texas

Commaents of Hon. Dlanne Bosch Regarding the DOE Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement

| wauld like 1o begin by thanking the Department of Energy for the
opportunity to comment on matters of great importance to the Amarillo area. As
a City Commissioner for the largest city in this region, let me say that | strongly
favor the Pantex Plant as the single preferred alternative for the DOE’s Pit
Disassembly and Conversion mission.

This mission has been extensively reviewed by experts from federal and
state government i versity hers and workers from Pantex.
Based on their reports, | believe that the Pit Disassembly and Conversion facility
can be operated in a manner that does not threaten our precious natural

resources. Specifically, | believe that this facility wauld not pose a threat to the
Ogallala aquifer, which supplies irmigation and drinking water to this region.

One reason for my confidence in the safety of this mission is the excellent
waork force at Pantex. Pantex has been a good neighbor to our city for aver 50
years. Pantex has the best radiological safety record in the nuclear complex,
ail it is the only site that has a large number of workers who are specifically
trained to handle and safeguard plutonium weapons components. The
components, often called “pits,” are already safely stored at Pantex.

The Pantex wotkforce is second-to-none In its implementation of safety
initiatives such as the Voluntary Protection Program. This employee-based
safety program has been successful in reducing occupational hazards and has
become a model for the entire DOE weapons complax. In addition, the Metal

Dianne Bosch
City Comunissioner
City of Amarille
P.0Q. Box 1971
Amarillo, TX 79186
{806} 378-3000

TXD29-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. As the commentor points out, and as indicated in Chapter 4
of Volume I, impacts of operating the pit conversion facility on health, safety,
and the environment at Pantex would likely be minor. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition at Pantex will be based on such environmental
analyses, as well as 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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Hon, Dianne Bosch
Page 2

Trades Council has safety officers to whom employees may directly address
safety concems. The Savannah River Site does not have either of these
important safety programs in place.-

The Department of Energy should carefully consider the enhanced safety
programs already in place at Pantex when deciding where to locate the Pit
Disassembly and Conversion Facility. Furthermore, the Department should
understand that union support in Washington will play a cruciat role in getlting this
expensive program funded by the Congress. A viable Pantex plant, with the
strong bi-partisan support of the Texas congressional delegation and the
national AFL-CIO Is important to the long-term future of both the Surplus
Plutonium Dispgsition program and the DOE weapons complex.

Pantex has the key technical and political advantages that makae it the
only logical choice for Pit Di nbly and C fon. | urge the Sacretary of
Energy to name Pantex as the site for this important mission. Again, thank you
for the opportunity {6 comment.

Dianne Bosch
City Commissioner
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City of Amarillo, Texas

Comments of Hon. Robert Keys Regarding the DOE Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Welcome to Amarillo and thank you to the Depariment of Energy for
allowing the elected officials and residents of the Amarillo area comment on the
Sumplus Plutonium Bisposition program. Pantex is a very important part of the
economy for the entire northwest region of the state of Texas. As such, the
economic future of this area is tied very closely to the future of the Pantex Plant.

The Amarillo City Commission has supported new missions at Pantex for
many years. We have insisted, and continue to ingist, that all such missions be
conducted in a manner that protects the natural resources of the Texas
panhandle. My fellow Commissioners and 1 believe that the Pit Disassembly and
Conversion and MOX fuel manufacturing missions can, and should be,
performed in a safe manner at Pantex.

Whan | am not wearing my *City Commissioner” hat, | operate a land
surveying business. On numerous occasions, 1 have performed surveying work
at Pantex. | am always impressed wilh the care shown by employees at the
plant regarding care for the environment. The pump-and-treat and ground water
monitaring systems in place at Pantex are state of the ant. | have every
confidence that the employees at Pantex would perform the Pit Disassembly and
Conversicn and MOX manufacturing missions with great care and in 2 manner
that protects the envirenment of this region.

Furthermore, on my visits to Pantex, | am always impressed with the
outstanding security ;;nocedunes in place lo protect classified weapons

Robert Keys
City Commissioner
City of Amarillo
F.O.Box 191
Amanrillo, TX 79186
(806) 378-3000

TXD28-1 Alternatives

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

SDXF[—S$ISUOASIY PUD SJUFUNIO( IUIUIUC)



AMARILLO

9T1L-¢

components. With recent announcements of underground nuclear testing by
India and Pakistan, and with__well known weapons programs In Iraq. Iran and
North Korea; it is obvious that many countries or other groups would fike to have
weapons such as those at Pantex. For this reason, the DOE's own non-
proliferation experts have recommended that the transport of plutonium weapons
components should be minimized. The United States even pays Russia to
minimize the transport of their weapons components. Surely, if we are spending
US tax dollars in Russia to minimize transpart of their weapons, we should also
be willing to equally safeguard our nuclear secrets in this country.

The workforce in the Texas panhandle is truly outstanding. We just
received confirmation of this fact when Bell Helicopter announced plans to
assemble the V-22 Osprey Tiltrotor aircraft in Amarillo. Surely the DOE should
also recognize the outstanding work ethic and expertise of the people of this
region. You need not look further than this room tanight to see evidence of the
passion, integrity and expertise of Pantex workers from the panhandle of Texas.
These same employees are the best qualified to work with plutonium pits
removed from nuclear weapons. Since these pits are already stored at Pantex,
the Pit Disassembly and Conversion and MOX Fuel Manufacturing missions
should alsa be performed at Pantex.

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important
matter. | urge the Secretary of Energy to name Pantex as the site for Surplus
Plutonium Disposition missions.

Robert Keys
City Commissioner
City of Amarillo
P. 0. Box 1971
Amarillo, TX 79186
(806) 378-3000

TXD28

HonorABLE ROBERT KEYS
PaGge2o0r2
TXD28-2 DOE Policy
Hon. Robert Keys DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding safe transport of
Page2

weapons-usable plutonium. In order to address security against
terrorist-related incidents, all intersite shipments of plutonium for the
surplus plutonium disposition program would be made using DOE’s

SST/SGT system. This involves having couriers that are armed Federal
officers, an armored tractor to protect the crew from attack, and specially
designed escort vehicles containing advanced communications and additional
couriers. The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of
detailed planning with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates
and times that specific transportation routes would be used for special nuclear
materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments
that would be required, by location, has been included in Appendix L of this
SPD EIS. Additional details are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition
Program SST/SGT Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244,
June 1998), which is available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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August 10, 1998
Good Afternoon,

As always, | would like to thank the Department of Energy for the opportunity to
provide comments on this most important issue. For the last four to five years,
members of this community have come to these hearings you have provided for
many issues reluling (o the Puniex Plunl. We Lake lite oul of our days to do this
because we care about the outcome of Pantex and the workforce who has provided
a security comford 10 the entive nation for many decades.

‘I'be issue involving pit disassembly may be the biggest issue thal we as a nation
will face going into the next millennium. The saféty of our entire nation is at
stuke. The components making up our nuclear arsenal should be handled with the
greatest of care in order to make certain that our environment doesn’t suffer from
this obviously needed procedure, Pantex has had the pargantuan task of providing
this service to our nation for many years. The plant has always performed in the
sufest manner possible for the workers, environment and surrounding community
members.

1 represent the city of Amarillo as en elected official. For closc to cight ycars the
people have been asking me to speak in favor of expanded activity at the Pantex
Plant. Today I come to you as an clected official as well as a resident of Amarilio
to do just that. [ believe there is only onc site that has a proven positive track
record in the handling of plutonium after disasscmbly, Pantex. The workers have
proven that safety comes first before production, and have mare experience in
handling plutonium pits than any other site in the complex. ‘The DOE should not
place classified weapons components in the hands of employees at the Savannah
River Site who have cxtremely limited experience in dealing with pits,

Just one advantage Paniex has over Savannah River Site is that conventing
classified plutoniurn weapons compones;ts (“pits™) into non-classified forms at
Pantex requires no oif-site shipment of piits. Performing the work at Pantex would

P, ©. Box 1971, Amarito, Texas 29186-0001 B06/376-3000 Pax BOG/378.3018

HonNoraBLE KeviN KnapP
PaGgelor2

TXD02-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
gE facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
% at Pantex will be based on such environmental analyses, as well as technical
=== CITY OF AMARILLO 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.

TXD02-2 Alternatives

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.

TXD02-3 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern for the security of offsite
shipment of pits. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from
nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle
emissions are expected. 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. Section 2.4.4.1
discusses safety measures taken for shipment of pits.
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decrease the risk of classified weapons parts falling into unfriendly hands. The
DOE should heed the advise of its own nuclear non-proliferation experts who have | 3
argued to minimize shipments of pits.

Given these advantages and many others that have or will be mentioned today, I
urge you to give full consideration to Pantex for the mission of pit disassembly
and disposal.

Sincerely,

p

Kevin Knapp
Amarillo City Commissioner
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AUGUST 11,1998
COMMENTS OF HONORABLE KEL SELIGER REGARDING
TIE POE SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Thank you for the opportunity to address the Department this evening.
We live in exciting times in Amarillo and in the United States. The dawn of
a new millennium is a signal that we are going to see the tremendous changes
in the years ahead. However, our focus on the futurc should not be
interpreted as an.endorsement of forgetting our history. A big part of the
history of this nation during the last half of the 20* century has been the
nuclcar weapons program. Amarillo and Pantex are proud to have played a
big part in the success of that program for nearly 50 years. We believe that
wc are an irreplaceable element in this era of disarmament.

The success of the Pantcx plant over Lhe past 50 years should not be
forgotten when considering the future of the nuclear weapons complex.
Pantex has long had one of the lowcst operating cosls in the weapons
complex and it has had excellent relations between the contractor and the

largest labor bargaining unit. Pantex is among the cleanest weapons complex

sites from an environmental perspective. The Department has recently

TXD37-1 Alternatives

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

SUX3[—SISUODSIY PUD SIHIUNIO JUIHMOD)



0ZL-¢

AMARILLO
HonorasLE KEL SELIGER
Pace2or4

Hon. Kel Seliger

August 11, 1998

Page 2

recommended that Pantex be removed from the National Priorities List
because of the excellent progress being made in the environmental area.
Pantex has long had outstanding support of the public in the Texas panhandle
and the elected officials who represent this area at the local, state and federal
levels.

When considering the future mission assignments that could come to
Pantex, such as the Pit Disassembly and Conversion and MOX Fuel
missions, the DOE should consider the substantial strengths possessed by
Pantcx. The recent financial analysis conducted by the DOB shows that there
is no significant cost ;iiffcrcncc between Pantex and Savannah River. Tn fact,
1 believe that report significantly undcrestimatces the cost of repackaging pits
for off-site transport from Pantex to Savannah River if the South Carolina
sitc is chosen for both new missions. In addition to the cost of shipping pits,

the Department should listen carcfully to its own non-proliferation experts

who favor the minimization of pit transport.

From an environmental aspect, the Department has shown that both pit

TXD37-2 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities at Pantex. 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.

The transportation requirements for the surplus plutonium disposition
program are evaluated in this SPD EIS. If the pit conversion facility were
located at Pantex (Alternative 5), the risks from transportation-related
radiological exposures would be an estimated 7.8x10% LCF, and from traffic
accidents (non-radiological), an estimated 5.2x10 fatality. For
comparison, if the pit conversion facility was located at SRS (Alternative 3),
the risks would be slightly higher, 8.0x102 LCF and 5.6x107 fatality,
respectively. 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.

TXD37-3
This comment is addressed in response TXD37-1.

Alternatives
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Page 3
disassembly and MOX fuel manufacture cap be done without harm to the
natural environment. The choice comes down to where the work will be
done correctly. Pantex has a continuing production mission and a highly
qualified workforce that pays careful attention to detail. The very people
who are promotipg the Savannah River Site for this work say in essence “put
the missions here because we are a dirty site and we don’t care if we get it
dirtier.” In the future, can DOE afford to have that attitude prevail? We
believe this work can be done safely, bul only il it is performed by employees
who have a true commitment to doing so. Pantex employees have long
demonstrated such a commitment.

1 would like to remind the Department that it has enjoyed strong
support from the Texas Delcgation in the Congress to accomplish its defense,
maintenance and remediation missions. This same delegation has supported

Pit Disassembly, Conversion and MOX production at the Pantex plant.

‘There is no reason to assume that there will be such support in transporting

weapons ready plutonium half way across the country. That is, unless the

TXD374 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern for environmental issues
related to surplus plutonium disposition. Cleanup at SRS is a priority and
will remain a priority, and can coexist with other DOE initiatives. Although
the surplus plutonium disposition program is also considered a top priority,
it would be conducted in such a way that any additional waste would be
processed and disposed of in a timely and environmentally
acceptable manner.

TXD37-5 Alternatives
This comment is addressed in response TXD37-1.

TXD37-6 Transportation

This SPD EIS analyzes the risk involved in transporting weapons-usable
plutonium between DOE sites for processing. 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. As discussed in Appendix L.3.2, key
characteristics of the SST/SGT system include, but are not limited to,
couriers who are armed Federal officers, specially designed escort vehicles,
24-hour real-time monitoring, and stringent maintenance standards.
Appendix L.6.5 discusses sabotage or terrorist attack during transportation.
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Department of Energy has decided that minimization of the risk of
proliferation is no longer a priority. I have seen no such pronouncement.

I urge the Secretary of Energy to carefully consider all of these aspects
before making a [inal decision on the site Jocation for Pit Disasscmbly and

Conversion and MOX fuel munufacturing, Keeping these factors in mind, I

strongly recommcnd that the Scerctary namc the Pantex Plant for these

missions.

TXD37-7
This comment is addressed in response TXD37-1.

Alternatives
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Comments of Hon. Trent Slsemare Regarding the DOE Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Thank you for allowing ma the opporfunity fo represent my constituents in
Amarilo by making on the draft EIS for Surpiis Plutonium Disposition. #tis
an honor to represent more than 170,000 residents in Amarillo. Thousands of those
residents are either Panbex smployses or live in househakis of Pantex employess.
Pantax has a profound effact on our local economy. | am proud of the support thet the
people of Amarilo have shows for the Pantex facility, and it is my pleasure to state that i
wholsheartadly support the jocation of the PRt Disassembly and Conversion Facility snd
MOX Fuel Fabrication Faciiity al Pantex.

in addition to representing the citizens of Amarifto as a City Commissioner, 1 am
also a mtalier and music minister. Since néne of these “credentials” qualify me 23 an
expertin nuclear physics, | have sought to HSecoms famiiar with Pantex and the
propasex new missions that may come to Pantex. in my research on Pantex, | have
read reports, talked with experis and sven toured nucisar faciiitias in England and
France.

After having dona ait that, one fact stands oul. The typa cfwork savisicnedin
the plutonium disposition program can be dono safely by the outstanding employees at
Pantex. In fact, the DOE has saki that both the pit disassembly and MOX fusl missions
can be done safely at Pantex. Furthermore, the DOE has stated that the anticipated
cost differences between the &ites being censidered for these new missions are
insignificant relative to the anticipated margin-of-exvor of the financiatl analysis. (n the

of major discrimi {he sites, the decision is fikely to be very
pofitical.

. O. Rox 1971, Amariilo, Texas 79186-0001 906/578-3000 Pax B06/378-3018

TXD27-1 Alternatives

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

ypxqz-—-—.s‘as‘uads‘ay PUD STUIUNOOT JUUUOC)



YlL-¢

AMARILLO
HoNORABLE TRENT SISEMORE
PaceE20F 2

Hoe. Trent Sissmare
Page 2

The dual-track method of plutonium disposition is the best way for the United
States and Russia to parmanently reduce the amount of weapans grade plutonium in
their nuciear stockpiles. This is an important task but it will be a controversial procass
bacause of the dedicated afforts of anti-nuciear activists around the globe. While it is
my opinion that many of these activists are opposed to anything nuciear, they sesm
particularly opposed to the use of plutonium as a fuel in nuclear reactors. Kesping this
controversy in mind, it is important for the Department to develop a program that has
broad ranging suppert among Démocrats, Republicans, state leaders, local officiats,
Indian tribes, and labor uniona in many states to assure that this important function gets
the funding in Congress nacossaty 1o carry oLt the program. Parntex offers strong, bi-
partiaan support from local, state and federal officeholders and tha fabor movement.

The Depariment has already chosen the Savannah River Site in Sauth Carolina
for tha important task of immobiizing 3o called “non-pit’ piutonium. In addition Sauth
Carolina has been chasen to produce tritium for weapons in the future. Since South
Carolina has already receivad a great deal of new work, tha Department shouki now
place some new missions at Pantex. The powarful support of ihe Texas Congressional
delagation will be crucial in gstting this program funded. | encourage you lo sofidify that
support by naming Pantex as the prafsmed alternative site for the pit disassembly and
conversion and MOX fuel missions. )

Thank you for the chance to be hesrd on this issue.

ot

Trent Sisemore
Commisslioner

City of Amarillo
P.O.Box 1971
Amasillo, TX 79186

(606) 375-3000 TXD27

TXD27-2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for 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. The U.S. Congress is supportive of DOE’s efforts to implement
U.S. nonproliferation policy.

TXD27-3 Alternatives

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement
existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
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AMARILLO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
DavipD WILKS ET AL.
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A RESOLUTION OF THE AMARILLO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS IN SUPPORT OF
PANTEX

WHEREAS, the Pantex plant currently employs 2869 Amarillo-area residents and puts
over $200 million directly into our area, and is respounsible for about oae out of every ten
Amarillo-area jobs

WHEREAS, Pantex has outstanding support from the residents in the area. Pantex

enjoys strong support from local and state elected officials and the Texas congressional
delegation. Pantex shows 80% support among area residents.

WHEREAS, Pantex employess have more experience in handling phitonium pits than
any other site in the nuclear weapons complex.

WHEREAS, Pantex requires no off-site shipment of pits, decreasing the risk of classified
'wespons parts falling into unfriendly hands.

'WHEREAS, Pantex has more than adequate storage space for converting plutonium.

WHEREAS, Pantex guard force is the highest rated in the puclear weapons complex.
Pantex has an outstanding safety record. The employees at Pantex have full-time union
safety officers to whom they can raise safety concems, and Mason & Hanger Corporation
has implemented a Voluntary Protection Program to further enbance employee and public
safety. .

WHEREAS, Pantex employees have safely handled, worked with, and stored pits.
The Savannah River Site has a history of radicactive contamination of the environment.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Amarillo Chamber of Commerce
Board of Directors supports the disassembly and conversion of nuclear weapons
plutonium components (pits) program to be assigned to the Pantex plaat.

BE IT FUTHER RESOLVED that the Amarilio Chamber of Commerce encourages the
Texas Congressional Delegation to continue to support and work toward this goal.

ADOPTEDthis __{ O dayof  August 1998

AN ERW S

David Wilks, Chairman of the Board

TXD50-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. 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. 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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TXD38-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for DOE’s efforts in coming to
fair and well-reasoned decisions regarding surplus plutonium disposition.
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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From: Drt. M. Karen Ruddy, Direstor of the Electronic Resource Library (BRL) Project
at Amasifio College found at http://plutoniam-erlLactr.edn.

Date: August 27, 1998
RE: Commeuts on the Pantex Misslons
Dear Sir of Madam:

1 believe that this country does indeed face a clear and present danger in the fact that plutosiur
disposition and waste materials in our environment need to be addressed. The issues need to be
based on sound end relizble sciertific snd technical research (an exemplary effort in Amarillo is
the work being carried on through the Amarillo Nstiona! Resource Center for Plutonium).

T commend the DOE for the policy of openness over the last five or six years. 1 deal with the
plutoninm Kterature daily in my role as Director of the Electronic Resource Library - & ibrary
dedicated to the scientific and technical study of plutonium « use, disposition, storage,
transportation, health policy and history, and 1 know that most of the environmental problems in
regard to the USDOE policies have come abous because of the Cold War legacy.

I also believe that the future enerpy source in the world is going to be nuclear and believe any
decisions made today must keep tha reality in mind. Relph Nader used to be right, now he is
old and coafused.

1 deplore the representation in the Amasillo meetings of the *“Yefi-oves-hippies” who have no
right to represeat the majority of the citizens in Amarillo ard the Panhandle of Texas. Ithink it
is immoral for the areas tha the government has poured money into over ths years (Yucca Mt.
in Nevada for axample) to now be against the deployment of these areas to serve their purpose.
1 hope you disregard their comments and Collow scientific and technical research to make your
decisions.

Mr. Richardson was here in Amarillo yesterday and  wish [ could have met him. { am
comforted that he is the new Secretary of Energy and belisve he will make the hard decisions

for the good of all.

We (the Electronic Rescurce Library (ERL)) are collaborating with OSTT to digitize paper
documents that they provide to us and we hope to acquire a microfiche scanning machine
through a grant to the IMLS program in the Executive Office. We will be able to then digitizs
the DOE OST1 microfiche collections and retrieve documents stored only on that media.

We terve Pantex, Amarillo College, the Amarillo and Panhandle comemunity and the resaarchars
and scientists at UT, A&M and Texas Tech through the ERL services and resouces and are
pmudtobepmofthegxweﬁ'ontohelpourecumurmhudoneinﬂwpm.

AMARILLO COLLEGE
M. KareN Ruppy
PAaGe 1 oF2
FD151-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of DOE and its surplus
To: U.S. Department of Energy plutonium disposition program.
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Wa collsborate with Los Alamos, with the Lovelscs Institute, with the FOLA program, the DOE
Reading Room program (interactively with the one here at Amarillo College) and with the
'WIFP site through other regionat community colleges (i.e. New Mexico Junior College in
Hotbs, NM) to obtain plutonium-related documents and joint grant proposals such as the IMLS
(Institute of Museums and Library Services).

Ibebmthdaddmwalmmomnhmﬂdwmw?mtonhafnﬂowmgmuou
. You have incredible community support in Ameillo and surrounding areas.

2. The workforce is highly skifled in this area due to the past and present programs at Amarillo
College (attested to by the recent announcement that Rell Helicopter is
going to build their new aircraft here In Amarillo,

3. The pits are aready here and as [understand the ARIES (Advanced Recovery and
[ntegrated Extraction System) process, it includes “nuclear weapons dismentiement,
reduction, and processing with minimal additions to the nuclear waste stream.” This quote
comes from a document found in the Electronic Resource Library collection.

4, rbePamemohmonwmldmuubeSPD-BSmuonofreducmsﬂmhwof
nuclear weapons and tbeprolemﬁonthtal by avoiding transportation of pits
in their “w

s, Sprudmgthndauumblyproyammund (i.e. So. Carolina, Texas, New Mexico)
would gamer more support for your ultimate programs of stosage and disposition.

6. Co is tuming out to be a non discriminating factor in the location decision.

7. The Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutonium (funds the ERL project
theough competitive grants) is a steategic social, politicel, educational, and ressarch
verisbic in this area - a3 in just three short years, the ANRCP has helped “thinking and
reasoning™ people in this area sort through the mire and confusion of i
exploding infarmetion to get to the frcts, be more assured and make better decisions.

8. The Texas Energy Conservation program environmentally monitors the Pantex
opecation and helps ensure & safs and cnvironmentally sound operation.

9. The safety and security record of Pantex.

10. Most importan, I believe we nust ACT SOON on plutonium disposition with alt
the remifications in Russia and the rest of the world - trusting that you in
the “drivers seat” of this great mission have secured cur national fisture and zet
with the knowledge that phutonium must indeed be turned into plowshares for
“plenting and harvesting” of the energy needs of the fiture.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this potential program. We love aur country,
support our government and want to work teward world peacc and prosperity.

S A e ol

M. Karen Ruddy, Ph.D.

Director, Electronic Resource Library Projact at Amarillo College
Amarillo College

Amasllo, TX 79189

(806) 371-5148 office

esmail: mkruddy@acte.edu

FD151-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of expanded missions 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
SPDEISROD.
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AMARILLO EconoMic DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
DEBRA BaLLoOU
Pagelorl

| Amarillo Economic DeVélopment Corporation |

Comments of Debra Ballou Regarding the DOE Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statament

My concern today is with our area's future. While | am proud of our area's
accomplishments in the field of economic development, | am still concerned with the
long-term future of Pantex. Pantex is such a large force in our local economy that
negative impacts from Pantex can essentially take away the gains we may make in
other areas.

In essence, if the AEDC brings a new employer to town it may be like taking a
step forward. Howaevey, if Pantex fails to grow, it may be like taking two steps backward.
One step forwar.d and two steps backward is no way to get where you want to go.

Pantex has been a great employer in the Texas panhandie for many years. The
spin off of Pantex dolfars in the local economy pravides employment opportunities In all
sactors of tha economy. The jobs at Pantex and the skilled service jobs that resultin
the economy are the kind of opportunities that keap people who are raised in Amarillo
from taking their sidlls to larger metro areas whera jobs are abundant. We cannot afford
to iake two steps back for every one forward.

Pantex has operated safely for many years, and its ;excallsnt track record should
weigh heavily in the decision making on the kocation for plutonium disposition missions,
This area, and its elected officials at all levels, support Pantex overwhelmingly.
Considering this area’s strong support for Pantex and the good fit betwaen these
missions and Pantex's current mission, ) strongly urge the Secretary of Energy to
choose Pantex for Pit Disassembly and Conversion and MOX Fuel Manufacturing.

Debra Ballou
Secretary, Board of Directors
Amarillo E jc Devel C

P P
Bank One Center, Suite 1503
600 8. Tyler Street
Amarillo, TX 79101
(806) 379-6411

TXD53-1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of 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.

TXD53-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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AMARILLO EcoNomMic DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
MicuaeL R. Bourn
PacE 1 oF 2

l Amarillo Economic Development Corporati@

Comments of Michae! Bourn Regarding the DOE Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental impact Statement

The Amarilo Economic Development Corporation is dedicated to expanding and
diversifying the aconomy in the Amariflo area. We focus on basic employers, that is
employers who derive thelr income from outside of our economic regian. We have
assisted many local basic employers and we continue to recruit new basic employers to
our community. Because of our extensive work with hundreds of existing businesses
and these that have considered Amarillo over the past eight years, we have gathered

i iled knowledge of our area's business climate.

Beyond the quantitative measures such as our very low utility costs, affordable
and available labor, and low cost of living lies the real key to this region's success - we
have a truly outstanding workforce. As | mentioned, the quality of our workforca
transcends the quantitatively measurable. Nevertheless, our quality workforce is very
real. Recently, Bell Helicopter announced plans to kocate the assembly plant for the V-
22 Ospray Tiltrotor Aircraft in Amarillo. In announcing that decision, one of the key
factors mentioned was the great skill of our workforce. But Bell did not make that

decision just based on our word, they had twenty years’ experience with a facility in
Amarillo from the late 1960s to the late 1980s.

The Department of Energy should likewise recognize the skill of Amarillo’s
workforce when choosing its location for plutonium disposition missions. And the
disassembly of piutonium pits should rightfully ba saen as a logical extension of the
weapons disassembly work already performed by the highly skifled workers at Pantex.
The MOX mission also makes sense to be perfonmed within the high security areas at
Pantex.

Michael R. Bourn
Executive Dircctor
Amarillo ic Devel Ci ]

P P
Banlk One Center, Suite 1503
600 S. Tyler Street
Amarillo, TX 79101
(806) 379-6411

TXD30-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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AMARILLO EcoNoMic DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
MicHAEL R. BourN
PAGE 2 oF 2

Mr. Michael R. Bourn
Page2

The controversial aspect of using plutonium as a fuel should also be considered.
As we look at our neighbors to the west who are trying to open the WIPP site, we can
see that political controversy can cause enormous delays in scientifically sound projects.
While | believe the MOX program to be technically sound and the best policy for the
United States, 1 also believe that the current timetable for implementation of MOX
manufacturing is not realistic. The program could be delayed for years over political
controversy regarding our nation’s policy toward nuclear energy.

Given the likelihood of delays in the MOX program, the DOE should take an
affirmative step in demilitarizing its surplus weapons components by putting the Pit
Disassembly and Conversion Facility into operation as quickly as can safely be done.
This work can be done best, and with the least likelihood of political delays, at the
Pantex Plant. | therefore urge the Secretary of Energy to name Pantex as the sole
preferred alternative for Pit Disassembly and Conversion. Furthermore, { would ask
that Secretary Richardson to re-examine the decision made by Secretary Pefia to locate
the MOX facility at the Savannah River Site. In light of the controversy likely to surround
the MOX program, a final decision on site location for that facility should be made after
the site for the pit disassembly mission has already been determined.

Thank you for the chance to make comments on this very important issue.

Michael R. Bourn
Executive Director

Amarillo E Dy P Corp
Bank One Center, Suite 1503
600 S. Tyler Street
Amarillo, TX 75101
(806) 379-6411

TXD30-2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the cominentor’s concern over potential controversy
surrounding MOX fuel fabrication. 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. Converting the surplus
plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial reactors is
an effective way to accomplish this.

Further, selection of the disposition technology (immobilization or MOX
approach) should not impact the pace of pit declassification. Pit
declassification would likely depend on the agreements reached with Russia.
In late July 1998, Vice President Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergei
Kiriyenko signed a 5-year agreement to provide the scientific and technical
basis for decisions concerning how surplus plutonium will be managed.
This agreement enables the two countries to explore mutually acceptable
strategies for safeguarding and dispositioning surplus plutonium.

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement
existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
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AMARILLO EconoMiCc DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
GILBERT GUZMAN
Pacelorl

| Amarillo Economic Development Corporation]

Comments of Gilbert Guzman Régardlng the DOE Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Thank you for the chance to express the views of the Amarillo Economic
Pevelopment Corporation regarding the surplus plutonium missions being considered
for Pantex. The Amarillo Economic Development Corporation (AEDC) serves as the
development arm of the City of Amarillo local governsment. The Corporation is funded
by a half-cent sales tax and its board is appointed by the elected Mayor and City
Commissioners of the City of Amariflo. As a public carporation our activities are camied
out with the public interest first and foremost in mind.

Since the early part of this decade, the AEDC has striven to bring new work to
the Pantex Plant in order to enhance the manufacturing base of our community. When
measured by payrolt and economic impact, Pantex is the largest manufacturer in a
region comprised of over 50 counties in the Texas panhandie and south plains. Our
support for new missions at Pantex is contingent on those missions being done in a
manner that does not endanger human health or the environment.

The AEDG strongly supports the selection of Pantex as the site for the Pit 1
Disassembly and Conversion Facility and MOX fuel manufacturing mission. These new
missions will provide jobs for Pantex employees who might otherwise not have jobs as
the disassembly work the plant now performs winds down. Panlex has been an
important part of this community for over 50 years. We hope thal with the addition of
plutonium disposition missions, Pantex continues to be a major economic presence in
this area for the next 50 years.

Gilbert Guzman
President
Amarillo E le Develop Corp
Bank One Center, Suite 1503
600 S. Tyler Street
Amarille, TX 79101
(806) 379-6411

TXD31

TXD31-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities at Pantex. 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. 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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AMARILLO EcONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
GLENN McMENNAMY
Psacelor2

TXD33-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
o plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex, as well as the observations
[ Amarillo Economic Development Corporation | regarding broad political and community support. Decisions on the surplus

_ i plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental
Comments of Glenn McMennamy Regarding the DOE Surplus analyses, technical and cost repoits, national policy and nonproliferation
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding

The people of the Texas panhandie are proud of the Pantex plant. Thoy facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
support the current plant operations and the expansion of the aclivities at SPD EIS ROD.

Pantex. The payroll of Pantex pours hundreds of millions of dollars into the
regional economy. All toid, Pantex is responsible for about one out of every 10
jobs in the Amarillo metro area.

Today, you will hear from many people who come from different
perspectives. Let ma remind you of the overwhelming support the Department of
Energy has in this area. Repeated polling has shown more than B0% of the
residents of the area support Pantex. Our elected officials at the local, state and
national level alt support Pantex. Pantex is supported by Republicans,
Democrats, Labor and Business. All demographic groups in our area support
Pantex. | have been involved in local, state and national politics for many years
and few of the candidates or issues with which | have dealt have ever had the
broad support that Pantex enjoys.

Strong support is important for the DOE. In years past, the pressures of
the Cold War made big budgets standand for the Department. In the past-Cold
War erg, the DOE budget receives an enormous amount of scrutiny. Different
sites in the nuclear weapons eomplex have been reduced to fighting one another
for new work and even for funding for the cleanup of heavily contaminated sites
in idaho, Colorado, Washington, and South Carolina. With all this budgetary
scrutiny the DOE should seek the halp of its poiitical friends.

Glenn McM
Vice President
Amarillo B i¢ Devel

Bank One Ceanter, Suite 1503
600 S. Tyler Street
Amarillo, TX 79101

{806) 3796411
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AMARILLO EcoNnoMic DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
GLENN MCMENNAMY
PAGE 2 0F 2

Mr. Glenn McMennamy
Page2

The Texas congressional delagation averwhalmingly supporis the
expansion of Pantex. The Governor and Lt. Governor of Texas support the
expansion of Pantex. The A#L-CIO supports the expansion of Pantex.

These are very impertan! constituencies to the Department of Energy.
Their will should be carefully considered when deciding where to locate new
missions. We know this work will be done in a safe manner. We know we are 1
the right placa to perform these missions. We will be very disappointed if the
DOE fails to name Pantex as the site for this new work. The Texas
congressional delegation will also be very disappointed if Pantex is not selected.
I sincerely hope the DOE makes the right choice and decides to locate these
new missions in Texas.

Glenn McMennamy
Vice President
Amarilio E Devel

C
Bank One Center, Suite 1503
600 §. Tyler Street
Amasilla, TX 79101
{806) 379-6411 TXD33
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AMARILLO EconoMic DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
GEORGE RAFFKIND
PaceE 1 or 2

| Amarillo Economic Development Corporation |

Comments of George Raffkind Regarding the DOE Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental impact Statement

I appreciate the chance to speak with you today about the draft
Environmental impact Statement on Surplus Plutonium Disposition. The
Amarilio Economic Development Corporation (AEDC) has worked for years fo try
to bring new work to Pantex. We have always insisted, and continus to insist,
that new work coming lo Pantex be environmentally sound and a good *fit* with
the existing missions. The Pit Disassembly and Conversion and MOX fuel
missions meef both those criteria. Therefors, the | strongly encourage the
Secretary of Energy to name Pantex s the sole preferred alternative for these
plutonium dispasition missions.

As a retailer in Amarillo, | understand the profaund impact of agricultural
income on the entire economy of this region. While 1 am not directly involved in
agriculture, | know that my business’ sales decline when times are hard for
farmers and ranchers. | also know that for more than half-a-century, the
presence of Pantex in this area has never lad to reduced crop yields or reduced
prices for commodity crops or livestock. The economy of all of West Texas is
presently fealing the effects of drought and the subsequent decrease in farm and
ranch income. Sales growth in the retail sector in Amariflo and surrounding
towns has slowed. Even though the airlines are carrying record ioads on a
national basis, airline loads are down in Amarillo, Lubbock, and Midland, We &ll
recognize that the rural and urban economies of this area are wholly and
inextricably linked.

George Raffkind
Member, Board of Directors
Amarille E, ic Devek t C

Bank One Center, Suite 1503
600 S. Tyler Street
Amasillo, TX 79101

{306) 379-6411

TXD32-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities at Pantex. 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. 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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AMARILLO Economic DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
GEORGE RAFFKIND
Pace2or2

Mr. George Raffkind
Page 2

The proposed new missions at Pantex will lead to economic growth in our
area, without hamming agriculture. | wauld not support a project that negatively
impacts agriculture, because my own livelihood is affected by the condition of
the agricultural sector of the economy. Moreover, the AEDC receivas a great
deal of sales tax revenua from persons wha live in rural areas and shop In
Amarillo. We have no intention of growing one part of the economy at the
expense of ancther.

| hope that the Secretary of Energy will keep in mind thal the vast majority
of the paople in Carson, Potler and Randall Counties support agriculture and the
Pantex Plant. Most people in this area recognize that both are essential to the
well-being of eur economy. | urge the Secretary to name Pantex as the sole
preferred allernative for Pit Disassembly and Conversion and MOX Fus!
Manufacturing.

George Raffkind
Member, Boaxd of Directors
Anmarillo B ic Devel C i

i P
Bank Une Center, Sulte 1503
600 S. Tylex Street
Amarfilo, TX 79101
(606) 379-6411 TXD32
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AMARILLO GLOBE-NEWS

GARET VON NETZER
Pacelor3
TXD54-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
Re m arks at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,
For DOE Hearings on Pantex national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE
Aug ust 11 ’ 1998 , Amaril IO, TexAs will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus

By Garet von Netzer plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

Publisher, Amarillo Globe-News

Thank you for allowing me to
present these remarks at today’s
hearing.

My comments are very brief.

They focus on the practical and
cost-effective reasons the Pantex
Plant should be awarded the
mission of disassembly and
conversion of nuclear weapons
plutonium pits.

First, the pits already are
securely stored at the Pantex Plant.
The plant’s security force is one of
the finest paramilitary forces in
the world, and it’s the highest
rated among all the DOE complex
facility forces.
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AMARILLO GLOBE-NEWS
GARET VoN NETZER
PAaGE20r 3

Page Two

Why would the DOE even consider
the risks and added expense of
transporting plutonium pits to
another site?

Second, the Pantex Plant already
has the trained and highly qualified
workforce to do the disassembly
work. Workers at another site
would have to be trained and would
lack the background available
already at the Pantex Plant.

Third, the Pantex plant’s track
record with handling and storing
plutonium pits is proven, over many
years, and without incident. In
fact, the Pantex Plant has the
finest safety and environmental
record of all the major DOE sites in
the nuclear weapons complex.

Fourth, consider the region’s and
city’s strong support for the Pantex
Plant, what it does and how it does
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Page Three

it. Polls have shown for many
years that more than 8 of 10 people
strongly support the Pantex Plant
and its role in our national defense.
These are just some of the
reasons why the DOE should locate
the disassembly mission at Pantex.

TUPTUIIDIS JODTU] [DIUFUUCLIAUT DUl UOISOASIG UNIUOM]d SHIaLng




Ivi-¢

AMARILLO Hispanic CHAMBER oF COMMERCE
GILBERT GUZMAN ET AL.
Pagelor1l

Amarillo Hispanic Chamber of Commerce:

mara de Comercio Hispana de Amarilk
P.0. Box 1861 Amarillo, Texas. 79105

A RESOLUTION OF THE AMARILLO HISPANTC CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS IN SUPPORT OF
PANTEX

WHEREAS, the Pantex plant currently employs 2869 Amarillo-area
residents and puts $200 million directly into our area, and is
responsible for about one cut of every ten Amarillo area jobs.

WHEREAS, the Pantex plant consistently employs Amarillo-arca
Hispanics at all levels, and consistently promotes minority business
procurcment opportunities.

WHEREAS, Pantex employees have more experience in handling plutonium
pits than any other site in the complex.

WHEREAS, Pantex has wore than adequate storage space for converting
plutonium.

WHEREAS, the Pantex guard force is the highest rated in the DOE 1
comptex. Pantex has an outstanding safety record. The employees at
Pantex have full-time urion safety officers to whom they can raise
safety concerns, Mason & Hanger Corporation has implemented a
Voluntary Protection Program to further enhance employee and public
safety.

WHEREAS, Pantex employees have safely handled, worked with, and
stored pits. The Savannah River Site has a histoxy of radiocactive
contamination of the enviromment.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Amarillo Hispanic Chamber of
Commerce Board of Dixectors support the disassembly and conversion of
guclear weapons plutonium components (pits) program to be assigned to
the Pantex plant.

ADOPTED this_ /I _gay of usT ., 1908

L -y —- I4
"'&g“" iéj@w"w- P VL PR PP

Gilbert Guzman, ChairmaK of tHe Board

Tody Quezadd, President
TXD36

TXD36-1

DOE acknowledges the commentors® support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. 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. 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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AMARILLO NATIONAL RESOURCE CENTER FOR PLUTONIUM
Ricnarp HARTLEY
Pacelorl

Amdnllu Nduunal Resourc.e Center [or Plutonium

orces Tach Univarsity, ms: Tha Umvacicty of Teta Systern

Comments of Richard Hartlcy, Ph.D., Tcchnlcal Director of the Amarillo Natlonal
Resource Center for Plutonium, , August 11, 1998, at the Amarilio, Texas Puhl‘lc

Meeting €o discuss the Surplus Pl Draft Envir pact
Statcment (EIS}). -

It is the Center's mission to provide ebjecti haical advice to the elected officials, regulators,
and citizens of Texns on rmssxons,likzpnconvemonmdMOX that potentially could come to
Pantex, This if 1 advice is obtained by using academic experts from Lhe

consortium universitics in Texas, (A&M, UT, TTU). We also work closely with the agricultural
community theough the Agricullure Research & Ag Extension Service here in the Panhandle of
Texas.

o do rrmrw
Onepm)eotttnCmtctwasaskedmpﬁfmnbymegovemorsoﬂioeth an independent
safety and health apalysis of both 1 ion and MOX at Pantex and a
review of the EIS onbehall’ofllmstalcoi'l‘ms. Our technical team included:

s Dr. Jan Hamilton, Texas A&M Umvcmty, certified hcalth physmst
Dr. Randy Charbx Uni v of Texas, profe
Dr. John S icultural engineer with Ag Extension Service

Dr. Bobby Stewart, West Texas A&M Uni

Dr. Jim Rock, Texas A&M, certified mdusmal hyglemst.s

Dr. Paul Vaughn, Texus Tech University, agri

Dr. James R. Clark, West Texas A&M, Dryland Wheas Institute
Dr. Nolan Clark, Director, USDA Lab in Bushland, Texas

The results of that independent study were provided to elected ofﬁmls, Texas regula(um and

citizcns of Amarillo in Nov. of 1997. The study was cond

environmental engineers, vertified lmllh physicists, certified industrial hyyemsts and agricultral
and The of that study was that the risks associated with the new

mnssons:scmanletoﬂ)enskofcummomuonsatl’m and there are no impacts on water

resources, water quality, no impact on soil or air resource.

We were also asked by the governos’s office to have the uni I & i of that
study review the draft Surpius Plu:omum 1 Disposition Envrmnmental Imp.lct Statement. Asin the

effort p , the s find that there are no significant
envmmmenral of safety impacts iated with the pit di I ion of MOX mission
coming to Pantex.

The ANRCP consottium represents substantial research capabilities that inclnde: 1) 29 Campuses
with 24,276 faculty, 259,534 students, and a $6.5 B combined budget, 2) auul:mnc credibility and

verification, and 3) o based progrant that supp: y of Energy’s
education initialive.

600 South Tyler + Suite 800 » Amarillo, TX 79101 » 806-376-5533 « Fax 806-376-5561
TXD43

TXD43-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the findings of the ANRCP’s study in support of pit
disassembly and conversion and MOX fuel fabrication 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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AMARILLO NATIONAL RESOURCE CENTER FOR PLUTONIUM
K. L. PEDDICORD
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Comments on the
Suorplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement

By

K. L. Peddicord
Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutonium

Presented at the SPDEIS Hearing
Amarille, Texas
August 11, 1998

A key elementin the surplus plutonivm disposition mission will be provisions to allow for
cither bilateral inspections or multilateral inspection of excess weapons material. These
functions contribute to important U.S. policy issues on transy y and op fating
to the disposition of surplus weapons materials both in the United States and the Russian
Federation. Bilateralinspection with Russia will be important to develop a mutual level of
confidence with the Russians for the entire disposition effort. Such bilateral inspection
agreements will also provide confirmation to the U.S. through our inspection of Russian
facilities that their efforts are proceeding accordingly. Likewise, potential multilateral
inspection under the auspices of the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna,
Austria, will give assurances to the global community of U.S. leadership in this key
endeavor.

While the inspection function will be an ancillary enterprise, it also will have some
enviropmental impact. Accommodations must be made for the facilities, equipment and 1
individuals performing this role. These requirements can presumably be handled in a
straightforward way with minimal environmental disruption.

In terms of the inspection function and its relation to the Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Facility (PDCF), the input material to the PDCF will be in forms which are classified.
However, the output material will be either converted to a metal “hockey puck™ or
plutonium oxide powder. Subsequent storage of this material will not be of a classified
nature and will be subject to international inspection. It is noted that by locating the PDC
Facility at the Pantex Plant, the necessary Perimeter Inspection, Detection and Alarm
System (PIDAS) is in place to guarantee the security of weapons grade material.
Reconfiguration of the ing areas at Pantex could be done in a straightforward way to
allow for the inspection requirements while assuring that classified information and material
is not compromised.

TXD48

TXD48-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. Once the United States and Russia complete an agreement
providing the basis for exchanging classified nuclear information, the
procedures to be used for inspection of pits in storage could potentially be
adapted to contribute to bilateral monitoring of the pit conversion facility.
International monitoring and inspection of the unclassified plutonium would
also allow the United States and Russia to demonstrate to each other and to
the international community that disposition was being carried out under
stringent nonproliferation controls, and that the excess plutonium was not
being diverted for reuse in weapons. Accommodation for international
inspection of the unclassified material was incorporated in the design of
the pit conversion facility, as shown in Figure 2-7. The MOX facility would
be a separate function and would only process unclassified materials.
Accommodation for international inspection was incorporated in the design
of the facility, as shown in Figure 2—-14. 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.

Nonproliferation
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AMARILLO NATIONAL RESOURCE CENTER FOR PLUTONIUM
K. L. PEDDICORD
PAGE 2 OF 2

A second aspect of the inspection requirements is also worth noting. As mentioned above,
itis the material produced by the PDCF which will be subject to inspection. This preclud

the possibility, which has been suggested elsewhere, thata fully integrated facility might be
used which will have weapons pits as the input and MOX fuel as the output. Such a
facility would not allow for the inspection of the product of the pit disassembly and
conversion steps. [f it were to be proposed at a Russian installation, presumably such a
fully integrated approach with restrictions for the inspection of unclassified material would
pot be acceptableto the United States. We would want to be able to assure that the MOX
fuel coming out was the result of the pits going in. As a result, separation of the pit
conversion function from the MOX fuel fabrication will be necessary. 1

The Pantex Piant provides the opportunity for a facility for pit disassembly and conversion
which meets, in a straightforward way, the requi nts for key bilateral and multilateral
inspection while minimizing the number of steps for the handling of sensitive weapons
ts. The selection of Pantex for the PDC Facility should assure expediency in

Y

carrying out U.S. and intemational nonproliferation goals. Bilateral and IAEA
requirements could be more easily facilitated at Pantex thereby implementing pit
disassembly and conversion more quickly, entering into an agreement to reach this same
result with the Russians, and achieving the critical goal of timeliness which is a key factor
in the surplus plutonium disposition mission.
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AMARILLO NATIONAL RESOURCE CENTER FOR PLUTONIUM
ANGELA L. Woobs
Pacelorl

Amarillo Natxonal Resource Center for Plutomum

& Fighes FAcais w Cumen atioat ol Th e Tec o AWM Uhsivera ty Syaom, T Tevh Thivemsity. e The Tt ivessp of T

Scptember 8, (998

Mr. Bent Stevenson

NEPA Compliance Officer
artment of Ener,

POIl?zz 23786 &

Washington, TX® 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

The Center is pleased to publish in its Center Report Series ANRCP-1998-11. “Routing of
Radioactive Shipments With 'hme-szmg Com und Curfews,” by Laurie A. Bowles and Dr.
Hani S. M: This is key vital i ion for a key andi and is
the type of rescarch the Center supposts.

Please do not hesitate to contact us it any further information from the Center would be belpful.
Sincerely,

Al L o

Angela L. Wouds
Technical Editor

Enclosure

600 South Tyler + Suite 800 = Amarillo, TX 79101 « 806-376-5533 « Fax 806-376-3561
MD175

MD175-1 Transportation
DOE appreciates publication of the referenced report by ANRCP.
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ANDREW, MICHAEL
Pacelorl

Michaal Androw
3512 Rutson
Anmrillo, TX 79109

Ph- 806-359-6709
B-Maik mandrow(@arn,net

Thle: Year 2000 considerutions fon the siudy.

As & conctied Wxpayer and one knowlcdgeable abour the Year 2060 criaie I o concemned with
Use seport that lists Pautex and the Savannah River Sitcs as "oqually proferred sites” for the DOE's
Pit Disassembly sad Conversion Tacility,

As a proponent of Paniex and a resident of Amarillo 1 have scen the proactiva approach Pantex
has had on environmental isipacts and just aa critical the appropuiute use of our tax dollars. 1can
not say the seme for the Savanoeh River Site. Specifically 1 would like to cite two indancoes of

many that drive home my point.

First, Sovamash River was vecently noted in several national Federal Computing publications as
having sbandoned a muli million dollar prject 1o imodernize 1heir campuiter systems after
spending in excess of $10 million on the effort. ‘This upgrade wes also to provide replacements
for a pumber of systems that will not withstand the Yeur 2000, which is a Jittle mors than & year

away.

Second, Savannah River wes noted as having major deficienci ing dates in d of their
systems including the Defense Waste Processing Control Systems. This prompted a special
write-up in a recent quartedy report to the Offics of Mansgement and Budget from the DO
noting *the CIO determined that these justifications did not in compellmy for
granting exceptions.” Savacnah Rivers action in part caused a thoding restriction for the
Enviroamentsl Minagement branch of DOE imposed by OMR t0 temain in effect.

In summary 1 do not believe both ane “equalty” prepared th conduct work on January 1, 2000
much lass condact it safely and efficintly Reragnizing the importance on micropracessors in
todays ring pr and the unpeedictahle effcts of ignorng Year 2000 problems &
heligve that it further evaluatinns were conducted into the readiness of each faility for the comtng
millenmium that Pantex would he the clear choice.

Respectfully,
Michasl And

FD110-1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. DOE is working diligently to comrect the Y2K problems in all
of its computer systems and will not operate any facilities subject to such
problems. Construction of the pit conversion facility is scheduled to begin
in 2001, and operations are scheduled to begin in 2004; therefore, the computer
systems for the new facilities would not be affected by the Y2K problem.

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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ANONYMOUS
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g YES! Keep Texas Panhandle water, air, and | 1

soil safe frem radioactive pollutants

‘To any plutenium processing in the l 2
Texas Panhandle .

E‘ YES! Tominimal bandling and processing of | s

plutonium and other nuclear materials
:—s —— -

To convertmg military plutonium for

B’ NO! use in mixed oxide (MOX) fuel I 4
@fﬁ@ Wﬂﬁ/ﬂ/@@"
&}ﬂ/b JE/ 5
ﬁ{: C’t’M 4& W /26
CD1328

CD1328-1

Sections 4.17 and 4.26.3 describe the potential effects of the maximum impact
alternative on air quality, water resources, and soil. These analyses indicate
that the impacts of construction and normal operation of the pit conversion
and MOX facilities on air, water, and soil at Pantex would likely be minor.

Alternatives

CD1328-2

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to 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.

Alternatives

CD1328-3 DOE Policy

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. 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.

CD1328-4 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX 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 and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.
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ANONYMOUS
PAGE 2 OF 2

CD1328-5 Cost

DOE conducted a competitive procurement process to acquire MOX fuel
fabrication and irradiation services. The selected team, DCS, would design,
request a license, construct, operate, and deactivate the MOX facility as
well as irradiate the MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors. However,
these activities are subject to the completion of the NEPA process.

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
(DOEMD-0013, November 1999), which coversrecent 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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ANONYMOUS
Pagelorl

Yes, I think that the petroleum, the whatever it is, should be
located at Pantex. Thank you.

1

PD013-1 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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ANONYMOUS
Pacelorl

Yes, I think they need to get rid of Pantex. It’s bad for our
crops and bad for our drinking water. Thanks.

PD019-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the continued operation
of the Pantex Plant. It is inferred that this would include opposition to
siting any of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex.
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) was one of many
references used during the development of this SPD EIS. Based on the
information, analysis, and public comment contained in that EIS, DOE issued
a ROD for the continued operation of Pantex. That EIS concluded that the
continued operation of Pantex would have either minor or no impacts on
the surrounding environment.
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ANONYMOUS
Pacelorl

Yes, I just wanted to give my input on the deal that’s going on
about Pantex. And I’m all for it.

1

PD020-1 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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ANONYMOUS
Pagelor1l

1 want to voice my opinion against Pantex. I think itis a
dump about ready to explode and I think it is a hazard for the
people that live in this area, not only for the people but for
the cattle and the land. I think it needs to go, the sooner the
better.

PD026-1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to Pantex. 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) was one of many references used during
the development of this SPD EIS. That EIS concluded that the continued
operation of Pantex would have either minor or no impacts on the
surrounding environment. Based on the analysis and related public comment,
DOE issued a ROD for the continued operation of Pantex.
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ANONYMOUS
Pacelorl

PD028-1 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

Yes, I am an Amarillo resident since 1926 and I want to
express my support for the Pantex and everything it has done
and been in Amarillo. It has the best safety record of any
company that’s ever been here. I’ve toured the plant and

enjoyed getting to see what we’ve heard about for many, many SPD EIS ROD.
years. I also want to support the use of Amarillo facilitiesto | 1~

do the plutonium research and the, something about making
the MOX, what ever it is, the dissassembly that doesn’t make
sense to ship it all across the country when it’s already here,
and you just have my family, all of us, our support and we’re
proud of you. Thank you for being here.
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BAKER, RoBERT D.
Pagelor1l
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TXD25-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities at Pantex. Potential impacts from intrasite transfer of
pits would likely be minor if Pantex were chosen as the site for pit
disassembly and conversion because pits are currently stored there.
However, potential impacts from transportation of plutonium dioxide
between the MOX and pit conversion facilities would be minimized if SRS
were chosen because SRS is the preferred location for both facilities.
Transportation impacts are surnmarized 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.

Alternatives
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BATTELLE PaciFic NORTHWEST NATIONAL LABORATORY
KiIMBERLY BAKER
Pagelorl

Ladies and Gentlemen, Strom Thurmond and the good people of South Carolina would have you
belicve that Savannah River is the place for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facifity,  Thisis
dbviously a political issue and I will address it as such. ¥ will provdJou that Pantex, froma
pohnealsmdpomt is far and above the only reasonable site for the Pit Assembly and Canversion
mission. WhahsmrepohhcdthannfetynanyNude-rFaﬁlity'n Theummumlyand
country as a whole scrutinize facilities such ay Pantex and S h River on a continual basis.
This has been the case for forty or fifty years.  The threat of a diation disaster is far more
po&:ulﬂm&mmﬁummdsmmmdnmmmnhvedpoﬁmdagmdnm&vmh
River. Ibring to you and can prove to you in black and white that the workers are healthier and
therefore safer than those at Savannah River, ¥ am a physician in the Occupational Medical
Department. At Pantex we have & strong, active and progressive preventive medicine program
which not only benefits the health of the employue(DOE’- grwm assget), butﬂxhealth of every
mission at Pantex.  With a strong i my d has
been-blemworkdoselywnﬂuﬂupemufubcrmdmnagmmwmnelhehahhmd
safety of the workers.  The health of the workers translates into the safe and healthy
accomplishment of the variety of missions at Pantex.  The medical depariment has worked
diligently to interact.on a continuous basis with every department on the plant.  There ars
frequent visits directly with the workers and first-line supervisors to evatuate and resolve safety
and bealth issues.  There is oneonone ication with the employees and the medicat 1
department. Ifmeemgsuoneededlousdvalssues, then there is na hesitation ta meet with
all players i d Thc"‘ I d is blessed with a wealth of knowledge in
P ive and radi dici Our medical di is double boarded in both P
Medicine and O« ional Medici His area of interest is in radiation protection and he
qxoelsmhudﬂltymnkemoﬂheemployeeuthmex. The eatise depariment iz dedicated
to the health of the workers and follows Dept. of Energy orders and regulations sirictly,. Froma
strong drug and aleoho! program to the Graded Canfiac Exercise testing program, the
Occupational Medical Dept. can insure you that the warkforce is healthy, safe, and far superior to
the workforce in Savannah River in their ability to undertake the Pit Disagsembly and Conversion
Mission.  And is not the community and the country's concem over safe and healthy operation
of s nuclear fucility POLITICAL??  Ithink soll!  PoFtical fifty years ago, political today, and
yes, political years from now.  Ladies and gentlemen of DOE, I challenge you to come to our
me&cﬂdepLalPamexmdewwsnmhmnes,uﬂﬂmlchnllengpyoutogowSmnmh
River and have them show you that their workforoe is AS healthy and safe as those at Pamtex.
And | don’t mean lip service, 1 mean cold, hard, substantisted data. ~ From a political standpoint
that holds up now and far into the future, 1am convinced that you will find that Pantex is the
ONLY politically conrect site for the Pit Di bly and C jon Mission.  Thankyou very
much.
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TXD06

TXD06-1 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
human health risks to the public and workers), 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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BENZINGER, DANIELLE

PAaGE 1 0F 2
143 ARBSAWAY, STE 6, BOSTIN, Ma DIL1C-35I2 Usa
(51TY S24-1342 ¢ fax o317, $24.1347 ® zontactPifactnov.zom
To: DOE, Fax 18008205156
From: If Not Now: A Citizens Lobbying Tool, EMail rep-info@ifnotnow.com
Date: Sep 16, 1998 7.04 GMT
Subject: Plutonium Disposal By Burning In Nuclear Reactors

If Not Now is a web-based citizen’s iobbying tool. We are forwarding
to you a letter from some of your constituents. At the end of this
message there is a description of how our service works and how you
can respand to your constituents.

Signatures as of Sep 15, 1998:
There were 2 new signers. Total signers to date: 4.

TOPIC: Piutonium Disposal By Burning In Nuclear Reactors
Dear DOE (Fissile Materials Prograrn}, -

| am writing to oppose the current Department of Energy plan for

plutonium disposition, which is based on mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel. MOX

fuel is a bad idea. It is unproven technology as far as commercial

reactors in the U.S. are concemed. MOX techniques for plutonium disposal

are also slower and more expensive than immobilization techniques. in 1
addition, the treatmant of plutonium as an esnergy source sets a dangerous
precedent for nuclear proliferation and the development of plutonium

fuel economies. it is essential that the DOE do everything possible to
discourage this proliferation.

New signers and comments:

Krista Bradford, New York, NY 10033
Danielie Benzinger, Arlington, TX 76006

DESCRIPTION OF IF NOT NOW SERVICE

Subscribers use If Not Now (www.ifnotnow.com) to get information about
political and social issues of concern to them. The service also enables

them 1o sign letters about these topics, which we then forward in

consolidated form to officials such as yourself. It is important to

emphasize that our subscriber list is authenticated through credit card
verification, and only those signers who belong to your specific

constituency are included in the signature list that you receive. FD312

FD312-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition. While it is true MOX fuel has not been
produced or used commercially in the U.S., it has been produced and used
in Western Europe. MOX fuel fabrication is not a new technology. This
experience would be used for disposition of the U.S. surplus plutonium.
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.

Any difference between the cost of the hybrid approach and that of the
immobilization-only approach would be marginal. 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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BENZINGER, DANIELLE
PAGE2 oF 2

140 ARBORWAY, STE. §, BOSTON, MA 02130-3522 USA
(617) $24-1342 ¢ fax (617) 524.1347 ¢ contaci@ifnotnow.com

An important feature of if Not Now is that we follow up on every action
letter that we send, and we report how representatives, officials and
others have acted on the issue. We also provide you with the opportunity
to respond to your constituents (via a password-protected web server,
to ensure that only legitimate responses are pasted). Follow the
directions below. Your letter will be posted without editing; your
constituents will be able to view your response when they check the
resuits of that action. (We regret that we cannot process responses
received via fax or US mail.) We strongly encourage you to send us a
response! Our subscribers are active, involved citizens who want to
hear from you.

To respond to an action letter: fill out the form at
hitp:/Avww.ifnotnow.com/respond.html - you will need to use your
special key: PeeTJIwV. This key is valid for one-time use only. Please
send questions or comments via email to: rep-info@ifnotnow.com.
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BUCKENAL, GEORGE
Pagelor1

Yes, this is George Buckenal, and I live in Amarillo. It’s 3:00
on Monday afternoon the 17th of August and I want to call
and let you know that I would much support the pit
dissassembly work that is being considered for Pantex. This
is a needed program at Pantex and for the area. I know that
we have been a great support in the past for Pantex out of 1
Amarillo and we certainly would continue to be so. But we
need that here in Amarillo for the jobs it would bring to
Amarillo and also the work force could certainly utilize the
extra income that would come out of that. But we would
certainly support the pit dissassembly work being considered.
I wish you’d please bring it to Amarillo. Thank you very much.

PD027-1 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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BUCKENAL, PATTY
Pacelorl

This is Patty Buckenal and I live in Amarillo, TX and I would

like to state for the record that I support the pit 1
dissassembly work going to the Pantex Plant here in

Amarillo. Thank you.

PD029-1 Alternatives

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

FD149-1 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.

PRINTING

August 11, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Figsile Materlals Disposition
MD-4 Fomestal Buliding

1000 Independence Ave. SW

Washington, DC 20585
Deoar Sirs,

1 would ke 1o take this opportuny 10 express my feelings about the location of the disassembly and
conversion of nuciear weap - ("pis”) at the Amariio Pamex planin As a
businegs owner and a clizen of Amarilio, | am totally in support of this function and hope you will consider
he eXoct and the history of the Pantex plant in your decision making process for this site.

3400 Weat Tth = Amarilo, Taxas 75106 « (806) 374-6262 + FAX (806) 374.7474 = 1-800-657.7331

FD149
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CAMPBELL, CHARLES A.

Pacelor1
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TXD22-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex, which does not entail the relocation of any
existing Pantex facilities. 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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TXD23-1 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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TXD07-1 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 the facility siting and approach to
surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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CartLE COMPANY

Jay O’BrIEN

Pagelorl
Nznu. Bivins Jay O’'Brien
President Managing Partner

VS  CATTLE COMPANY

Box 15305
Amarillo, Texas 73165

August 16, 1998

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

Sira:

As the manager/operator of an 80,000 acre ranch twenty miles
north west of Pantex and another 160,000 acre ranch 60 miles south
east of Pantex and the owner of & 45,000 acre ranch 60 miles east of
Pantex, I have a vested interest in maintaining the quality, as well as the
perception, of quality of agricultural products produced in the
Panhandle. Chernobyl was a catastrophe because of the radiation, but
also bocause it happened in Russia’s bread basket

As a member of the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association’s
Industry Planning Group, I can tell you that beef prices are impacted
mare by perception of food safety than by fact. Pantex is within a few
miles of IBP's large beef processing plant, in the center of an area thiat
produces % of the nations beef and within a few bundred fect of the
Ogallalz aquifer, which waters the nations grain supply.

There has to be a better place ta put a facility desling with deadly
hazardous materials than on the incredibly small Pantex facility. Please
consider the perception of food safety as you make your decision.

Sincerely,

Bt

Jay O’Brien

e-mail Jay@raaches.org (506 376-4147

FD109

FD109-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. The accidents analyzed
for the proposed facilities are presented in detail in Appendix K, and the
consequences are sumimarized by alternative in Chapter 4 of Volume L. It is
impossible for DOE to predict how one of these accidents would be
perceived by potential consumers of agricultural products from the Pantex.
In the event of a severe accident, DOE would promptly take steps to interdict
and contain any offsite contamination. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses
(including analyses of facility accidents and the relative size of the site),
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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CHAVEZ, ROBERT
Pacelor1

I have worked at the plant for six years. I worked in the
construction industry before that. I can honestly say this is 1
the safest place I have ever worked at.

WD010-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s 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.
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CLEMENS, CARLTON
PaGce 1 or2

STATEMENT REGARDING PIT DISASSEMBLY AND CONVERSION FACILITY LOCATION

AT PANTEX

My name is Cariton Clemens and | have been in the Real Estate business in Amarillo for

the past 34 years. in those years of business in the Amarille community, | bave met and worked
with a lorge crosssection of residents, and the vast majority of those pecple have been strong
supportars of Pantex. We long term residents are confident that the Plant is operated in a manner
that places safety far above all other considerations, and | am happy fo say that my children and

J bl

my g en are residents of Amarillo and | naver have had a concern with Pantex being

one of our neighbors.

If t had the slightest concem over the safa operafions at Pantex, | would pack my fumily and leave
Amarillo os fast as | could. But that is not the case. | have snjoyed living in Amarillo for the past

34 years, confident that my family and | have chosen a community thal is safe, progressive, and

supportive of an installation that prod weapons to kesp our couniry strong.

As a veteran and ralional cifizen of these United States, | beliave that PITS should be de-
militarized as quickly as passible. The competifion between Pantex and Savannah River Plants for
the PIT conversion facility seems to be o waste of ime and tax payer meney since the PITS are
already ot Pantex and can more sclely be converted than be shipped half way across the country

to do the same thing. It just does not moke sense to go to the extra expense and effort to satisfy

the whims of polificians.

TXD44-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. DOE agrees that the surplus plutonium pits should be
disassembled and converted in a timely manner. SRS employees and
employees at all of the candidate sites are considered qualified to support
the surplus plutonium disposition program. It is understood that at any of
the sites there will have to be a training period since these facilities would
require new processes and skills. DOE plans to move ahead with the program
as quickly as possible, given the constraints of the U.S. agreements
with Russia.

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 future missions related to 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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CLEMENS, CARLTON
PAGE 2 0F 2

Both Pantex and Savannah River have trained techniciuns who are certified to parform the work
that is required and no site can claim an advantags in the number of trained workers. Pantex,
howaever, can claim the highest work ethic of any DOE installation and is repressnted by a strong,
well managed and highly respacted labor union — a statement that the Non-Union Savannah

River Site connot claim.

1 would like to remind you that the fine employees at Pantex have mone exgerience in handling
pits than any ather site in the DOE complex. The DOE should ned place classified weapons

components in the fands of employees at the § h River Site who have axtramely limited

sxperience in dealing with PITS.

Thank you for your considerotion, and | am confident that after you review all the FACTS in this

important fask, you will find that Pantex is the dear choice for the PIT Disassembly and Conversion
Facilityl

Thank you sinceresly for your time.

Carlton Clemens

August 11, 1998
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CoNKLIN
Pacelorl

We have had a safe and long history of handling plutonium.
People in Amarillo back up the DOE and this will bring jobs | 1
to Amarillo. We need Pantex here and I totally support this.

WD014-1 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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DANIEL, LOUISE
PAaGe 10rF 2

3805 Overlook Drive
Amarillo, TX 79109
September 11, 1998

O.5. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Re: Draft Surplus Plutoniun Disposition EIS

I oppose any form of plutonium processing at the Pantex
facility. The Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion
facility shauld be located at Savannah River for the
foliowing rea’ons:

1. The numker of sites with pilutonium contamination should
not be increased. Every site which bhas been involved in
plutonium processing is substantially contaminatcd. while
Pantex has environmental damage, the contaminants do not
include plutonium and it should not be introduced.

2. Plutonium processing requires substantial
infrastructvre which already existe at Savannah River.
It 1s not cest-effective to duplicate facilities at Pantex.

3. The work force at Savannah River is trained and
experienced in plutonium processing while the work force at
Pantex has keen confined to dismantling and storing sealed
woapans components. These jobs require different skills.
Retraining the Pantex work force would be expensive.

4. It would be cheaper and safer to ship sealed pits from
Pantex to Savannah River than to ship disassemdbled and
converted pits.

5. Pantex 1ls located in an agricolitural area and is
gitnated over the Ogallala aquifer. The risk to the land
and water by plutonium processing of any kind is
unacceptable.

The prospact of additional jobs and federal daollars at Pantex
does not offset the valid reasons for locating the Plutonium
Pit Disaszsembly and Conversion facllity at Savannah River.

In 1996, DOE stated that “plutonium would not be introduced
into a site that does not currently have a plutonium
infrastructure because of the high cost and complexity of
introducing plutonium operation into sites without current
capabilities.® This was a logical policy in 1996, and it is
a logical policy now.

Sincerely yours,

\\——~ﬁ§)4~;61_/

Louise Daniel

=SNG

MD191

MD191-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to 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.

Alternatives

MD191-2

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. 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.
Although Pantex may not currently have the extensive plutonium processing
infrastructure already present at SRS, analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I
indicate that impacts of construction and normal operation of the proposed
facilities on infrastructure, health, safety, and the environment at Pantex
would likely be minor. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program at Pantex and SRS 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.

Alternatives

MD191-3 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the SRS workforce.
Experienced employees would be trained in the specific activities involved
with the surplus plutonium disposition program regardless of where the
facilities are located.

MD191-4

This SPD EIS analyzes shipping surplus plutonium both in the form of pits
(Alternative 3) and plutonium dioxide (Alternative 5) from Pantex to SRS.
The transportation risks and costs would be slightly higher for Alternative 3
because the required number of SST/SGT shipments are higher for pits

Transportation
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DANIEL, LOUISE
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than plutonium dioxide. The radiological risk for both alternatives is about
the same.

MD191-5 Water Resources

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. The analyses presented
in Section 4.26.3.2.2 indicate that there would be no discemible impacts
on the quality of water in the Ogallala aquifer from normal 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.
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Day, HeLEN C. AnND JOE R.
Pacelor1

Tuesday, August Il, 1998

Department Of Energy

Washington, D.C.

To Whom It May Concern:

My husband and I would fike to go on record in support for the pit disassembly and
coaversion facility at Pantex. We believe that the Pantex Plant in Amarillo has had a very
good safety record over tbe years that it has been in the city.

The city of Amarillo ar4 Pantex have enjoyed 8 good working relationship for many years,
and we would like to see Pantex have a new mission in Amarillo.

Joe R Day @?/
* &@
FE07 /zwd “1 rove 5

”’}:ﬂ( (,

TXD16-1 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 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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Day, HELEN CHARLENE
Pacelor1

United States

[l Department Comment Ferm
of Energy

NAME: (Opnonal) ﬂ/ Gops L ﬁ!éd/i[wuc/ A{/{MJ,

TXD18-1 : Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. Transportation impacts are sumnmarized 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 under any of the proposed alternatives.
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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Day, Rick
PacE10F2

To whom it may concern,

I would like to affirm my support of the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility being located at
Pantex Plant. I would like to speak first from the perspective of a Pantex employee. I've worked
in the Information Management Division for 16 years and have watched the Plant successfully
face a broad range of challenges.

These include changes in legal regulations, changes in mission, and reduced budgets and staffing.
In each case, I’'ve watched as the Plant’s employees (bargaining, non-bargaining, and
management) have rallied to address the critical issues at hand. One of the accomplishments that 1

am most proud of; is the safety culture at Pantex.

The commitment to safety starts with the General Manager and is formally included as the #1
performance objective of every employee at the Plant. There is a high level of individual
ownership in the area of safety and this is clearly evident by the i in recordable
injuries made over the past 3 years. Sefety is integrated into every acuvnty carried out at the
Plant.

Another area of excellence at Pantex is environmental stewardship. The staff and program in
place at Pantex are second fo none, as ev:denced by the pro-active approach to issues such as
aquifer protection. Pantex has consistently been favorably evaluated by 3 party regulatory
agencies -~ groups who have nothing to gain from the Plant s continued operation!

From the perspective of a long-term (39 yeer) mdent of Amarillo and the Texas panhandle, I 1
believe the new PDCF mission would be b I to the local community -- from an economic,
ecologlcal, and social perspective. Obviously, the new mission would provide employment
opportunities for local residents - our friends and our families. Also, we know these stable jobs
have a ripple effect through the overall economy of the area.

1n addition, I would like to remind everyone that the ground water, soil, air, and other natural
resources do not solely belong to the area’s agriculture industry. Everyone who lives in this arca
is a benefactor of clean air and water. Asa citizen of this area, I am much more concerned about
the ground water required and the waste stream created by industries other than Pantex.

As other citizens, I am concerned by the potential for aquifer contamination from the over-use of
pesticides and fertilizers, the run-off from stock yards, and the inappropriate use of industrial
chemicals. I believe that the work represented by the PDCF creates much less environmental
impact to the area than other industries (e.g. hog farms).

The social impact of a business like Pantex is extensive. Employees of this Plant contribute
ﬁ.nancia]ly to important social programs such as the United Way. In addition, they volunteer an

in-numerable amount of their personal time to local schools, churches, and community service
groups. Pantex provides employment opportunities for a wide variety of people rangmg from
High School graduates to Ph.D."s — pipe-fitters to scientists. This mi p ab d
social climate, with ample room for our children to live and grow.

TXD17

TXD17-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. 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. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
dispositions 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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Day, Rick
PAGE 2 0OF 2

In summary, the PDCF mission would allow Pantcx to continuc providing stability to the local
community. This is healthy for evervone who wants to continue living in this area. For the area

to remain a visble place to live, we can’t just rely on more hog farms, truck stops, and prisons. 1
For the area to remain strong, theee must be a patch work of businesses with diverse economic
resources and business cycles, that employ a wide range of workers, with diverse educational
backgrounds and vocational skills.

Thanks for your time ...

Rick Day
6101 Commell
Amarille, TX 79108

(806) 358-2717
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TXD10-1 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.

TXD10-2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the reduction of
Russia’s plutonium inventory. The United States and Russia recently made
progress in the management and disposition of plutonium. In late J uly 1998,
Vice President Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed
a 5-year agreement to provide the scientific and technical basis for decisions
concerning how surplus plutonium will be managed. This agreement enables
the two countries to explore mutually acceptable strategies for safeguarding
and dispositioning surplus plutonium. During the first week of
September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit
and signed a statement of principles with the intention of removing
approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s stockpile.

Understanding the economic dilemma in Russia, the U.S. Congress has
appropriated funding for a series of small-scale tests and demonstrations
of plutonium disposition technologies jointly conducted by the
United States and Russia. For fiscal year 1999 (starting October 1998),
Congress further appropriated funding to assist Russia in design and
construction of a plutonium conversion facility and a MOX fuel fabrication
facility. This funding would not be expended until the presidents of both
countries signed a new agreement.
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DWORZACK, SARAH
Pagelor1

August 10, 1998

U. 8. Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition ¢/o SPDEIS

Box 23786
Washington, DC 20026-3786
REF: Location of Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility

As an employee at the Pantex Plant in Amarillo, Texas, and a long term resident of the Amarillo,
Texas, I want to see the pit conversion work done at Pantex.

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

-related work b we are such a clean site.

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

The fact that Texas is not as strong politically - we don’t have aggressive PACs or Strom
Thurmond fighting for us - should not be the major deciding point. As a matter of fact, maybe
politics should be left out of it altogether.

The Pantex Plant has provided jobs for my family since 1959, and I hope that it will continue to
provide employment for me and many others in the future. The Pantex Plant now has thousands
of pits stored. Why risk shipping these items to another location? Why increase the cost to do
the job?

I sincerely hope that the DOE will look at all issues with an open mind with the major
consideration being safety. The second and third considerations should be the technical skill of
the employees, and the last consideration should be cost. If these things are considered without
PAC or other political influence, the only logical choice is for the pit conversion to be done at the
Pantex Plant.

Respectfully submitted,

MD019-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. DOE believes that all the candidate sites are suitable
from an operational, community support, and safety standpoint.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs associated
with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific
cost estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same
time as the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document
(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:/fwww.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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j United States
B Department
of Energy

Comment Form

NAME: (Optional) _‘4%4};);‘{@
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TXDO05-1 Transportation

The transportation requirements for the surplus plutonium disposition
program are evaluated in this SPD EIS. The analysis showed that the accident
risk would be slightly higher for plutonium dioxide than pits because the
dioxide is in a powder form and therefore subject to more dispersal in an
accident. However, this single fact cannot be used as the deciding factor in
making a decision on the location of facilities. The number of SST/SGT
trips required to transport these two forms and the mileage between facilities
are also considered in the overall transportation risk analysis of each
alternative. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will
be based on environmental analyses (including analyses of transportation
risks), technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. -
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ERrRwiN, INEZ
Pagelorl

GOOD EVENING..........MY NAME IS INEZ
ERWIN....... AM AN EMPLOYEE AT PANTEX
PLANT AND | WAS NOT BUSSED IN TO
ATTEND THIS MEETING

vessseees] FEEL THAT THE WORK IN QUESTION
CAN AND SHOULD BE PERFORMED AT
PANTEX PLANT......NOT ONLY ARE WE
SKILLED IN OUR JOB PERFORMANCE - AND
AS WE DEFINITELY ARE NOT AMATEURS -
ADDITIONAL TRAINING WOULD NOT BE A
MAJOR FACTOR ......IN FACT, WE HAVE
BEEN KNOWN TO TRAIN PERSONNEL FROM

- OTHER SITES - SUCH AS- SAVANNAH

RIVER....ccc....]T WOULD BE COST EFFECTIVE
FOR THE MISSION TO BE PLACED AT
PANTEX PLANT......AND AS WE ALL
KNOW..........COSRIS THE NAME OF THE
GAME...... _',

PANTEX PERSONNEL ARE COMMITTED AS
WELL AS BEING DEDICATEDR TO
EXCELLENCE IN THE PERFORMANCE OF
SUCH SKILLED ENDEAVORS.

THANK YOU LADIES AND GENTLEMEN FOR
YOUR ATTENTION.

TXD34-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program 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.
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General Services Commission Wor Caran
1731 San Jocino - RO, Box 13047 TSSO
Auslin, Texas 76711-3047 Darsse ves P T
Web Site: www.gse state.exus %::-
(512) 463-3085
“Torw Toivry
August 11, 1998
Mz, Bert Steveason
NEPA Compliance Officer
U.S. Departroent of Energy

P.O. Box 23786
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Department of Energy's Swplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Envii ! fmpace St The State of Texas
cantinues to support the Departmeat’s decision to pursue a dual track approach for the
disposition of surplus plutonium. Howcver, we believe it is in DOE's best interests to
pruceed in a manner that ensures broad acceptance for ultinate implementation of the
dual disposition strategy.

The State of Texas is very proud of the work carried out at the Pantex Plant. Pantex and
its thousands of dedicated, highly trained and motivated employees have made this nation
a safer place to live, carrying out their primary mission of assembling and disasscmbling
nuclear weapons. This samc skilled workforce can apply its proven production culture
and commitment to safety to the new mission of plutonium pit disassembly and
conversion.

Because curreat and fiture personnel of this new mission will require training on new
procedures, Pantex has a unique safety advantage over other sites in thal its workforce
will require training, oot re-training. Clearly, it is preferable to train individuals on a new
sysiem, rather than re-train personncl who are used to older systems with outdated
procedures and requirements.

The highly trained and motivated Pantex workforce has forged a strong relutionship with
the Amarille corumunity, Its commitment (o maintaining the integrity of the

i to inp} ing proper p ls to ensure the safety of warkers and the
iarger community, and to woeking closely with the Jocal community have earned Pantex
the role of a good neighbor. Pantex enjoys considerable commumity support and
enthusiasm for oew missions.

TXD39

TXD39-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the hybrid approach to
surplus plutonium disposition and for siting the pit conversion facility at
Pantex. 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. 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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This support extends beyond the local community as well. Pantex has ample resources
through the state and through the continuing research at the Amarillo National Resource
Center for Plutonium to ensure the protection of human health and safety and the
environment.

Pantex has another advantage in that it is currently storing more than 8,000 surplus
plutonium pits. In addition to the compelling reasons such as the excellent safety culture
and production culture already existing herc at Pantex, it makes sense to carry out pit
disassembly and plutonium conversion where the pits are already focated. Selection of 1
Pantex for pit disassembly and conversion should ensure some expediency in carrying out
U.S. and international nonproliferation goals.

In view of Pantex’s highly skilled workforce, its sound safety and production cultures, its
existing mission of pit ge, and the extensive support which Pantex enjoys from the
local community and from the state, I respectfully urge DOE to designate Pantex as the
site for pit disassembly and conversion.

Thank you for the ‘opportunity to comment in this important decision making process.

Sincerely,

[l Mekler

ROGER MULDER
Director, Pantex Program
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Consann
General Services Commisien M
1711 San Jacieto - PO, Bon 13047 MMM
Aurtle, Trxas T8711.3067 el
Web Ske: www.gac state.tx s v
(512)463-3035 mdnm
Auguwt 11, 1998
M. Bert Stevensan
NEPA Compliance Officer
U.S. Department of Encrgy
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
Dear Mr. Sicvenson:

Mwaumeomnmitywmmmlbebmm:mdﬁwgyz&rph
mmm&wms«m ‘Tho State of Texas
mnmxuwmmmammwhm
dispoaition of suzplus plutonium. However, we believe it is in DOR's hest interexts (o
Mhnmdﬂmhﬁdmﬁrmmnnimﬂummﬂmn
dual o

mmawmyuﬁmmmmwhnmmm
-ufcrplmtnﬁm,aqingmﬂnirpthmy iasion of bling and di bling
nucless weapons. Mn:mskmedwutfmuxupplyhmpmdmﬁonuhm
Mmﬁmmnﬂaywd:emnﬂnionofphminmpitd‘mﬂﬂymd
conversion.

Bmumnd[ulmpmaunlof&ismwmixﬁonwmmmmmnm
mhmm-uﬁquufqydvmxpmmmmmiumtfom
willmqmem;.no(mnimng. Cleady, it is prefershle tn train individuals on a new
mmhwﬁinmmmmmdbolhmvhhw
procedures and requirements.

0 mais ng the

The highly trained and motivated Pantex waltmuhsfmpdasmmgnhimmlipwith
the Amarillo ity. Its i i of the

MD188-1 - Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex and appreciates the community’s strong support of Pantex.

..Decisions-on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be

based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce
its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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Ten Scot. Hamilton, PhD., CHP

Texas A&M University
Department of Nuclear Engineeri

College Station, TX 77843-3133

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: SECTION 4.6
Choeice of Baseline Pit Conversion Process.

The pit ion p described 23 s basis for EIS analyses is & bacch HYDOX process. In
&Bmhaﬁnﬁhwnvmdmhydﬁdqﬁmam;wﬁmhmm
finally an oxidiziog reaction. Each is performed as a separate step, couverting a batch of

plutonium from hemical siate to another. In the p described in the pit
disassembly d stration eavi (DOE 1998) has the hydriding and
niﬁﬁn;supsm@mmmﬂy;nbﬁch—hd,qunﬁqofmdmwmﬁm
hydride is neve created. This has implications in the safety analysis since plutoninm hydride is
meore reactive in it than plutonium nitride. Since batch quantities of pyropboric plutoniom

powder are not inned in the FIS, some queati as to the pre acually
d for the EIS analy '

Few Poiwt Estimates of Accident Frequenci

The SDPEIS prescoted point estimates of accideot fi jes. Conseq to the public are

mnhipliedhyﬂ:mduedﬁnqmnwmmﬁmcioﬁﬁsk The drsft SPDEIS
(mSPmSD)ﬁmcdyhmdmges&rmostwddemﬁeqnmdu. Bost point estimates of
accident frequencies should be mede, and societal risks caloulaned. This would provide a besis
on which to compare risks from prop ‘&dﬁﬁﬂwmﬁmadsﬁngﬁnﬂids,swdlu
mﬁﬁnglbnﬁhmpueﬂnﬁﬂlﬁmmitiqdecisim The draft SPDEIS states
Mﬂeqmdﬂnmpmedoﬂyubmdﬁeqwqblmmdmofhigmyuﬂikﬂy
eveots can be onthe order of several orders of magnitade. Tt is assumod that the draft SPDEIS is
m&gﬂﬂhmﬁn\ymﬁeﬂﬁmmwmkmﬁnw&m
ocders of magnitede, The ETS i on and states that consequence metrics bave boen.
preserved as the primary accident m!yﬁswlu,maeédunﬁaqwciesidmﬁﬁed
qulihlively.wpwideapempecﬁveom{:k without implying an unjustified level of precision.

Risk is the product of frequency and consequence. Presenting only a consequence with a very
hmdﬁwynngedoumtpmideapmﬁwonﬁd:. Additionally, since the purposc of
Ihciltoddinselcaiugsitubudonmlnﬁwchmnmisﬁu,nbmlntemocisionislm
importart then i lysis for different sites and disposition options. Blurring the
frequency t a broad range, instead of p. ing best point esti i with other

documentation, prevents risks from each site from being campared. An incorrect conclusion
eoncuﬁnubed«inbilityofonesimem-«mmyocmduemd:epncdeeadopwdinﬂw
EIS. Olhumvhonmmmlmpwumdafﬁyamlyssm(poimeuimnmfwﬁequemmc
FIS shonld also.

"ﬁ,

~MD188-3

MD188-2 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The accident scenarios evaluated in this SPD EIS are based on the HYDOX
process described in Section 2.4.1.2. A detailed discussion of the accident
scenarios, methodology, and assumptions for the pit conversion facility is
presented in Appendix K.1.5.2.1. These scenarios and assumptions are based
on information provided in the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility
Environmental Impact Statement Data Reports (June 1998) for each of
the candidate sites. These reports are referenced in Chapter 2 (Volume I)
of this EIS.

Facility Accidents

Tt is true that risk is the product of frequency and consequence. However,
the decision to report frequencies in terms of a range does not prevent
risks from each site from being compared. Instead, it recognizes the
uncertainty (or range of uncertainty) in the frequency estimates. This is
consistent with the guidance in Recommendations for the Preparation of
Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact Statements
(DOE Office of NEPA Oversight, May 1993). Results are presented in
such a way that risk differences shown in the results among alternatives
reflect real, physical differences as opposed to definitional or
methodological differences. Frequency differences arise primarily (1) when
frequency estimates are different enough to warrant different risk categories;
and (2) in the frequency of aircraft crashes. Pantex is the only site being
considered where the aircraft crash frequency is greater than 1.0x10°, thereby
warranting a quantitative analysis. With respect to consequences, a great
deal of effort has been made by DOE to develop a consistent method of
source term estimation, as documented in Airborne Release Fractions/Rates
and Respirable Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities
(DOE-HDBK-3010-94, October 1994). The differences among sites for
meteorology and population characteristics also have a clear and supportable
physical basis.
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Sterage Quantity of Plwtonium Oxide Pewder (probably the most important issue
for the Panhandic, now)

Tbem&lleDOkaleumoﬁdepawder. Storage issues were not
addressed in the SDPELS (1 believe that the first 'S’ stands for storage?). Due (o the much greater
hz-dpuedbyﬂumuimmddcpowde.umpuedbmcsoﬁdmaﬂpﬁ, Texas Report
contzined the zssamption that ten stocage magazines would each contain 100 kg of plutosium

mddewwh.ﬁramlofl,mkxduedonibaminlwﬁomammlb&epitcvnmnipn,.

facility). mmmﬂmsmmsmm4mokgorplmmdepowduﬁ
ﬂwp&dmuybummmw,oookgmmemxwmywmn. Itisnot
clear if these inventorics correspond to maximuem design capacitics of the vaults. Two initiators
in the ETS (MCE and aircraft crash) have potentially lsitge respirablo relenses associated with the
storage vaults. NOE stated at the public meering chat they would definttely use the conversion
process to a PuQ, endpoint rather than just a Pu metal endpoint with a declassified shape.
Therefore, this is the place that needs to be given the greatest consideration; the amont of
puwdzﬂueddhwl!y-ﬂwhﬂmmm!ofmabﬁdatﬁskﬁnwc‘uﬁlﬁskudazﬁaﬂhnﬂ
impact charactesization. That is, inhaladon of plueontum is the most hazardous route of intake
into the body. The committed effective dose equivalent resulting from inhalation of a given
Mofplwnhnismzooﬁlﬂﬂumuﬁ\gﬁmimﬁm[s.Ox-ossﬂBq
{absorption type M, Pu-239, Table 5.29.3(b) of ICRP 71, adult) divided by 2.5 X-07 Svigq
{sduh, Pu-239, Table C-10.2 of ICRP 67)]. Processes and storage options that increase the
amount of respirablc material available for dispersal must be adopted cautiously, since the
matecial is in a physical form that is easily inhaled if an accident should accur. Aircraft impact
ARF and RF values.

The Draft SPDEILS Presents Less Conservative ARF and RF Vahues.

Ondnbaﬁsoﬂiniﬁed&mwmiqpmﬁdeﬁmmﬁﬂnmﬁcmoﬂb&p&ﬂidedm
resulting from ten trials is taken (a reference document, Mishima ct. al., is so new that we don't
bave it and it is used for the basis of this calculation). Variation in the fraction of powder less
Unn 10 microns AED varies by four orders of magnitude. Since process details are still being
developed, it would seem prudent to select 4 bounding value. Instend, an average is taken,
resulting in a teo-fold reduction in app q and risks. This is not conservative,
especially considering the developmental nature of the process. It is also not consistent with the
Pantex Zone 4 FSAR and other sufely documents that typically take bounding values, rather than
Typical valucs. Exclusion of scisoic events beyond DBEs.  As in the SDPEIS, there appears to
be confusion conceming credible accidents and design basis accidents in the draft SPDEIS. The
premise that credible earthquakes are only those with frequencies greater than 1 in 10,000 is
inconsistent with other DOF. safety analyses and standards. Foc exsmple, DOE-STD-1023
Mummmmmmmummmﬁm
=site. MMCEBMMM;MpMSMMQAMNIMW. Effects from
credible earthquakes greater than the design basis carthquake are considered in the Rocky Flats
Building 707 covitonmaital assessment and the Pantex Zone 4 FSAR,

MD18384 Facility Accidents

The inhalation of respirable plutonium from a plutonium dioxide powder
release is of primary significance to doses resulting from accidents. The
SPD EIS accident analyses recognized this and developed source terms
conservatively by focusing on powder process areas appropriate to the

-~ charactetization of bounding scenarios. The assumed quantities of plutonium

dioxide powder in storage at the time of accident initiation are anticipated
administrative maximum quantities, and are therefore conservative.

MD188-5 Facility Accidents

As recommended by the commentor, and consistent with
DOE-HDBK-3010-94, Appendix K.1.5.1 was revised to reflect the use of
a respirable fraction of 0.2 for aircraft debris impact into plutonium dioxide
powder. This SPD EIS does not exclude seismic events beyond the design
basis earthquake. In fact, a beyond-design-basis earthquake was specifically
postulated to account for the fact that ground motions in the extremely
unlikely to beyond extremely unlikely range (i.e., in the range of 1.0x10° to
1.0x107 per year) could be significantly larger than ground motions from a
design basis earthquake, which has a defined annual frequency of 5.0x10
(1.0x10? at LLNL, since it is near a tectonic plate boundary). Appendix K.1.5.1
states that the magnitude of potential earthquakes with return periods greater
than 10,000 years is highly uncertain. For purposes of this EIS, it was assumed
that at all the candidate sites, earthquakes with return periods in the
100,000-to 10-million-year range might result in sufficient ground motion to
cause major damage to even a modern, well-engineered, and well-constructed
surplus plutonium disposition facility.
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Worker Doses Calculated at 2 Distance of 1,0000

Most other safety analyses calcolate no involved wortker dose at 100 m. Transportation
(Appendix L) uses distances of 100 m (noutral meteorology) and 90 m (stable meteorology) for
the maximally exposed individual for accidents. In the EIS, it fs unclear why doses can be
calculatod st distances of a football field for transportation accidents, yet nof for onsite accidents.
Obviously, at the Pantex Plant, there are many non involved workers within (en football fields of
the facility. Doses io workers would, in general, be much higher at 100 m than a1 1,000 m.

HEPA Filter Infegrity

HEPA filter cfficiencies of 0.999 and 0.99 were assumed during accidents. The resulling lodk
path factor (LPF) is 1.0x10-5, twenty times the value used in the SDPEIS (2 x10-6). The FIS
values are closer to efficicncics of 0.99 and 0.995 recommended in recent literature.

Much lower efficiencies may result when filters are chellenged by pressure pulscs {cven those
less than the amount necded to damage the Gilter may result in much lower efficiency), wetting,
oraging. Further anatysis requires more details of the proposed design. The ch thut the

system will perform during an accident are enbanced if there is redundancy. The consequences 2

of many accidents becoma very severe if the HEPA filters arc damaged oc degraded significantly
in filtration cfficicocy. Carcful design and construction is essential to ensure the integrity of the
filters.

Different Accident Saite

Some of the accident scenarios preseated in the SDPEIS are no longer considered in the dmft
SPDEIS. Theseinclnde the dock fire and oxyacctylenc explosion sccnarios. These accidents
were the most risk-significant in the SDPEIS and in our assessment. 1t would be nice to sec 2
qualification as o DOE’s commitrent to reduce overall risk by “proceduralizing out” the latter
haczard, Tuther them leaving one 10 wonder if it was en oversight or omission. The former hazard
is duly cxplained by the sewer design information, as long as they aren't going to leave material
sitting out prior to shipment - perhaps another procedural qualifier would be good.

REFERENCES
(DOE 1996} U.S. Deparument of Energy. Storage and disposition of weapons-usahbls fissile
materials final 7 i I impact

program ‘Washington, DC: U S,
Depertment of Energy, DOE/EIS0229; 1996.

(DOE 1998) Pit disassembly and conversion demonstration environmental assessment and
rescarch and development activities, Preappeoval review, DOE/EA-1207-D, May 1998.

Phooe: (409) 845-3101
Fax: (409) B45.6443

e-mail: ian@trinity.tamu.edu
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In general, it is true that doses would be higher at 100 m (330 ft) than at
1,000 m (3,281 f). This trend is acknowledged in Appendix K.1.4.1, which
states that a worker closer than 1,000 m (3,281 ft) to the accident would
generally receive a higher dose; a worker farther away, a lower dose.
However, this trend is not absolute; for an elevated release (which many of
the releases evaluated in this SPD EIS are), doses tend to decrease closer
to the release point because the plume is above the receptor. Also, for
ground-level releases from an existing building, the chaotic nature of
building wake effects makes estimates of doses highly uncertain for
distances less than approximately 100 to 200 m (330 to 656 ft). DOE

. acknowledges that doses to some workers may be higher than those estimated

for the maximally exposed worker at 1,000 m (3,281 ft). However, there
is no fixed distance at which doses to workers are maximized. Thus, a
reference distance must be picked as a point of comparison among
alternatives. This EIS selected 1,000 m (3,281 ft) (or the site boundary, if
less than 1,000 m [3,281 ft] away) as reasonable, based on its use in the
Storage and Disposition PEIS. A distance of 100 m (330 1) is used in
the transportation accident analysis to nominally define a public dose for
purposes of comparison. This is appropriate for transportation accidents
because it is assumed that the public is in the immediate vicinity of the
accident (public roads). It is also technically feasible because the
transportation accident is assumed to be a ground-level, nonbouyant release,
and there are no significant wake effects at 100 m (330 ft) due to the bulk
of the trailer.

MD188-7

DOE acknowledges the importance of HEPA filter effectiveness in mitigating
accident consequences. For the purposes of the accident analysis in this
SPD EIS, only two of the three stages of HEPA filters are assumed to work
during all the design basis accidents. For such accidents, the two stages are
assumed to have a combined efficiency of 99.999 percent. One major
consideration in the development of the beyond-design-basis accidents
analyzed in this SPD EIS was the need to characterize consequences in cases
where the building HEPA filtration fails. The beyond-design-basis seismic

Facility Accidents
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\;\

event assumes that building HEPA filtration is altogether unavailable; the
beyond-design-basis fire also assumes that HEPA filtration is unavailable
due to clogging of the HEPA filters from smoke or wetting. The statement is
incorrect that the HEPA filter leakpath factor in this EIS is 20 times the
corresponding factor in the Storage and Disposition PEIS; it is 5 times
greater. As discussed in Appendix K.1.5.1, Accident Scenario Consistency,
the value of 1.0x10* was selected as the more conservative of the values

. _supplied in-thie data reports.

MD188-8 Facility Accidents

Appendix K was revised to show that the suite of generic accidents in the
Storage and Disposition PEIS was considered in the analysis of accidents
for this SPD EIS, However, the more detailed design information in the
surplus plutonium disposition data reports was the primary basis for the
identification of accidents because that information most accurately
represents the expected facility configuration. Accidents such as the fire
on the loading dock and the oOxyacetylene explosion in a process cell were
deemed to be unsupported by this information, so were not included in
this EIS.
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Ceater for Rescarch In Water Resources
Ausin, TX 78712

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: SECTION 4.6

The results presented in this section ure reasonable and show that the facility would not pose
unreasonable risk. 1 did not compare specific values for Pantex vs. Savannsh River, bt T also
did not scc dircct bisses that were created, except for transportation. As might be expected, 9
jasufficient data is provided to evaluate the detailed smalyses for human health risk, air quatity,
cic,

The transportation anatyses do appear to bave some built-in bias. For MOX transportation the
analysis considers (1) depleted UF from one of DOE's sites al a gaseous diffusion plant toa
commercial eonversion facility, (2) UQ, from the conversion facility to the lcad asscmbly =
facility, (3) MOX fucl bundles to a domestic, commercial nuclear reactor, and 4) the other
expected transport of pits, PuQy, etc. Possible gasoous diffusion piants include thuse in
Kentucky, Ohio, or Tenmessee. Possible sites for conversion to UQ, inclnde facilities in Missouri,
North Carofina, South Carolina, or Washington. This site of the commercial reactor is
unspecified, For the calculations the EIS sssumes thal Portsmouth (Ohio) is the stz for depleted
nesninm and that the GE Nuclear Energy Production Facility in Wilmington, North Carolina 10
whmmﬁmmy This is assumed far all scenarios. Further, it is assumed thata
transportation distance of 2,500 miles is required frdm the MOX focility to the commercial
reactor. If you look at a map, it is apparent that these sclections present 2 bias against Pantex,
How would the risks change if the depleted uranium went from Ohio to Missouri to the MOX
facility? Furtbermore, draw a circle that has a radius of 2,500 miles around each of the patential
facilities. What fraction of the US is covered Pantex vs aay of the other porential facilitics. One
might assume that the distance of 2,500 miles is too small for Savannsh River and too large for
Pantex. While transportation risks do not represent a significant dose or risk, I would have
expected them Lo be 4 greater dilferential risk deteyminant thun was resented in the EIS.

68L-¢
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MD188-9 General SPD EiS and NEPA Process
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s remarks regarding risk. As discussed
in Section 4.6.2.6, transportation activities that would result from the
implementation of Alternative 4A would pose no significant risk to human
health or the environment at Pantex. Information required for detailed
evaluation of environmental impacts is provided in the references for
Chapter 4 of Volume I and in Appendixes F through M.

MD188-10 Transportation
The GE Nuclear facility in Wilmington, North Carolina, was used for the

__ purpose-of defermining the potential impacts of the conversion of uranium

hexafluoride to uranium dioxide as part of the surplus plutonium disposition
program. The radiological risks of shipping uranium dioxide would likely
be minor, and would contribute little to the total risk of any alternative. The
nonradiological risks (traffic-accident- and vehicle-related air pollution)
are generally proportional to the distance driven. Appendix L was revised
to include the impacts associated with shipping MOX fuel to the Catawba,
McGuire, and North Anna reactors. This SPD EIS no longer includes a
generic distance from the MOX facility to a reactor. Asshown in Table L-3,
the cumulative transportation distance for all MOX alternatives would be
over 3.6 million km (2.2 million mi). Changing the location of the uranium
dioxide conversion facility would affect the impacts by less than 10 percent.
Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of
operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.
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Dr. James C. Rock

Texas Occupational Health and Safety Tnstitute
Texas ARM University

College Station, TX 77843

COMMENTS PROVIDED AT DOE PUBLIC HEARING ABQUT THE SURPLUS
PLUTONIUM

Good Evening: My nasoe is James C. Rock. Imhﬁ:demofﬂnmlndmmdﬂymm
Association, the world's largest association of occupational and environmental bealth
professionals. Our membera play an important role on the front line of worker health and safety.
mnmmmmmmmmmwwuy»mwmof
workplace fatalitics, injurics and illacsscs. One of our goals is to bring "good scicnce” and the
benefits of our workplace experisnce to the public pulicy process. 1 fully support s public

disclosure resulting from the DOE Environmsental Impact Assessment Policies. I define gf“'i

industrial hygicne as the profession dedicared to insuring safe and heatthful use of necessary
hazardous materials and 'y hazardous p Bylludeﬁﬁﬁm.ifaomﬁlunguno&
oeoessary, we should choose a less huzsrdous reph Ifitis dould uwe il in
a safe and heakhful manner, Inﬂxelnsumme,mhvel’hmﬁmlnmgcn?mm soitis
nooessary 10 work with it. 1 want to make three points here tonight.

First, a blue ribbon panel of experts selectad by the National Academy of Science has determined
MﬂmmuhhpzmlymaPmdmmbemm&amdmalmhmdom
form. That process ie called conversion in the EIS, The jon will p [

Flutonium Dioxide, that is much safer than the surplus weapons-grade Plutonium alioys
presently instorage.  To illustrate the benefits bricdly, ] noto that the Plutonium and its alloys are
soluable in aquoous acids and will bum in air under proper conditions, while the ceramic Pe02 is
neither solusble noc flsmmable under those conditions,

Second, my profession has established priorities for working with hazardous materials, Al
harards th personiiel and thelr commanities shonld be known and controlied, ‘The peiorities for
controls, with the best options first, are: process design, administrative controls and personal
pm!emv:eqmpmmt. Pasmﬂmmonsuhaglmnmndmﬂkmwonly
when other arc onavsilable. The Drafi Surplus Plutonfum Disposition BIS shows clealy
thltDOEnfo!lowmglhspu-diyn. Mmydnmmwuolin;DOE.md!be!mallmme
room txlay are participating with DOE to insurc that we oll stay on this track. .

Third, my profession believes in an inalienable right of workers and citizens to know. This draft
ElSptowdudwcvndmecofﬂwDOEcommmnauwf\dldnckme. Great effort has been

pended tn explain the k 10 workers and o lhe ity and 1o desceibe the p
mdeq-ymtﬂmmbungdcagmd!om]dwhnmds Samfeaturuofthedulgn
remadn incomplete. The drufl EIS reflects this reality,

Lumemmwndoﬁetmmmmaboadnmnrls Some sections of the draft EIS
differ from other sections and from previ blished d I believe that reflects its
dnaft nature. Weanhmlod:ymhelpDOEpeeruvxwtbcdnﬂEISmdmuksnumme
us possible before it is fimalized. First, in that splrit, I request that DOE review my sugyrestions
sbout how Bayes' Rule underlics secident models nsed to develop emergency response plans.
{3.C. Rock and J. Kiffe: "Bayes' Rule Underlies the DOE Standard for Alrcraft Accident

S

1

12

13

14

MD188-13

MD188-11

DOE is interested in converting plutonium pits and plutonium metal to an
oxide because an oxide is more stable and is further removed from usability
ina nuclear weapon.

MD188-12 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s position regarding the safe handling
of hazardous materials.

General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s appreciation of this SPD EIS.

MD188-14

To understand the commentor’s concerns, an additional paper (fmproving
Aircraft Accident Forecasting for an Integrated Plutonium Storage
Facility [ANRCP-1998-6, June 1998]) by Dr. Rock, Dr. McNerney,
Ms. Kiffe, and Ms. Turen was reviewed. DOE disagrees with the conclusions
of the paper that a two-thirds reduction of crash frequency due to in-flight
operations is appropriate because the details of the calculation in this EIS
are not accurately represented in the paper. In any event, a frequency of
1.0x107 per year is still in the same qualitative category as that of an aircraft
crash at Pantex in this SPD EIS, and the frequency specification of “beyond
extremely unlikely” would remain unchanged.

Facility Accidents

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
athttp://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C.

B s e e e D i e
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Specification of “ can-in-tanistee” lmmobilization as a preferyed alterastive.

DOE is proposing “can-in-canister” immobilization as its peefetred altemative for
immobilization. However, the DOE"s own reports® indicate that “can-in-oankster™
hnobﬁmhudoswmlymﬁcwhdswmmmmmﬁfmw
resistance. mvmhdsuumdeployanwﬂ’mwwdplwmmdnpwm
Mcﬁmpuﬁttmhmwondwfmplwoﬁm
disposition.” Dul that aabnnﬁepmofkwinhdispocofmmph:
mﬁnhMQuﬁmdUmstmammdm

MD188-16 DOE Policy

In the Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives

(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), DOE identified two potential Liabilities of the _

immobilization alternatives relative to the Spent Fuel Standard. These liabilities
involve ensuring sufficient radiation levels and removal-resistant
can-in-canister designs. Since that time, DOE has modified the can support
structure inside the canisters and has focused its research on the ceramic

providos high confidence in ity to thefl, diversion, or re-ose. 1% form of immobilization. As part of the form evaluation process, an
Recommendotions: o - independent panel of experts determined (Letter Report of the
* ?&mm&'@ ‘homogencous m%?xm .u,,,%f,,} Immobilization Technology Peer Review Panel, from Matthew Bunn to
2. Mo D?:'p::a»: deployment of “can-in-cenistes™ lu.xbﬂmmmshm Stephen Cochran, LLNL, August 21, 1997) that the can-in-canister design
ﬂphn Mm
the “candin-caniste?™ mmw .,mmm.,amdm.l -~ -would meéet the Spent Fuel Standard. In addition, NAS is currently conducting
program sequiresent - the Speot Fucl Standard. studies to confirm the ability of the ceramic can-in-canister immobilization
Quandities of piwtaniem cousidered n the EIS for dpesa) uslag the two spprosches. o approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard. DOE is confident that
Thedntt !;IS mo;fm ‘t:inD vas hmme has determined that an . immobilization remains a viable alternative for meeting the nonproliferation
Mhmm:&kmﬁox fuel fabrication.” Dosummd;m.f goals of the surplus plutonium disposition program.
of a maximum of 33 tonmes of plutonium as MOX foel, while the altematives include
menobilieing 50 vomcs of scrplus lutosin. MD188-17 Feedstock
DOE has never provided justification that eny surplus plutoetum is not suitable for MOX use. . . .. A N X
mmuzmm'mwﬁk;smzm o inin. 'n-eu b“m'dwm Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the
m‘“"’““:;m“*:;'m, mﬁ“'wwmmmﬂ United States important insurance against potential disadvantages of
pcmsing wouid ;:"“:“‘”‘“" o e o Tbeletion o MO focl. Sially. che 17 implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides

immobilization must satisty, mummmhhbhhsuymm
hnydmmmmnsof‘ fum that are xuitab) for either option.

2 i fiom: - B
Mmh&ﬁmﬂmfmmmmmﬁuofmmbﬁhmm
DOE should inchude the cvatuation of s 100% (50 tonnc) MOX fixcl alterative in the SPD IS,
mumemlywmmmmmmmmﬂnmmmmﬁmmkn
tochnically defeasible ovaluativn and decision un the all of lolhclwo i
disposition epproaches.

* Saodia Naticnal Laboratories, SAND97-£203 - Proliferation Vulnerability Red Team Report, Ociober 1996.

1. S. Departwnt of Energy. DOE/NN-0007 - demmwww»k
l‘bikluunlwabm b Jursmary 1997,

7

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.

DOE reviewed the chemical and isotopic composition of the surplus plutonium
and determined in the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD that about 8 t
(9 tons) of surplus plutonium were not suitable for use in making MOX fuel.
Furthermore, DOE has identified an additional 9 t (10 tons) foratotal of 17 t
(19 tons) that have such a variety of chemical and isotopic compositions that
it is more reasonable to immobilize these materials and avert the processing
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Fast Flux Tost Faciity (FFTF).

1 is not clear that using the FFTF to destroy muclear weapons material (plutonium) would be
accepeable to the international communily i, at the same time, the facility was producing another
kind of muclear weapons matcrial (itum). )

In discussing the use of the FFTF for a combined plutoatum disposition and tritium production
mission, DOE should ackrowledge that there is a significant nonproliferation issue associated
with such a course of action.

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF).

'MM“WRMMMMMOXM(WMW& fusel) were
needed for the FFTF operations, the MOX fusel fubrication alternatives may be climinated,

However, it is our understanding that the capability to fabricate significant quantities of MOX
Mﬁxﬂlm?dmmlmmdyuﬁstwiﬂﬁnﬂmDOEmplex.

Recommendation:

DOR should acknowledge that use of the FFTF with plutonjum fisel in this manner would require
the design and construction of a MOX fuel fabrication facility for the FETF fuel. It is the light
water reactor irradiation of MOX fuel that might be climinated by such a course of action.

Hot cell examtnations of frradiated lead sssersbly fel

The envirmmental impwcts in the draft EIS do not appear to include those impacts associzted
with hot ecll cxaminstions. fn porticular, there is no acknowledgement that the hot cell facilities
would be responsible for the disposal of the spent aunclear fuel that results from destructive hot
cell cxaminations.

Recommendation:
OB should revisé the EIS o include these impacts, or note that such impacts are already
included in other environmental evatuations.

depending on the amount of surplus plutonium that would be required for tritium production.” o

o

18

19

complexity that would be added if these materials were made into MOX fuel.
The criteria used in this identification included the level of impurities,
processing requirements, and the ability to meet the MOX fuel specifications.
Therefore, fabricating all 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is
not considered a reasonable alternative at this time.

While it is possible to use impure plutonium in MOX fuel, the incremental
burden to do so is unnecessary and complicates the MOX approach. A
description of the types and amounts of plutonium currently planned for
disposition can be found in Feed Materials Planning Basis for Surplus

. Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (MD-0013, April 1997).

MD188-18 DOE Policy

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as
a fuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF
would not play a role in producing tritium.

MD188-19 DOE Policy

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as
a fuel source. DOE agrees with the commentor that the LWR irradiation of the
MOX fuel could be eliminated should there be a proposal to restart FFTF
using surplus plutonium as a fuel source; however, the timeframe in which it
could be accomplished is longer than that currently being proposed by the
consortium using commercial reactors.

MD188-20 Lead Assemblies

The two DOE sites, ANL-W and ORNL, proposed for postirradiation
examination conduct these types of activities on an ongoing basis. Impacts
of activities associated with the postirradiation examination of lead
assemblies are discussed in Section 4.27.6. Spent fuel after postirradiation
examination would be the responsibility of the DOE spent nuclear fuel
program. As stated in the ROD for the DOE Programmatic Spent Nuclear
Fuel Management and Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

SDX3[—SaSUOdSay puv SIUAWUNIOQ TUIWWO)D
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Dr. Michael T. McNerey, P.E.
The University of Texas at Austin
Austin, TX 787052650

COMMENTS ABOUT THE SURPLUS PLUTONIUM

In addition to the oral comments subrmitted in the public meeting on August 10, 1998, [ have the

Bollowing written camments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact

Statement -

® Reading the KIS, 1 noticed that in several arcas it declares that all the sites to be considered
except Pantex meet certain lavels of potential sircraft crash probability. The oral response in
the public meeting indicatod that Pantex statement was a result of the November 1996 EIS
for Continued Operation of the Pastex: Plant. My polnt is that the pravious BIS was
conducted before the DOE standard for cvaluating aircraft crash probability was finalized,
ummmmmmwmnﬁwaxmmm
of traffic landing at Amesillc and from crrors in the development of the standurd related to
military aircraft crash rates thoroughly overestimated the lkely hood of as sirceaft erash into

e Pantex site. The point being thet the previous smlysis that was donc is in croeand.~~ 27

should not be used to exciude Pantex in ey way from the now mission and therefore the

statement should be amended or removed from the document,

*  Insupport of this assertion that the peevious snalysis overestimated the sircraft crash
probability, 1 offer the following data:

= [nthe previous EIS, the most significant crash probabilities were related to takeoff and
landings of military sirceafi. The analysis uved radar data (RAMS) collected st Amarillo
Airport s analyzed by Dr. Lin of Sandia Laboratorics.

= Wehavereviewed all the RAMS data and rewritten the FORTRAN program that
analyzes the tracks t0 detarmine high altitade versos landing sircraft and found an order
of magnitude reductions in the large military aircraft landing at Amasillo. We reduced
the mumber of unknewn category of flight tracks by a factor of three of more. We now
have the most database of aircraft operations st Amarillo Airport,

—  Using this database of sirceaft traffic and using the DOE standard and support
docamentation crash rates (Which are also in error on the conservative side) for sctmal
military sircraft types flown into the Amarillo sirspace, we determined that the small

wilitary rates were 9 and 8 times overstated foc zones 4 and 12 respectively. The large
military sircraft crach probability were overstated in zooes 4 and 12 by 2 and 4 times
respectivel

~ Using these new aircoaft specific traffic data, the probability of un sircrafl crash by the
peneral aviation single engine piston eategory of aircraft is three and one half times more
Ekely to crash into Pantex than the small military category and 14 times more fikely than
the targe millitary ,

= The DOE standard, which was fisalized after the peevious BIS, has not been validated by
outside revicw and is overly conscrvative in: all categories. My rescarch has determined
that there are significant esrors in the adoption of military crash rates. Error where made
hﬁehﬂpﬁud&ﬁmmd«uﬁmuhd-ﬁﬁmwumﬂsﬂ;
interpreting the location data of accidents, and in calculating the number of landings and
landing spproaches for sircraft types. .

s

21

Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Programs Final EIS
(DOE/EIS-0203-F, April 1995), interim storage for this type of spent fuel would
take place at INEEL before eventual disposal ina potential geologic repository.

MD188-21 Facility Accidents

The oral response provided in the public hearing did not fully answer the
question. The Final Environmental Impact Statement Jor the Continued
Operation of the-Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon
Components (DOE/EIS-0225, November 1996) was used to determine the
operations of each aircraft type. The other remaining factors were from
the DOE standard, Accident Analysis for Aircraft Crash Into Hazardous

-~ Facilities (DOE-STD-3014-96, October 1996), and calculations from

equations in that standard. The aircraft crash evaluation used operations
data from the Pantex EIS because it was the best available data at the time
of the analysis for this SPD EIS.

Inresponse to the claims about having the “most accurate database of aircraft
operations at Amarillo Airport,” until those data are verified by DOE and
made available in a published document, the Pantex EIS operations data are
considered the best known published operations data for Amarillo Airport.
This SPD EIS disregarded any contribution from general aviation aircraft
because the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be
designed to withstand a general aviation aircraft impact. Figure 4 in the
DOE-STD-3014-96 data document describes at least 68 small military
off-runway accidents around the U.S. These crashes are included in the
basis for the crash location density function. The arguments for a reduction
of the frequency of 9 or more for in-flight crashes are not provided. The
analyses are based on DOE-STD-3014-96 and are considered to be
appropriate and adequate for the comparison of the alternatives being
considered in this EIS.
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Joha M. Sweeten, Ph.D., P.E.

Texns Agriculiuna! Experiment Station

Texas A&M University Agricultoral R h and Exteasion Center
Amaillo, TX 79106

At the request of the Amarillo National Resource Center for Plutoniom, a consartium of the
TmA&MMM&UquTmSMMTmT&hUM,l
have reviewed the 4-part d A Suzplus Plutonivm Disposition Draft Eavironmental
Impact Statement: Summary, Volwnul?mA,Vduml—PmB.aM\'olmn@,U S.
Department of Energy, Washington, D. C., July, 1998.1,500 p. While my review of the Surplus
Plutoniun Dispesition (SPD) Envirormental Impact Statement (EIS) was focused on thosc parts
relating specifically to the Puntex Plant and to the environmental quality assessment and tmpact
considerations, a generad review was given also to other locations under consideration.

The analysis of the 23 al it iculated and p 4 for review was thorough and
Wmmwhmmmm 1 understand that some of these
alternatives aro no Jonger under consideration subsequent $o 8 DOE receat decision to locate the
foel rod asscmbly fabrication process using plutonium oxide at S: h River Site (SRS) which
is the point of proposed final utilization in an existing nucicar power plant. This decision
constrains the selection o ulternatives involving Pantex to only those involving (a) current
mission of long-term plutonium pit storage with upgrades, (b) pit dissssembly, and (c) pit
conversion of Pu into plutonium dicxdide, a component along with uranium dioxide of eventual
Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel rods fabricated at SRS, In essence the remaining alematives involving
Pamcx arc as follows (n—8):  Alternatives 1, 4A, 48, 5A, 5B, 11B, 12C, and 12D.

1 do not view Alternative | (No Action) as a viable option, in that the estimated half-lits of
phutonium in its present form is some 24,000 years. This is & Jong time for
militarics and taxpayers 1o goand end protect from terrorism, sccident, environmental snd natucal
md-m'e.ud buman tragedy some 50 metric tons of wctive fissile matecial thet has

th well as obvi dmneﬁmpomuhl’l‘hhpnmmlmeguy@sbmldm
be left for future gensestions of Texans snd other Ameri The 1:1 % i nities
ﬁmuwmmmumwmmmuwedmwmu
fost as well. The other 22 altemetives wonld put all this behind us by the year 2015, or with
mmomm-wmmmmzouam ‘The Panhandle, Texms, America and
the world thea will be a safer place.

So the questiun really becomes two-fold:
a) is the presently-proposed suite of technologivs adequate to perform the plutonium
handling and conversion safely and effectively?; and
b) is it enviroamentally secure?

lvaﬂdcﬁﬂhetbmnqmwtoﬂnmhdmmmdwmumn&nwb:phm
chemical enginecring, occupational health and safety, and other relevant fields,

mummmmmwmmulmlsmmma
wechnical steff and a toam of expests evalusting and providing risk ssscssment foe the
Po/MOX fust i thor with my reading of the SPD EIS document itscif
mgphﬂn;mﬂ:ﬂndahp«aﬂednﬁc,ﬂtmmbsnhumﬁmmmlmg?umm
hewﬁednninu ! secure pnhlblllliea.cxpoan.nndhedﬂ:

1

L
-

MD188-22 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s positions on environmental impacts at
Pantex, as well as the interest of the organizations mentioned. The
environmental analysis reflected in this SPD EIS involved the consideration
of relevant and available information.

Technologiés proposed for the disposition of surplus plutonium are
described in Sections 2.3 and 2.4; environmental impacts of the
implementation of those alternatives, in Chapter 4 of Volume I. As more

-~ -information becomes available it will be posted to DOE’s Web site at

http://www.doe-md.com.
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effcct sumbers aro very, very small. Thhﬁl-uﬁnwvidhclﬁdﬂ-lbym:u-w
wmmamumu’m”wmﬂ.wmn
md&m-ﬂhmw
mmawmmmuwmm
MWIGMMGG“WWWT“

: 28 part of the busman food chain, and
of thowe Who operate them, is parsmound. The recewt, carrent and futoro scieotific projects

ww:.cnmnmmmummm
m,wmummm-_

n serms of the EIS & jteelf, my sk will be reatricted to ooly a fow arcas ot this
time.

- ll l- ‘ d”km {} s al M 'd
352l resources, land wsc and visual sosoarces, and infrastructare. However,
Z M‘mnﬁﬁm&qﬁbmmm.ﬁwm
it in o adjaceai o cxdemsive, crop sad Fivestock production approgeiste 1 the 1og

mhoraﬁ-u:nhil.
*Chapier 3. Afforted Knvirenment—
- mu.wummmwnwam

e casdidaic sites. 1 wor o ocous despite safegoards, the
public would be very inserestod ia food supply sed food chain sefety iesecs, and
farmers/livestock

) o duac Fm.u“

WW,W@MA&MM.WDW Rescarch

iy ndimolvunen!mﬂmemmdpo&mmug”
: wumwmmmmummummm.{

~ms.ﬁ-ss~1§§=mhusmms-am;&m:nﬁn.

Chapter2. Alterustives for Dispeditisn of Sarplus W sable Platenism--
-wzyummmawm_uwmw
decisions reganfing the SRS misss cly Al 2,4A,4B, 6A, 68, 6C, 6D, 7A,
7B,8,9A, 98, :nd 10.

- m24b2-7-&vdxhemmyﬁhmqﬂmhdlemone fiver sunning

mﬂmm@mmamwwlkmd

mw&mmhmﬂmmfum
ing opportunities. “Theee are an important considerations.

24

MD188-23
Incident-free (normal) releases of radioactivity from the proposed surplus

Socioeconomics

plutonium disposition facilities to the food production chain are explained

for each candidate site in Appendix J. Current and future operations at any
of the candidate sites are not expected to impact the soil used for agriculture
and farming in any regions adjacent to these candidate sites. The potential
impacts of the proposed facilities on prime farmlands are also evaluated in
the Geology and Soils portions of Section 4.26. All activities would be
Timited to each of the candidate sites, and any impacts on the surrounding
areas would be within Federal, State, and local regulatory limits.

" Section 4.26 and Appendix K were revised to discuss potential impacts of

radioactive emissions on agriculture and water resources.

MD188-24 Candidate Sites

DOE’s preference for siting the MOX facility at SRS is not a decision. The
alternatives cited by the commentor remain reasonable alternatives until
the SPD EIS ROD is issued. However, 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 15 that are
analyzed in the SPD Final EIS. Table 21 was revised to reflect the deleted
alternatives: 3B, 5B, 6C, 6D, 7B, 9B, 12B, and 12D. Alternative 12C was
renamed 12B.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s statement that every candidate site,
except Pantex, has at least one river running through or adjacent to it.

MD188-25 Socioeconomics

Section 3.1 defines the ROI for the affected environment for human health
risks to the general public from exposure to airborne 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 and livestock, and consumption of
these products by persons living within an 80-km (50-mi) radius of the

SDX3]—SasuOdsay pup SIUFWNIOQ JUUUWOD
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= Section 3.4, Pantex Plant, Pages 3-58 $0 3-124--th tve agricultural producti
practices and programs within a 9-county area around Pantex nor adjacent to the site were
not discussed or data listed. This information was provided to the ANRCP in Yanuary 1998
in & contact project finat report and needs to be prescated or summarized herein. The
aaﬁmlwmmindude:mps(typmnﬂm),wﬂmmpmtmﬁeu.
livestack grazing (rangelands and wheat pasture), cattle feedlots including sources of
ﬁedsuﬂmpplies,bufdmghluimmdmocsﬁngfacﬂiﬁu,mdmhmnﬁﬁu
husu:whn.poulhy.uﬂoﬂnspeduofmlwmcemmidmﬁﬁedmwﬂl.?omﬁd
mmmdm’bheomhﬁon—e.;mwﬁnmmoﬂ;whdmm 25
water prosion, eic.— wre not addressed, Similar information should be provided for all the
odnmﬁdlh:huhﬁcwwﬁveseedmwiﬁ\hdnkcgimoﬂﬂm For examople,
ﬁuﬁ.quaﬂaaﬂemddﬁymdﬁcﬁmmmmhtddnmdwmlnmmm
geoeral vicinity of INEEL and Hansford plamts, respectively, and South Carolina is a
poultry production state. Also, po mention is made of local management districts for
proundwatee and surface water resources; these include the Panhandle Ground Water e
Coscrvalion District No. 3, White Deer, which encompasses an 8-county arca including g
Pantex.

“Chizgter 4, Environmental Consequences-The forgoing comments for Chapter 3
genenally epply to this chapter as well.

» Sective 4.6, Alternative 4A--Indicates that the air quality impacts will be minimal along
%mmhmm,wmmmmmmmwby 26
opmﬁonofﬂtphmuﬂmuhm“iﬂbemm«nﬂﬁmd(fabh#sn
Table 4-58), and resultant site concentrations will be far helow BPA or TNRCC ambicnt
air quality standards for most contaminants and below EPA NAAS for PM10 on both an
ennual and 24-hour aversging time basis.

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 normal operation of
the pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities on agricultural
products, livestock, and human health at any of the sites would likely be
minor. The analysis takes into account plutonium doses; 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.
Transience consideration would have a negligible effect on dose results.
Although specific agricultural data were not identified for each candidate
site in Chapter 3 of Volume I, the 1987 Census of Agriculture was used as
the source to generate site-specific data for food production in Appendix J
for each of the candidate sites.

Section 3.4.7.2.1 states that Pantex is in the Panhandle Groundwater District 3,
which has the authority to require permits and limit the quantity of water
withdrawn. Impacts of releases of radioactivity from the proposed facilities
at each candidate site on the food production chain are discussed in
Appendix K. Section 4.26 and Appendix J were revised to discuss potential
impacts of radioactive emissions on agriculture and water resources.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD188-23,

MD188-26 Air Quality and Noise
DOE acknowledges the comment.
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development of greater scientifi
other sites in other locativns also.

+Appendix F, I Assessment M and dix G, Air Qunlity--

« Does not include information for any site conceming:
- agricultural production practices
- sccidental relcascs—cplosion, fires, spills, ete.
- dispecsion modeli
- greas affectad
- redistribution of particulates from Pantex by water or wind erosion.

*Appendix 1, Socioeconomics

Duoes not include di 100 CC g agricaltaral groduction, 1and use, or rural
idents including whether or not they could be affected,

o

*Appendix J, Human Hesxlth Risks—

- "The sgricuftural dats mentioned (from the 1987 Census of Agricuiture) but not shown

should be presented for all four sites. This information should be presented in a separate

Appendix.
-muwwwmmmmwmu&nmdAsﬂme
scwodilywﬁhbkuwelLﬁmnenﬁdesmﬂlmmesme(hGpmdumkSmﬁsﬁcd
smhwmmmmm(&ngmmmwﬂ),
the USDA-Farm Services Agency, efc.,
- Analysis docs ot appear to take into Pu dosey, i or effects on field
srinmps.ﬁungn.ormimals,naconumlnaﬂcnpamwsys other than direct ingestivn.

Tboppommity'oreviewmdcmmnmumﬂnSPDElSdomemiuppmiued. 1 hope these
mehmgmdngmcdmndpmvmﬂnmfmumﬁmﬁng

nfc the entn] quality for Pantex and

MD188-27

There are no changes in agricultural production practices associated with
any of the alternatives. The remainder of this comment is addressed in
responses MD188-23 and MD188-25.

Air Quality and Noise

The accident analyses in this SPD EIS are considered to be bounding and
address a representative spectrum of possible operational accidents. 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.

NI

Appendixes F, G, J, and K describe the methods used to model
air-quality-related impacts, provide the emission rates for each facility and
alternative, discuss the areas affected, and the treatment of particle
deposition. Because the radiological analysis is concerned with the MEI,
the initial deposition of radionuclides and its effect on this individual are
analyzed. Appendix J was revised to include expected radiological release
quantities from each of the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD188--25.

MD188-28 Human Health Risk

Detailed agricultural data for each of the candidate sites are presented in
the Health Risk Data for Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(HNUS, October 1996). That data report supports this SPD EIS as well as
the Storage and Disposition PEIS. A separate appendix is not needed to
repeat these data verbatim; the data report is available in DOE public reading
rooms. The agricultural data in this EIS are used to estimate the doses to
the population in 2010. For these projected doses, DOE considers the data
from the 1987 Census of Agriculture to be representative of the areas
evaluated. These agricultural data are also consistent with those used for
dose assessments in the Storage and Disposition PEIS.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD188-25.

SDX3]—SaSUOASaY pup SJUIWNI0( IUFUWO))




Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement

"0'(1 “UOIBUTYSE M, PUE SYS XaNreq “THEANI ‘PIOJICH] :SUONEIO MO0

ye swoox Surpea ofqnd o UI pue Wod pu-s0p mmm /s dny je ays gop QN
3 uo J[qefreAr st ‘vAnewid)je paudjad o LM pajeIdosse sasAjeue 100
9[OAS-9JT] U0 SIBAC YIIYM (6661 J0qUISAON ‘E100-TN/AOQ) 1uaunsoq
UOYNJOSIY JUIWUIO]) PIIVI2Y-1S0]) pup s1s0) 3jaf)-afiT uomsodsicy
wnuomyd Y], "UOURISPISUOD 10J WL} SISA[EUR }SOD 3G} 0} PIPIEMIO]
u22q sey } ‘poda1 sisA[eue 1509 A1) 0) APIAMP SAL[AI JUSUINIOD SIY} ISNLIE

3oday 1s0) 67T-881AIN

FIAMSOP ST WO POsEq BIAD
SPEI AAM STOGIARE]O IEAT) “IIAMOY Suslous POIRIOP NOW ¥ 30§ MOJ[P 40U £30p Bodar

Luodaa o ot pyesodsoon

T S MOY] ISP AWSI 9q PN IO Ps Yog) ) Rilas € 58 iR
QUS ¥ O3} PHUTIORSEG §20q, APEI] Swtf ) eI Wy Syl vogesodsuen
ogng sperS-suoduca Sursodxa g pus ‘vousuodsoen 1SS X Liquqand sewn womds
VORISOAETP X WS JI{ FGRITA JOST ) WA Porteeqdurs Kap Sumsy S G UM 0w 300 oY

pozkqene-al o pogs |y sunfy ae esay] paoda g wogdsouy pomadar 5y
SRS SR Q0T 14 - 1500 oL WO19$- 150D Sunessd() SWOTSS - SonNsmco pue ullsa)
33 0} PRIRUIGSS AR XAWG 38 441 XO AP JO 1500 D01anse0o put whiesp 3 ‘g€ du0

=2

A sonioRy o Jo Aue Jo wadng ag
300Cs a8 X X PJSUINGS A e §1900 Bupezado o 1K “SIMTENG. S0 Kt 0 polreps

T 1503 ST} PUN “XIFG I PN J0u 31 SO I 1 SURERdoL 10§ }G9S JO P00 peuoqippe

™ e 3q OS[E PO 1 ) apam <] 1T o 1€ 410 601 HPIV N SIS 0 INDIS WOl

Loea med xapuwJ w0sy Emopd I POCSTIRI. 0y 3900 SIE T PRI ST U 2 *¢-f 4 u)

“podopwap
e SIQUNT G oK FTCHP 0 YAIEIEP K24 8134 06 *Apenurcans e £{peas 3 sys&fue 1900 o1

SISATVYNY SLSOD NO SLNIWWO0OD

Ly 40 07 3IoV]
FIATAPA] YID0Y

- %+ NOISSINIOD) SIDIAYIG TVHINID)




108-¢

. GENERAL:SERVICES COMMISSION
ROGER MULDER

PAGE 21 oF 47

Dale Kloin, Ph.D,, P.E.

Vice Chancellor for Special Engineering Programs
Chairman, Amarillo National Resource Center for Phitonium
The University of Texas at Austin

Austin, TX 78712

RUSSIAN ASPECTS OF THE SPDEILS AND THE SITING OF THE PDCF

Timeliness is the key issue. It has been more than 4 years since the NAS declared the surplus
plutonium a “clear und present danger.” “The United States needs to move quickly to maintain
forward movement i Russia. Financing is not the anly issue in Russiu; they will pot disposition
unless the U.S. does 50 as well. :

The United Statés should push foe the earlicst possible demiliwrization of pits. [ suggest pulliog 30
u.mwmmmwmmu&mmmwﬁy
&)ingdﬁs,itmld:how!hcwwldl}n{mnmio\uabwtmm Finally, we
should scparate demilitarization from the disposition technologies which are likely to experience
significant delays due to political issucs. Placing the PDCF at Pantex provides the quickest route
toward demilitarization.

The US. weuld not ook favorably on Russians shipping pits ily; therefore, we should
practice what we preach. There is no reason to ship pits from Pantex to SRS when the pits are
already housod st Pantex. 1t just makes sense to site the PDCF at Pantex. .

MD188-30 ‘ Alternatives

The United States will continue to work with Russia according to agreed-upon.

paths and timing for surplus plutonium disposition.

Potential transportation impacts of pit disassembly and conversion at Pantex
are summarized in Chapter 4 of Volume Iand Appendix L. Under any of the
proposed alternatives, the risks to the public from the transportation of these
materials are small as shown in Table L-6.

SDX3] —Ssasuodsay pup SIUAWNI0Q JUIMUIOD)
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K. L. Peddicoed, PRD.

Associate Vice Chancellor for Strategic Programs

Texas A&M University

College Station, TX 77843

A key element in the surptus plutonium dizposition mission will be provisions o allow foc cithes

) lions or multilateral hon of excess weapons materisl. These functions
cumhmmimpul-nu.s.wlxymon P =od 1ating 1o the

mxmwmwhﬂuws“mﬂumrm

the Russians for the entire disposition effort. Such bil, gy will also
mmrmwmeus h ;ou jon of Russi facitities that their efforts are
i ! maltitateral pection nder the ices of the

WM:MAMMVmAmqupwmwhﬂohl
ommmiqofus.hdushpmﬂmkeym

Wﬁle&empmﬁncdmwnlbommmmmpﬂoqitmmm”me
eavironmental impact. Accommodations must be made for the facilitics, equipment and
individuals pecforming this role. These requirements can presumably be handled in a
strzighaforward way with minimal cnvironmental disroption.

In terma of the inspection function and its relation to the Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Facility (PDCF), the irput material so the PDCF wil be in forms which are clasmified. However,
the outpat material will be cither corverted to  metal “hockey pock™ oc plutorium oxide
powdkr. &mwdm&mﬂﬁumho{lwmdwmk:@eﬂ
to international inspection. It is aoted that by locating the PDC Facility at the Pantex Plant, the
MMMMnmmW(PmAS)nmmmm
the -

ly of R Mofhedﬁnzmul’moouldbe
dm:nammdnylommﬂhc pecti while ing that
classified informati 1 is ot compromiscd
A second aspect of the inspection requirements is also worth noting. As memioned above, it is

ummmwmmmamnbemwmn This prectades the
possibility, which has been suggested elsewhere, that & fully integrated facility migit be used
Mwﬂ!hwmpbadnhpﬂaﬂMOXMumem Such a facility would not

allow for the inspection of the product of the pit di b jon steps. 1f it were to
mmuammmwmym-mmwwm
ictions for the & jon of unclassified material would not be acceptable to the United

States. Wewoddwmmbublewumumlhemoxfudcmngmmﬁemltofme
pits going in. As a result, scparation of the pit conversion fimction from the MOX fucl

Eabrication will be nocessary.
The?mm:l’hmwndesﬂuq:pmmtyﬁxn&:ﬁm prhdlwmblyudmonmch
meets, in a straightforwand way, the req for key bilateral and multilateral inspection

while minimizing the number of stepe for the handling of scasitive weapons components. The
mammmmmywmwmmmus and
international noaprofiferation goals. BﬂaunmdMEAmmmnhoouldhmmudb
facilitatod at Paniex thereby impl bly and
mmlmmwwmmummlmmmmMgﬂnmud
goal of timeliness which is a key factor in the surplus plutonium disposition mi

17

mmﬁkmnwmhhmmwMImﬂmdofmnﬁmm .«w’

31

MD188-31 Nonproliferation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pantex, and appreciates the
input on existing capabilities at the site. Further, DOE agrees that bilateral
monitoring with Russia of the classified plutonium material and international
inspection of the unclassified material would give assurances to the global

...community of U.S. leadership in plutonium disposition. Once the

United States and Russia complete an agreement providing the basis for
exchanging classified nuclear information, the procedures to be used for
inspection of pits in storage could potentially be adapted to contribute to
bilateral monitoring of the pit conversion facility. International monitoring
and inspection of the unclassified plutonium would also allow the
United States and Russia to demonstrate to each other and to the international
community that disposition was being carried out under stringent
nonproliferation controls, and that the excess plutonium was not being
diverted for reuse in weapons.

Accommodation for international inspection of the unclassified material was
incorporated in the design of the pit conversion facility, as shown in
Figure 2-7. The MOX facility would be a separate function and would only
process unclassified materials; accommodation for international i inspection
was incorporated in the design of that facility, as shown in Figure 2-14.
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7. POTENTIAL IMPACTS DUE 7O HYPOTHETICAL ACCIDENTS
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MD188-37 Facility Accidents

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s conclusion that the societal risks posed ‘

by the proposed plutonium disposition facilities would be comparable to
those associated with Pantex’s current activities.
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Amaillo National R Centes for P

Carl A_Beard, Fh.D.

DOE gives 3 reasons for sclecting SRS for MOX:

Nosuppotﬁncﬁxfomuionh given to support conclusion #3:

o Iiss SRS ever done MOX fuel fabrication?

“Hus SRS ever fabricated standard ceramic reacior fuel?
bsnsmmwmmmmfuen
lsSRSdoingmydryPuprmsing?
Mm::pmisamwchlkincgbmﬂ

duﬁngmmﬁmmdmemplmmmmdmmmwhichm

hnpm’mhlu,wwhﬂwmuememrwiﬁﬁum?mlwkhg? !n(a::l.in

Amarillo, TX 79101

. L. plements existing missi
o Takes advamage of existing inf
_  “Pantex dnes not offer a compareble i including waste r
»  Staff expertise.
No supporting information is given to support \usion #1. What existing missions are
enmyplemented? Nonc scem obvious, There is 0o ing dry plutonium processing at SRS.

lr‘mminenmredoxly.wcmndmummv Pantex site does not require any additional
m-:tiﬂnmSRSfonheMOXﬁciIity(d:i:embemﬁnedbylmkineutheMs

produccd .
idenﬁulfofMOXfotSRSmdPunm),wwhninﬁuu\meubdng taken advamage of that

isn"Lul Pantex?. Also, the document rcpeatedly states that (he wnstosahonﬂd‘nothn;:-major
section

mamulaﬁvemuhsuSRS(mmuypgeS-%).ﬂn“ lative wastc fort

ded.” Also, projected wates req X
Soifmythina.SRSshanldbemn" dvantsge. Also, 00 tysis was donc on the
i tal cffccts of expandi g the water capacity.

other approved ati

24

this. WemALARAoonsidcﬂﬁcmcvnlmedupaﬂoﬂhededsionpmccsﬂ

Phone: (806) 376-5531
Fax: (806) 376-5561
e-mail: ‘beard@pu.org

608-¢

mmaummmdmgempacuy“mdﬂuwmﬁqfotuw:wldbc
i wmmwedwmnsileupacilyifAPTisb\ﬁlt.

lrconvaionisnotdonexl’mallthepiuwilllnvembe:epackzgedinAﬁoo (or some
P iner) and shi d 1o SRS. This will not bave 1o be done if the
facilitics are located Pamtex. mﬂsﬁmm-mm:xedwimloh’nexm&asdum

41

MD188-39

Alternatives

Complementary missions that are ongoing at SRS include plutonium storage, .

nuclear materials stabilization, waste management, and research
and development.

Existing infrastructure includes DWPF; waste management facilities such '

as the TRU waste certification facility, Consolidated Incineration Facility,
and LLW disposal facilities; and safeguards and security systems. DOE is
presently considering a replacement process for the in-tank precipitation
(ITP) process at SRS. The ITP process was intended to separate soluble

“High-activity radionuclides (i.c., cesium, strontium, uranium, and plutonium)

from liquid HLW before vitrifying the high-activity fraction of the waste in
DWPF. The ITP process as presently configured cannot achieve production
goals and safety requirements for processing HLW. Three alternative
processes are being evaluated by DOE: ion exchange, small tank
precipitation, and direct grout. DOE’s preferred immobilization technology
(can-in-canister) and immobilization site (SRS) are dependent upon DWPF
providing vitrified HLW with sufficient radioactivity. DOE is confident
that the technical solution will be available at SRS by using radioactive
cesium from the ion exchange or small tank precipitation process. A
supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0082-S) onthe operation of DWPF and associated
ITP alternatives is being prepared. Although the SRS staff may not have
training in dry plutonium processing, they are trained in plutonium processing.
In addition, reactor fuel fabrication was conducted in M-Area at SRS in
support of production reactor operation, which ceased in 1992.

MD188-40

There would be advantages to siting the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities at sites with active plutonium facilities, or to collocating
two or more surplus plutonium disposition program facilities at a site. As
described in Section 2.3.1, some infrastructure such as that associated with
safeguards and security could be shared. Although DOE recognizes that
some savings could be realized by collocating facilities, this SPD EIS
includes a conservative analysis that generally does not account for these
advantages. Section S.6 of the Summary states that because TRU waste is

Waste Management

sDXZ[—Sasuodsay pup SJUIWNI0Q WO
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not routinely generated and stored at Pantex, TRU waste storage space
would be designated within the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities. Storage within the proposed facilities would only be required at
Pantex because the other DOE sites have existing onsite TRU waste storage
facilities. Section S.7 of the Summary states that although the cumulative
volume of hazardous waste would exceed the treatment and storage capacity

at SRS, major impacts on the waste management infrastructure would be
unlikely because hazardous waste is generally not held in long-term storage,

--~ but rather is treated and disposed of at both onsite and offsite facilities.
This section also states that although treatment capacity for LLW could be

g exceeded at SRS, major impacts would be unlikely because most LLW
could be disposed of without treatment. The source of water for the
accelerator, if built, would have been the Savannah River and it would not
have affected the ability of the site to supply water to the proposed plutonium
disposition facilities. The cumulative impacts section, Section 4.32, has
been changed accordingly. The tritium production ROD that was issued in
May 1999 chose the commercial light water reactors for tritium production.

%

MD188-41 Transportation

ALARA considerations were used by the engineering, technical, and safety
and health personnel who prepared the source information upon which the
environmental impacts in this SPD EIS were determined. ALARA
considerations would continue to be applied during the detailed design,
construction, operation, and eventual D&D of the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities. DOE acknowledges that any decision to
locate the pit conversion facility at a site other than Pantex would result in
additional repackaging for shipment, and thus, increased dose to workers at
Pantex. Section 2.18 and Appendix L.5.1 were revised to discuss
repackaging the pits.
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Paul Nelson

Professor of Computer Science,
Nuoclear Engineering and Mathematics
Texas A&M University

College Station, TX 77843

THE SFD EIS TREATMENT OF PROLIFERATION CONCERNS

DUE TO TRANSPORTATION

s Itappesrs that the majority of the ship that involve significant volumes of material, and
mmmm(udeﬂnedbynindwﬂon.hTathJmp.s-m 0 use
SSTs) would oceur as follows:
~ Campeign 1: 17 metric tons (€) of surplus noupit Pu, from various DOE sitcs to the
- Campaign2: 33 t of moplus pits and clean metal from Pantex to the pit . o

disassemblyfconversion facility.

N

- Campeign 3: 33 t of weapons-grade Pu, in the form of PrO, from the pit
disasserbly/coaversion fiacility i the immobilization or MOX facilities.

- Compuign4: 33 tof weapons-grade Pu, in MOX furel bundles, from the MOX facility o 2

. TIdeofﬂz“oqdywei;hbdsamhgahﬁn‘(p.SJS)“mdbndwem.ehrge 42
anmber of possible facility and sits combinations to the range of reasonsble ahernatives™ ( p.
$-13)is catitled “proliferstion concemns due to transpostation of materdals.” Ivis spplied in
Mawhmmmmﬂdw13w4uwm
further consideration. But NEPA roquires that “all
Therefore, heﬁeuh.ppﬂcdmofmmedmmdgmﬁmmdubeﬁmngﬂm
proliferation concerns nsporiation of these materials are so great that a
mq‘ﬂlkmmumofwewmh o be shipped is sufficient to deem
an otherwise ive as wy
o B there are alteenatives that would pmvide an even farther reduction in the amount tn he
shipped:
~ If all three facilitics were located at Pantex, then only Cempaign 1 (17 1) would be
necessary. This is & 33 treduction from the 50 t otherwise roquired uader amy ather

~ Ifahybrid option were deemecd esscutial for other reasons (¢.g., achioving an agreement
with the Russians), then collocating the pit conversion and MOX facilities st Pantex would
require only Campaigns 1 and 4, which is 2 33 t reduction in the amount to be shipped
under any other hybrid option.

3 Tiis assumes Ml swplus pits snd cloan mera] selected for disposition already are stoced st Pantex. Onp. S-4itis
@umw«emmnmbagwagum

MD188

MD188-42 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s preference for Alternatives 9 or 10,
which involve collocating pit conversion and MOX facilities at Pantex.
The location of the immobilization facility was considered in the Storage
and Disposition PEIS, and the ROD states DOE’s strategy to immobilize
at either Hanford or SRS. Therefore, this SPD EIS does not analyze
immobilization at Pantex. Table L~6 shows the total transportation risks for
all alternatives, including Alternatives 9 and 10. The transportation impacts
for the preferred alternative, Alternative 3, are similar to Alternatives 9 and 10.
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Surplus Plutogium Dispoasition

significant off-aite eadiclogical degradation of the environment has been deteoled.
undertaken with atmost sensitivity to needs of the neigbboring comnunity inadditionto =

will be adequately protected.

While full Nuclear Regulatory Commission Ficensing of the Mixed-Oxide Fuel
Fabrication Facility should be aggressively pursued, external regulatory oversight of the
Plutonium Pit Co i Pmbmtposiﬂemﬁﬂexisﬁngh,mishdshﬁmw
empower external regulation of Department of Energy Special Nuclear Materials operations

p when Special Nuclear Material is 1 ‘ﬁomduyhdwllmdchangedﬁomits
clmmthDmefwmﬂdapMuamdﬂawwm

dbymtm'eﬁepmchxdedﬁommndm. Coope'ntivncﬁviﬁamdemkenbyd»

can occur within national security constaints. The activities of the Defense Nuclear Facility
Safety Bodrd, Environmental Pratection Ageocy, Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, and of states hosting Depastment of Energy Facilities have produced some:
wofwmplianeewithmcp&edirﬂwuypncﬁu and published regulatory stendards.
Independent il ight is clearly feasibl and would be in the best interest of the

of Energy, the Statc of Tcxas, and the Nation.Should the Department of F.nagy

decide to site the Mixed Oxide Fuel fabrication facility, the Pit Di bly and Con
Facility, or both facilities at Pentex Plant, active state participation in the review of facility

Proceasing and handling of unincosporated weapons-grade plutonium represents a clear
departure from the histocical radiological assembly/dissssembly operations conducted at Pantex
Plact. Givendsemmicﬁomofhwmdedsﬁngmgulxﬁon&ﬂnTmsWothhas
actively maintained limited surveiliance of the Pantex Plant boundary and at readily accessible
Mled.udmniloringpumlxmlsiw. Ahhoughbynomeansoomidmdlobeopﬁmum, und
given the natorc of operations involving only bandling of pre-fabricated radicactive components,
ﬂ:ismeiﬂmoemoonsidmdlobcﬂxbuucﬁevable under the circumstances. To date, po

Anychmseinlbenmeofd\emisdonotopauionutdlehmﬂmtmustbc s

maximum attentionto foll compliance with published standards for protection against radiation.
Texans must be assured the public health, the public safety, and the surrounding environment

Tikely %o occur in the foresceable fiture, There is, however, a discrete step in the pit conversion

enviromrnental rifiological contaminant generation. The sioceding steps in the process should

Department of Energy over the past decade serve o indicate that independent external oversight

MD188-43 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s environmental and health-related .

concerns. This SPD EIS was prepared to provide a comprehensive
description of proposed actions and alternatives and their potential
environmental impacts. DOE believes that all activities that are part of the
proposed action and alternatives are analyzed adequately in this EIS. Each
of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be subject
to some form of independent oversight. The pit conversion and
‘immobilization facilities would likely be subject to review by DNFSB, and
the MOX facility would be under the purview of NRC. As discussed in
Section 2.4, it is likely that the United States would voluntarily offer to
have the proposed facilities placed under international safeguards. However,
the process of implementing international safeguards is not as yet fully
defined. That process is part of ongoing sensitive negotiations between the
United States and Russia.

As discussed in Chapter 5, DOE (or DCS) would have to obtain new or
modified applicable State or Federal permits or licenses for construction
and operation.

Based on the decisions made in the SPD EIS ROD, site emergency management
programs would be modified to consider new accidents not in the current
program. Similarly, as discussed in Appendix L.3.2, the Transportation
Safeguards Division has established emergency plans and procedures that
would be invoked whenever special nuclear materials are being shipped.
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1.

A&inﬁngwmdwuldbeminedsaposﬂﬂcmof P

Surplus Plutonizm Disposition Draft Environments] Impact Statement

United States Department of Encrgy Office of Fissile Materials
Disposition

July 1998

Texas Natursal Resource Conservation Commission Comments

Hmd&mdisyoiﬁwinﬂudu&mcﬂ)pmphwmuﬁomhmobiﬁmﬁmmdmoxm
fabrication. Four(l)endidal:siunoonﬁduedﬁnplmnimdisposiﬁoninmeﬁls. inchuding
Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, and SRS, Puntex is the preferred site for pit comversion. SRS is the
peﬁ:redsﬂ:forhmohhwmnﬂm)(ﬁmlﬁ!mmm The follawing comments are predicated

on the assumption that immobi 4d MOX fiiel fabrication will indeed occur at a Jocation
other than Pantex, in acoord:
.of the EIS.

d altcrnatives outlined in Sections 1.6amd2.4.2.1

with the profe

Tbevohnn:ofhmrdommisnothclndodinTabch-‘,Smnryqflmpamnf
Construction and Operation of Surplus Plutoriin Disposition Facilities by Aliernative and
Sise.

A typographic error occurs on pege 3-110; TWRCC should be TNRCC. Anather
lypognphicemrmlsinSedion3.4.7.2.l,page3—ll4;TmsDcvelcpntoadshnuld
be the Texas Water Development Board.

for radiological i

- P

We concur with DOE"s appeaisal that the Pantex Plant Federal Facility Compliance Act
umplhmvPWAgleedOIdu(FFCA)wiﬂhwwbenwdiﬁedmmmmdmﬁnmw
TRU and LLW mixed waste streams. The Hazardous Waste Pecmit will also bave to be
modified to accommodate the new hazardous waste streams. Pleasc clarify whether wastes
generated during decontamination of the disposition Facilities will be considered new waste
streams. WeusumethatDOEwillmideademﬂedlismofmmcmmncmswfmﬂle
modifications are submitted to the TNRCC for approval. We recoramend that DOE not
mmmuthmewmmemdmm.

The EIS states that the plutonium polishing, p will citber be actached 1o the plutonium
musionpmorﬂnMOXﬁndfabddonpmoes(Appendb&N,poch—l). We prefer
that DOE collocate the ag p jum polishing pr with the MOX fuel fabrication

facilitics. We understand that MOX fied fabrication will ocour at SRS, rather thun at Pantex.

'{'_,

44

45

46

47

48

MD188-44

Table 2-4 was revised to include hazardous waste volumes for each of
the alternatives.

Waste Management

MD188-45 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges and appreciates the feedback on typographical errors
in the SPD Draft EIS. The errors cited have been corrected.

MD188-46 Human Health Risk

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. 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 1s
estimated that no measurable component of the public dose would be
attributable to liquid pathways.

MD188-47 Waste Management

Neither the SPD Draft EIS nor this SPD EIS states that the Pantex FFCA
Agreement Compliance Plan/Agreed Order would have to be modified to
accommodate new TRU waste and mixed LLW. Although wastes would be
managed in accordance with applicable laws, re gulations, agreements, DOE
orders, and permits, it is premature at this time to determine whether the
FFCA Agreement Compliance Plan/Agreed Order would have to
be modified.

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. Atthat time, DOE will perform engineering evaluations,
environmental studies, and further NEPA review to assess the consequences
of different courses of action, including projected waste generation quantities.
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DOE continues to work hard to minimize the generation of mixed wastes, and
therefore will segregate the LLW and TRU waste from LLW and mixed TRU
waste generated by the proposed facilities when feasible.

MD188-48 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for collocating the
plutonium-polishing facility with the MOX facility at SRS. On the basis of
public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performed
as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing

- -as-a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity removal

from the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from the
SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein were added to the impacts
sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume L
Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts associated with
plutonium polishing.
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1.

lmebeMpﬁdif&cHSeonﬁMlyMgthRUmdmimhﬂamixed
(bazardous) TRU waste, The mixed TRU waste component is often referred 1o a5 a footnote
(e‘s..thehblainChapm4)o¢nuacknawledgednnl1(¢‘g..AppemlixN). in cootrast,
mixed LLW is consistently p d as a sep WaStC CATCEOTY.

Plesse spocify what wastes will be generated during pit bisection process (Section 2.4.12)
and how DOE anticipatcs these wastes will be managed, e.g., recycled, treated and stored,
efc.

m»mmmmmmwmmuWMommmm
this i5 considered a security issue and random routes will be used.

The risk characterization stales tbat the Ad d Recovery and Imtegrated C
System{ARIES) facility will be liccased by the Department of Enetgy(DOE) and overseen
by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board{DNFSB). Define what is meant by

overseen

thumsidudiombmmzdeforongoingndiobgicpub!icheahhmnmﬂlmcmd
fronmental throughout the life of the project?

Ollpuzel-ZS.\’otun\elloﬂmsPanﬁElS,acﬂculaiomlasumpﬁonwumadesm:ing
M‘mdmﬁmnmnex.mmmmedtohnwmpnﬁmudcpoﬁﬁonof
ndinmdids”.sﬁnedmﬁmnongningpmjecmanindimﬂnﬂhmhmbcm
previous deposition of radionuclides (c.g. survey dam from Firing Site $ residing in the
MnmﬁmeiﬂLinwﬁngSocﬁm),plemexplﬁnhawMumxpﬁmmmode.
Will this have any effect on the modeling results for exposures to members of the public?

PugeS-}Sot’theSPDElSnnmntysm:sﬂntthcmbaoﬂm cancer fatalities in the

mlﬁnnﬁm?mmdmwuaﬁommuldheamdminmueﬁmuiﬁxlﬂﬁ-
5 1o 3x10E-1 if the proposcd SPD facilities were locuted there. Clarify this larpe increase
in the number of fatal cancers due to SPD facility operations.

There is no indication that the nun-radicactive or hazardous air quality impacts will be
significantly different from tho current operation st Pantex. Hazardous zir pollutant
anissiomﬁompitdimsunﬂymdmvuﬁmmmdlorﬁmnmixedoxidefahiw&m
mmhmmﬁwﬁqwkywﬁnmmmm
fic)- buming construction equip sol distreh by construction equipment and other
vehicles, the operation of a concrete batch plant, trucks maving materials and wastes, and
employee vehicles, According to the ETS, air quality impacts during ion would be

mitigated by applying, as sppeopriate, standard dust control practices such as watering or
sweeping of roads and watering of exposed areas. This will control the potential inurease in
the PM10 emissions due W construction activities.

”

1

49

50

53

54

55

56

MD188-49 ‘Waste Management
Appendix H was revised to clarify that TRU waste includes mixed TRU waste.

MD188-50

Information on waste generated by specific pit disassembly and conversion
processes is summarized in Appendix H and is available in detail in the
supporting data reports, such as the Pit Disassembly and Conversion

Waste Management

-Facility, Environmental Impact Statement Data Report—Hanford

(LA-UR-97-2907, June 1998). These supporting reports state that LLW
and TRU waste would be generated by the pit bisection process. These
wastes would be managed along with the other LLW and TRU waste as
described in the Waste Management sections of Chapter 4 of Volume Iand
Appendix H. Supporting reports are available in the public reading rooms
at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
Washington, D.C.

MD188-51

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans are
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and
Hazardous Waste (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal
Phase Final Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997).
The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed
planning with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and
times that specific transportation routes would be used for special nuclear
materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments
that would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS.
Additional details are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition Program
SST/SGT Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which
is available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

Transportation
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MD188-52 DOE Policy
In this SPD EIS, the ARIES facility is referred to as the pit conversion facility.

Tt is not correct to state that the pit conversion facility would be licensed by

DOE because DOE does not issue licenses. However, DOE would be
responsible for the safe operation of this facility. Before the proposed facility
could begin operations, a safety analysis report would have to be prepared
and an operational readiness review would likely be conducted; this is similar
to the NRC licensing process. DNFSB would then periodically review DOE
operations and report to the U.S. Congress and the Secretary of Energy on
the safety of these operations. In this way, DNFSB oversees DOE operations

... atnuclear facilities.

MD188-53 DOE Policy

Each year DOE prepares a separate environmental report for each site with
significant environmental activities. Eachreport providesa comprehensive
summary of the site’s environmental program activities. The sites for which
annual reports are prepared include all those evaluated in this SPD EIS.
Included in each report are discussions of the site’s radiological surveillance
programs and the results of environmental assessments. These reports,
which are distributed to relevant external regulatory agencies and other
interested organizations or individuals, would continue to be prepared
throughout the life of the surplus plutonium disposition program. Inaddition
to these annual assessments, health effects studies would continue to be
conducted to evaluate the health of the public in the vicinity of the sites,
and of workers at the sites. These studies are discussed in Chapter 3
(Volume I) of this EIS and in Appendix M of the Storage and Disposition
PEIS. 1t is anticipated that these health studies would also continue
throughout the life of the program.

MD188-54 Human Health Risk

The calculations in this SPD EIS were performed to assess the doses from
operating the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. The
presence on the ground of previously deposited radionuclides does not
affect the doses specifically associated with operating the proposed
facilities. Doses from existing ground contamination are included in the
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13.  Since no increase in the bazardous air pollutant emissions are expecied from the pit
diassemb}yaﬁcwwmionmndluﬁommbwdoxideﬁdfnbﬂuﬁwwﬁvity,mm
ofﬂ:eduuﬁmmmdfur?mmhﬂwsnplmﬂubﬁumdimdﬁmﬂsmdm
asignificant change in the air quality at Pantex. TNRCC would revisit the
pruposed impacts of facility operations and cmissi and conduct a detailed technical
Teview should DOE submil 4 permit application for a plutonium disposition facility,

4. Ingencyal, the predicted non-radiclogical air emissions at Pantex which are proposed in the
PuFIS, are nin expeeted (o difix significantly from existing operations ai the facility.
Hm.ﬁueucxvcmlimuwbichmedbbeaddwinﬂleﬁml?ums. The draft
PuElS peovides predicted shotuum(l-howoru-bwuvmgc) maximum concentrations 56
for “Haxardous and Other Toxic Compounds.” Whike concentrations axepmdimedloyless
than the 1-bour Effects Screening Levels (RSLs), the predicied 24-hour lion ace

acute adverse effects, it is also Y10 cvaluate the annial predicted 7 p for these

cvmpounds, For compounds such a3 ber ,‘akno'\\‘xghmnmmcinogeu,itfsimponm
to evalunts predicted impacts with respect to | term of annval exposures. For hydrogen
chlol'\d:,lhcmmulESl.wnsdedvedmlx:vmtmmsianofpnM For compounds such
uﬂmmdd:pendingm&espcdﬁcdrwm:,ﬂnmduﬂcﬂmﬂ:wmﬁwmlmgely
on long-term exposure,

Pantex site doses reported in Section 3.4.4. The total doses from existing
contamination and from operating the proposed facilities are reflected in the
cumulative doses given in Section 4.32.

MD188-55 Human Health Risk

The increase in the number of L.CFs from 10 years of operating the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex is the difference in the

. two numbers cited by the commentor, i.e., 0.003 minus 0.000055, which

equals about 0.00295. This amounts to an increase of about 1 chance in
340 of an LCF in the total population within 80 km (50 mi) from 10 years
of operation.

MD188-56 Air Quality and Noise

For the purpose of this SPD EIS, toxic air pollutant concentrations were
compared with the Texas effects screening levels which are based on
short-term (1-hr) and long-term concentrations. The concentrations
compared with the long-term effects screening levels in the SPD Draft EIS
were 24-hr values. The concentrations compared with the long-term effects
screening levels were changed to an annual average value, which is consistent
with current TNRCC guidance. The exposure to benzene is analyzed in the
Human Health Risk sections of Chapter 4 of Volume I for each of the hybrid
alternatives (e.g., see Section 4.3.1.4). No emissions of hydrogen chloride
to the atmosphere are expected from construction and operation of the pit
conversion or MOX facility.
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Review of Surplus Plutonium Dispesition Draft Environmentsl Impnct Statement

My review focsed on the site description and on efternative 9A.

L §P;hm 3.4.2.6 Nonhururdous Waste

3-96.pnapaph3,lh¢:3-4,“Apramdnp;radcwmesmm' wastcwater
treatment system would ensure that effluent limitations are met.”

The DEIS should address whether the upgrade will in fact tack or the
oddﬂh(itwillnotmphw,ﬂn ihood that effluent limitations wi oot be met il
mewndedoanumbplmmhnndehmmdub,mdmeimpmonwmu

0 percent;
%mmﬁge&mmwmmmumummm__ 57
E};g:t)i?ngn”noigpmofupwiq,uﬁmlycpemmbntmcoﬁ paeent@gc

The text should identify the number and frequency of occurrences when the discharge
permits are exceeded under the prevent operations.

The pathwary for contaminant migration through Playa 1 to the perched ground water has
inmg.pmbeenaa{ﬁcal for ground water contamination at the sits so the DEIS
needs 1o thoroughly address implications such as the one rai in the preceding
comment,

2. Section3.4.6.1 General Sitc Description

3-108, paragraph 3, lines 1-2, “The lala Formation of Tertiary age consists of
Iﬂ.‘u?ialmd:md pnvelsaswel]ueo]ianquaﬁldsuﬂsﬂts."

The designation of the Ogallala as fluvial and eolian is a little simple and overlooks
extensive mic studies done in support of Pantex Plant aperations (e.g., Gustavson, T. 58
C., 1996, of Economic Geology Report of Investigations No. 239’;. Gustavson
(1996) stated that the lala includes basul ftuvial facies and that pnol:om-ﬁu facies
of gravel and sand channe] deposits and sand and clay deposi
are interbedded with eolian sediments
3. Section 3.4.6.1 General Site Description
3-110, paragreph 1 on playa o)
'I;‘:‘k:on ln?::s 2-3 overlook the llac( that tllcgzluyas can be dry beeause infiltration rate 59
exceeds

o Werinﬂowmaandmuqupem'hemythﬂmphyabcsinsuempmﬁon
ponds.

4, Section 3.4.6.1 General Site Description
PageS-llo,pmgr;FbZouPhyulwaminﬂaw .
Text states inflow of 946,000 L/day, which is cquivalent 1o ~345,000 cubic roeters per

year (CMY). This is only 72 percent of the 473,000 CMY cited in table 3-28 as

generation rate of liquid wastc. What is the difference between these 60

numbers? Is 128,000 CMY of liquid waste discharge elscwhere than Playa 1 (Text on

;age 3-96, paragraph 3, stancs sewage and industrinl wastewater are dischurged only to
laya 1)?

MD188-57

The Pantex Wastewater Treatment Facility upgrades described in Chapter 3
of Volume I would occur regardless of the proposed discharges from the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. These upgrades are needed
due to the age of the facilities, changing regulations, and problems with
compliance, and are not related to the capacity of the facility. An EA, Final
Environmental Assessment for Wastewater Ti reatment Capability Upgrade,
Project No. 96-D-122 (DOE/EA-1190, April 1999), for the treatment plant
upgrade was completed in April 1999, If necessary, wastewaters would

" undergo treatment within the proposed facilities to meet influent requirements

of the Wastewater Treatment Facility. Section 3.4.2.6 was revised to update
the status of the treatment facility upgrade. As described in the EA, the
upgraded and expanded facility would no longer discharge effluent to Playa 1.
Instead, effluents would be stored and used to irrigate crops grown on the
site in cooperation with the Texas Tech University Research Farm. The waste
management impacts table in Section 4.17.2.2 indicates that the 5 1,000 m*/yr
(66,708 yd*/yr) of liquid nonhazardous waste generation would be 5 percent
of the existing capacity of the Wastewater Treatment Facility. This additional
wastewater would increase the 473,125 m¥/yr (618,848 yd*yr) of current
discharges to the Wastewater Treatment F: acility by approximately 11 percent.
Section 3.4.7.1.1 describes the December 2, 1997, Administrative Order issued
by EPA regarding the Pantex Plant NPDES Permit. This section notes that a
comprehensive corrective action plan was developed. Corrective actions
include upgrade of the Wastewater Treatment F acility, soil stabilization and
erosion control, and operational, maintenance, and monitoring program
modification. The engineering solutions are scheduled for completion in 2003.

MD188-58

Section 3.4.6.1 was revised to include the description provided.

Geology and Soils

MD188-59

Section 3.4.7.1.1 was revised to incorporate the concept that playas may
become dry because the infiltration rate can exceed the water inflow rate,

Geology and Soils

Waste Management -
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MD188-60 Waste Management

The rate that wastewater enters the Wastewater Treatment Facility is different

from the rate at which treated water is discharged from the facility due to
evaporative losses, losses through the liner of the lagoon, and water that is
retained in the moist sludge from the treatment plant.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD188-57.
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Text on page 4-221 states that the wastcwater treatment plant capacity is 2.6 million
[ Jday. In that comect? Given Lhe number of 0.9 million L/day (page 3-110) for inflow to
Playa 1, and assumption that all Playa 1 inflow is from tho treatment lant, thes ths plant

prevently ustbeogemuu' at~35 of . Is this col ? Or is the trcatment
plmope:ﬁngus aumm 3-28 number on generation rate instead
of Playa 1 inflow rate)?

Section 3.4.6.1 General Sitc Description . N
m:;ll},ws“mwmowdammmaquumﬁm ..........
This flow direction.....”

m:ﬁonhpooﬂywﬁnmmdsdeemﬁmmdunmgetmmcDm{
understands groundwater hydrolugy at the site. First, the word ‘squifer’ in Ogallala
aquifer is redundant and confosing; is the refe to the watex lsble er to
i mmm‘ﬂwdhtcﬁm'kmmd;hmzd‘mh’mngthc
nmmhummeeeduwnhd.ﬂ:appmwmpqimofmemuuedmm
lhe&egionnlmﬂmmﬂhmnmd(?)ofbemﬁnmp«!lonofdwwh«n
High Plains’ does not make sense.

Section 3.4.6.1 General Sitc Description . .

Page 3-113, 6 * extent, thickness, and hydraulic charactetistics of (the Dockum
Group) have pot established™

Statementt. is vague or inaccuratc. Fara reglonal srudy thet includes the Pantex Plantanda
Jist of older references refer to Dutton, A. R., and Simpkins, W. W., 1986, )

H; ‘and Water Resources of the Triassic Lower Dockum Group in the
TexnsPIhmdleandEasﬁemNcwMexico,BumofEeommkGeologqumai
Investigations Na. 161.

Section 41722 Waste Manegenect . . o
Page 4-219, paragraph 4, Non ous figuid waste g is exp o
by 5 percent of treatment plant capacity
Sce comments no. 1 and no. 4 above.

‘Whether 2 5 t i inw gencration has en impact on groundwaler o
nmé'qudl?hasmmbeen in ::‘n:wvio\aﬁ routdwasteduchrgmn
need for apalysis of jence in meeting of ing lig: 3
o e S e il oo il ey e
that have a major impact? Is the issue on y oron
mﬁww::lmdyomdwamqudky?mimpmmulq:s”mtmmsem
wastcwater generation have on water quality In Playa | and in ground water? Would that
benminntimpmornmjorinm?lsaminorimpactomhzmmmtsystemorwamt
quality acceplable?

kgz.nﬂmof whether this is addressed in the Storage and Disposition Final PEIS (DOE
19968}, this needs tu be addressed here.

Seetio:;z.‘lg.z.ZWas;‘zl anagers
Tt o ot acceptable o refer 1 the Storage and Disposition ¥inal PEIS (DOE 1996a:3-498)
wi,:hth: e that disch mmmpw is finding needs lo

bemnihmz\ximilaremmnuitonmmlﬂed matter was raised at public hearing in
Amarillo August 11 by a member of the public.

61

MD188-61

As discussed in Section 3.4.2, the capacity of the Wastewater Treatment
Facility is approximately 946,250 m*/yr (1,237,700 yd*/yr), with current
wastewater discharges to the facility of approximately 473,125 m*/yr
(618,848 yd*/yr). Therefore, currentuse isapproximately 50 percent of capacity.

Waste Management

MD188-62

Section 3.4.7.2.1 was revised to incorporate corrections based on the
commentor’s observations.

Water Resources

MD188-63

Information on the Triassic Dockum Group found in Section 3.4.7.2.1 was
taken from the information on Pantex provided in Environmental
Information Document: The Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant
and Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components EIS
(ES:96:0156, September 1996). The particular reference in this SPD EIS
to the Triassic Dockum Group underlying the Ogallala aquifer was taken
from Hydrogeology and Hydrochemistry of the Ogallala Aquifer,
Southern High Plains, Texas Panhandle and Eastern New Mexico (Texas
Bureau of Economic Geology Report of Investigation No. 177, 1988) and
Natural Phenomena Hazards Assessment for the Pantex Plant, Amarillo,
Texas (Jacobs Engineering Group, Contract 05-G010-S-91-0211, Task 35,
October 1993). However, the referenced report given by the commentor
was reviewed, and Section 3.4.7.2.1 was revised.

Water Resources

MD188-64

The Waste Management sections of Chapter 4 of Volume I describe impacts
to the waste management infrastructure. Impacts on water resources
(including surface water and groundwater) are discussed in the Water
Resources portions of Section 4.26.

Waste Management

Section 3.4.7.1 was revised to reflect the status of the Pantex sanitary
Wastewater Treatment Facility upgrade. As described in that section,
beginning in 2003, the Wastewater Treatment Facility will no longer
discharge effluents to Playa 1. Effluents will be used to irrigate crops grown
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Section 4.17.2.2 Waste Management

Page 4-324, pmglgh 3

28 million of additional groundwater withdrawal is 4.5 percent of 1995 production
rate (617 milfion Liyr [page 3-113]). Where does the number on 23 percent of
groundwater capacity come from?

It is not acceptable to refer to the Storage and Disposition Final PEIS (DOE 1996a:4-686
t0 4-687) with the statement that grounds d d would have no impact. This
ﬁndingneedsmbcnguedhememdwamlcvdsmdeclinhmbecamwid\dnwﬂ
aeeedsmhng:Doud:eDOEmnneﬂmmermdleGmundmComaﬁon
District No. 3 will allow Pantex to exceed 1995 ptodwﬁonmes’?lsdxisaﬁmpﬁonvaﬁd
t aoplies to "

or founded on discussion with the District? The same
on impact from operations ia section 4.26.3.2.2.

Section 4.32.3.3 Waste Management e
Page 4-401, Table 4-280 &

Table gives 15 yr production of 554,900 cubic meters of liquid nonhazardous waste. This
averages ~37,000 CMY. Table 4-157 gave & mumber of 50,000 CMY for operations
Tiquid waste generation. How has the savings of 13,000 CMY or 195,000 cubic meters
during lSmxsbeenadlieved? If Teble 4-280 understates waste generation rate by 35
percent, Wl impact docs that have on the findings?

c 24

on the site in cooperation with the Texas Tech University Research Farm.
Therefore, beginning in 2003, effluents from Pantex facilities will no longer
impact the surface waters of Playa 1.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD188-57.

MD188-65

Note that page 4-324 of the SPD Draft EIS is part of Section 4.26.3.2.1, Water
Resources, and notpart of Section 4.17.2.2, Waste Management. This SPD EIS

Infrastructure

“Teferences the Storage and Disposition PEIS for impacts on groundwater

quality, but does not rely on that EIS for impacts on groundwater capacity.
The percentage cited in this SPD EIS is calculated from the addition of the
construction-related water demand plus current usage divided by the site
groundwater supply production capacity. Both the current usage and site
capacity figures are cited in Table 3-36. Section 3.4.7.2.1 was revised for
clarity and updated; it now better describes the relationship between the
Panhandle Groundwater District 3 and groundwater use at Pantex.

MD188-66

Section 4.32.3.3 describes waste generated during both construction and
operations. The total presented in the Cumulative Impacts section cannot
simply be divided by 15 to determine the annual waste generation rate for
each alternative. During construction of the pit conversion and MOX
facilities at Pantex, 25,000 m® (32,700 yd®) of liquid nonhazardous waste
would be generated annually, for a total of 75,000 m* (98,100 yd’) over the
3-year construction period. During operation of the pit conversion and
MOX facilities at Pantex, 51,000 m? (66,708 yd*) of liquid nonhazardous
waste would be generated annually, for a total of 510,000 m’ (667,080 yd®)
over the 10-year operating period. Thus, if both the pit conversion and
MOX facilities were at Pantex, a revised maximum total of about 590,000 m*
(771,720 y&) over the combined construction and operating period would
be expected.

‘Waste Management
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