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STATE OF TEXAS
OFrrice oF THE GOVERNOR
Austin, Texas 78711
ANN W' RICHARDS February 25, 1993

GOVERNOR

The Honorable Hazel R. O'Leary

Secretary of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Secretary O'Leary:

Inclosed are the comments my office has received to date regarding the U.S.
Department of Energy's Predecisional Environmental Assessment for Interim
Storage of Plutonium Components at the Pantex Nuclear Weapons facility.

The Texas Attorney General's Office will forward their comments to you
under separate cover.

The state of Texas has made every effart lo comply with the March 2, 1993
extended deadline provided by the U.S. Departinent of Energy. However, |
have been notified that a few individuals do need additional time to
complete their reviews. Therefore, | respectfully request that DOE establish a
final deadiine of March 16, 1993, to ensure that all interested parties are given
every opportunity to have their concerns addressed.

There is no question that producing the environmental assessment was a
long and painstaking effort requiring the dedication and skills of many
talented individuals. Preparing an appropriate response to that document
elicited the same level of effort.

Rather than attempting to summarize the comments, and thereby run the
risk of either misinterpreting or failing to give them the full weight and
altention they deserve, I am forwarding the comments to DOE exactly as they
were received in this office. Thus, each submission stands alone and deserves
a detailed response to the various concerns expressed in that document. |
dircct your particular attention to the comments prepared by Texas slate
agencies and universities.

Post Oniee Box 12428 Al‘\'ll.‘\l, Texas 78711 (512) 463-2000 (Vour 0)/(512) 475-3165 (TDD)
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The Hanorable Hazel R. O'Leary
February 25,1993
Fage Two

Nevertheless, one inescapable fact is readily apparent: A number of the
assumptions and conclusions stated in the document simply cannot be
verified without more information.

In addition, state officials believe that the methodologies used in the report
addressing the potential impact of a plutonium release to the Ogallala
Aquifer, and the section addressing the Aircraft Hazard Analysis, are so
fundamentally flawed that they must be revisited. In their current foim, it is
impossible to determine whether the resulting conclusions are, in fact, valid.

Once you have had an opportunity to evaluate the enclosed comments, I am
confident you will agree that significant portions of the assessment require
further study. Therefore, any attempt to endorse or reject the assessment at
this time would be premature.

100171

1001/2

'am most concerned about the 6-10 year interim storage period. Specifically, I 1001/3

want to know when this 10-year period officially begins and ends. [ also need
clear and definite information about what procedures will be followed if the
plutonium is still sitting at Pantex at the end of the 10-year period.

After my staff and other state officials have had an opportunity to review
your answers to our questions, they would like the opportunity to meet with
the appropriate DOE officials. The meeting held in January with individuals
from your headquarters in Washington, the area office in Albuquerque and
from the Pantex plant was very productive and beneficial.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please have your
staff contact Roger Mulder in my office at 512/463-2198.

Thank you for your cooperation. There is no question that protecting the
human health and safety and the_environment of the Pantex community is a

challen oal, and a resperisibility that all of us share.

Sincergly, b

; 7 AA

N W. RICHARDS
Governar



TEXAS AIR CONTROL BOAR

fFebruary 19, 1993

Mr. Roger Mutder. Director
Special Projects
Environmental Policy Division
Office of the Governor

P.O. Box 12428

Austin, Texas 78711

RE: Methodology Used to Assess the Probability of Aircraft Impact with Zone 4 Pantex Nuclear
Weapons Facility (Pantex) Stuctures

Dear Mr. Mulder:
Executive Summary

The "Environmental Assessment (EA) for Interim Storage of Plutonium Components at Pantex,"”
dated December 1992, finds an airplane crash to be an incredible event, that is the probability of
the event is lcss than one-in-a-million. The EA employs a method of reducing the probability of a
serious credible event into unlikely specialized events. This, it is claimed, eliminates the need to
report the potential consequences of the specialized events in the safety analysis. I believe the
probabiliry calculations developed for the total aircraft population should not be assumed to have
the same validiry at the subpopulation level.

I have reviewed the methodology used to assess the probability of aircraft impact with Zone 4
Pantex plant structures. This analysis is included as Appendix E in the EA. The modeling of an
airplane crash into Zone 4 structures of the Pantex plant closely follows the methods developed in
the 1976 Sandia report (reference 2 of Appendix E). However, the accident rates and effective
areas used io calculate the probability of impact are greatly reduced from the values used in the
1976 Sandia National Laboratories (Sandia} report. Most importantly, the analysis performed in
the Sandia report is used to assess the overall probability of aircraft impact with Zone 4 structures.
The EA applics the same methodology and claims the estimates of probability are valid at the
subpopulation level (specific types of aircraft). As the research and methodology were developed
to esiimate the probability for the general population of aircraft, the "stretching” of this analysis to
estimate the probabilities for specific subclasses of aircraft substantally degrades the validity of
the estimates generated.

y’\& Texans working for clean air



Mr. Roger Mulder, Director -2- February 19, 1993

Subdivision into Aircraft Subclasses is Used to Eliminate the Need to Consider the Impact
of Certain Types of Aircralt with Zone 4 Structures

Initially, the EA finds the probability that an aircraft will impact a Zone 4 structure to be greater
than one-in-a-million. In other words, the chance of airplane impact with a structure scheduled
for the interim storage of plutonium is calculated to be a credible event. However, the potential
consequences of airplane impact with Zone 4 structures are not reported.

The probabiitty of impact is developed by dividing aircraft into four classes; air carriers, military
aircraft, aerial application, and general aviation. The probability of impact for any specific class
of atrcraft, except general aviation, is calculated to be less than one-in-a-million. Thus the EA
concludes, it is unnecessary to consider any class of aircraft except for general aviation. This is a
clear deviation from the 1976 Sandia report, which concludes only that the probability of aircraft
impact 1s 4.7 in 100,000 (4.7E-05). The most critical objection to the methodology of the EA is
that conclusions are drawn about the probability of subclasses of aircraft while the methodology
followed is clearly developed for a population estimate. This technique of subdivision into
atrcraft classes is used in order to reduce credible events into incredible specific events. 1 am
especially concerned about the validity of subpopulation estimates of probability since the
environmental consequences of an incredible event do not have to be analyzed.

The probability of impact for-a general aviation aircraft with a Zone 4 structure was calculated to
be greater than one-in-a-million annually. Again, the method of subdivision into aircraft classes
was applied. General aviation aircraft were subdivided into two classes: single engine aircraft
and multi-engine atrcraft. Multiple engine aircraft are then shown to have an impact probability
which 1s incredible. It is possible to further subdivide the class of single-engine general aviation
aircraft so that the impact of those subclasses of planes with the Pantex Zone 4 structures is an
incredible event. However, the repert instead references analyses by Jacob Engineering
(Appendix C) which "suggest it is reasonable to exclude single-engine aircraft from further
consideration in the accident analysis." Clearly, by employing a subdivision method, it is possible
to reduce the probability of almost any event to an incredible level.

Zone 4 Effective Areas Reduced from 1976 Sandia Report

In order 10 calculate the probability of a plane impacting into the Zone 4 structures, a formula was
used which considers only the portion of Zone 4 where an aircraft could strike a magazine. The
formula given is equal to the sum of the actual area the building occupies, a shadow area
dependent on the subclass of aircraft considered and a skid area dependent on the subclass of
aircraft. The areas used are smaller than the areas used in the 1976 Sandia report. This is due to a
substantial reduction in the skid areas and the wingspans capable of doing damage to Zone 4
structures from the values used in the 1976 Sandia report. This reduces the “effective” area for
over 60 percent (%) of the aircraft to less than one-tenth of a square kilometer. From the maps
provided in the environmental assessment and references, it appears that Zone 4 covers at least
one square kilometer. Thus, the Zone 4 areas where an airplane crash might cause damage has
been reduced by 90% for most types of aircraft considered. This cannot be verified as the actual
dimensions of Zone 4 and its structures were not provided in the environmental assessment.

1002/1

1002/2



Mr. Roger Mulder, Director -3- February 19, 1993

Probability per Kilometer of an Aircraft Crash is Reduced from the 1976 Sandia Report

A crucial element for calculating the probability of aircraft impact with a Zone 4 structure is the
probability of an aircraft crash per kilometers flown. The type of aircraft crash considered is one
1in which the aircraft is significantly damaged since the assessment claims these are the only type
of crashes which could impact a magazine. In addition, only crashes which occurred while the
plane was inflight are considered. For every subclass of aircraft, the 1992 EA reports a
substantially lower probabiliry per kilometer of a significant inflight aircraft crash than the 1976
Sandia report {see Table 1).

Tablel Estimates of the probability per kilometer of an aircrafi ¢crash from the Environmental
Assessment are significantly less than those used in the 1976 Sandia Repor.
Class of Arrcraft 1976 Sandia Report 1992 EA
Alr Carmier 3.2E-09 4.0E-10
General Aviation 2.0E-07 4.4E-08
Military Aircraft 1.6E-08 3.1E-09
Aerial Application 3.0E-07 1.8E-(7(possible error)

The EA relies on fatal accident figures (provided by the National Transportanon Safety Board
[NTSB] in a memo from Lin and Tenney of Sandia National Laboratories, dated July 2, 1992, to
R. E. Smith) upon which to base a new rate for the probability per kilometer of an inflight United
States air carrier crash. This relationship is assumed despite a comment by Lin and Tenney that
"the number of aircraft destroyed is not highly correlated to the number of fatal accidents.” The
EA reduces the mean fatal accident rate by the ratdo 18/31 to provide an estimate of the inflight
accident rate in which the accident is severe enough to seriously damage or destroy a Zone 4
magazine (page E-2). This method of estimaton assumes a linear relationship between the
known quantity (fatal accident rate) and the unknown quantity (inflight severe accident rate).
This 1s not a valid assumption unless the two variables are correlated.

In order to cstimate the probability per kilometer of a severe inflight general aviation crash, the
NTSB data base was again referenced (memo from Lin of Sandia National Laboratories, dated
August 13, 1992, to R. E. Smith). The EA generates a severe inflight accident rate for general
avianon using the data provided by Lin (page E-2). The most critical assumption in calculating
the accident rate is the average speed. The memo from Lin provides “average speeds” for the

various classes of aircraft included in the general aviaton group. However, the average speeds -

used in the EA are greater than the average speeds reported by Lin. These appear to be the only
numbers from the memo that were changed for the EA. By adjusting the speeds upward, the
estimated probability of a severe inflight crash is decreased. The EA does not provide
justificanon for using the higher average speeds. Furthermore, the total accident rate per mile for
general aviation and the total accident rate per mile for general aviation except single engine
aircraft (Table E-6, last two columns) cannot be calculated from the information in the EA or the
reference documents. Since this is a critical snbclass of aircraft, additional documentation is
necessary to justify the average speeds used in the calculations. At a minimum, the average
speeds used in the calculations for the last two columns of Table E-6 should be provided.

1002/3

1002/4



“Mr. Roger Muider, Director -4- February 19, 1993

Note on Aerial Application Probability

For aenai application, the EA claims the "accident rate for aerial application of (2.945E-
(2/100,000 km, 4.7E-07/mi} was retained (from the 1976 Sandia report) for analysis" (page E-7).
However, on page E-22 a different accident rate is recorded. It appears the accident rate per
kilometer was recorded as the accident rate per mile.

General Notes

After reviewing the reference material provided by the author of "Appendix E, Aircraft Hazard
Analysis," | can find no justification for using three significant figures.

A reference on page E-20 is off by one section. Specifically, the probability equation is defined in
Section E.2 not E2.1.

According to the reference material (reference 8 of Appendix E} used to generate Table E-2,
Summary _of Airgraft Accidents - U, S, General Aviation, the number of fatalites and serious
injuries in 1978 was 1,146, not 1,145, and in 1986, the number of fatalities and serious injuries
was 790 and not 748.

In Tabie E-3. General Aviation Hours Flown (Millions) by Aircraft Class, the number of hours

flown for single engine aircraft in 1988 should have been 21.2, not 21.1, according to the
reference material (see reference 8 of Appendix E). In 1988, the total number of hours flown for
all general aviaton aircraft should be 27.1, rather than 21.1, according to the reference material.

The Table E-5. General Aviation Aircraft Destroved Inflight Per 100,000 Hours by Class has a

colurnn for the Total. It appears from the text that this column should contain the sum of the
preceding four columns. The numbers that appear in the Total column are not equal to the sum of
the preceding columns. Likewise, the Modified Total w/o Single Engine Aircraft does not appear
to contain the sums of the previous columns.

Table E-7. Summary of Military Aircraft Crash Rates. The reference (a memo authored by Lin
from Sandia National Laboratories, dated August 25, 1992} used to create Table E-7 reports the
number of miles flown for the C-5 type of military aircraft to be 517 million miles. In the table,
the number of miles flown for the C-5 type of military aircraft is reported to be 414.4 million
miles.

The definiuon of an incredible event is based upon an annual probability of occurrence. I am
concerned that this may offer a false sense of security. The probability of an event occurring
during the anticipated 10 years of storage is much greater than the probability an event will occur
during the one vyear period used for -calculation.  For example, the

1002/5

1002/6

100277

1002/8

1002/8

1002/10

1002/11

1002/12



Mr. Roger Mulder, Director -5- February 19, 1993

annual probability of a military aircraft impacting a Zone 4 sructure is estimated in the EA to be
2.5E-07. Thus, over a 10 year storage period, the probability of a Zone 4 structure being seriously
impacted by military aircraft climbs to 2.5E-06. That is, over a 10 year penod, the chance of
military aircraft impacting a Zone 4 structure is much greater than one-in-a-million.

Sincg;'e;}y,‘ \/77 .
/ ,/
Lhr—

Alison A. Miller
Pantex Project
Air Quality Assessment Program

cc:  Mr. Richard Ratliff, Texas Department of Health, Bureau of Radiator Control, Austn
Ms. Nancy Olinger, Office of the Attorney General, Austin
Mr. Gerry Bolmer, Texas Water Commission, Austin
Mr. Ray Quijano, Texas Department of Public Safety, Division of Emergency Management,
Ausfn
Judge Jay Roselius, County Judge, Carson County, Panhandle
Dr. Tom Gustavson, Bureau of Economic Geology, Austin
Mr. Walt Kelley, City of Amarillo, Amarillo



) DEPARTMENT QF PHYSICS
o\ THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

7 Awitm, Tecas 18712-1081+(512)471-1153
12 January 1993

Mr. Roger Mulder, Director
Special Projects
Environmental Policy Division
Office ol the Governor

Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr. Mulder:

[ appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Assessment related to the
Pantex Nuclear Weapons Plant. The decision to significantly increase the amount of 1003/1
plutonium stored at this facility is an important one and the environmental impacts of this
decision need to be carefully assessed. Unfortunately one cannot judge from the
document provided whether or not this has been done.

The report provided creates the tmpression of providing a detailed analysis (often guoting
results to three significant figures!) while ar the same time withholding some of the
essential data on which those calculations are based. The public is therefore presented
with what appear to be detailed calculations, on the basis of which well-informed
judgments might be reached, when in fact this is not the case.

There may be valid security concerns which preclude including such information as the
dimensions of the structures in which the plutonium is stored or the amount of piutonium
contained in each pit. If so, two reasonable options are available:

1) present only the results of the analysis (i.e. rust me!) or

o present the details of the calculation in a classified document which could be
reviewed by individuals having the appropriate clearances.

The report as it stands appears to be a full and open discussion of the problem when in
fact 1t 1s not.

On a more detailed note, I believe the analysis presented of aircraft accidents is 100372
fundamentally flawed. While aircraft accidents might occur at a rate estimated to be

more than 10-6 per year, analysis of the impact of air carrier or military accidents was not
included on the basis that this subgroup had a probability estimated to be less than 10-6

per vear. This procedure of dividing an accident class into subgroups in order to reduce

the probability of each subgroup below that necessary for inclusion is surely unjustified.
(When carried to its logical conclusion one could divide the class of aircraft accidents to a
subgroup which consisted of MD-88 aircraft, carrying exactly 121 passengers flown by a
captain named Kruger on Thursday!) Risk analysis should be performed on the basis of



Mr. Roger Mulder, Director
Page Two
12 January 1993

probability times consequences. Excluding low probability events (below some 1003/3
threshold) which could have catastrophic consequences 1s clearly wrong.

I hope you find these comments useful. If you would like to discuss this issue further
please call me at (512)471-1053.

Sincerely,

Thomas A. Griffy
Professor of Physics

TAG:dlw
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U5 Department Amarilloc ATCT
of Tronsportaton Rt 3, Box 579
Federal Aviation Amarillo, Texasn
Adminisiration 79107
Januvary 28, 1993
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PO At
Josaph A. Martillotti T !
Bureau of Radlation Control ?;.. -
Pantex 8pecial Project Coordinatoer ?:ﬁ; !
Division of Compliance mnd Ingpection oh j:
1100 West 49th Street oML I
- [ams)
Auetin, Texas 78756-318% ) 0o
=
Mr. Martillotzi:
During the months of January, February and March, 19%1, undery 1004/1
the "Freedom of Information Act”, I provided informatlion to a

contractor for the Department of Energy. This information wvas
limited to Amarilloc Alrxr Traffic Contrel Towers' monthly traffic

count logs and the Daily Flight Progress Strips on airecraft
operating in our airspace.

The Aircraft Hazard Analysis Data on pages 6-5 through 6-8 and
Appendix E of the Environmental Assessment prepared by the
United States Departmsent of Energy has no resemlblance to the
data provided by this office. Therefore, I am unable Lo comment
on any informaticon contained in the Aesesgsment., For your in-
formatian, the total aircraft operations for the Amarlllo area
in the CY 1992 wag 21,800, Any further restrictions to flight
or changes of airspace to the Pantex Prohibitive arsa would have

an immediate and adverse impact on the utilization of Amarillo
International Airport.

If you have any questions, pleasge do not hesitate to call.

O bt

C. Roep Schulks of >
Alr Traffic Manager . ¢ of paaco
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;oute 2, .ox 11
tankhandle, Texas 7¢0tc
Tebruary b, 1462

“orer Mulder

Director cf Special frojects
smvirormental tolicy Tivision
{ffice cf the Toverncr

DL lox12482E8

Caritcl Station

Austin, Texas 72711

LER

Jear hozer:

The enclosed comments were made by our son after he carefully reviewed
the snvironmental Assessment prepared by the Lnited States Depart-
ment of znergzy regardinz the proposal to increase the storage of
rlutenium at the lantex site in Carson County.

James }ichael (Mike) Csborne received his ESAY from Texas A&M
Lniversity in 1987, His ¢35 years of experience in the aerospace
engineering field include propulsion speciallist for General
Dynemics in Ft. dorth on ¥ 16 and ¢ 11 military aircraft; Gulf-
stream in Savanah, %eogia; and 3enior Engineer in FPropulsion for
lLearjet in Wwichita, ¥ansas. Mike has his private pilot's license,

Mike was raised on the farm immediately to the north of the plant
and cdirectly under the flight approach and take-off path of the
Amarillo International Alrport where all military aircraft practice
landing with touch and go practices as well having been a SAC base
for the Air Force during Mike's childhood. Mike has seen many
aircraft of all kinds flying direcily overhead and over the Pantex

plant.

He noted that the EA did not address Helecopters that fly over the 1005/1
site. All types of military helecopters can be seen on a regular
vases, This type of alrcraft does not crash by skidding. They

crash by falling straight down,

Mike also noted that no mention of the about 1955 emergency landing 1005/2
of a £ 25 on the site near the present burning ground after the plane

ran out of fuel.

Flease consider Mike's remarks carefully as you review the EA,

7.
Thank you. -
[/’
3incerely,
) / /‘)‘
L A [W



COMMENTS ON AIRCRAFT HAZARD ANARLYSIS

Upon reviewing the Aircraft Hazard Analysis {Section E} a number of
fallacies become readily apparent.

Firstly, there appear to be numerous mathematical errors within the
tables presented. While it may be that the values presented in those
tables have been adjusted through the use of factors, this is not readily
apparent from the column headings. Many of the mathematical errors are
in a conservative direction, but their existence seriously clouds the
credibility of the report itself. Further review of the references quoted
in support this analysis would be required in order to determine if the
statistics presented are valid.

Secondly, the term “General Aviation® is grossly misused in the 1005/3

Aircraft Hazard Analyeis. Traditionally, “"General Aviation" has been used
to describe all aeronautical activity that is neither military nor ciwvil,
that pertaining teo airlines. Typically, agricultural aviation ies also
excluded from that heading. General aviation is made up of aircraft ranging
in size from the 1600 1lb Cesegna 150/152 and smaller up through the 73600 lb
Gulfstream IV. The 3500 lb aircrafr used in the Aircraft Hazard Analyeis

is hardly representative of General Aviation as it currently exists.

Thirdly, the definition of the takeoff and landing phases of flight
as being within 5 kilometers of the airport in highly misleading. By using
this definition of the takeoff and landing phases as being those within §
kilometers of the runway, the analysis is able to take advantage of the
lowaer occurrence of aceidents for the "inflight" phase, This ignores the
fact that a high percentage of-the flights over the Pantex plant are by
aircraft making straight-in approaches to the NE-SW runway at Amarillo
International Airport. These flights congist of military training flighta,
as well as military cargo flights by C-5A, C-5B, C-141B and C-130 aircrafrt,
Few light aircraft actually pass over the plant while on approach to the
NE-SW runway at Amarille Intermational Airport due to the zone of prohibited
airspace and due to normal operational requirements. Typically, these
aircraft do not make straight-in approaches, but rather, fly a much smaller
traffic pattemn. :

The combined effect of the mis-definition of General Aviation and the
cperation of larger military aircraft over the Pantex plant implies an
exposure to accidents involving much heavier aircraft. A 3500 lb aircraft
with a 500 1lb engine is representative of single-engine aircraft only. The
Beechcraft 300LW is alsc representative of General Aviation. This aircraft
is a twin-engine turbo-prop up to 14000 lbs and being driven by two engines
weighing 465 lbs each without accessories. <The Learjet Model 235 ig a twin-
engine turbofan weighing up to 18500 lbs and powered by two engines weighing
734 lbs each without accessories. The Gulfstream IV mentioned above weighs
up to 73600 lbs and is powered by two turbofan engines each weighing 31100 lbsa
without accessories.

At this point it should also be noted that the military cargo aircraft
that routinely operate over Pantex operate at much higher weights. The
C-130 turboprop weighs up to 155000 lbs and is driven by four engines each
weighing approximately 1800 lbs. The C-141B weighs up to 343000 lhs and is
powered by four turbofans weighing in excess of 4300 lbs each. Finally, the
C-5B weighs up to 837000 1lbs and uses four turbofans weighing more than 7900
1bs each,

Further, the Aircraft Hazard Analysis seems to consider only accidenta 10054
in which the aircrafr slides to a Stop, a condition consistent with takeoff
or landing incidents. No effort is made to analyze higher angle impacts
rqsglting in energy dissipation through cartwheeling (Sioux City, Iowa DC-10
accident) or the cratering resulting from high impact angleg. Due to the



distance from the runway {quoted as being 13.6 km), aircraft passing over
the Pantex plant and following a standard 3 degree glide slope will be at

an altitude of approximately 2300 feet above ground level. This 1s not
conducive to a eliding impact, but rather a high angle impact with resulting
vertical penetration of components into the crash site. In this type of
accident, the low-pressure rotor shafts of turbine engines have been known

toc penetrate several feet of granite.

The aircraft speed of 80 mph at the time of the accident, as gquoted 1005/5
in the Aircraft Hazard Analyis is also highly unrealistic. This is stated
to be derived by multiplying the landing speed of a single-engine aircraft
by 1.2. It should be noted that FAR Part 23 équires single-engine aircraft
to have a stall speed of not greater than é1 knots Indicated Airspeed (KIAS),
or 70 mph. Multiplying this wvalue by 1.3 results in a speed of 79.3 KIAS or
91 mph. This is approximately the lowest speed that would be anticipated.
Multi-engined aircraft typically stall at higher speeds, and most turbofan
aircraft stall at speedes in excess of 100 KIAS or 115 mphwhen operating at
light weights. At heavy weights, the stall speed may rise to more than 150
KIAS or 173 mph. Thege speeds are only consistent with low angle impacts,
High angle impacts may occur at speeds exceding the maximum operational
speed of the aircraft.

Additionally, no mention is made of the effects of a post-crash fire 1005/6
or explosion in the Airecraft Safety Analysis. In the event of an accident
involving a large turbine-engined aircraft, several thousand gallons of
jet fuel would be available for combustion. This is not addressed.

Finally, the military aircraft accident rates fail to include a number 1005/7
of major accidents. The C-5 is listed as having had no crashes when, in
fact, two are easily recalled. The first of thege in the 1970's involved
a C-5, departing from the Republic of Vietnam, and carrying a large number
of orphaned children. During the climb to altitude, several minutes after
takeoff, a door seal failed and eventually resulted in the uncontrolled
descent and crash landing of the aircraft. The second, more recent accidenc
took place near Ramsetein AFB in Germany and was associated with Operation
Desert Shield.

The B-1B is also listed as having had no accidente. Disregarding the
loss of one proto-type at-Edwards AFB due to the failure to maintain proper
center-of-gravity during a stall test, three operational aircraft have been
lost to date. The first, in Colorado, was due to a bird strike while
operating at low level and was a high-energy impact. The gecond, at Dyess
AFB in Abilene, TX was due to the catastrophic failure of the low-pressure
rotor_of one of the four engines. The third was in late 1992 in the Davis
Mountaine of Texas.

At approximately the same time as the third B-1B accident, two C-141
aircraft were involved in a mid-air collision at high altitude over Montana.
Both aircraft were degtroyed. These accidents involve military aircraft of
types that routinely f£ly over the Pantex plant and are not addressed in the
Airecrafc Hazard Analysis.

In summary, the Aircraft Hazard Analyeis contains numerous errors and
omissions. Throughout the document, mathematical errors are found. Speeds 1005/8
are qucted in mph when they are actually in knots, roughly a 15% error in
in non-conservative direction. The impact energies considered are low in
magniitude by as much as 32% due to the uge of incorrect units of velocity
{based upon the velocity-squared term in the equation for kinetic energy).

This does not address the unrealistically small aircraft and light weights

or the low impact velocities used in the analysis. No effort was made to
address the penetration by high-density engine rotating components or
post-crasn fire. Overall, considerable work is required to produce an 1005/9
acceptable analysie of hazards posed by aircraft, This Aircraft Hazards
Analysis does not provide a comprehensive or accurate picture of the

danger pcsed by aircraft to material stored at the Pantex plant.
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February 25, 1993

Mr. Roger Mulder

Director, Special Projects
Environmental Policy Division
Office of the Govermor
Austdn, TX 78711

Dear Roger:

As requested in your letter, we have reviewed the “Environmental Assessment for Interim
Storage of Plutonium Components at Pantex.” Our remarks address Section 7 therein and
an included report titled “Potential Ogallala Aquifer Impacts of a Hypothetical Plutonium
Dispersal Accident in Zone 4 of the Pantex Plant” by Turin and others (1992),

Scientists assigned to the Pantex Project have attempted to provide a constructive and, to
the extent feasible, thorough review of this important document. We have not sought to
address all elements of the Turin analysis, particularly those dealing with plutonium
chemistry, dosage, and toxicity; these are matters we do not ordinarily deal with and thus
are largely outside our area of expertise. Rather, our principal focus is on a central
element of the repor, vadose zone flow and contaminant transport, which is the major
focus of our ongoing Pantex study. We have raised several questions and have included
suggestions for improving the report. Two sets of comments are included in the attached
review: (1) comments on technical issues, which critically review four of the five
assumptions upon which this ground-water impact analysis is based and (2) specific
comments, which are identified by page and line number.

In our view, the Turin report requires revision, for, in our judgment, four of the five
assumptions that were used in preparing the ground-water impact study need further
supporting analysis as outlined in the attached comments.

If you have any questions, please call me at (512) 471-1534.

Auburn L. Mitchell
Acting Associate Director

ALM:Ich
Attachment

cc:  W.L. Fisher
J. A Raney
T. C. Gustavson
P. C. Bennet
K. A. Ramnwater




SUMMARY

This review of “Potential Ogaliala Aquifer Impacts of a Hypothetical Plutonium Dispersal
Accident in Zone 4 of the Pantex Plant” by H. J. Turin, I. R. Triay, W. R. Hansen, and W. J.
Wenzel, is divided into two sections. The first section addresses technical issues and concerns
about the conceptual model of the hypothetical accident. The second section lists specific technical
comments.

Turin and others (1992) (see also Section 7 in the EA Summary) describe a hypothetical
accident in which plutonium is released into the atmosphere, dispersed by wind, and deposited on
the land surface. Transpont rates are then calculated for movement of the released plutonium to the
Ogallala aquifer. The authors state that “...we have consistently made conservative assumptions to
maximize the probability of identifying any real threats to the Ogallala Aquifer” (Tunin and others,
1992, p. 2). In our opinion, some elements of this report are not conservative or are in need of
revision as outlined below. Conversely, as we also point out below, some elements of the analysis

may be more conservative than recognized.

Technical Issues

I. Cleanup to the Level of 0.2 j.lCi/m2 Following the Hypothetical Accident

The first assumpn’onl(ljstcd on page 7-1 of the EA report and on page 1 of Turin and others, 1992)
is that “Surface soils would be decontaminated to levels no greater than 0.2 pCi/m?- following the
hypotheucal accident. (Previous experience indicates that this level is achievable).” Neither the EA
nor Turin and others (1992) provide support for this critical assumption, and numerous questions
about it can be raised. First, the potential for soil and ground-water contamination at initial post-
accident levels during the cleanup period cannot be summarily excluded. Accordingly,

documentiation should be provided on the anticipated range of initial contamination levels at the

1006/1



surface prior to decontamination. Further, the basis for concluding that a maximum post-cleanup
radiation level of 0.2 pCi/mZ2 is achievable should be provided. If this assumption is based on
previous remediation efforts, the report should discuss such prior cleanups and show that they are
applicable 1o the Pantex Plant area.

Second, the length of time taken for cleanup is important to assessing plutonium
concentrations in soils, and in particular playas, during this period!. The inference that cieanup will
be performed in a timely fashion using methods based on past experience for released plutonium
needs explanation. Will soil removal be required? If so, this task could be substantial. For
example, if the accident occurred as described but with contamination spread over gnly 1/5 of 1
percent of the 50-mi- (80-km-) radius, then the following volumes of contaminated soil would
result. If only the top 4 inches (10 cm) of soil had 1o be removed during decontamination of this
15.7 mi2 (40 km2) area, the volume of soil would equal approximately 5,000,000 yd3
- (4,500,000 m3). If 250 trucks with a carrying capacity of 10 yd3 (7.6 m3) were used, and each
truck could make 12 round wips per day 1o a temporary disposal facility, then the total cleanup time
required would be 160 days.

Because of the tme likely required to achieve decontamination to the de;ired level throughout
the affected area, it appears unrealistic to assume that no plutonium concentration above
0.2 1Ci/m2 will oceur in soils prior to decontamination or during cleanup. For example, if the
cleanup period extends as long as one year, a rainfall event with a 5-year return interval would
have a 20% chance of being equaled or exceeded in that one-year period. According to Becker and
Purtymun (1982} in a2 previous study of the Pantex Plant region, there is a recurrence interval of 5
years for a 2.9-in (7.36 cm) rainfall event in a 6-hour period and a 3.7-in (9.40 ém) rainfall event
in a 24-hour period. Any precipitation event that produced significant surface runoff, such as a 5-

year return-interval storm, would result in concentration of plutonium contamination because of the

! These comments regarding the potential for rainfall runoff to concentrate plutonium prior 1o and during cleanup do
not consider the eflect of applying substances ({ixants) Lo the land surface w hold the pluonium in place. If fixants
will be applied, the report should discuss their effectiveness in holding plutonium in place under minfall conditions

based on prior use Or tests.
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closed drainage typica! of the region. In sum, the cleanup effort could require some time, during
which contaminated soil would be exposed to rainfall/recharge events. Runoff could possibly
concentrate contaminants in playas, and contamination could extend to the subsurface. Thus, the
concepiual model described for this hypothetical accident is presently unsubstantiated with regard
to the implication that cleanup could be completed prior to movement of plutonium into the

subsurface and with regard to the initial concentration of 0.2 nCiym2 of plutonium.

II. Pivtonium Concentrations in Sotls

The second assumption (listed on page 7-1 of the EA report and on page 1 of Turin and others,
1992) is “Surface transport processes may increase soil concentrations ten-fold to 2.0 uCi/mz2,
before infilration takes place.” The assumption that only a tenfold increase in contaminant levels
for playa basins in the area of the Pantex Plant is questionable. Data from an invesugation by
Becker and Purtymun (1952) of the 10 playa basins on or immediately adjacent to the Pantex Plant
indicate a significantly higher concentration factor. Becker and Purtymun’s method for determining
concentration potential is based on the ratio of surface area of the playa (drainage) basin 10 the
surface area of the playa floor (collection point for the basin). They reported measured areas for 10
basins (Turin’s Basin No. 7 had zero acres recorded for the playa floor and is thus ignored in the
following statistics). The minimum basin-to-playa ratio reported, and therefore the minimum
concenmration factor, was 12 {for their Basin No. 10). Thus, the concentration ratio of 10 is neither
conservative nor equivalent to the actual minimum measured ratio. The maximum ratio was 29 (for
their Basin No. 3), The mean ratio for the nine basins is 21, with a standard deviation of 8.
Therefore, if a “conservarive” value is used for the potential concentration of contaminants, a
minimum factor of 25 to 30 should be selected, assuming an antecedent moisture concentration of
saturation and no infiltration of precipitation.

To accurately determine a more statistically defensible “conservative™ concentration factor, an

effort could be made to compute the ratio of playa-basin surface area to playa-floor surface area for
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all of the basins in the 80-km radius of the hypothetical accident area. This could be done by
comparing the area of Randall Clay soils (playa floors) to the area of upland soil. Soil data are

available in county soil surveys published by the USDA Soil Conservation Service.

IT1. Flow and Contaminant Transport Through Playas

The third assumption (listed dn page 7-1 of the EA report and on page 1 of Turin and others,
1992) states that “Recharge to the Ogallala Aquifer is focused at playa lake beds. Playa lake
recharge rates are approximately 3 cm/yr, ten times the High Plains average.” The assumption that
recharge to the Ogallala aquifer is focused in playa lake beds is probably valid.2 However, in our
view, the 3 cm/yr playa lake recharge rate, which is reported to be 10 umes the High Plains’

average recharge rate, is probably invalid for this contaminant transport analysis.

A. In Contaminant Transport Analysis, a “Site Specific” Recharge Rate Should Be Used
Rather Than Regionally Averaged Recharge Values

Turin and others (1992) point out that local variability in recharge rates may be quite high, but
these values may be averaged over larger areas to provide a representative recharge rate for the
entire landscape. This approach is suitable for estimating regional ground-water resources, but it is
nor valid for evaluation of site-specific ground-water contamination. In contaminant transport
analyses it is important to know not only the rate at which water is recharged to an aquifer but also
the rate and concenmraton at which contaminants move down to the aquifer. Gee and Hillel (1988)
discuss the fallacy of averaging, and Gee and others (1991} discuss the importance of preferred
pathways that may bypass much of the vadose zone and transport contaminants directly to an
underlying aquifer. If most of a rcéion's recharge occurs beneath only 3 to 4 percent of the land
surface, then the much higher focused recharge rate actually would transport a greater mass of

contaminants at greater velocities than would be predicted from regionally averaged recharge

values.

2 Preliminary results of hydrological studies at the Pantex Plant suggest that ditches might also have been imponant
sources of recharge during the Plant's history,
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The methodologies and recharge values listed in the Turin report are not appropriate for
several reasons. For example, most of the recharge rates reported in Turin and others (1992) are
based on very little quantitative data (Wood and Petraius, 1984), or on a ground-water flow model
calibration (Knowles, 1984; Luckey, 1984)3 . Recharge rates based on the chloride mass balance
approach (Stone and McGurk, 1985) are subject to the assumptions of one-dimensional piston-
type flow and of precipitation as the only source of chloride (Scanlon, 1991). Because surface
runoff into the playas provides another source of chloride such as irmigation retum waters, recharge
estimates based on the chloride mass balance approach in playa settings are minimum estimates.
Therefore, the recharge values provided by Stone and McGurk (1985) should be used only as
minimum estimates and not as absolute values, as in the EA. In addition, the potential existence of
preferential flow pathways beneath playas may invalidate the application of the chloride mass
balance approach beyond estimating minimum recharge rates.

The method used by. Nativ (1988) and Nativ and Riggio (1990) in calculating recharge rates,
which ranged from 1.3 to 8 cm/yr, is probably the most applicable for this study. This range in
recharge rate is based on “bomb” witivm* found in shallow Ogallala aquifer wells in Lubbock
County. Turin and others (1992) accept the methods used and recharge rates reported in Nativ
(1988) and Nativ and Riggio (1990) but point out that the higher rates were recognized in areas far

south of the Pantex Plant. However, as discussed next, Nativ (1988) also reports elevated tritium

in a well near the Pantex Plant.

B. A Proposed “Site Specific” Recharge Rate Based On Known Tridum Levels In Wells
Omn or Near Pantex Plant

Nativ (1988) reports elevated tritium in 2 well in Carson County, immediately north of the

Pantex Plant in the Amarillo Well Field (Well No. 627, TWC No. 06-44-207) and in a well in

3 The comment at page 6 of the Turin report that the narrowness of the range in estimated recharge rates suggests
that the numbers are accurate, is clearly not applicable when evaluating contaminant transport. In reality, the
narrowness of range probably means that previous workers have not adequately considered natural variation.

4 “Bomb” tritium is derived from atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons during the late 1950°s and early 1960, The
presence of elevated Lrhtium levels in ground water indicates, because of triium's short half life, that those walers
were recharged during the last 40 years.
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northern Armstrong County. Therefore, on the basis of these data alone, there is clearly some
recharge in progress at rates capable of ransporting tritium to the water table at depths of at least
200 to 500 ft (161 to 152 m), and this recharge has been occurring within the last 40 years. In the
Pantex Plant area, Bureau scientists found elevated tritium in all wells producing from a perched
aquifer. Tritium levels in these wells range from (0.4 tritium (TU) (in well OW-WR-44) 10 44 TU
(in a private wel 1.5 mi south of the Pantex Plant).

Nativ (1988) esumated that water sampled in 1985 with a tritium content of 73 TU was

probably from a precipitation event that occurred between 1966 and 1967. Nativ (1988) calculated

recharge rates based on the equation

Thicknass of unsaturated section X moisture contant
recharge rate = . - .
Time since recharge event

Because Turin and others (1992) accepted the validity of methods used by Nativ (1988) and Nanv
and Riggio (1990), it is appropriate to apply this same method to calculate a “conservative” site-
specific recharge rate for the Pantex Plant area based on the titiumn levels reported for wells in the
perched aquifer in the area. Two technrical considerations complicate the selection of time intervals
for recharge events based on current mitium levels. The first problem is that the input function for
minum today has dropped to a leve! that is nearly at prebomb background levels. Second, there is
no simple method for taking into account mixing of younger waters recharging vertically with older
water moving along the natural system. For example, a water samnple with 5 TU might derive from
a single source of water with 5 TU or from several sources by mixing 5 parts water with 100 TU
and 95 parts water with no tritium; or infinite other combinations could apply.

Most of the mitium values reported for perched ground water in the Pantex area are too low
(for example, less than 8 TU) to relate to the ritium-decay curve. In the well with 44 TU,
however, 2 conversion can be made so that this water can be applied to Nativ’s (1988) tritium-
decay curve. The most reasonable time period for a recharge event with this tritium input function

(44 TU in 1992 is approximately equal to 65 TU in 19885, the date at which Nativ’s [1988] samples



were collected) 1s 1966 to 1967. Thus, an elapsed time from recharge event to arrival in the
perched aquifer at this well could be approximately 25 years. The average volumetric moisture
content, as measured by Bureau scientists in several boreholes in the area, ranges from about 0.1
to 0.2 m3, higher moisture contents being observed near the surface. The unsaturated zone at this
well is reported to be approximately 200 ft (61 m) thick. Unsaturated thickness above some
perched aquifers are as great as 260 ft (79 m). Using a range in moisture content of 0.1 10 0.2,
thickness of an unsaturated zone ranging from 200 to 260 ft (61 to 79 m), and a time since

recharge ranging from 25 to 40 years results in a range in recharge rates from 0.5 to 2.1 ft/yr (15.2

to 63.3 cm/yr).

C. Calculation of a “Conservative” Velocity for Determining Contaminant Transport in the 100675
Vicinity of Pantex

The above site-specific recharge range descnbes the volume rate of ransfer of water to the
aquifer, not the velocity at which a watér molecule moves through the unsaturated zone. Velocity,
which is critical in determining contaminant transport, is calculated by dividing the thickness of the
unsaturated zone, 200 to 260 ft (61 to 79 m), by the time since recharge, 25-40 years. Given these
.values, the velocity beneath the Pantex Plant is approximately 5 to 10 ft/yr (150 to 300 cmn/yr).

[n addition to “bomb” mitium levels observed at depth, recharge experiments conducted at the
Bushland Agricultural Research Station demonstrate the potential for subsurface velocities
substantially exceeding those assumed in the Turin report. Recharge experiments were performed
in basins that had been excavated to a depth of 3.9 ft (1.2 m) to remove the Pullman soil and
expose the unconsolidated caliche layer (Aronovici and others, 1970). Infilration rates beneath the
basins were on the order ~ 3.3 ft/d ~ 1,200 ft/yr (100 em/d ~ 36,500 cm/yr).

In sum, our view is that for purposes of this site-specific ground-water analysis, contaminant
transport concepts, which consider the velocity of water movement through the unsaturated zone,
should be used rather than volumetric-oriented ground-water resources concepts, which focus on

the rate at which water is recharged to an aquifer. For the Pantex Plan! area, minum-dating



methodology indicates water may move at significantly higher rates in the subsurface than assumed

in the Tunn report.

IV. Water Table at 50 ft

We concur with the conservative values stated in the fourth assumption of the EA report.

V. Plutonium Sorption/Preferential Flow Paths

The fifth assumption (listed on page 7-2 of the EA report and on page | of Turin and others,
1992) states that “The entire unsaturated zone exhibits a plutonium sorption coefficient of 100
ml/g, approximating the sorpﬁon of clean Ogallala sand.” There are several issues here. First, itis
our view that actual retardation of plutonium filtrating through the Pullman and Randall soils is, in
the absence of preferential flow, going to be substantially greater than that reported. Actual
mobility, however, would have to be evaluated in terms of preferential flow through fractures or
root tubules, which these batch-equilibrium sorption coefficients do not ;onsidcr‘ Thus, this
assumption, while conservative to the extent of its reach, does not fully address the issue of

plutonium behavior either at the surface or in the subsurface.

A. Plutonium Sorpuon Coefficient for Porous Media

The experiments reported to validate this assumption are based on plutonium sorption studies
performed on Pullman soil and Ogallala sediment and did not consider the Randall clay soil.
Unfortunately, the actual K reported from these experiments cannot be directly evaluated. The
authors report vsing the 75 to 500 pm size fraction for their experiments. This size fraction,
although somewhat representative of Ogallala sediments, is inappropriate for evaluating sorption of
inorganic solutes. This size fraction is dominated by framework silicates, and, if the sample is not

disaggregated first, by soil aggregates of some unknown structure.
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Most importantly, however, sorption is dominated by the clay fraction, in which particle size
is generally less than a few microns. Based on our evaluation of the Pullman and Randall soils, the
specific surface areas of the bulk soil are approximately 20 to 40 m2/g, whereas specific surface
areas of the size fraction used in the Turin report experiments are approximately 0.01 to 0.05 m2/g,
or three orders of magnitude smaller. Thus, in the absence of preferential flow, actual retardation
of plutonium infilaating through Pullman and Randall soils is going to be substantiaily greater than
that reported, based on the experiment’s size fraction. This part of the Turin analysis is, therefore,

extremely conservative. However, we again emphasize that these results are valid only in the

absence of preferential flow.

B. Preferental Flow Paths

The report by Turin and others (1992) does not fully describe the potential for preferential
flow of recharging waters and retardation of plutonfum moving through the VOga.Ila_la and
Blackwater Draw Formations. Cores from these formations and from playa-filling sediments
contain abundant open root tubules that are typically 0.04 in (1 mm) in diameter but range up to
0.3 in (8 mm) in diameter. Root tubules are commonly lined with a thin layer of illuvial clay.
Cores through the Randall Clay commonly contain fractures, some filled with silt and very fine
sand and some with oxidized zones. Both root tubules and fractures are sites through which
preferential flow and infilration can occur. Root tubules are preserved throughout the fine-grained
eolian facies of both the Blackwater Draw and Ogallala Formations. The presence of open tubules
and fractures indicates that pathways exist through which downward flow is accelerated and
contact with sediments is reduced, thus lessening the potential for sorption of radionuclides. Such
pathways may explain the high flow rates discussed in Aronovici and others (1970). As noted in

the attached specific comments, the subject of preferential flow should be examined in much

greater detail.

1006/7



Page

Line

13-14

8-9

19-20

i1

Specific Comments

The statemnent that the Ogallala Formation has been eroded and is no longer
present along the Canadian and Pecos Rivers is incorrect. The Ogallala
Formation is present in the Canadian River Valley for at least 70 mi northeast
of the Pantex Plant,

The statement is made that *Local recharge rates in the playa basins must
therefore significantly exceed the regional averages cited above.” This
relationship between playas and recharge supports use of specific recharge
rates instead of regional averages.

The statement is made that “no recent contour maps showing depth-to-water
for the study area were available.” It should be noted that Bureau researchers
simultaneously submitted to DOE (1) a report on perched aquifers at the
Pantex Plant (referenced in Turin and others, 1992) and (2) a repornt
containing potentiometric-surface maps of the Ogallala aguifer through 1991
{not referenced in Turin and others [1992]).

At steady state, the Ogallala outcrop areas along the margins of the Canadian
River and Palo Duro Canyon were clearly discharge zones. With the
continued lowering of Ogallala water levels in some areas, a reversal in
gradients may occur and what were previously discharge 2ones may in fact
coﬁvcrt to recharge zones.

Considering the differences in geology, hydrology, climate, and vegetation,
the comparison between the Trinity site and the Pantex Plant seems
inappropriate.

It is regrettable that Pullman soils and Ogallala sediments were collected but

Randall soils with their higher clay content were not.

10
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18

More detail is needed concerning advection-dispersion simulations to allow
full evaluation of the results. For example, the specific boundary and initial
conditions and flow and transport parameters used in the simulations are not
described.

Preferential Flow section: A much more detailed evaluation of preferential
flow should be presented because this is a critical issue with respect to
recharge beneath playas. Numerical simulation of preferential flow should
include mobile and immobile water. Using twice the calculated water velocity
is not a sufficiently conservative assumption. A review article by Beven and
Germann (1982) cites velocity ratios between matrix and macropore flow
between 100:1 and 400:1. The subsurface beneath playas is particularly
conducive to preferential flow because the soils are close to saturation and are
subject to a ponded upper boundary when playas contain water. Because this
is the most likely area of recharge and is critical for contaminant transport, the

subject of preferendal flow should be examined in much greater detail.
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Texas Department of Health

David R. Smith, M.D. 1100 West 49th Street Robert A. Maclean, M.D.
Commussioner Austin, Texas 78756-3189 Deputy Commuissioner
(512) 458-7111

Radiation Control
(512) 834-6688

February 25, 1993

Mr. Roger Mulder
Environmental Policy Division
Office of the Govemnor

P.O. Box 12428

Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr. Mulder:

Enclosed are the Bureau of Radiation Control comments on the draft Environmental
Assessment for Interim Storage of Plutonium Components at Pantex.

The assessment concludes that the proposed action impacts only potential increased
radiation exposures to workers, and that there should be no distinguishable additional
impacts on the general public as a result of normal operations. DOE’s assertion
relating to the proposed action may be correct, but it should not be concluded that there
15 no risk resulting from Zone 4 operations. There have been, and will continue to be,
conditions at the Pantex Plant which require planning and preparations to protect the
pubiic health and safety, and surveillance to protect the environment.

Within the assessment, there are a number of areas which require clarification and or
correction. We believe it appropriate for the state to request the opportunity to review
and provide input to any changes the DOE makes to the document prior to publication
and the succeeding steps in the NEPA process.

If I can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

SN

Joseph A. Martillotti

Pantex Project Coordinator

Division of Compliance and Inspection
Bureau of Radiation Control
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Pape 3-1, Lines 29 -32: It is noted that assembled weapons and components will continue to 1g07/1
be staged in a number of the SAC magazines. The proposed action does little to dimnish the

potential threat to public health and safety and the environment from these items.

Page 3-1, Lines 35-36: The statement "DOE Orders and procedures for insuring safe and 1007/2
secure storage of the pits would continue to be followed rigorously.” is misleading and is
contradicted by paragraph 6.1.1.1, which states that "...inspections and inventories would

occur a minimum of once every 18 months..." (emphasis added). During a DOE briefing

conducted on January 14, 1993, this was verified as a departure from the current bi-monthly

minimum physical inventory requirement.

Page 3-2, Line 23-29:; The discussion of the shielded forklift with passive guidance system 1s 1007/3

written in the present tense, as though it exists and is in use today.

Page 4-2, Lines 6-10: The "Note" in italics is misleading. It suggests that any alternative 1007/4
involving shipment will require repackaging into a shipping container at Pantex and

repackaging into a suitable storage container at the alternate site. Page 3-2, lines 3-7 indicate

that pits may be stored in Type B shipping containers. It would appear that in any case, the
radiological exposure to workers would be approximately the same as when pits were routinely

returned to Rocky Flats Plant.

Page 4-3, Lines 3-6: This passage seems to indicate that construction has been halted at the 1007/z
Nuclear Matenals Storage Facility due to lack of funding from DOE, and that if construction

was resumed, it would take four to five years to complete.

Page 4-3, Lines 27-33: Beginning with "The nuclear weapons complex mission....", the 10076
discussion shows that serious consideration was not given to this option. It would seem that
storage of pits, as described in this document, should not aggravate or complicate the massive

environmental restoration and remediation efforts required at Hanford. The storage of parts



removed {rom weapons (presumably not ready for insertion into new weapons without some

preparation) docs not clearly appear to be a defense only mission.

Page 4-4, Lines 29-38: Concerns expressed in this passage would not necessanly be valid if  1g07/7

the pits were packaged and shipped to an alternate location in suitable transportation/storage

containers, as is suggested on Page 3-2.

Page 4-5, Paragraph 4.4: This report does not indicate that DOD facilities were seriously 1007/8
studied, only that they were "considered” and determined to be "not currently available”. 1t is
difficult to visualize what may be different between Pantex SAC and Modified-Richmond

faciiities and DOD facilities designed to protect and store weapon assemblies. The DOD

faciiities certainly would provide the physical storage space and the security forces should be
comparable to Pantex capabilities. Transportation of components would seem to be less

hazardous than assembled weapon delivery, and represents no significant change from previous
Rocky Flats components shipments. Table 4-1, Section 4.4 affirms that apparently very little
consideration was given to this issue,bsy the total absence of information. If there is any

information available, it should be provided here for scrutiny.

Page 6-1, Paragraph 6.1.1.1: This passage reflects a diversion from previous DOE Security  1007/9
and Safeguards requirements to mitigate substantial increase in worker radiological exposures.

The statement on Page 3-1, Lines 36-37, "The DOE Orders and procetures for ensuring safe

and secure storage of the pits would continue to be followed rigorously.” needs to be
reconcited here. It should also be noted that the "approval" contained in DOE/SA-124
Memorandum, Dated January 12, 1993, Subject, "Request for Exception of the Bimonthly
Minimum Physical Inventofy Frequency Requirement at the Pantex Facility" relates only to 18
Igloos. It is interesting to note that the "effective date" is not a date certain, but rather a

"floating" date starting (or re-starting) within 30 days after a physical inventory of the contents

of each igloo has been accomplished.



Page 6-2, Chart: This gives the appearance that corrosion inspections are not required for  1007/10

containers in the horizontal palletized stacking configuration.

Page 6-5, Paragraph 6.2.5: The Aircraft Hazard Analysis is purported to be conservative in  1007/11
nature, but much effort has been expended to reduce the calculated probability of an
occurrence from unlikely to extremely unlikely. The stated purpose of this document was to
determine environmental impacts, if any, from storing more pits in an igloo than before. At
issue is the fact that the maximum amount of plutonium permitted per Modified-Richmond
magazine has not increased, while the maximum number of igloos containing only plutonium
pits will increase. The amount of plutonium proposed for storage in the SAC magazines is
consistent with the previous limit on the Modified-Richmond magazines. There ts also a
corresponding decrease in the number of igloos available to stage weapon assemblies and other
nuclear explosive components, which remain the most serious threat from Zone 4 activities.
These igloos, in addition to some specific Zone 12 facilities, continue to present the most

serious potential off-site consequences if involved in an initiating event.
Page 6-7, Table 6-1: Note 3 refers to Tables 7-2A and 7-2B; should be 6-2A and 6-2B. 1007112

Page C-10, Line 14: It is unclear why 3500 lbs is paired with 117fps. Just above, on lines 8 1c07/13

and 9, [17fps (80mph) is paired with 62001bs. (Possible error)

Page E-9, Lines 7-10: Aircraft take-off and landings have been excluded by this assumption.  1007/14
This does not appear to be conservative in approach, as most commercial and military aircraft
operating to the north of the Amarillo Airport can be observed to fly very close to, if not

directly over, the Pantex Plant,

Page E-24, Table E-12: The TOTAL column contains erroneous data. 1007/15

Page E-25, Table E-13: Use of three significant figures here appears to be unjustified. 1007/16
Therefore, 6.63E-07 may be rounded up and expressed as 1.0E-06.



John Hall, Chairman
Panm Reed, Commissioner

Peggy Garner, Comnissioner

TEXAS WATER COMMISSION

PROTTCTING TEXANS HIALTH AND SAFFTY BY FREVENTING ANL RYOUGCING PQLIEITION

February 1, 1993

Mr. Roger Mulder, Director, Special Projects
Environmental Policy Division

Office of the Governor

P.Q. Box 12428

hustin, Texas 78711

Re: Environmental Assessment (EA)

' Dear Mr. Mulder:

This office received the draft EA from your office on December
31, 1992. The following comments are the result of the initia
review ¢f this document. :

Comment: Executive Summary: page vii fourth paragraph. 1008/1

Reference is made to capaclities of the magazine, the statement
cf "up to 20,000 pits" appears to be an inference rather than a
declaration..., Capacities of magazines mentioned well exceeds
20,000 pits.
Question: What is the maximum capacity of Storage?

Cemment: Executive Summary: page vii fifth paragraph. 1008/2
'...would not result in additional generation or management of

wastes. "
Question: Is this referring to a pit as a waste?

Comment: 2.0 PURPQSE _AND NEED FOR _THE PROPOSED ACTION: p.2-1 1008/3
third paragraph.
"4...This is expected to be within a timeframe of 6-10 years,

Question: What {f the 10 year goal is exceeded? What effcct will
NEPA have on this goal commencement?

PRy
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PO Box 13087 ® 1700 Horth Congress Avenue ® Austin, Jexa JR711-3087 » §12/401.78140



Mr. Mulder
Page 2
February 1, 1993

Comment: 3.0 PROPOSED ACTION: p.3-1 Third Paragraph.

..hold up to 384 or 392 pits, in the single-layer vertical
or horizontal ©palletized multiple stacking configurations
respectively.

Question: Figure 3.4 exhibits 460 pit capacity for horizontal
palletized multiple stacking. Which number 1is the capacity to bhe
used?

Comment: 3.0 PROPOSED ACTION: p.3~2 Second paragraph.
"Variations and/or a combination of these arrangements may be

used,

Question: Is this a "disclaimer" or "loophole" that can be used to

deviate from arrangements previously proposed in this document?

If you have any guestions, please contact me in the District
1l office at B0O6/353-92581.

blncerely,

Ty S

Boyd Deaver
Pantex Grant Program Manager

BD:1s

ce:  Ken Ramirez, Deputy Execitive Director
Office of Legal Services & Compliance

1008/4

1008/5



DIVISION OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

5805 N. Lamar Blvd. JAMES R. WILSON
ANN W. RICHARDS Box 4087 Director
Govarnor Austin, Texas 78773-0001 TOM MILLWEE
Duty Hours 512 465-21138 Coordinator
Nonduty Hours 512 465-2000
FAX 512 465-2444

February 22, 1993

Roger Mulder

Director, Special Projects
Environmental Policy Division
Office of the Governor

201 tEast 14th Street, Boom 205
Austin, Texas 78701

Dear Mr. Mulder:

Thank you for the opportunity 1o review the Environmental Assessment regarding the
Interim Storage of Plutonium Components at Pantex. The increased amount-of
storage of plutonium pits raises some issues that must be addressed. While the 1p09/1
statistical probabilities may conclude that there is no increased risk to the local
population as a direct result of the increased storage of plutonium pits, the public
perception of increased risk must be considered in addressing this issue.

Pantex has not had a public information program in effect to educate and prepare the
population on the hazards posed by a radiological release. DOE is now preparing to
tell the toca! population that an increase in the number of plutonium pits stored in zone
4 igloos will pose no additional risk to the local poputace. Unless a public information
program is in place, the result may be public hysteria. The increased level of
plutonium storage must be accompanied by a comprehensive public information
program that will withstand public and political scrutiny. We remain unconvinced that
the public will believe that an increased storage level of plutonium pits will not cause
additional risk.

The data provided by the Amarillo Air Traffic Manager differs from the aircraft hazard 100972
analysis pages 6-5 through 6-8. The variance on the number of aircraft flying into
Amarillo must be reconciled. The projected increase in plutonium pits must be
compared with the projected aircraft traffic during the interim storage period. Using
invalid data will render an invaiid conclusion.



Roger Mulder
February 22, 1993
Page 2

The probabitity of an aircraft crashing into an igloo in zone 4 may be an incredible 10093
event. However, with respect to the increased dismantlement program, the
synergistic impact of every aspect of the dismantlement program must be considered.

The potential risk from the increased number of units, their movement, the
transportation of these units, the increased disassembly and storage, must be
assessed. The overall impact may resuit in a finding of a credible event.

We do not have the documentation or the resources to validate the finding of the
predecisional environmental assessment. We expect reasonable assurance that the
statistical probabilities are valid and therefore yield to the experts. We cannot endorse
the study without additional information. However, we strongly recommend a
comprehensive public information program if the interim storage of plutonium
components at Pantex is to occur.

Sincerely,

// " —--f/
P /r,/ M
Tom Millwee

Chief

STM/RQ/mdd



CITY OF AMARILLO COUNTIES OF
POTTER AND RANDALL

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

February 8, 1993

Mr. Roger Mulder

Director, Special Projects
Ervironmental Policy Division
OCffice of the Governor

P.C. Box 12428

rustin, Texas 78711

Dear Roger:

Review of the Environmental Assessment reveals two areas of
concern that warrants further explanation or discussion. The
edditional information will be needed to aid in local emergency

planing and public awareness.

1. The maximum tornado winds shown in the assessment are 101011

220 mph. This wind speed falls in the range of a
category F4 tornado (wind range 207-260 mph). This
past year an F4 level tornado struck Fritch, Texas, a
community approximately 20 miles NE of the plant. ’
During recent years we have spotted and tracked several
tornados near the plant. More emphasis needs to be
placed on the effects of the maximum winds of an F4
level tornado (260 mph) and consideration needs to be
given to an F5 level (winds 261~318 mph) tornado. A
new engineering study needs to be completed on the
older storage areas in sector 4. The threat is listed
in the assessment as extremely unlikely yet the plant
has very extenslve tornado plans and elaborate spotting

technigues and equipment.

2. Even though a large plane accident is not considered 1010/2
creditable and not discussed in table ‘6-1, more
information is needed to Insure adegquate planning and
to give the assessment creditability with the public.
The information used to determine the probability of
this type accident seems tc be questionable and needs
to be reevaluated. Since a large aircraft accident 1is
the only type of incident that can have extensive off
site consegquences more data must be provided in the
assessment. At a minimum the following areas should be
covered in the study or unclassified supporting
documents:

P.Q Box 1971 Phona {806) 378-3022 Amarilio, Texas 79186-0001



The number of military flights that pass directly over
area with specific data on the type of aircraft.

The qualifications of the pilots in command of these 1010/3
aircraft. This area is used for a lot of training
flights.

The accident history of the type of military aircraft 1010/4
being flown in this area.

A matrix of possible contamination levels that can be ypjqs
expected, off-site, based on the number of ruptured

pits. This data should be presented in progressive

levels of 25 to the maximum number that will be stored

in any one area,

Maximum health effects of an off-site release. 1010/6
Environmental effects and risk levels of maximum 1010/7
possible release.

Possibility of terrorist of actions involving an 1016/8
aircraft.

These comments are submitted with the intent to obtain additional +p10/9
information to enhance our planning efforts. I see no reason why
DOE should not be allowed to increase the amount of plutonium at

the plant as long as:

The data used to prepare the assessment is validated by the
State agencies that are part of the AIP.

DOE continues to include local government in all phases of
emergency planning.

State and Local agency inspections continue.

Sincerely,
7%7
ot
Walt Kelley
EM Coord.



P.O. Box 1118
Mississippi State, MS 39762

February 18, 1993

Roger Mulder

Director of Special Projects
Environmental Policy Division
Cffice of the Governor

P.0. Box 12428

Capitol Station

Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr. Mulder:

I am an agricultural engineer specializing in soil and water
conservation engineering. I earned my Bachelor of Science and
Master of Science degrees at Texas A&M University, and I expect
to receive my Doctorate in Agricultural and Biological
Engineering at Mississippi State University this summer. My work
experience includes research in modeling s80il erosion, modeling
soil-water relations, and analyzing dust emission data collected
from feedlots and agricultural processing facilities. I am
currently employed by the United States Department of Agriculture
- Agricultural Research Service, where I am involved with field
regearch and computer modeling of soil-water movement and
distribution.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment prepared by the
United States Department of Energy regarding the proposal to
increase the storage of plutonium at the Pantex Nuclear Weapons
Plant near Amarillo, Texas. I understand the importance of
locating an appropriate storage facility for the plutonium.
However, I gquestion whether the D.0O.E. environmental assessment
adequately addresses the health and safety of the people or the
long-term economy of the Texas panhandle. I would like to bring
to your attention some specific concerns I had in response to the
D.O.E. environmental assessment.

The report states that the intention of the D.0.E. project is to
provide temporary storage for the plutonium pits. The difficulty
in finding a permanent storage or disposal site for the plutonium
is obvious. In other words, if these "temporary" storage plans
are approved, the pits will likely move into the Texas panhandle
to stay.

Do the designers of the storage configurations know that it is
safe to store these quantities of plutonium in such a small area?
Is there danger of nuclear reaction due to "critical mass"?

The report does not address the hazards of air-borne dusts and
gases. Dusts are only mentioned in reference to their potential
to contribute to groundwater contamination. What about the
public health risks associated with ingestion or inhalation of

101111

1011/2

1011/3



radioactive or chemical dusts and/or gases? Has the Texas Air
Control Board been appropriately consulted with respect to these
dangers? I question the accuracy of the average annual wind 1011/4
rose, located on page 5-10, Figure 5.8, in the report. I found

no reference cited for the data in the figure. An error or
misrepresentation of such data can result in inappropriately

placed air quality samplers, and consequently, errors in air

quality measurements.

The groundwater contamination models were run with the assumption 10115
that, in the event of a plutonium release, any contaminated soil
would be de-contaminated to a 0.24KCi/L. In the event of a

release of radiocactive dust, how large of area would be affected?
What costs in human safety, agricultural productivity, and
environmental quality would be associated with such a clean-up
operation? Is it possible that contaminated surface soils would

have to be removed from a large area? How would these

contaminated soils be treated or disposed?

The report indicates that the containerized plutonium pits will 1011/8
be inspected on an 18-month schedule. There is a comment on page

6~-1 of the report that some minor releases of air pollutantas

during these inspections.

Inventory and inspection operations described by the report have
allowed one minute per container. Does this include locating and
moving the containers to an area where they can be visually
inspected? From the stacking configurations described in the
report, I was not able to visualize how the inspectors could
locate and inspect the individual pits at a rate of one per
minute, especially if the pits must be moved with a forklift. If
inspection time and handling requirements are underestimated, are
the asscciated risks also underestimated?

The potential risks of groundwater contamination were evaluated 101177
by the Los Alamos National Laboratory - a D.QO.E. facility. Are

their findings assumed to be objective? Can we accept the

results without question? The groundwater risk assessment dces 1011/8
not address any organic solvents, heavy metals, or other

potential groundwater hazards. If I recall correctly, the United
States Environmental Protection Agency reported several years ago
that they had found evidence of heavy metal and organic chemical
contamination of the scil and water environment asgssociated with
previous Pantex operations. Even if no environmental 1011/9
contamination occurs, will increased operations at Pantex require
excessive water use, thus contributing to depletion (mining) of
the Ogallala Aquifer? Has the Texas Water Commission been duly
advised of the potential risks to surface water and groundwater

resources?

1011/10



The environmental assessment report states that the D.Q.E., "as 1011/11
with all Federal agencies", will be responsible for cleanup of

any contamination. Who would enforce this policy and ensure that

the cleanup would be accomplished in a timely manner? What are

their cleanup contingency plans?

In the report, Potential Ogallala Aquifer Impacts of a 1011/12
Hypothetical Plutonium Dispersal Accident in Zone 4 of the Pantex
Plant, compiled by the Los Alamos National Laboratory, there were

several points I find questionable.

1. According to the report, research has shown that recharge
rates below playa lakes in the area have been estimated between
1.3 and 8 cm/year (page 8). The report indicates that a
"conservative" recharge estimate of 3 cm/year was used in the
modeling project. Why was the 8 cm/year estimate not used?

2. The authors of the report indicated that preferential flow 101113
is expected to have negligible contribution to the aquifer
contamination risk. The Pullman clay loam and Randall clay
soils, containing appreciable amounts of montmorillonitic clay,
are subject to cracking which increases opportunity for
preferential flow. Mobility of potential groundwater pollutants 1011/14
downward through the soil is often dependent upon the chemical
properties of contaminants, the soil properties, and the
interactions between the contaminants, soil, and water in the
system. Organic matter content, cation exchange capacity,
moisture content, and pH of the soil, as well as pre-existent
scil structure and condition, can affect the transport of
potential pollutants toward the aguifer. These issues are not
adequately addressed by the Los Alamos report.

3. The group at Los Alamos used a computer model to estimate 101115
pluteonium transport rate by advection-dispersion analysis. In
order to account for preferential flow, the investigators
increased the assumed flow velocity by a factor of 2. 1In the
report, they cited research which had found accelerated solute
transport rates at 5 times the predicted rates. WwWhy did the
investigators .choose a factor of 2 instead of the more
conservative factor of 5 in the model runs? Why were the
accelerated rates not applied with the piston flow model?

4. Experiments conducted at Los Alamos to estimate the 1011116
plutonium sorption characteristics of the Pullman soil used only

the A (upper) Horizon of the Pullman soil. These samples were
air-dried and sieved to obtain particles in a given range
(Appendix A). Sieving eliminates the soil’s characteristic

structure (aggregates, etc.) from the tests. Since the A horizon
was all that was tested, sorption properties of lower horizons
are not known. Can we reasonably assume that undisturbed field
soils will behave like the samples tested in the experiments?



As a research engineer involved in modeling of soil-water flow, 1011/17
I must point out that models are only as good as the data and
assumptions that are put into them. They can only provide
estimates of s0il water behavior according to the understanding
of the model developer. The performance of a model 1in a
particular application is limited by the quality of data used to
describe the specific site conditions to the model.

I recognize that my questions are directed to increase
conservatism in estimates of groundwater pollution risk. I feel
that in a project of such great importance, and with such great
potential for damage to the environment and to the people in the
Texas panhandle, that this conservatism is appropriate. It is
reasonable to expect the D.0.E. to provide best-case and worst-
case scenarios. It is reasonable to investigate the history of
Pantex’s environmental stewardship.

The health effects of long-term, low-level radiation exposure are 1011/18
not known. If an accident occurs at the Pantex facility, the

economy of the entire area is at risk. 1011719

I thank you for your consideration of these issues. If you wish
to contact me for further information, please contact me at (601)
324-4341 or at (601) 323-0871.

Respectfully,

Daro O ot

Dana 0. Porter



PR

. /

//”/ / /( /¢ %V) ?
_/ o {/

277?, f‘ajé’h %//.//LZ/LL

/-—fi,j,gu_ I /ujdaé /4/&4%
fod e ﬁm JRARS
C{; o7 ,\7%{24/ 757
gadaéa/‘ //}? %/)ulﬁi
Qw?? /4_/_/)’7/{&/72/; /7/ =y xﬁ/ti&;z—?fé Zhe C:ﬂ:/
e, /*//5’/2 il @Zwﬂzfﬁ I oy N @éfﬂ,me,
f-‘//:;,aZ/’“, 27T &7?7/&”77 421_442@
/ B z% ; A/ T ANV L7770 2757 7 L Qﬁodd//%é?;z/
f/.,LL %f Te. %ﬂzﬁz/ Jé&fﬂxﬁﬁm
V/;/ ,o) g;w,m /éa, St 02, f LI sCd e The ,522‘24’/&
v '7&{, A /,?77 @z The. mﬂ Deotoas %M
Lot meics sl @W
:>/7/~ &fmwmj e g i LEFteds 2l ZHe

/// m/ Llanl Comotsng Lz 272l N
el /,(,J/’ @Z” oot Lo Ao m%
/_/ Py W b T ete o BT ZAea Lo76Y

éﬁ/ /&/bﬁ?f/d /a/ o?cﬁ /927 e Copiior -
Crr f / /&W 1012/1
/Wém{,@é %@ (b (e /.?,{7 Mdc .,/// LA
7 L7 [anZ X8 4 M Ftgasdrrid
éaé:&.//w el %f’»ﬁ/ﬁk/ 7,%{/ ZArea?™ o
%/{7f7ﬂ o /125&/&;7; Yoz WKWWWZJW%Z’
/{z-nifz_zam/ st B2 deless Halio L de  TH s
Tre mat il IAeTE olir f//m @ b —
7

Lestict 2 7 7”')%'_, Zo cdo Q’ég/),&:’c,/t/a S
¥ 4 ; Ve

J{/b[?—)///



é’é f’/ %/Z’ Q//LL/ ;%f,a}ﬁié //a.ﬁ///)/f;// 1012/2
c?f// ‘7/”/4 7L e AT dﬂ/?’/”/ /f”///)é Sl
S i 1997 aald fE ety P s

ZL/Q, ’ {/g,f 49’(*@{%4//72/7%1 ,ﬁ/;éf Sl LS {

. A Luzw%m ,uZ[“ f'c?&/ Z// 74’/‘%/
f/ﬂwz/c;z " A Z%%Z 22l77 v

il wde. IRl ke, Z’&/z zfé/ ok
Gl niep Lutte . S Thondands, Fyr Aot
7 7 @a’% Rt fhodey Yol Gueetyly, Aemmoaed
v Dhe A el 27, dnd pomainedd.
‘{, L/h’;(zgﬂ/wu/ xa%df‘/ Mﬁ/ 2 ZM//,
st %ucu%, i 2l Leeeds zbé,c/ o bz fhos
Ciccidsing H 200 Soa drmrar Ao po2ZT o
) -
Sl 7T b0 j Zea n&/az%’-f Z/}/Zﬂ A AP g —
Lhiiiatod. crrre AL & G st /2/%4 lenaes
it fee q ZeH. ﬁ/??a’/ L %/éméz/ ConZoslled
k/«./éf A JK{? /&céj 746027&4;177 M%ZZW/
& 577— »/(,/“ v L Al & ﬁ?ﬂ@a@
/%nxéw/?fz;/ ==y /’/wyéj
Cardh anll Frodirobnenlil gfwﬂ,@/
Q il Al CA L ed tn TFHerh So &z,z—
e pelenlial fot @m«ﬂm
c"Tﬁ?_ 5‘7‘&;’/7:?5'7.742'//2273/ A A W;mpf/my o
ro b aded Lo DAhe. ernots rmazninl Luclhir
~-f,j—’1/ 50 2. /P?o/mw/@)/? adcccs 7%7}?
,ﬁ"{/zr Pl (L e Qg (e Aot — DA™
57'4{_'11"/ ER /Qé ZLTTreit 7 inds Ahe 3727?/71'22/7)/;72?{7'/?,’2%_

-7 -



(L0 7s. Er g el St Tk Sl Chis ;“,» /;‘Zéq L L

e o e Oz 2 A AN / DN be | el
,/V‘(Z//Z"-«'{% :?f—;-L"uu.f/V\c/f/_\ ,,(, /_7,&/(—_ 1,{,“2’",/// 7/-L d’.}/—/"\
L el /_ /J 74 ‘,/, T o A Lele 2k :;;Z':ZJ
/uw/f/.,_// P }i’, R -] HL\-A/’ L[{/ .
:—/‘/;i/; Yo 250U /“7' ST /7’)%7'/ 5 3 {50 kO’c (*/,é

e lr 2 L e Tiegn 7 - LEHT wa,mvj" 4’/ Sk -
/‘7/“’}5///”"1/7//’ Z((_;_ /‘/4722/’ Q«’-/{(wf %1277&//4;4( 1012
2 i o o L

AV Szl 4 LIt ok 7« 2 e k—/«&‘:’,/m /4_&,&5#
b ,

:f/_mj ~/’>(/’T Cpe72 A /é“w,:.t, 7 22l G2~
—%L'/‘f/f.u‘:/, ’—%L k/f"b"//‘); 1/5//,70 5 _‘/ i b f/ ,

4’/~’* LT L 22 /?;/77 ’,m,g 772 4??@7
j[’fe;f«/z*“vm/ 777/2 .,/;-7/— , j/n{d Songls S

Gt e %/4 ,:/;7;7241//&,W e szl LA
7 ,f’; A Comamrd . Chein s Ze.

7"*:5/;,{ Sy el ZL&Q%(/( s /;?”'/éaféd/{z%/
7’7/: 7;? SIaEL (J/”J(J/ /74 & Z%[‘{/;v’m/é/ JZ;
e (,enw%za%f,ﬂ LE Ll /Q% Gl Ll .

{: "’Z”;W’J-_’/ - J L. // : .2 :?2/ Zho &OZ‘"MW
lleracie Fhat e dY /Lzmz/ dnd ’f/’%/“
22 n/ /mm//,_/(c,Z—MAz.//W /“4% ¢lrray

Yoo THhe pauni G EOCEAED? e&%—léféf

!

r&. /gé'/ ot e 5/9/ A L ndsn M}Léf,,f
i 7

//// Ry (G 4 LY féabozé? el TeALEA
/'/:« cu/u%m Cloge o a Fleecleat A el
/jé ¢ }4/; e 70 zZé/? (C/Z/-

/ %/ - a o ? / "
ﬁf FPLLTIL TSP c’;/// 7/7,5 /}2/,4514/{4 éﬂ—a/czﬁl,

~
- 4=



Al 27 YT g v T

s

L',/:—L s ‘)J_/

Ot Dok Cddde

ot O A /&Z[,’ ~/a:<: - //cﬂéZé‘f/ %f”& '7*,/ T L
| W | ,
Ll 20 Lo yumfEsliinall 2 fe dbezs

’ : ' N . LT T .
«Z /,;,/ vk Lo SO0 /ZZ{—/ Lok LFTLE A
LA -74/%/71&-- a‘/ﬁ’, Wt eZ 722542 A 7'41& il il

(s

~ 4 P . FF 4 g ;:
(i ol lotrilldl £y Zop fads. AEE g

/.-C/ )%_Xﬁ "\» <

U
"
- .

/»f,"z’,':’ 7¢/£/ (el el /ifz‘/ &.zz-w“?.’&‘%(
YA ty ‘:’/ - . . N .- ‘
JL@Z; (Z';‘g/é' AL (bl ld s 2 ,/77255('//;(/

vl gnd SnpaZdd

-
-~

-~ 2/
LEedds, © yézﬁ/e:f'jx‘ 2 2
7 f'/ e % .
o oo BPRETL. FiE AL fﬁ? P z%,
L/ /:j a f o . f < ,’?
lotet Clemrpade. s e ,&a‘i‘?&/«f@ . y 1012/5
| 4

23752;«,8?73 Litin LLERd Geo Erech @it TRl aZ /Zﬂ%

Ygrermng g RY 7wy 7@’&4#/&3 /zé/éﬂ%- L
AIE s

FA tﬁj;z;/":‘étﬁﬁa,} &é. {452/,/ Tl can A
« ffé@’?le,/ %? Wéﬂ,ﬁéz Py A LALEEL
ond Thins pyf leorrndy, Cobd, And pds Zibae
;é%xa&b;,,t?/'zy—czw ctzel, % CALide 4//%/ Cpn 70 724
Tl aflcn Condengalicn , o1 Cacce a
Vo oo rireilitbe ot Sppats) Plet T7100n efij//f’
Nater. (s ch/oZ:/ Can' Ao feni @I7NC f,
,;".};w;f’ Then (e Aaies Gt plom s ZBh At LT
Pait , 1?2/2/%%’ Ll ﬂ‘ﬂ%/ 42/7‘;:”71/ LAsenddits

' : % e M@éé&j 1l 7/274@V

TLs . Deiting g

2288 Agee éﬂé;&/é%{w/,
e bttt AL A plande frt gfril.
LA s AT il Lepal A

</

. .7 S0 / e
f:i/r’;f/f‘_’,/ /ZZ" /é’l{}%/ /Z/%{?/m?' ,({%I
7

~
[P
2 !
. /
A-T" ‘;/_’_

10126



ALl A L T LA I uL /&/‘—Z//;éf/
v oy A
10%7 ”“-4//%%& _7( / ZL_Z/‘ LA P /ZZ /z;g_
A2 -

Lie The -/7””//’ r AL LC 7_2/4’}’44«-/ L2 4&{ &77; “"(/m;/,/
L// < r;/' —]* s /i"f/'-—‘” /Z”(} /—\ ii«JV'L- " /7_.L (,‘L/ (./_)C

C//jé,j?i e /(,/L‘,Lf/ '72”“ ’“//«Q (Z{ Tl L %((“/;,4/.
JLL o lem LU PR c/’”df//lf T ’;’Z’—? 228~ ,,'
bimcets e /J/"*ﬂﬂ— 2 " ZZM/
Gymi s 07007 g ol 7 A0 TR /1 /J.f/,’f e

S

“—j.i'- & [;'Lﬁf"—?’?,,/ \)Il_/d/,t/é'z{'//é/ ‘//—[, .//wz //Z/
% Z
o Z?Z gﬂ{////’nzwz"ﬂ/ 7244‘7'//
" / Lghe The ///%47 czf%zéz L7252
> f*-*:zz \_,7/4J/ Ve ,e/Wf//f.z// i Lo -
Lﬁ/_/ S z/z.( /%fc/é ZEALLTLL D72z
c,[ A 227 @Z@‘@Wﬁ %AL 5;;2772/ @5

j// il /ﬂi//zmé f

7



R oTQeT

(,op}rlght 1991, Donrey of Tcms, Inc.

vews~Ierald

10 pages

l

WASHINGTON (AP} — The
‘nvironmental Protection Agency is
4ding Pantex, the nation’s final as-
:mbly plant for nuclear bombs and
issile warheads, to a list of hazard-
us waste siles posing’ the greatest
weat to human lhcallh and the
avironment

Pantex was one of 22 sites na-

anwide that the EPA proposed ad-
ing 10 its Superfund National

BORGER, HUTCHINSON COUNTY, TEXAS

Friday, July 26, 1991

to list of waste sites

Prioritiecs List on -Thursday. With

the addition of Pantex, Texas would -

have 29 sitcs on the Superfund clea-
nup list,

Located northeast of Amarillo,
Pantex is a World War il-era ord-
nance facility operated by a contme-

tfor for the Encrgy Dcparunent. It

sits atop the Ogailala aquifer, practi-
cally the only source of drinking
water for Texas® largest irrigaied

- Beeause Pantex is a federal (acil-
ity, the Encrgy Department would
be responsible for the cleanup, but
the EPA would review and approve
the cleanup plam, said EPA spokes-
man Roger Mecacham in Dallas,

There was no immediale com-
ment from DOE, said spokesman
Larry Hast.

Plcase sce PANTEX, Pape 2

known and suspected carcinogens in
waste waters discharged to unlined
ditches and surface impoundmenis
on the site, EPA said.
Solvents were also found in soil
underlying a chemical bum pit and
wranium was found in the soil
underlying plant firing grounds,
In 1988, an Encrgy Department  EPA-said,
contractor detceted solvents and EPA said the solvent toluene is
toxic heavy metals that included present at 329 feet below the sur-

farming region.

According 1o EPA, past and pre-
sent waste praclices al Pantex in-
clude buming of chemical wastes in
unlined pits, burial of wasics in un-
lined landiills, and discharging of
plant wasic walers into on-site sur-
face walers.

.PA adds Amarillo weapons plant

face in sdils underlying the |
while the Ogallala occurs at a dep
of 390 to 420 fcet beneath the si

EPA also said swurface waler ¢
nolf from the plant is diverted
surface impoundments and {reshw
ier wetlands. The Texas Tech Ag:
culivral Research Station uses su
face walcr from one of the ir
poundments o imrigate crops and ft
watering livestock.,

Pantex -Continued from Page 1

The EPA’s decision to add Pan-
iex 1o the Superfund list is the Jatest
in a swring of questions the federal
govermment or conpressional inves-
ligalors have raised about safely,
heatth and the environment at
Pantex.

The General Accounting Office,
the investigative arm of Longrcss
carlicr this year said Pantex had onc
of the worst occupational safcly re-
cords in the DOE weapons com-
plex. In 1989, a DOE tcam of c¢x.-
pesis said it had found significant

health, safety and environmental de-
ficiencies, including problems with
the plant’s radialion protection
program.

DOE and the plant's contractor,
Masen & Hanger - Silas Mason
Company Inc., have since Liken ac-
tion to improve safcly guidelines
and training for radiation stall,
GAQ said in i1s report.

The 22 additions 1o the superfund
list Thursday bring to the toial num-
ber of silcs nationwide targeted for
cleanup 10 1,211,
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Feedlots — 1990

Cattle Fed in Southwestern Public Service Area — 5,570,203

/L_..

MOEON
141,812 413,609 39,200
CIMARRON TEXAS BEAVER
h———— — [ -r
168,000 274,325 | 360,256 | 62,264
DALLAM SHERMAN HANSFORD | OCHILTREE
234,588 2841000 * *
HARTLEY MOORE HUTCHINSON| ROBERTS HEMPHILL
91,000 * 38,148 | 140,411 83,038
OLDHAM POTTER CARSON GRAY WHEELER
834,930 | 210,000
DEAF SMITH RANDALL | ARMSTRONG DONLEY

114,000 | 508,752

391,348

218,000

CURRY PARMER CASTRO SWISHER BRISCOE
""! | 73,000; 143,000 (113,250 *
BAILEY LAMB HALE FLOYD
ROCSEVELT * * *
SPS Service
COCHRAN HOCKLEY LUsBOCK CROS8Y
Area
CHAVES YOAKUM TERAY LYNN - | GARZA
OKLAHOMA
4
GAINES
* Numbers reported, but not published, to
EODY LEA avoid disclosure of individual operation.




L g ETLEE N E

T

‘ tbbi

-%3-8 F fFZ§m L7
- %

Sanford-Yeke ollers a
marina operated by the
park concessioner; In-
door end outdoor fishing
docks, courlesy dock,
dryland boal storage,
dump station, public
telaphone, and limited

Bughesis a small area
wilh good fishing.

Blus East, reached by
boat only, oflers good
waterskiing and cemping
sites. .

Blue Creek Bridga offors

Plum Creak oflers shoro-
lina camping and boat
launching at lake level
above 85 leel.

Roslta oflers 4-wheel-
drive and oll-road vehicle
use. All bikers must use

McBride Canyon, Mul-
Hnow Creek oifers can-
yon picnic areas, restored
1903 McBride House,
and river-1lats hunter
access to lho uppor
resarvoir,

furf 2

Fritch Forfrets offers
short access fo main lake
Irom taurvzh but | subject
to high winds. Counesy
dock. Deap-water launch
ramp I8 usable af lake
level ebove 71 feel,

- a picnic ares and ofi+oad  helmels, Access is via Bales Cenyon offers bank Cedar Canyon oflers

i groceries and fishing vehicla use in the creek U.S. B7-287. Oulside lishing, shoreline camp- pood walerskiing, cour-

. supplies. The launch bed onty, Molorcyclists Rosita, stay on estab- ing, and shallow-waler fesy dock, and launch

: ramp here remains us- must wear helmets. lished roadway, Chicken launch ramp at lake leve! ramp usablae at lako levol
able the longest as lake Bius Wasl provides ac- Creek marks ihe lower sbove B5 {eal. abeve 69 leel
lave! drops. cess o Blue Craek, 8 Iimils ol the Rosita QRV Harbor Bay access roads
Saniord Dam ollers fish- panorama ol lhe lake, are is near the Fritch city

10

20 M1

ing from its face. The only
supervised swimming at
Lake Meredithis avail
able below the dam in
summer,

dx?ﬂy /QZ/ nt. et

deep-water launching
ramp {usable Bt [ake level
sbove 70 {eel), and cour-
lesy dock.

Al!bnlas Flint Quarries—
sea other side.

fimit. Boat launch is usa-
bla between lake fevels
ol 79 and 89 feet onty,
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Zam Cay

2206 Fox Av
Madisnn, WI 53711
January 15, 1993

fLoger ML, lsr

Tirectzr. Zrecial Projacls
Tnvirenmenta. PFeiicr ZIvisicon
TEfice ¢f the Geouverror

., 2. Bo lIsle

Tzpltcl Etztioan

Auscin,. To T37LL

Fe: Environmental Ascessment, Plutonium Storage, Pantex

N Cirec:icyr oI Nukewatch, a neonprofit public Interest
JUTl noITTo o osfatiiisnea. prosrame abcut the Zangers ol
nuc ar.2 nucl=2ar war, One of these prcgrams tracks ani
punliicize movement of unmarked U.S. Department of Enz2rgy
nucl convoys over the streets and highways of Texas and
crthe Most cf these convoys originate and terminate at tne
Pans ear Amaril.o, which is the final assembly point for
a.: ons ol mass destruction.

o , Nuitewatch's goal of educating the public abourt
nuct would oest be served by the Department of Energy's
oropczal Lo re Z0.23% or more nucliear weapon p:iutonium pits at
Pantex. Th=s concerntraztion ecf so much destructive and deadly
materza! i1n one place would facilitate our job, especially in the
Amarilioc area, cf educating the public about the local impact of
nuclear weapons prcduction. Such an outcome would help us in our
Werk ¢f maxing Amarillans and other Texans more aware of the use to
which the:r soil is being put in the manufacture and storage of
weapons of mass destruction.

We bel:eve, however, thatét the public interest would be better

served by taking an alternative step more likely to lead from

sterage to destruction of plutonium residues of the nuclear weapons
now earmarked for disassembly. Rather than store the plutonium pits
wnere they could readily be used later for new nuclear
Bweapons or for plutonium-based breeder reactors, it would be
better to store them at the Savannah River Plant, where facilities
now exist for vitrification of the plutonium in a way which makes

recovery cf the plutonium virtually impossible.

at Pantex,

Weoztrongin
Ttirage :;paci:y not be increased anywhere and that piutonium
recrscessing. vitrification capacity be expeditiocusly enhanced at
tne Savannih River Plant «r some other appropriate site so that
non-retrelan:e clsposa: ¢f the plutonium c¢an Keep pace Wllh
teooremen. ul Lhe Weoapulis This, we can "lock in" the resuivz of
current and Ititure SALT zrrec2ments aad nucliear disarmament accolrcc.

v suggest as part of this propesal that” piutonium

101411



Roger Mulder -2- January 15, 1693

When ratified by the U.S. Senate, SALT and other nuclear weaoorns
reduction treaties will constitute a clear mandate to dectiroy
nuclear weapcns, not to hold their key elements--the plutonium
1ts--in :wnd2finite "interim storage™ for possible later re-
assembly 1nto nuclear weapcas. Any storage proposal which fairis t=
provide for s:muitanecus non-retrievable disposal appears to border
on negaticn ¢f the STERT agreements.

Sincyrely,

SAMUEL H. DAY,



February 20, 1993

Mr. Roger Mulder

Director, Special Projects
Environmental Policy Division
P.O. Box 12428

Austin, TX 78711

Dear Mr. Mulder:
Having been provided a copy of the Environmental Assessment for Interim Storage of

Plutonium Components at Pantex, I read it thoroughly and made notes about the things I
had questions about. My comments are enclosed with this letter.

Sincerely,
. ) ;- ./,"; B :
R R L /{(«P{wr:}ﬂ_) }( .
[

Addts Charless, Jr.
Member of PANAL



\Pg. 1-1:  The statement that PX has conducted its acuwvitics in a safe and responsible
manner belics the facts of elevated cancer rates of downwinders and retired PX personnel,
eligibility for being considered as a Superfund site, and pollutants existing in the soil to a
depth of 329 feet-a scant 40 feet above the Ogallala aquifer.

Pg. 2-1:  The estimated interim storage period of 6-10 years is questionable if only for
the DOE's assurances in times past of a "temporary” anything.

Pg. 3-2.  Some proposed multiple stacking configurations have m mathematical formulas
approached 80%-90% of criticality.

Pg.4-3:  Hanford, with modifications, could store approximately 10,000 pits. Some
knowledgeable persons have suggested that Hanford may become a "national sacrifice

zone". Would not Hanford then be a more appropmiate storage site? If suitable for no
other purpose, why not put the pits there?

Pg. 4-5:  Storage capacity at PX would be reached by the 4th quarter of '93 to the 2nd
quarter of of '94. The AEDC has offered $5.5 million for additional land purchases to be
deeded to the DOE-how many familtes might this affect? This has come about afier it was
stated that no additional land would be needed for PX expansiorn.

Pg: 4-6:  Tabie 4-1 does not mention Kirtland AFB/Monzano Mtn. as a possible storage
site despite their storage capabiliies. Why was the above complex not considered?

Pg. 5-1:  PX storage magazines employ natural ventilation. Any accidental leakages
would be vented to the atmosphere for dispersal by the winds to who-knows-where: the
Canadian river, Lake Meredith, the assorted playa lakes of the arca, and by subsequent
percolation/infiltration, most likely into the Ogallala aquifer.

Pg. 5-2:  Scientists are continually lowering the levels that are deemed o be safe, and
arguments abound that in the long run, no levels of radiation are truly safc. Witness the
current concerns being voiced about namrally occuring radon accumulations in our area's
basements.

Pg. 6-4:  If annual collective worker radiation doses increasc but Federal individual
worker exposure limits are not exceeded, it logically follows that even more workers will be
at risk for radiation-induced cancer.

Pg. 6-5:  If a forklift accident occurs, conservative calculations show .57 mg of Pu
escaping to the atmosphere. A lethal inhaled dosc of Pu is a scant one-billionth of a gram.

Pg. 6-6:  The light aircraft penctration probabilities were all modeled on low-specd/low-
angle-of attack scenarios. Not considered was a high-specd/perpendicular angle-of-attack
scenano induced by vertigo such as occurred near my residence a few years ago. The
aircraft engine in the above incident penctrated a hardiand slope to 2 depth of 3-5 feet.

1015/

1015/2

1015/3

1015/4

1015/5

1015/6

1015/7

1015/8

1015/9

1015/10

1015/11

1015/12



Also not considered was a similar situation involving commercial multi-engined craft or
heavy military craft which seem to be in abundance in our air space.
Pg. A-2: Table A-1 states the possibility of intemal fire as being "not possible or 1015/13
plausible at this site or facility”. However, an carlier statement in this EA document
considered a2 forklift acident scenario in which Pu escaped its confinement. Since Pu is
pyrophoric (burns on contact with air), a very real internal fire possibility cxists.

Additionalty, chemical/toxic gas releases have occurred, the mcidents having not 1015/14
been made public until well after the fact, if at all.

Potential Ogallala Aquifer Impacts...: The "preferential flow” arena is by the EA's own 1015/15
admission an unknown regarding flow rates to and effects on the Ogallala aquifer.

Miscellancous:
Pu is in this EA addressed as 45 years or more old, as if by this advanced age it 1015/16

1s relatively innocous. However, 45-year-old Pu has spent but 1/5,333rd of its total lifc
beforc it 1s an inert substance.
Breakdown/decay/sister products of Pu have half-lives of up to 28 billion years.
Since we do not know the long term chemical form of Pu in this ccosystem,
wc've absolutely no idea of its effects on the ecosystem. To assume the initial form of Pu
to be an oxide might be correct, or it may be a gross fallacy with a horrible unthought of
cfiect.
If, because the pils are at PX and where better to have a reprocessing facility 1015/17
than where the pits alrcady are, PX becomes -a reprocessing facility for Pu, what will
become of the waste thus gencrated? For every cubic unit of Pu reprocessed, 17 million
cubic uruts of toxic waste are generated.
Despite claims by director Steve Walton of the AEDC that vast amounats of 1015/18
water exist for use by industry, such is not the case. Even now, the Canadian River
Municipal Water Authority is purchasing Southwestern Public Service Co.'s water rights in
Roberts Countay to provide adequate water for its southemmost customers.
If so large a number of pits is 1o be stored at PX, does that fact not make PX a 1045/19

prime target for terrorists bent on having Pu at any cost?



Route 2, box 11
Fanhandle, TX 75068
February 16, 1993

lieger Mulder

Director of Specilal Projects
knvironmental ¥rollcy Divislon
Cffice of the Governor

.0, Yox 12428

Capitol sStation

Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr, Mulder:

My husband and T live on and farm 960 acres directly across FM 293

from the north side of Pantex. We are downwind of the activities

that occur at the Department of Energy site in Carson County. Ny

hushand was raised on the farm and remembers when the Fantex site

was {irst taken from hls nelghbors., I have lived here 31 years

while we ralsed our family of three children. I hold a Master of

Seience degree and have served on numerous counclls, task forces,

and committees on both regilonal and state levels. 1 have been 1016/1
an observer of the "Pantex mentallity" and the “Pantex work ethic"
{for many years. 1 have often seen “damned if I care" attitude por-
trayed by the workers at the plant.

1 have reviewed the Environmental Assessment For Interum Storage 1016/2
of’ Flutonium Components At Pantex and found that 1ts inadequacy .

to be typical of the "Fantex attitude". The plan does not adequately
address the health and safety of elther the workers or the peoples

living near the plant. The plan contains much false information

and lack of accurate information to conclude the storage of pluto-

ium in any amount to be safe. Examples of thls are "none of the 1016/3
other DOGL sltes 1s considered reasonable"Executive Summary p. vii.

Yet section & contains several possibilities. The plan also as- 1016/4
sumes the worst possible hazard would be the skidding crash of a

light alrcraft weighing 3500 pounds, The accompaning information

in section & to support that assumption contalns many lnaccuracles.

Most aircraft flylng directly over the site are of the large milli-

tary aircraft such as the B-1, C-130, C-141B, F-111, 7T-38, which

are practicing "touch and goes" at the former SAC base Amarillo
International Airport. By the time the larger alrcraft are over

Pantex, they are committed to land. Large military helicopters

fly directly over the area regularly too. Any alrcraft that is 1018/
likely to crash on Pantex 1s most likely to be a high angle impact

instead of the 3 degree skidding * verash. Fiel spills and subse- 1016/6
quent fire or explosion resulting froem such a erash are not adequatly
addressed.

There is nothing about the storage that really needs to be classified., 10167
The storage and management of all plutonium must be review throughout



Tage 2 wA Tantex

the DOE complex should be addressed through an environmental impact
statement for all facilitles.

The KA only addresses storage in Zone & magazines. Are there other 1016/8
places on the site to store Pu? If so, why aren't they beilng addressed?

ftadiatlion 1s not adequately addressed., The exposure of workers will 1016/9
be much greater with realistic time frames for lnspection. There
1s no way workers can make a full visual inspection of storage
containers in one minute, especially taking into account the re-
moving and replacement of the container (F-1.3.). The long term
exposure of low levels of radiation to workers and/are peoples
living neaxrby  are are not addressed., A one time exposure 1is

a lot different than an exposure of leow levels 24 hours a day for
months and years, What are the cumulative effects? DCE must

answer, Doe must do a full EIS, 1016/10
Is there independent quality control on the containers? What are 1016711
“"other approved contalners"? The £A must address these gquestions.
What dees DOE plan to do with the Pu after six to ten years? Are 1016/12
they planning a reprocessinz facility at the Pantex site? The

1016/13

amount of water avallable will not be sufficlientfor this., If the
transportation of the Pu is too dangerous to move, how safe can the 1016/14
transportation of bringing the warheads to Pantex be? Maybe 1t's
best to just dismantle them and store the componentis right where

they are,

At what peint will natural deterloratlon of the containers, Pu, . 1016/15
and storaze area occure? How will radlation effect the containers

and the storage area? Will radiation cause more rapid deteriora-

tion of the concrete, the steel, or even the gravel and dirt of

the magazines?

If the Tu would have to be repackaged into Type B shipping contaln- 1016/16
ers for shipping (&4.1), why can they not be stored in the Type B
containers as stated. by 3-2.

Section 4,4 ¢ states “decentralization of storage could effect a net 1016/17
ircrease in the expected radioclogical worker exposuredver the proposed
action... Ah ha, there is danger to the workers and To the public

after all. The entire [A tells us there is no danger of excess

exposure at Pantex, but here We learn the same Pu in smaller amounts

at other sites creates a danger. Which is it? DOE must do a full

BIS to know.

As Dana O, Porter soil and water conservation engineering speclallst 1016/18

at Misslssippl State University says, the EA is lacking in basic
informatlon that the DOE needs to accurately determine the safety
of the proposed storage of Fu at Fantex. The scope is too narrow,
Extremes of the weather are very conservatlve, Sectlion 5-1 states
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the prevalling wind direction i1s from the south-southwest with an
average wind speed of 14 mph with occaslonal gusts of up to 70 mph,
The weather bureau at Natlonal Weather Service says th annual average
15 13.1 mph at a 230 degree true direction. Wind gusts have been
recorded in excess of 100 mph, On September 3, 1968, a wind guage
on the Pantex site reglstered 113 mph before it brcke, We have observed
numerous tornadeoes, funnel clouds, and massive wall c¢louds both near
and over the plant. In June, 1992, a tornado crossed from our tall
water pit into the plant before 1lifting near Firing Site 4, Two very
large wall clouds were seen over the plant and ocur home the same week,
In May, 1991, a tornado moved from just west of Fanhandle directly
toward the east gate of Pantex before 1ifting just before it got

there,

A so, section 5.1 atates that surface runoff flows 1nto several 1016/19
playa lakes on the site. HRunoff also comes out of the plant on

the north into the barrow ditches that drain into the Pratt lake

one-half mile to the north of the plant. Pratt lake also catches

lots of water running down the draw by the old sewage plant. Debris

is often caught on the barbed wire fence in the draw.

Section (.1.2. states that "the expected level of penetrating radia- 1016/20
tion would result in no measurable effect or exposure to an individual
occupying a position for an entire year at the nearest Pantex site
boundary. Such a level would be indist%pguishable from natural back-
ground radiation.” Since this "individual" 1s either me or a member
of my family, I question if the Pantex operations and storage of Pu
and other radloactive activities may be adding to the background
radiation. How does long term exposure to low levels affect us?
Appendix A-1 does not mention a possible terrorist or high priority - 1016/21
military attact. With the storage of Pu, manufacturing of HE, and

capabllity of assembling weapons, wWould not Pantex be a prime site

for these events? A~5 does not mentlon any possibly of an explosion 1016/22
caused by a forklift penetrating a contailner causing great heat by

friction or the possibly of an exploding battery or other electrically

short,

The report mentlons the “conservative" flgures numerous times as 1016/23
in the recharge rates of the Ogallala Aquifer. Why weren't the

higher rates used? If the rates of 1.3 to 8cm/year, why use 3

em/year? 1f the higher rate is possible, it should be used,

In Appendix &, numerous mathmatical errors are on the "conserva- 1016/24
tive"side, These tend to bring the credibility and validity of

the LA into questlon. ‘

We believe the United States Department of Energy must proceed to 1016/25
initiate an environmental impact statement (EIS) on the issue of

plutonium storage and management at Fantex and throughout the

DCE and DCD complexes. The questions ralsed because of the in-

adequacy and inaccracies of the draft must be answered prior to

the storage for even the six to ten years proposed. We must
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be certain, without a doubt, that the interim storage of plutonium

at Pantex is completely safe for the workers at the plant, the
peorles living nearby and in the area of the plant, and for the

Ogallala Aquifer and perched water zones., The highly productive

agricultural lands and livestock must be safe also.

To ensure the safety of the peoples and of the environment, we
request that the DOE post. a bond in the amount of at least
200,000,000, This bond would be used to help pay damages in
case of contaminatlon or destruction of any private property,
crops, llvestock, as well as bodily injury or death of a per-
son or persons outside the parimeter of the plant. Preperty
owners and/or their heirs must be compensated for their loses.

Thank you.

-7

Jeri Osborne

1016/26



floute 2, Pox 11
Fanhandle, Texas 790068
Feb. 15, 1993

I am Jim Osborne, I live just across the Farm Road 293 north of
Pantex, I farm 960 acres just north of the Pantex Flant. I own
part of the land and rent part of it. I would llke to respond to
the Environmental Assessment for Flutonlum Storage.

After readlng the EA, I visited with a former Tlantex employee who 101711
also read the LA, He told me that at the time he worked there,

they were only allowed to store 32 or 40 pits per igloo instead

of the 270 to H00 O4 440 pits they are proposing to store or stage

now. He said he felt that monitoring on an 18 month basls 1s not 1017/2
nearly often enough and that the number of containers proposed to
be monitored 1s not nearly enough. He also wants to know 1f the 1017/3

plts are to be segregated according to type for storage or will

they be stored randomly? He said there 1s not way that workmen can 1017/4
remove, lnspect and restore a container per minute, He said it

Wwould take hours and hours to remove all the contalners to get to

one near the rear of an igloo and that worker exposure would be

too great. He also sald that the new stainless steel containers 1017/5
showr to the media are apparently brand new and most pits are stored

in the od style carbon steel contalners that will rust and deteri-

ate faster. He saild the packing material shown to the media 1is

all new to him and apparently both the stalnless steel contalners

and the packing material are new since the KA was written,

In regard to Appendix A- Screening of potentlal accident inltiating
events:

Internal gxploslons --Flutonium pits implode; not explode, Forklift q1gi7/5
batterlies may explode.

Internal Flres ~-Plutonium is combustible in the presence of 101777
oxygen. How about electrical fires from an
electric forklift?

How about heating and or alr conditioning in

- Work area Bay #8 where storage 1s now being
done?

How about wooden pallets? They burn.

Lirhtening Strikes -.How about static electriclty from nearby 1017/8
lighening strlkes and static electrleity
from wind?

Loss of Fower --Wpuld. gasoline or delsel powered generators  1017/9
be used to light the storage area 1f power
is lost from commerclal supplles?
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Missiles -- How about gulded mlissiles from enemy forces 1017/10
or from terrorists? 1t appears to me that
20,000 pits would make the storage area a
very high priority target.
How about mlssils from a test firing or from 1017/11
an H& press accldent? We know these kinds of
accldents have happened in the past. We know
of at least three.

Sard storms and -- How about statle electrielty? How about

Lust storms missiles from high winds? The day before
Labor Day (Sept. 3, 1968 or 1969) we had a
wind storm that took a four mile wide swath
of high voltage electrical lines and poles
and roofs from homes and machine sheds and
barns, One Fantex employee at that time told
me that the wind speed indicator at the plant
registered 113 mph before 1t broke. Also
there were reports of as many as’7 funnel:
clouds reported 1n that storm. He sald after
he saw a 55 gallon drum go over the adminlstra-
tion bullding that it was time to go to the
basement. '

1017/12

Transportation -~ lRectric fork 1ifts may catch filre --Batterles 1p17/i3
Accldent: may explode from elther flre or overload.
Trucks could be involved incollisions, catch
fire or be turned over by high winds.

C 1.2 SAC Magazines What if a terrorist dropped an explosive such  1017/14
as a grenade down the ventilatlon pipe?

C.2 Alrcraft . =--The EA uses as an example a 3500 pound aircraft 1017/15
at 80 miles per hour. What about a 200,000

pound aircraft at 500 or 600 mph?

I heard an F111 crashling into a mountain. The

plane welghs approxmately 75,000 pounds and

flles at speeds in excess of 600 mph. The body

of the plane baslcally stayed on the side of

mountaln but the engine shaft augered itselfl

150 feet through solld granite.

Fork Lift Accldent --If, as the EA suggests, the contalner is punc- 1017/16
tured and the pit crushed, plutonium would be

exposed to alr. Frictlon from the fork 1lift

tine penetratlon of the pit could cause spontan-

eous combustion. The workers would be exposed

to fire and smoke as wWell as plutonium dusts,
Fresuming that the deor of the magaxlne was open,

the surrounding area and people could zlso be
exposed.




Storing T'its 1n --Electrical power for lights, alr conditionling
Assembly Bay #8 and heating is present in the work bays.

~-3t11]1 not cleaned up since the tritium leak
in 1989, I understand that they have tried
to clean 1¢ up, but it still will not meet
specs and they are talking about tearing 1t
down.

Work Eay f1

I know one breech block from a 16 inch naval gun has been blown up, I
have heard that at least three high explosive presses were also blown
up aver the years. These accidents could provide mlsslles for pene-
tration of the igloos and posslble flres.

I would like to call for an Environmental Impact Statement.

I don't think there is enough water avallable for reprocessing in
this area. Amarillo has drilled at least 7 dry holes in thelr rater
field in northern Fotter County. The Carson County fleld where the
city is now pumplng 1ts water is rapidly declining. Our static level
in our wells had dropped four feet thls past year and at least one

of the Amarillo wells dropped 12 feet.

T would also like for DOE to post a $200,000,000 bond to be forfeited
in case of contamlnation or destruction of any private property, crops,
or livestock or bodily injury or death of a persen or persons cutslde
the parimeter of the plant, This bond should pay property owners or
their heirs for losses lncurred,

Thanl you.
AN rerre_

Jim Osborne

1017117

1017/18

1017/19

1017/20

1017/21

1017/22



Bob Bulleck
Lieutenant Governor of | exas

The Capitul
Austin, | exas 78711-2068

(512) 463-0001

January 20, 1993

Mr. Richard A. Claytor

Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Richard:

Two members of my staff attended the Department of Energy briefing for the State of
Texas on January 14, 1993, and told me that your agency did an excellent job
presenting complex information. They also said that you invited further questions.

And [ have some.

The briefing included a technical presentation regarding the risks of plutonium 1018/1
contamination to the Ogallala Aquifer, but did not cover contamination of surface

water, | would appreciate information regarding the risks and the potential

consequences of contamination to surface water and soil.

Since increasing the number of pits will necessitate additional handling and 1018/2
transportation, | would like information about any increased risk of human error or

accident resuidng in locaiized spillage or contaminzadon.

I would also like information regarding the proposed consolidated nuclear unit, its 1018/3

funcuoons, and the criteria that will be used in deciding its location. Thank you for
yoyrtime and courtesy.

ieutenant Governor

BB:sww



OPERATION COMMONSENSE
January 20, 1883

Mr. Roger Mulder

Director, Special Projects
Environmental Policy Division
Office of the Governor
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Roger,

| recently received a copy of the Environmental Assessment regarding
the proposal to increase the storage of plutonium at the Pantex Nuclear
Weapons Plant near Amarilio, Texas. You asked for comments on the
assessment documents, and while this letter will address the subject, It is
not. meant to be comprehensive due to time constraints.  This
environmental assessment sets forth operations more properly designated
as a new mission, from holding plutonium in inventory for current use, to
holding it in storage with no planned use. | believe this is a very important
distinction, and might well require additional disclosure and public comment.

Qur concerns are solely with the impact of your plans on Amarillo and
the surrounding area. It is obvious from the assessment that this new
mission has not been previously tested and that the storage plans set forth
involve varying degrees of risk and uncertainty. There appear to be
differences in the relative degrees of protection provided by the two types
of storage containers for the plutonium pits. There also remains a critical
need for detailed analysis of the comparitive stability of the 18 Modified-
Richmond magazines vs. the 42 Steel Arch Construction [SAC] magazines
and the overall adequacy of magazines built 50 years ago to hold
conventional bombs. Moreover, differences in the density of storage
[number of pits) in each magazine could impact the degree of risk as well as
the ease and safety for inspection tasks. The risk assessment analysis also
appears to have overiooked the most likely danger, that of an attack on the
arsenal by an enemy or terrorist. Additionally, incremental risks created by

.0 Box 9618 * Amarillo, Texas 79105 * 806-372-3877 * Fax 806-372-7207
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extending the storage period longer than 10 years Is not assessed, nor is
the method of indemnification provided this community that the period will
not be longer than 10 years. Temporary storage fails to be credible
without the designation of a permanent storage site, if past histories are

to be believed.

Our interest is simple and straightforward. We want first and
foremost to assure that the risks to the community are acceptable. The
dangers that have been brought to many communities by the weapons
plants have been clearly established, and it is only reasonable that we
consider that history in our own assessment of this operation. The
community's confidence in assurances of safety can only be confirmed with
independent monitoring and the wiiling acceptance by DOE of applicable iaws
of our fand. We must all be comfortable that a supervisory structure is in
place that will provide technical oversight as well as community liason. A
ciear delineation of this need will require a cooperative effort involving DOE,

the State, and our community.

While | believe most of us in the community can be convinced of the
safety of the plan, there will be many outside the community who will be
hesitant to locate in this area because they are wary of the unknown or
unproven. There will be little doubt that the future growth of business in
Amarillo and the surrounding area will suffer with the public knowledge of
the starage of these pits. This probability creates the need for DOE to
assert an active and effective role in planning an assisting Amarillo in
maintaining the growth we have every right to expect, notwithstanding the
- plutonium storage plans. Active help from DOE in directing certain highly
desirable non-nuclear government operations here or funding to assist us
In recruiting new businesses is appropiate and necessary.

Roger, your role and that of the Governor are critical to the success
and acceptance of this mission. Funding provided the State by DOE should
not be allowed to exceed actual expenditures hy the State. This policy will
prevent any confiict of interest from developing between the financial
interest of the State and the safety needs of the Panhandle. Your role can
and should be that of facilitator and enforcer of guidelines necessary to a

safe mission.

P.0. Box 9618 * Amarillo, Texas 79105 * B06-372-3877 * Fax B06-372-7207
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it is our hope that Pantex, including future missions, might remain
- always a welcome member of our community. This possibility can become
a reality through the implementation of a two point stategy set forth in this
letter. We will be responsible for doing everything within our power to work
with the State and DOE to accomodate our mutual needs. We are looking
forward to opening a dialogue that will result in a positive future for all of us.

Sincerely,
s
W.H. O'Brien

cc: Vicky Battley
Steve Guidice
interested parties

P.O. Box 8618 * Amarilio, Texas 79105 * 806-372-3877 * Fax 806-372-7207



State of New Mexico

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
Harold Runnels Building
1190 St. Francis Drive, P.O. Box 26110

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502 JUDITH M ESPINOSA
(505) 827-2850 SECRETARY
BRUCE KING RON CURRY
GOVERNOK DEPUTY SECRETARY

February 4, 1993

Roger Mulder, Director
Special Projects Group
Environmental Policy Division
State of Texas

Office of the Governor
Austin, Texas 78711

RE: EA for Interim Storage of Plutonium Components at Pantex

Dear Mr. Mulder:

The Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau of State of New
Mexico's Environment Department has reviewed the Department of
Energy's Environmental Assessment for the Interim Storage of
Plutonium Components at Pantex. Given that the proposed activity 1oz0n
evaluated by this assessment is an enlargement of activities which
have been on-going at the site for the past 40 years, the document
seems to adequately addresses any associated environmental impacts.
The proposed action seems to be the most favorable of the
alternatives considered for interim storage. Of greater interest
to the state of New Mexico is the long-term storage/disposal
options being considered for these components, as presently under
consideration 1in the Programmatic EIS for the Nuclear Weapons
Complex Reconfiguration. The state of New Mexico would appreciate
any future documentation on plans for long term storage including
transportation impacts.

Thank you for providing an opportunity to comment on this proposal.
There 1is much to be gained through our states cooperation 1in
resolving environmental problems.

—

mrely,
/ l‘ // N
; (
A ove JCfT gzﬂxbLf’
énito J. %Arcia, Chief
Hazardous and Radiocactive Materials Bureau

N4

BIG:IWP

cc: Ray Powell, Special Asst. to Governor
Kathleen Sisneros, Director, Water and Waste Mngmnt,NMED
Neil Weber, DOE Oversight,NMED
John Parker, Mixed Waste Section, HRMB-NMED
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PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

An affiliate of International Physicidans for the Prevention of Nuclear War, winner of the 1985 Nobe| Peace Prize

25 January 1993
Roger Mulder
Director, Special Projects
Envivronmental Policy Division
Stare of Texas
PO Box 12428
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear rfr. Mulder,

I respond to your draft of an Environmental Assessment prepared by the
U.%.Department of Energy (DOE}, a proposal to increase the storage of plutonium
(Pu) at the Pantex Nuclear Weapons Plant sent to Governor Richards. Thank you
for inviting me ro comment. [ hope my comments are somhow useful but, quite
frankly, responding in 45 days really pushed my ability to read, digest and
criticize a very complicated proposal, much less prepare a response.

First of all, we should remember that a reductien from more than 20,000
nuclear warheads to somewhat less than 10,000 as ordered by the President
still leaves the world with encugh explosives to make the planet uninhabitable
and unreccgnizable. We should also remind ourselves that we Texans have had
Pantex in our State for many decades without showing much concern for the
harzards of preparing for war. Therefore, we should approach this problem with
humility and vigor. We should consider ourselves as part of a dreadful prohlem
which we are dumping on future generations of animals, plants and humans and
thus demand of ourselves very tight restrictions on what is done at Pantex.

We should insist that the storage of plutonium (Pu) in Texas should be 1021/1
TEMPORARY. The DOE mentions six to ten years but the text gives no details of
how this will be terminated, no discription of research going on to prepare for
storage elsewhere. We are planning to store BA,OOU‘pounds of a deadly poison 1021/2
which will remain deadly for thousands of years. While Pu is stored at Pantex,
it should be very visible and under close scrutiny by Federal Govermment officials,
Texas officials, and local Amarillo and neighboring county officials as well as
concerned citizens. Personally, I would hope the Governor would really stress
citizen involvement. We should know that breeder techmology and Pu fuel cycle 1024/3
nuclear programs are not working well because of safety and economic problems
50 we can anticipate a big increase in the inventory of Pu in other forms than
warheads. We should not set Texas up for this kind of storage. Are-you aware
that Hanford originally prepared "interim storage" which then became the de facto
standard for storage for the U.S. The limits of TEMPORARY should be very carefully

spelled our.

1021/4

Cne reason why citizen and local government interest is so crucial is that 1021/5
the DOE has been working for five decades in a shroud of secrecy and a war
threat mentality spending their time preparing weapons and much less time, quite
insulficient time, on the protectiocn of the environment. When the DOE reports

® Dulles e oo Desariment of Angsthesolory | Parklind Memooal Hospital | Dallas, Tesas 75235 - Telephone: {2111 590 85 40

o NaGonag! Qffice: 1000 - 1eth Sueer, W AW, S510 Wastungton, .C, 20036 - Telephone: 2023 785.3777 @
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that Pantex has been run in a “safe and responsible fashion for 40 years", they

conveniently leave out the management of the plants at Rocky Flats in Colorado
and Hanford in Washingron. The DOE has a bad reputation for environmental and
health hazards. Remember, considerations other than safety will be considered,
e.p. timeliness, cost and efficincy in using space already available.

We are aware of massive safety problems at various other DOE sites, 1021/6
problems which will take decades to ¢lean up, billions of dollars, and probably
a number of injuries to personnel. Knowing that, do we want the DOE to store
Pu pits in magazines when Pantex does not have expertise in this?! Governor
Richards should wonder, why experiment with Texas? Why not experiment at
Rocky Flats where the pollution levels are already severe? Or Hanford? Or
half a dozen places where the DOE has polluted? Or, why not some place where

the military has polluted?

DOE writes that radiation exposure of workers will be controlled as 102177
currencly done with procedures and monitoring to insure DOE present standards
dre maintained so therefore no adverse health effects among workers should be
expected. In their search for the possibility of accidents, they mention aircrafrc
crashes, forklift accidents, earthquakes, tornadoes and missiles, all of which
are listed as requiring quantitative analysis. There is no mention of a psychotic
terrorist or a thief wishing to sell FPu to the Japanese.

The DOE points out that using the safer method of storage will f£ill up the 1021/8
present storage areas this year while the less safe method will fill it up by
the summer of 1994, That horizontal, palletized multiple stacking has not been
used before in either the Modified Richmond or the steel arch constructed
magazines rather implies that the DOE has not previously thought about storage
of Pu pits, does it not? No mention is found in their text of any research 1021/9
about long term storage or destroying Ehgimodifying Pu, all projects which a
responsible DOEL would have done decades ago if their sense of responsibility
had been toward the environment rather than toward military power. The DOE 1021/10
has not used EPA or OSHA standards for their work.

DOE could use other sites as well as Pantex but this would add the hazard 1021/11
of transportation. I find this interesting since they have said this hazard is
virtually zero for years. The advantage of storing at multiple sites and doing
it visibly, however, would be that numerous communities would then become
involved in this dreadful problem. Do you have nightmares thinking of having
te trust the Government with the storage of Pu for a half-life of 26,000 years?

Thig risk of trusting our Government is clarified by a marvelous euphemism on

page 4,3, "The primary mission of Hanford is environmental restoration.'" This 1021/12
same DOLE has supported legislation to relax environmental protection laws

governing the removal of toxic wastes. Change the words and the problem goes

away. The same DOE has stifled research and whistle-blowing among employees.
Secretary Watkins has said he "never got his arms around” the problems at DOE.

DOE now plans for some oversight by outside organizations, the Department of

Health and Human Services and the Department of Health for the State of Texas,

for example,which sounds great but the DOE is not accustomed toc outside scrutiny

so this should be spelled out very carefully. In their text it is not spelled

out at all.

Their refercence to threats to the Ogallala aquifer is internal DOE research qgpy/z
by Turin et al from the Los Alamos National Laboratories so it is no wonder they
concluded no risk would occur to the aquifer. The DOL cites mo local criticism.
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There is no reference to Coy Overstreat who has been collecting cases of atomic 1021714
radiation victims for years. The search for potential problems seems thoughtful

but there is no mention of previous complications. I would recommend the

Covernor insist upon a careful evaluation of all previous accidents, injuries

and environmental abuses which have coccurred at Pantex and other DOE planrts

before permitting even one Pu pit to be stored in Texas.

There is no mention of security, yet Pantex has had security problems in 1021415
the past. What are their plans to prevent a terrorist attack? Or a thief who
wishes to steal a Pu pit? I am sure the black market would have good prices
for Pu pits, Let me repeat that research on the disposal and security of Pu 1021/16
and Pu pits should have been under way for decades. This problem is chronic
and 1s not going to go away. Therefore, we should slow the DOE down and
demand more thorough preparations and research before doing anything. I know
that this will leave us withbombs sitting in their silos but, if the State of
Texas can make these silos public and keep the Pu pits in the minds of alert
citizens, we will have performed a real service for all the world. Keep in
mind that storing these pits at Pantex permits the Government to restart making
bombs again before anvone had time to wonder why trucks were carrying Pu pits
back to Texas again.
I have mentioned that research cited has come from DOE sponsored labora- 1021/17
tories and is therefore suspect. 1 recommend some outside reading:
1. Peter Gray (editor): FACING REALITY: the future of the U.S. Nuclear Weapons
Complex, a project of the Tides Foundation, San Francisco (copies may be
obtained from the Nuclear Safety Campaign, 1914 North 34th street, suite 407,

Seattle, Wa 98103).

2. Anthony Rebbins, Arjun Makhijani, Katherine Yih: RADIOACTIVE HEAVEN AND

EARTH: the health and environmental effects of nuclear weapons testing in, on,
and above the earth. Apex Press, N.Y. 1991.

3. H.Jack Geiger & David Rush: DEAD RECKONING: a critical review of the Depart-
ment of Energy's epidemiological research. Physicians for Social Responsibility

1962,

4. Arjun Makhijani and Scott Saleska: HIGH LEVEL DOLLARS, LOW LEVEL SENSE: a
critique of present policy for the management of long-lived radioactive waste
and discussion on an alternative approach. Apex Press, 1992.

5. Nicholas Lenssen: NUCLEAR WASTE: the problem that won't go away. Worldwatch
Paper 106, December 1991.

©. Howard Hu, Arjun Makhijani, Katherine Yih: PLUTONIUM, deadly gold of the
nuclear age. International Physicians Press, 1992.

I conclude that the 40 years of "responsible and safe" work done at Pantex 021/18

cannot be extrapclated to a future of ten vears of storage of Pu. 1 also conclude
that the DOTL has a long history of secrecy and willingness to take risks which have
harmed the environment and the health of workers and neighbors. So, go SLOW! We
.should involve the Peace Farm, the Red River Peace Network (which has a team being
developed right now) and the Texas Nuclear Responsibility Network.

PEACE!
L rifilece %ﬁq{;

LLawrence D. Lgbert, MD, MPH
PSR/Dallas Coordinator



PHEAL

Hanford Education
Action League

February 11, 1993

Roger Mulder

Director, Special Projects
Environmental Policy Divisian
Office of the Governor

P.O. Box 12428

Austin, TX 78711

Comments on the Environmental Assessment for Interim Storage of Piutonium
Components at Pantex (DOE/EA-0812)

Dear Mr. Mulder,

Thank you for providing HEAL with a copy of the Pantex EA and inviting our
comments. First, some general comments concerning public participation and
involvement:

+ The deadlina for comment was not specified in your letter of December 21, 1992.

When did the 45-day period begin and end? Why did you not inform ali potential
commenters that the period had been extended to 60 days?

+ I feel it is improper for any state government to act as an intermediary for the federal
government. Yes, the Department of Energy has a very serious credibility problem; but

this situation is not solved by having a state act as a shield. Because of our objection

to this, HEAL is sending a copy of these comments directly to the Energy Department.

« The Department of Energy should have prepared an Environmental impact 102211
Statement (EIS) instead of the EA. The proposed action constitutes a change in ’
mission for the Pantex facility (i.e. interim storage) and, as such, constitutes a major

federal action which requires an EIS under the National Environmental Policy Act

(NEPA).

Specific Comments

p. viii -- HEAL agrees with the Department in that “the reintroduction of a weapons
complex mission (at Hanford) would not be reasonable or appropriate.”

p. 2-1 -- Both here and elsewhere in the EA (e.g. compare number on p. vii with those 10222
on p. 3-1), there are numerous inconsistencies in the number of pits to be stored at

Pantex. |n addition, this same problem of inconsistency involves the storage capacity

of Pantex and DOE's proposed storage levels at Pantex. The Department of Energy, 10223
in coordination with the President and the Department of Defense, should declassify

the Nuclear Stockpile Memorandum. It can no longer be argued that keeping this
information from the American public is in the national interest. The Russian

government knows because of the provisions inthe recent START agreements.

1720 N Ash o+ Spokane, Washington 99205 » (509) 326-3370 » FAX (309) 325-2032 *)



HEAL Comments on Pantex EA -- page 2

p. 3-1 -- DOE has failed to sufficiently define what it means by interim.

p. 4-11to 4-7 -- DOE has not presented an adequate examination of the alternatives,
2specially regarding the possible security risks of having only one mnterim storage
facility. Moreover, DOE has failed to consider the alternative of the construction of a
new DOE faciiity, or several of them.

p. 6-4 -- DOE has failed to provide the public with sufficient information to assess the
Department's safety analysis. DOE has refused to make available to the public the
most recent version of the Pantex Safety Analysis Report. Additionally, the recent
recommendation (83-1, dated January 21, 1993) of the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board (DNFSB) raises the possibility that nuclear safety might be deficient in
those operations involving the disassembly of nuciear weapons. The Board
specifically cited its concern of nuclear safetv at Pantex.

In conctlusion, DOE should prepare an EIS to provide for a more thorough
examinaticn of all alternatives, more extensive public participation, and sufficient time
for citizens 1o prepare comments and the Department to review nuclear safety at
Pantex (DNFSB recommendation 93-1). Such a delay for EIS preparation need not
prevent the United States from continuing to withdraw nuclear weapons from active
dept oyment as set forth in recent agreements and initiatives. The delay would also
provide time for public review of the dismantiement study now underway by the Offlce
of Technolcgy Assessment.

Sincerely,

/

, E
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“James Thomas

Research Director

1022/4

1022/5

1022/6
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March 10, 1993

Mr. Roger Mulder

Environmental Policy Division
Office of the Governor

Sam Houston State 0ffice Building
P. 0. Box 12428

Austin, Texas 78701

Dear Mr. Mulder,

I have seen pages and pages of comments concerning the interim storage of plutonium

pits at the Pantex Plant. Most of these comments and concerns are the same as mine,

and I would only be repetitious if T commented on them. These concerns have been

addressed by authorities in the different areas. People who we must place our trust.

People from state agencies, federal agencies and private industries. -

H s . . 1024/1
owever, I would request that authorities from these different agencies be assembled
together in their area of expertise and address and formulate the best possible response
to the following areas which seem to me to he the areas of most concern when considering

all of the various comments. The areas are as follows:

1. The chance of contaminating the Ogallala Aquifer.
The data used to reach a decision on a plane crash into a bunker/magazine 1024/2
or other strategic location.

3. The question of sabotage/terrorist attack on a bunker/magazine or other 1024/2
strategic location, This could cause a release that would make an
environmental impact. :

4. What impact would tornadic winds have on a bunker/magazine or other 1024/4
strategic location.

Respectfully submitted for consideration.
Sincerely, /' /// ,

B /f//./ / - /’(y

JAY R, ROSELIUS, County Judge
Carson County, Texas 79068

N

JRR/wh



2612 Mockingbird Lono
Pmorillo, Texas 79109

february 16, 1993

Mr. Roger Mualder
Governor's Uffice

Policy Council 12428

Nustin, Texas 73711

Dear Mr. Mulder:

Ns residents of Amzrills, Texos, we ore dee.ly concerned sbout
the activities 2t thg DDI Fantex Plant heer our city. To have bombs
assemtbled there wes at best very worrisome but to have & msssive dis-
assembly of these bombs and the storage of the hichly texic plutonium
nlus other fissivnable materisl scems intnlerable. Le zre mat vixicus
that the activities pt Pantex bz examined and monitored and that the

rroser envirgmnent studlies

plutonium Ds especislly studied.
=nd the plant should b2 rpen to outsidz expert inspacticn.

‘nHendle want the title of Flutenium Sterage for the
how lonz can

storage of
are crucizl

Dzes the Fr
western werld?  Just how muoch iz knpwn sbout the storece,
it be stored here and why can't this whole subject be ojened to public
scrutiny?

Singcarely,

10251

ﬂ« K&w ;é’,zca/;a.«//

wilildam arng rary
Klinocnsrith



February 19, 1993
QCEASER

To the United States Department of Energy MAR 15 1993
Through the. Office of the Governor, Statc of Texas X '
P.O. Box 12428 Governor's Enetgy Utfice

Austin, TX 78711

At a responsible citizen committed to preserving the quality of life for all future generations |
am gravely concemned about the Environmentzl Assessmcnt prepared by the United States
Department of Energy regerding the proposal to Increase the storage of plutonium at the Pantex
Nuclcar Weapons Plant near Amarillo, Teans.

Because 1 believe that the quality of & Democracy depends on the participation of informed
citizens, it is my opinion that this Environmentat Assessment (EA) does not adequately address
the full range of the issue.

Since historically plutonium pits have been refabricaied and reused, the proposal to store the pits
for any period of time is 2 significant new action that should be analyzed in its own right, and
all reasonable alternatves and environmenia! impacts should be considered now.

The draft EA declares that the plutonium pits will be siored at Pantex for the next 6 - 10 years,

There appears to be no basis for thest figures,  Where the pits will go afier the ten year period
was not discussed. Further, 1t does not provide assurance that pits will not be stored for more
than ten years.

All of The reasonable alternatives were not considered and inedequate attention was given to
existing available DOE or DOD faciliics. As taxpayers we have spent milllons of dollars
providing warheaa and pit storage facilities at Kirtland Air Force Base (Albuguerque, NM., and

the Sierma Army Depot in California,

The draft EA dves not analyze the environmental effects of pit storage for more than ten years.
There is no discussion on the stability of plutonium pits during intcrim or long-term storage.

The effect on the workers is not adequately addressed in this drafl document. 1t does not

explicitly analyze dosss to wazkm_whﬂ_handln_nxuitg_ig the disassembly arcas and those

trensporting them from disassembly arcas to Zonc 4. It doeS not calculate the doses for the

War, ¢ doses o workers if' | tions nre required more froquently

pthan every 18 months. Not discussed is the jncreased worker exposures compared with the
current operations, yet it appears those exposures will be acveral times ourrent levels.

Rather than issuing & final environmental asséssment and & Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI), the Dapmment of Encrgy shouid pmcccd to mhhlmg an environmental impact

1026/1

1026/2

1026/3

1026/4
1026/5

1026/6

102677

1026/8
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¥ Topic: OTA Briefing on Flutonium, Written &:04 pm Feb l&, 1993 by Fbp
in cdpinuc. facilities ¥ To: MPN, From: Steve Schwarltz, Rer Summary
of OTA Flutaonium Workshop, Date: February 10, 1993
Office of Technology Assessment (DTA? — Flutonium Storage Workshop

Peter Johnson (leader of the 0TA toam studying “"Nuclear Weapons

Dismantlement-and its Aftermath): Opened the sessiph by stating thEt some

“Form oFf interim storage of plufbnium from retired warheads (i.e. 6-20
years) i& needed pending a final decision on what to do with it. He then
agked team member Garman (pronounced Herman) Reyes tp brief the group on
OTA’s rewssarch—-to—date.

German Reyes: Pit storage at Pantex under existing configurations will
run out 1in late 21993 or-early 1994, DDE has propomed to alleviate this
situation with an EA on a new configuratlion option.

1¥f Pantex proves inadequate, there is capacity at other sites—

0 Rocky Flats can only handle its own waste and residues;

o Savannah River has two suitable buildingmsg )

0 Hanforg can =tore up to 3,000 pits, but this would contradict DOE’=
stated i{intention to end the defense mismsion thero;

o Communications from DOE suggest that underground storage at Kirtland AFB
{NM) or Sierre Army Dapot (CA}) could be utilized.

DDE insists .that the new and increased pit retirement/storage minsion is
merely “"business as usual® but DTA has found that while the dismantlement

nrocess won’t be fundamentally sltered, the rate of d ement an e

g

—

/f,'
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~=storage of thousands of pits will chanas the role of Pantex:
o the ToTEI humoar Bf pLtE Grored at Fantex will signiticantly increasze,
from &-8,000 up to 20,0003
o DOE’zs new storage configuration has never been tested and raices serious
worker health and safety as wall as public acceptance 1ssues:

o the greater number of pits will result in worker radiation RAPDBUrEes
2-B times higher than at presaent, especially from the gamma exposure via
Am—-241 decay and neutron Qeneration. DOE’< praposed use of shielded
ferklifts and robotics must be evaluated;

o moreover, should DOE experiment now with a new configuration befare a
final decision has bwen made on whather or not to use it;

o does DOE need to do a safety analysis report specifically on increased

wol'kzr e)xposures under the praposed changes?

DOE’s ability to.accurately track plutonium to ensure there are no
criticality probless is unclear,

DOE'=s lack of a clear.timetable for long~term storage has increased
public skepticism about "®Hhort term" storage at Pantex.

Criticality issuss are not confined to Pantex. At Rocky Flates there are
humarous potential problems, mada worse by the fact that there are_ggli_2
triticality safsty engineers_for the entire plant.
~"Bome 26 percent of the entire U,E. plutonium inventory is in
scrapn/residue form, largely at BRS, Hanford, Las Alamos and Rocky Flats
(whith has the most), At Rocky Flats thers (s mmore than 00,000 pounds of
s5lid remidues conteining some 4,000 pounds of plutgnium, plus an
additicnal 14,000 ljiters of liguid waste containing additional plutonium.

The limited number and zize of approved shipping containers for thie
type of waste (there is only 1 approved container, capable of holding 2
liters of material) may seriously hamper removing this material frem its
current storage sites {(this=s applies only to the type of waate with a low
specific lavel of radicactivity). Los Alamcs, for example, would have to
putchase 10,000 such drums to meet current shipping criteria (which limit
how much combustible material may co-mingle with plutonium).

General Discussion :

Jesee Cleveland (USDB,. Denver ang former member of the Advisory
Committee on Nuclear Facility Bafety): I"m concerned that OTA is
discounting steorage options et other DOE site= (e.qg, Hanford or INEL)
because DDE has indicated that is not the preferred option. By using
existing sites, we could maybe get there faster than atarting from scratch.
pAlso, if the stornge medium is in pit form, that"s retrievable, and not
just by us. . .

Peter Johnsen: QOur consideration of alternative storage sixes utilized
DOE'a own analyses, but of courme those are not set in concrete. We’'re
ascuming imterim storage as pits because other optipns are possible but
will take time to fully implement. .

Dewmy Large (Beiontific Ecelogy Group, Inc): It may be worthwhile to
study the development af the MRS. That may held some splutions for this
prohlem.

Joel Gingold (S.M. Stoller Corp.): MRS may be feasibla, but the problemn
{s that nobody wants it. 1'm not sure that the public reaction to pure
plutonium storage would he better or worse than that for spent . fuel. And i¥f
we can’t do it for spent fuel, it won't work for plutonjium pits. Keep the
focus on the current DDE plutonium sites and put it whaere people have been
living with the weapons far a long time ano may perceive & tangible beneflt
to being a storage site.

Dave Hafemaister (Sen, Governmental AfFairs Committems)y IF vyou're
concerned about mecurity risks from storing whole pits, why not spray &
borated plagetic/resin into the pit? That would alleviate some criticalitx
problems and would present any would— be thief with & significant obstacile
to immediate use as a bomp,
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Victor Trebulis (Director of DOE’es OffFice of Civilian Radiocactive Waste

Management Gtorage Division): I manage the MRS far DOE. MRE 1s only
intended for spent fuel. Usilng it for pits would ohnly incraease the public’e
perception praoblems. Many caunty and tribal studies have concluded that MRS
vould be =afe and of benefil to them, but the problems seem t0 be of tha
perception kind, and come from those who have less dirsct involvement with
the potential site., We're =till hoping to find a voluntary site.

Peter Johnson: We're only looking at the MRS to see 1f there's anytting
we can learn/use from it.

Charles Haughney (Chief, Source and Containment Devices Branch, Nuclear
Regulatory Commiecion): Victor is right, Our regulations are only for spent
fuel. In any tase, using a spent fuel cask for pit storage, even with some
modifications,” would be overkill mince there iz far more intense radiatiaon
from spent fue!l ‘than from
pits. -
Jehn Trout (U.2." Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District): As a result
of the Nunn-Lugar language [in the FY92 defense billl, wa are assisting the
Russians with the design of their storage facility far plutonium and HEU.
The Russisns have indicatmd that their plutonium will be stored as alther
pits ar ingots. They are very much interestsd in this being a long-term,
permeanent fecility. While the U.5. nas only committed funds for degsign
work, the Rusmians seem to assume that we’ll help build it too.

Lisa Chan (DOE Waspons Complex Reconfiguration DFfice)t The PEIS will
considerr long—-term storage issues. We expect a draft PEIS by late *9%3/parly

"4, with a record of decislion by the Fall oF ° 954, Lur assumption 1s that

storage wilT BE 2n the +orm o+ pite.

Dave Hefemeiater: Well, that’s sort of dumb, {Bn’t (t, because if you
decide to mix the plutonium with waste you don’t nemd to build long-term
storege facilities?

Lisa Chan:i The PEIS on not =ite-spemcific. We'ra Ipaking at reguirements
first and then we’ll look and see if we have the facllities we neamd ar if
we need to bulld them.

Louis Willett (DOE Defense Programs, Office of Weapons and Materials
Planning): The work of the plutonium taek force is largely completed, but
the report is behind schedule and is still undergoing internal review., The
ecops is near—-term storage up to when Complex-21 kicks in. Amaong the things
it considered were: interim storage, stockpile support and residue
disposition.

Joehn Hercreg {(DOE Nuclear Energy): A separate report of the task force
lopks at storage options and will be iss5uUed by Sol Rpsen (NE's Director of
International Frograms). The most important considerations we identified in
that report were safeguards, environmenta] impacts and economice.
Cverything else was deemed secondary. 1 can’t characterize thie as a DOE
report, since is has not be formally approveg/released, but it concludes
that the bwet way to safmguard the plutonium is to invoke broad policies of

"noRprollferaticn and consider 1t as Spent Tusl, Thw focus 15 Of The optiont
" that proflce the most environmentally banigﬁﬁapnsaquen:es. ,

Tara 0’Toole (OTAY: Wa’ve found that in making plutonium less of &
sscurity risk, you increase worker radiation risks/exposures,

John Herczeg: What i= “most acceptable from a pelitical standpoint is
to either radiate or "splke" the plutonium and store 1t as egpent fuel. The
goal is %o “"render it non—usable" within certain environmentel
considerations. Isotopic poisoning, for example, was found to be
unacceptable. o

Paul Cunningham (Los Alamos National Labaratory): 0TA nmeds to get some
criticelity expertise. This is not an issue at Pantex. Criticality is
overstres=ed. Plutonium in ingots is not pyrophoric so long aa tts
temperature does npt reach 400 degrees Fahrenhsit., Gamma rays emitted by
Am—241 decay are "relatively soft" and easy tp shield against. The neutron
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fields generated by a large number of pits is & bigger problem.

My position on this (and 1 can’t speak for the lab) is that this will be
a long process to decide what we should ultimately do with this plutonium,
We should think about who we're making it difficult to retrieve from. Don’t
meke our waste problems even bigger by adding plutonium to the mix.

"I advocate that we do as little with thie material as possible.”
Storage in pit form creates the least wasta and worker exposure. Pits are
well known, gquality controlled itemsy we know a greet deal about them. Yes,
there’s & lot of plutonium coming out of the stockplle, but by the time
Complex~21 comes on—-line this will be dwarfed by the inventories of
commercial plutonium. Just look at where Japan is heading. Rs for diluting
plutonium, we won’t gain much [in nonproliferationl. We know how to recover
plutonium from’ any form we can put it in.

And mixing plUtonium in with waste will "cresats a legacy we can’t
menage.* Pite are compact and they store and last very well in hermetically
sealed containers. With the pits in their storage and shipping containers
you can’t creste a critical array of pits in any configuration in the
Pantex igloos. .

Duane Sehmoker (Pacific Nuclesar Fusl Services, Inc.)t As with the MRS,
public perception is the key, right up there with technology

‘considerations. ! am asguming this won’'t be done in secret——altbnuqh mavyhba
it will for security considerations-~-but the times are changing. DOE also
has an effort underway [(since 19891 to identity a voluntary site to accept
TRU wamtee [as a result of many Governors refusing DOE's request to move
Rocky Flats waste to DOE facilitims in their statesl.

Emilia Govan {DTAY: Can vou foregee doino a full EIS on pit stornqa at

\: 7 ——

Ted Dotry (DOE Defemse Programs, Director Fantex Facility Management
Division): [After a long pausel "I think that's a possible outcome.™ I
helped do the EA and ! don't believe.there are any technical issues that
would force us to do an EIS.

German Reyem: We asked becausn the EA has vary-little infurmation on_the

capabilitd 2 th lutonium.
111 Bhuler {(As=istant to the Acting Acsiztant Secratary of Defense for

Atomic Energy’: Is OTA trying to provide just an analysis or will you lasue
recommandations? ;

FPater Johnson: This is just an interim report on where we are today. The
final report ha=z not been written. We will have spome recommendations and
options in the final report, which will examine everything related to
warhead dismantlement.

Bill Shuler:t Taking an mxisting facility and making it transparent fopen
to inspection far arms control purposesd is harder than buiiding & naw
fecility with transparency in mind.

Mark Parcival (DOE Office of Arms Control): We have a draft report on
trangparency at Pantex thet consists of guldance for DOE but not
recommendations. I can’'t tell you more about it until Vic Alessi (Dirwctor
releasas it.

John Herczegs DOE has asked the labs and now five vendors to stutly
purning plutonium in a reactor. But .there needs to be several years of R&D
just to demonstrate the technology, =o burning could anly really begin in
about 20-2% vears (factoring in time to comply with environmental
ragulations). The first report fraom Livermors also took as an assumption
that whatever was recommended wauld have to be acceptable in Ruseia. The
fission task force (headed by Sol Roszen) will igsue a separste report on
thise at some future date. ’

Paul Cunninpgham:_fAccelerator technology is thes only way to totally
eliminate t rium, gics are sound, we know
is Wi work, it’s just an engineering DPCRIwRT

. {For the afternoon session, which 1 did not attend (but which Tom
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Clements of Greenpeace, Tom Zamora~Collina of Friends of the Earth and

Steve Dolley of the WNuclear Control Institute did), the group discussed
future plugcnium storage approaches. ltems for discussioch includad

[ i,

[} Typea and cond;t{ons of materials to he storad and policigs to be
followed

o Requirements and -design criteria that need to be develaped

] Research and teating needed

o Enviranmental impacts to be investigated

o 8ite melection process to be developed

o Health and safety utudies required

o BRcurity, monitoring and materials accounting studips needed

o chilxty tonstruction and operation requirements

- i w#*vtttttwtt\v--n-r11'vttttttxlllttttttltttltltttttt

From 'an;;}‘[‘;'a'r-dnerj?;




7 - 822 Oak
Dalhart, TX 79022

darch 5, 1993

To the United States Department ot Energy

Through the QOffice of the Governor, State of Texas
F.0. Box 12428 -

Auvstin, TX 78711

Az a Texas citizen 1 am concerned about the storage of

nuclear material 2t the Pantex Nuclear ¥Weapong Plant near

tmarillo, Texas.
Fave the following cuestions been adeguately answered? 1027/1

Has worker safety in all divisions of the plant been acdequately

tudied? If so heave the recomwended safety precautions teen

Have dangers to surrovnding farmland and acgriculturzal

Are there safeguards for the land, it's

it's agricultural value?

1]

aken?
crkers been studied?
roductive qgualities and

-~

¥, ¢t

understand that this is interim storage for a period 1027/2

¢ 10 years. What happens to the plutonium and other

r materials efter ten years? Are there availdble 1027/3
for storage of nuclear materials farther from populated
How can toth the United States and Texas governments

tee the safety of citizeng living near and in Amarillo?

3

1027/4

Y o on
ry [

I respectfully urge you te make sure that Texas citizens
are’protected from proven and potential hazards.

n

Respectfully.,

Bobe K
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Tc the United States Tepartment of znergy

krousrh the (ffice of the Covernor, State of Texas
.0, Tex 12k28
sustin, Texas 7E711

T eam enclosing information that was sent to the residents of the
city cf Tanhandle with their water btills. TFarhandle is located in
Carson County ten miles to the east of rantex, rarm to karket
highway 293 borders both the Fantex plant and the city of Fanhandle

on tne north.

oy (\
Jote '_J

o+

ne can te sure tha
ing hit by a rn

t if the city of Fanhandles has the potential of 1030/1
1o o}

:ado, the Tantex piant is alsc vulnerable to a

01

oy

llumerous very devastating tornadoes nave struck near the plant.

1 late June, 1962, the city of "ritch, about 15 miles to the north
the plant was very hard hit. The city of Amarillo has been

1it. dhite Deer has had three hits. A fiarm was destroyed 4 miles
to the north of the vlant, Tornadoes have been spotted on all

sides of the plant. In September, 109568, a rather large storm with
rumerous tornadoss and funnel clouds moved from the north onto the
rlant site. A wind zuase on the site broke at 1ii4 mph. 1in 1991,

a largse tornado headed directly toward the east gate from Fanhandle,
lifting Jjust before it reached the plant, In June, 19¢3, at least

three tornadoes were spctited cn the north side of the plant. Cne
moved onto the site, 1lifted at ¥iring site 5.

30 kA
[ |

+2 believe the possibility of a devastating tornado striking the
rantex plant is too great threat for Tantex to be considered as an
intrium storage site for plutonium, Missiles hurled by the very
high winds of a tornado are capable of penetrating the storage areas.
There would not have to be a direct strike fcr massive destructior.

.e recuest & full environmental impact stztement (EIS) with the pos- 103072
sitility of 2 large tornado be done on the issue of plutonium
storage at the Tantex plant.

Sincerely,

/M/f} (Vo frras

Y



THE CITY OF PANHANDLE, TEXAS

MARCH 1993

IT*S TORKADO SEASON C(AGAIN)!

More than 750 tornadoes strike the

ved States each year with most of them

v .uarring in the months of April, May and

June. If you know a tornado is approaching,

the best thing you can do to protect your-
salf i1s act quickly,

If you’'re outside, don’t try to outrun
the storm. The National Oceanic and Atmo-
spheric Administration (NOAA) and the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency recommend
that you leave your car for indoor shelter
if there is time. If you're caught in the
open, lie in a depression or ditch, curl up
to protect your vital organs, and cover
your head with your arms.

Seek inside shelter, preferable a cel-
lar, underground excavation or steel-framed
or reinforced concrete buildings of sub-
stantial construction.

If you're inside, stay away from win-
dows and exterior doors. You want to avoid
filving debris and collapsing walls. Inside
a house, seek shelter in a well-constructed
basement or small, enclosed spaces such as
stairwells, closets or bathrooms near the
center of the builiding. In an office build-
ir stay inside a hallway or on the lowest
f r.
Although in the past it was recommend-
ed that you open windows to equalize inside
and outside atmospheric pressure this 1is no
longer suggested by NOAA. An open window
can let strong, destructive winds inside,
and wind~driven rain can destroy paint,
carpets, floors and furnishings. If a tor-
nado gets close enough to a structure to
causz extreme atmospheric pressure changes,
chances are the strong tornado winds will
have already caused the most significant
damage.

Preparation is a very important key to
surviving a tornado. Every family member
should know where the safest areas of the
home are and to move to these areas at the
first sign of danger.

The following shelters are available to
Panhandle residents who seek shelter from
severe weather: Carson County Courthouse
(enter the north door and go to the base-
ment floor) and the Panhandle High School
waight room (this is only - available when
school 1s not in session) located under the
vocational building east of the figld house
(enter through tha west side door of the
building.

The City of Panhandie's Emergency Warn-
ing System consists of emergency warning
sirens and a cable television interrupt
capability. The Cable Television Emergency
Notification System includes access to all
telaevision sets connected to cable TY that
are powered on. When activated, your screen
will go blank (no matter what channel s
selected) and an alert tone will sound fol-
lowed by emergency information (or a test
maessage).

The City uses three emergency warning
sirens to notify c¢itizens of threatening
weather or disaster situations. The sirens
are activated for three minutes (except for
tests) in one continuous sound. This 1s the
alert tone. The next sound identifies the
type of emergency. A high/low tone means a
tornado or a hazardous material incident is
threatening the City. When the sirens stop,
the immediate danger has passed. There will
NEVER be a signal for "all clear.”

The cable television and siren system
is tested on the last Friday of each month
between 4:30 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. varijous
siren tones are sounded. If weather condi-
tions are threatening, the test will not be
conducted. A schedule of dates and times
of warning system testing is listed in the
Calendar of Events section of the City Hall
Update newsletter. Also, & news release is
given to the Paphandle Herald for publica-
tion on the Thursday before each scheduled
test.

HOW STRONG IS A TORNADO?

FO (40-72 mph):

Some damage to chimneys, tree branches broken, damage to sign boards,

television antennas damaged, damage to power lines and power poles.

F1 (73-112 mph): Peels surfaces from

roofs, windows broken, mobile homes pushed off

foundations or overturned, moving vehicles pushed off roads.

Roofs torn
uprooted.
Roofs sand

F2  (113-157 mph):

F3 (158-206 mph):

from frame houses, mobile homes destroyed, large trees

some walls torn from well-constructed homes, trains over-

turned, heavy cars lifted and thrown.

F4 (207-260 mph):
F5 (261-318 mph):

Well-constructed homes are leveled.
Strong frame houses are lifted off their foundations and carried con-

siderable distance and disintegrate.



It's still cold outside, but now is the time for making preparations for
the spring severe weather season. Below are some helpful definitions.

THUNDERSTORM - A storm accompanied by thundetr~and may contain lightning,
Justy winds, heavy rain and hail.

SEVERE THUNDERSTORM - A thunderstorm that produces winds of 658 mph or
greater, or 3/4-inch hail or larger. This type of storm may also produce
torrential rain (more than an inch in one hour) and possibly tornados.

WALL CLOUD - An abrupt lowering cloud base which usually forms in the rain-
free base area of a thunderstorm. The wall cloud may develop in the south-
west portion (right rear) of the storm. Many wall clouds exhibit rapid
upward motion and rotation. A persistent, rotating wall cloud usualily
develops before a tornado.

FUNNEL - A cloud pendant or inverted cioud cone which extends from the base
of the thunderstorm, but is not in contact with the ground.

TORNADO - A v1olent1y rotating narrow column of air in contact with the
ground and extending from a thunderstorm base.

GUST FRONT - The leading edge of rain-cooled sinking air in contact with-
the ground and extending from a tnunderstorm base.

DOWNBURST - A stong downdraft of air 'which produces an outburst of damaging
winds on or near the ground These winds may cause tornado—Iike'damage.

"RYLINE - A boundary separating hot dry air to the west from warm mo1st air
> the east. Thunderstorms often develop along or near a dryline.

CAP or "LID" - A hot dry layer of air between warm moist surface air and
cool dry air aloft. The cap may inhibit or delay the onset of thunder-
storms.

SEVERE WEATHER WATCHES ~ Watches identify an area where severe weather
might form. It only indicates where and when the severe weather prob-
abilities are highest. It should not be confused with a warning.

SEVERE WEATHER WARNINGS -~ Severe weather is imminent and you should take
immediate action to protect yourself and property.

HOW LARGE IS HAIL?

Hail of 3/4 inch in diameter or greater classifies a storm as severe

Pea Size - 1/4 inch Golfball gsize - 1t 3/4 inch
Penny or Dime size = 3/4 inch Baseball size - 2 3/4 inch
Quarter size - 1 inch Softball size - 4 1/2 inch

HOW FAR ARE YOU FROM A THUNDERSTORM?

Flash to Bang method: When you see a lightning bolt, begin counting. Sound
travels one mile in about five seconds. Therefore, if you saw lightning and
ar thunder 285 seconds later, the storm was five miles away.

[Information from The Dryline, the newsletter of the National Weather
Service Office in Amarillo, Winter, 1992]
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February 19, 1993

To the United States Department of Energy
Through the Office of the Governor, State of Texas
P.O. Box 12428

Austin, TX 78711

As a responsible citizen committed to preserving the quality of life for all future generations I 10321
am gravely concerned about the Environmental Assessment prepared by the United States
Department of Energy regarding the proposal to increase the storage of plutonium at the Pantex
Nuclear Weapons Plant near Amarillo, Texas.

Because 1 believe that the quality of a Democracy depends on the participation of informed
citizens, it is my opinion that this Environmental Assessment (EA) does not adequately address

the full range of the issue.

Since historically plutonium pits have been refabricated and reused, the proposal to store the pits
for any period of time is a significant new action that should be analyzed in its own right, and
all reasonable alternatives and environmental impacts should be considered now.

The draft EA declares that the plutonium pits will be stored at Pantex for the next 6 - 10 years. 103212
There appears to be no basis for these figures. Where the pits will go after the ten year period
was not discussed. Further, it does not provide assurance that pits will not be stored for more

than ten years.

All of the reasonable alternatives were not considered and inadequate attention was given 10 1g32/3
existing available DOE or DOD facilities. As taxpayers we have spent millions of dollars
providing warhead and pit storage facilities at Kirtlz -d Air Force Base (Albuquerque, NM., and

the Sierra Army Depot in California.

The draft EA does not analyze the environmental effects of pit storage for more than ten years. 1032/4
There is no discussion on the stability of plutonium pits during interim or long-term storage.  qaq5

The effect on the workers is not adequately addressed in this draft document. It does not 1032/6
explicitly analyze doses to workers who handle the pits in the disassembly areas and those
transporting them from disassembly areas to Zone 4. It does not calculate the doses for the 1032/7
maximally exposed worker, or the doses to workers if inspections are required more frequently

pthan every 18 months. Not discussed is the increased worker exposures compared with the
current operations, yet it appears those exposures will be several times current levels.

Rather than issuing a final environmental assessment and a Finding of No Significant Impact 1032/8
(FONSI), the Department of Energy should proceed to initiating an environmental impact

statement (EIS) on the issue of plutonium management at Pantex,
Jw,?A A< 4o = /L%. “g“;‘iﬂ‘
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February 19, 1993

To the United States Department of Energy
Through the Office of the Governor, State of Texas

P.O. Box 12428
Austin, TX 78711

As a responsible citizen committed to preserving the quality of life for all future generations I
am gravely concermed about the Environmental Assessment prepared by the United States
Department of Energy regarding the proposal to increase the storage of plutonium at the Pantex
Nuclear Weapons Plant near Amarillo, Texas.

Because I believe that the quality of a Democracy depends on the participation of informed
citizens, it is my opinion that this Environmental Assessment (EA) does not adeguately address

the full range of the issue.

Since historically plutonium pits have been refabricated and reused, the proposal to store the pits
for any period of time is a significant new action that should be analyzed in its own right, and
all reasonable alternatives and environmental impacts should be considered now.

The draft EA declares that the plutonium pits will be stored at Pantex for the next 6 - 10 years.
There appears to be no basis for these figures. Where the pits will go after the ten year period
was not discussed. Further, it does not provide assurance that pits will not be stored for more

than ten years. '

All of the reasonable alternatives were not considered and inadequate attention was given to
existing available DOE or DOD facilities. As taxpayers we have spent millions of dollars
providing warhead and pit storage facilities at Kirtland Air Force Base (Albuquerque, NM., and
the Sierra Army Depot in California.

The draft EA does not analyze the environmental effects of pit storage for more than ten years.
There is no discussion on the stability of plutonium pits during interim or long-term storage.

The effect on the workers is not adequately addressed in this draft document. It does not
explicitly analyze doses to workers who handle the pits in the disassembly areas and those
transporting them from disassembly areas to Zone 4. It does not calculate the doses for the

maximally exposed worker, or the doses to workers if inspections are required more frequently
pthan every 18 months. Not discussed is the increased worker exposures compared with the

current operations, yet it appears those exposures will be several times current levels.

Rather than issuing a final environmental assessment and a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI), the Department of Energy should proceed to initiating an environmental impact
atement (EIS) on the issue of plutonium management at Pantex
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Pantex officials:
Workers ‘staged’
pits improperly

By JIM McBRIDE
Globe-News

Workers at the Pantex Plant violated plant proce-
dure last week by temporarily leaving plutonium pits
in an improper location, officials said Friday.

Pantex, located about 17 miles northeast of Ama-
rillo in Carson County, is the nation’s primary as-
sembly and disassembly facility for nuclear war-
heads. It is operated for the Energy Department by
contractor Mason & Hanger-Silas Mason Co.

Tom Walton, an Energy Department spokesman
at Pantex, said the incident occurred Feb. 11 when
workers finishing a shift failed to put pit storage
containers on an automated loading device that
would have moved them to an adjacent location
where they would have been *‘staged’” before trans-
fer to interim storage in Zone 4 igloos. The violation
occurred in the Zope 12 south production area after
the pits had been removed from weapons and placed
n specxa] containers, he said.

‘‘They wcrcnotpmonthemachmcmdhkenm
like they should have been. So it was definitely a
procedural breakdown,”” Walton said. ‘‘The proce-
dure as written does not allow to leave these sitting
there at the end of the shift. They are supposed to be
put up.”’

Walton noted that the two rooms are very close
to cach other. No workers were exposed to radiation
during the incident, and there were no security or
waste-management problems because of the event,
he said.

**As far as the pits themselves, they were as se-
cure as those in the room next to them,’” he said.

A pit, the core of a weapon used to trigger a ou-
clear chain reaction, is composed of plutonium met-
al surrounded by 2 hermetically scaled pon-radioac-
tive outer case.

At the plant, pits are staged temporarily in some
locations after they are removed from weapons.
Then they are moved under tight security by truck to
igloos in Zone 4 for interim storage. A draft envi-
ronmental assessment of increased storage of pits in
Zone 4 calls for storage of the special nuclear mate- -
rial for 6 to 10 years. State officials now are study-
ing the draft to make comments on the document be-
fore it is approved by the Energy Department.

A.J. Eggenberger, vice chairman of the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, a congressional nu-
Clear safety watchdog group, said board staff mem-
bers were touring the sitc last week when oné of
them noticed that the pits were not placed in the

proper location.




THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS SUBMITTED THE INCLUDED FORM LETTER

Andrea Alpar
Amarillo, Texas
Virginia Arttro
Hereford, Texas

Mr. & Mrs. J.B. Atkerson
Amarillo, Texas

K. Averett
Amarillo, Texas

Janie Banner
Hereford, Texas

Betty C. Bamnard
Amarillo, Texas

* Rev. Darryl Birkenfeld
Hereford, Texas

G. G. Campbell
Amarillo, Texas

Beulah Lee R. Carter
Amarillo, Texas

Douélas Coffee
Pampa, Texas

Peggy G. Croney
Amarillo, Texas

Mr. & Mr. Danny Detten |

Panhandle, Texas

William C. Elsik
Houston, Texas

Blake L. English
Amarillo, Texas

Allen Finegold
Amarillo. Texas

Jack and Shell Geckerr
Amarillo, Texas

Tim O. Gilbert
Amarillo, Texas

Steven L. Gilmore
Amarillo, Texas

Jo Ann & Tony Hawtzi
Amarillo, Texas

H. J. Hughes
Panhandle, Texas

James Jones

Amarillo, Texas

Teresa Jones
Amarillo, Texas

Fay Knapp
Panhandle, Texas

Albert Lopez
Amarillo, Texas

‘Wendy Marsh

Amarillo, Texas

Elaine McDougal
Hereford, Texas

Teresa McFaul
Amarillo, Texas

Don McReynolds
Lubbock, Texas

Tracy Meadows
Amarillo, Texas

James P. Murphy
Amanllo Texas

F. R. O’Brien
Amarillo, Texas

F. Rose Oney
Amarillo, Texas

B. Frank Rapstine
Amarillo, Texas

" Bette Jo Roberts

Amarillo, Texas

Marla Rodgers
Amarillo, Texas

Norbert Schiegel
Shamrock, Texas

B. M. Shvain
Amarillo, Texas

J. P. Smith
Phalba, Smith

Mildred Frost Smith
Amarillo, Texas

Karen Son
Pampa, Texas

Christine Stephens
Jermyn, Texas 76459

Jeannine & Duane Wendel
Amarillo, Texas

J. Williams
Panhandle, Texas

Diana Wood
Amarillo, Texas

Bob & Kay Younger
Amanllo. Texas



February 19, 1993

To the Unitec.i. States Department of Energy
Through the Office of the Governor, State of Texas

P.O. Box 12428
Austin, TX 78711

As a responsible citizen committed to preserving the quality of life for all future generations [
am gravely concerned about the Enavironmental Assessment prepared by the United States
Department of Energy regarding the proposal to increase the storage of plutonium at the Pantex

Nuclear Weapons Plant near Amarillo, Texas.

Because I believe that the quality of a Democracy depends on the participation of informed
citizens, it is my opinion that this Environmenta! Assessment {EA) does not adequately address

the full range of the issue.

Since historically plutonium pits have been refabricated and reused, the proposal to store the pits
for any period of time is a significant new action that should be analyzed in its own right, and
all reasonable alternatives and environmental impacts should be considered now.

The draft EA declares that the plutonium pits will be stored at Pantex for the next 6 - 10 years.
There appears to be no basis for these figures. Where the pits will go after the ten year period
was not discussed. Further, it does not provide assurance that pits will not be stored for more

than ten vears.

All of the reasonable alternatives were not considered and inadequate attention was given to
existing available DOE or DOD facilities. As taxpayers we have spent millions of dollars
providing warhead and pit storage facilities at Kirtland Air Force Base (Albuquerque, NM., and

the Sierra Army Depot in California.

The draft EA does not analyze the environmental effects of pit storage for more than ten years.
There is no discussion on the stability of plutonium pits during interim or long-term storage.

The effect on the workers is not adequately addressed in this draft document. It does not
explicitly analyze doses to workers who handle the pits in the disassembly areas and those
transporting them from disassembly areas to Zone 4. It does not calculate the doses for the

maximally exposed worker, or the doses to workers if inspections are required more frequently
than every 18 months. Not discussed is the increased worker exposures compared with the
current operations, yet it appears those exposures will be several times current levels.

Rather than issuing a final environmental assessment and 2 Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI), the Department of Energy should proceed to initiating an environmental impact
statement (EIS) on the issue of plutonium management at Pantex, .
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February 19, 1993

To the United States Department of Energy
Through the Office of the Governor, State of Texas
P.O. Box 12428

Austin, TX 78711

As a responsible citizen committed to preserving the quality of life for all future generations I
am gravely concerned about the Environmental Assessment prepared by the United States
Department of Energy regarding the proposal to increase the storage of plutonium at the Pantex
Nuclear Weapons Plant near Amarillo, Texas.

Because T believe that the quality of a Democracy depends on the participation of informed
citizens, it is my opinion that this Environmental Assessment (EA) does not adequately address
_the full range of the issue.

Since historically plutonium pits have been refabricated and reused, the proposal to store the pits
for any period of time is a significant new action that should be analyzed in its own right, and
all reasonable alternatives and environmental impacts should be considered now.

The draft EA declares that the plutonium pits will be stored at Pantex for the next 6 - 10 years,
There appears to be no basis for these figures. Where the pits will go after the ten year period
was not discussed. Further, it does not provide assurance that pits will not be stored for more
than ten years.

All of the reasonable alternatives were not considered and inadequate attention was given to
existing available DOE or DOD facilities. As taxpayers we have spent millions of dollars
providing warhead and pit storage facilities at Kirtland Air Force Base (Albuquerque, NM., and
the Sierra Army Depot in California.

The draft EA does not analyze the environmental effects of pit storage for more than ten years,
There 1s no discussion on the stability of plutonium pits during interim or long-term storage.

 The effect on the workers is not adequately addressed in this draft document. It does not
explicitly analyze doses to workers who handle the pits in the disassembly areas and those
transporting them from disassembly areas to Zone 4. It does not calculate the doses for the
maximally exposed worker, or the doses to workers if inspections are required more frequently
pthan every 18 months. Not discussed is the increased worker exposures compared with the
current operations, yet it appears those exposures will be several times current levels.

Rather than issuing a final environmental assessment and a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI), the Department of Energy should proceed to initiating an environmental impact

statement (EIS).on the issue of plutonium management at Pantex.

Sincerely,
A ) e
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f | INSTITUTE FOR ENERGY Al
ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARC
Washington. D.C. office:
6935 Laure! Avenue

Takoma Park, MD 20912

Phone: (301) 270-5500
FAX (301) 270-3029

March 1, 1993

Roger Mulder

Director of Special Projects
Office of the Governor
P.O. Box 12428

Austin, TX 78711

Dea.r Mr. Mulder,

A few weeks ago you sent me the draft EA on pit storage at the Pantex plant for my
comments. They are being faxed to you with this note. A separate copy is being mailed to
you by two-day mail, in case you should need an original. I am also sending a copy of these
comments to Beverly Gattis and Don Gardner who both put you in contact with me.

I hope that you find these comments helpful. If you have any questions please let me know.

Yours Sincerely

/\ - A i Va ,/ .
l.

Arjun Makhijani, Ph.D.

President

cc: Beverly Gattis
Don Gardner



f | INSTITUTE FOR ENERGY AN-
ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH-

. Washington, D.C. office:

6935 Laurel Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

Phone: (301) 270-5500
FAX (301) 270-3029

Comments of Arjun Makhijani, Ph.D. on the Predecisional Environmental Assessment for
Interim Storage of Plutonium Components at Pantex, DOE/EA-0812, December 1992.

March 1, 1993
1. General Comments

The stated purpose of the proposed action in the EA "is to provide interim storage
of pits removed from nuclear weapons in response to the President’s nuclear. weapons
reduction initiative." (p. 2-1) The proposed action would expand the capacity for storage of
pits from the current 6,800 (p.3-1) to 20,000 or more pits. The EA claims that there is
considerable urgency in implementing this expansion because the DOE may have to cease
disassembly activities "as early as the fourth quarter of 1993" if the proposed action is not
implemented (p 2-1).

The EA does not provide the information required to independently verify the claim
of urgency or the overall goal for expansion of capacity that DOE seeks under the proposed
action. Two items are at issue:

First, the EA does not provide any figure for the actual number of pits in storage as
of December 1992. There is only a chart for "projected” storage capacity requirements (p.
2-2) that starts in the fourth quarter of 1992 in the range of about 3,500 to about 3,800 pits.
The EA does not state whether this is an actual figure or was a projection for 1992 based
on an assumed disassembly rate of 2,000 weapons per year. The projected date when
current storage capacity may run out must be based on actual figures for pits currently in
storage. Second, information must also be provided on how the disassembly figure of 2,000
weapons per year was arrived at, and how it might vary, in light of past rates of
dismantlement and assembly combined.

IL. Interim Storage Period

The EA claims that pit storage at Pantex will be for 6 to 10 years and that long-term
storage or disposition options will be implemented after this. It provides no justification
for the length of this interim storage period and no information on how it was calculated.

The EA states that long-term options will be decided as part of the Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) on the Reconfiguration of the Weapons Complex.
Since even a draft of this decision (which is supposed to take public comments on the draft

1036/1
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2

into account), it is quite mysterious how the DOE arrived at the estimate that interim
storage would be for a 6 to 10 year period. The EA should provide a clear and complete
justification foc this figure, including any assumptions about final disposition and the pace
of final disposition measures assumed in estimating the interim storage period.

The EA also makes the inappropriate comment that plutonium pits from warheads
that are no longer needed in the U.S. arsenal are "valuable national assets.” (p. 2-1) Such a
conclusion prejudges a possible decision in the Reconfiguration of PEIS that the surplus
plutonium is a waste, due to the security and environmental threats it poses. Due
consideration must be given to the proliferation implications of any decision to treat it as
an asset in the United States, since that would result in reinforcing corresponding decisions
in the former Soviet Union, other nuclear weapons powers, and aspiring nuclear weapons
powers.

II1. Container Types

The EA mentions two different types of containers: carbon steel and stainless steel.
It provides no discussion of the relative merits of these containers, how many of each will
be used, and what the effects of various assumptions about the use of these containers be
on the dismantlement rates and on worker health and safety. In addition, the EA does not
discuss the relative merits of each type of container with respect to a number of crucial
issues, such as corrosion rates, inspection frequency, verification issues, and severity of
some accidents, notably those involving possible rupture of containers. The EA also does
not provide the information necessary for an independent evaluation of the containers
using such criteria. The EA should also discuss the experience of corrosion and worker
doses with these two types of containers, as well as the maximum length of time that a pit
has been stored in each type.

2

Iv. Ixispections and Inventory-Taking Procedures

The EA claims that a 100 percent inspection of the single-layer vertical
configuration will take one minute per container, including removal, inspection and
returning containers to the magazines. It does not provide any basis for this estimate, nor
the variation in the amounts of time for containers in different parts of the magazine. This
information is essential since both the soundness of the inspection and the doses to workers
depend directly on this time estimate.

Further, aisle space would have to be cleared in order to inspect the containers in
the rear of the magazine. This would require taking the containers to other magazines and
stacking them appropriately, finishing the inspections and then retrieving and restacking
the containers. Indeed, it would appear that all rows from front to back but one would
have to be cleared and the containers stored elsewhere in order to inspect the containers in
the last rows (parallel to the sides and stretching back from the door.)
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It strains the imagination that all these operations, including thorough inspections,
could be carried out at the rate of one minute per container. Further, such procedures
raise verification questions, since the moving and stacking of containers rapidly from one
magazine to another increases the opportunites for possible diversion.

‘The EA should provide detailed descriptions of all inspection procedures and the
evidence from actual operating records that such inspection times are realistic for
magazines that are full. It is also necessary for the EA to specify how much experience
there is with inspections with full igloos in vertical configurations. Careful verification of
DOE'’s inspection procedures is necessary to calculate compliance with dose limits, since
workers will be in a highly radioactive environment, with neutron dose rates in the tens of
millirems per hour and gamma dose rates in the hundreds of millirems per hour.

Finally, taking inventories of pits also raises similar questions. Since the magazines
do not have lighting, physical verification of all of the inventory in a full, vertically stacked
magazine would be quite time consuming. Yet the estimated time for such an inventory is
not much greater than the estimated time to inventory a horizontally-stacked, modified
Richmond magazine, where all the containers would be in relatively easily view (90
minutes for the horizontally-stacked versus 140 minutes for the vertically stacked).

The rates of inspection and inventory-taking are critical to estimating worker doses.
They are also central to estimating whether Pantex can meet the worker dose limits without
compromising other goals, such as thoroughness of inspections. In this context, it is also
important for the EA to include further information on other radiation to which.the
inspection and inventory workers would be subjected under normal or non-routine
circumstances.

V. Accident Scenarios

Calculations of the effects of an accidental explosion of high explosives on the
Modified Richmond and SAC magazines are based on the assumption that the blast can be
represented as a triangular wave distributed load on the roof of the structure in questions.
These calculations indicate that the combination of blast and dead load on the roof of the
Modified Richmond magazine would be about 65% of the estimated yield strength of the
beam.

Since the results of the stress calculations are dependent on pressure waveform and
on the distribution of the load, the DOE should do a sensitivity analysis that includes
waveforms with sharper rise profiles (such as exponential or parabolic) and non-uniform
load distributions across the roof. Similar sensitivity analyses should also be done for other
aspects of calculating the consequences of an accidental explosion. This is critically needed
for the doors of the SAC magazine, since the calculated ductility ratio with the assumed
waveform and load distribution indicates significant deformations may occur with the

accitmed waveforme

1036/7



diocese of amarillo

> 9
March 1, 1993

To the United States Department of Energy

Through the Office of the Governor, State of Texas
P.0O. Box 12u28

Austin TX 78711

I am gravely concerned about the Environmental Assessment
prepared by the United States Department of Energy regarding the
proposal to increase the storage of plutonium at the Pantex
Nuclear Weapons Plant near Amarillo, Texas.

It is my opinion that this Environmental Assessment (EA)
does not adequately address the full range of the issue.

The proposal to store the pits for any period of time is a
'significant new action that should be analyzed in its own right,
and all reasonable alternatives and environmental impacts should
be considered now. :

The draft EA declares that the plutonium pits will be
stored at Pantex for the next 6-10 years. There appears to be
no basis for these figures. Where the pits will go after the
ten year period was not discussed. Further, it does not provide
assurance that pits will not be stored for more than ten years.

: All of the reasonable alternatives were not considered and
inadequate attention was given to existing available DOE or DOD
facilities. ~

The draft EA does not analyze the environmental effects of
pit storage for more than ten years. There is no discussion on
the stability of plutonium pits during interim or 1long-term
Storage.

The effect on the workers 1is not adeuately addressed in
this draft document. It does not explicitly analyze doses to
workers who handle the pits in the disassembly areas and those
transporting them from disassembly areas to Zone 4. It does not
calculate the doses for the maximally exposed worker, or the
doses to workers if inspections are required more frequently
than every 18 months. Not discussed is the increased worker
exposure compared with the current operations, yet it appears
those exposures will be several times current levels.

DIDCESAN PASTORAL CENTER AMARILLO, TX 79117-5644
PO. BOX 5644 806-383-2243
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~2- March 1, 1993

Rather than issuing a final environmental assessment and a '037/8
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), the Department of
Energy should proceed to initiating and environmental impact
statement (EIS) on the issue of plutonium management at Pantex.

Sincerely,

*dg%zmm

Bishop Leroy T. Matthiesen



February 26, 1993

To the United States Department of Energy

Through the Office of the Governor, State of Texas
P. 0. Box 12428

Austin, TX 78711

As a responsible citizen committed to preserving the quality of life for all future 1038/1

generations, I am gravely concerned abou the Environmental Assessment prepared by the
United States Department of Energy regarding the propposal to increase the storage of
plutonium at the Pantex Nuclear Weapons Plant near Amarillo, Texas.

Because I believe that the quality of a Democracy depends on the participation of
informed citizens, it is my opinion that this Environmental Assessment (EA) does not

adequately address the full range of the issue.

Since historically plutonium pits have been refabricated and reused, the proposal to
store the pits for any period of time is a significant new action that should be
analyzed in its own right, and all reasonable alternatives and envirommental impacts

should be considered now.

The draft EA declares that the plutonium pits will be stored at Pantex for the next 6 - 1038/2

10 years. There appears to be no basis for these figures. Where the pits will go after
the ten-year period was not discussed. Further, it does not provide assurance that pits
will not be stored for more than ten years.

All of the reasonable alternatives were not considered and inadequate attention was 1038/3
given to existing available DOE or DOD facilities. As taxpayers we have spent millions

of dollars providing warhead and pit storage facilities at Kirtland Air Force Base
(Albuquerque, NM, and the Sierra Army Depot in Califormia.) 10384

The draft EA does not analyze the environmental effects of pit storage for more than ten
years. There is no discussion on the stability of plutonium pits during interim or 1038/5

long-term storage.

The effect on the workers is not adequately addressed in this draft document. It does 1038/6
not explicitly analyze doses to workers who handle the pits in the disassembly areas and
those transporting them from disassembly areas to Zone 4. It does not calculate the 1038/7
doses for the maximally exposed worker, or the doses to workers if inspections are

required more frequently than every 18 months. Not discussed is the increased worker
exposures compared with the current operations, yet it appears those exposures will be
several times current levels. '

Rather than issuing a final environmental assessment and a Finding of No Significant  1038/8

Impact (FONSI), the Department of Energy should proceed to initiating an environmental
impact statement (EIS) on the issue of plutonium management at Pantex.

Sincerely,

ARROWHEAD MILLS, INC.
NAo) A
Boyd M. Foster
President

BMF:ef

Box 2059 . Hereford. Texas. USA 79045-2059  Recvcecraer  Tel 806-364-0730  « Fax 806-364-8242



THE TEXAS NUCLEAR WASTE TASK FORCE
The Texas Corn Producers, Women Involved in Farm Economics,
The Texas Chapter of The National Assn. of Social Workers,
The United Methodist Women of the Northwest Texas Conference,
The-Texas Farmers Union, STAND of Tulia, STAND of Amarillo,
POWER of Hereford and Vega, The Texas Conference of Churches

March 10, 1993

To the United States Department of Energy
Through the Office of the Governor, State of Texas
P.O. Box 12428

Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Governor Richards,

The Texas Nuclear Waste Task Force is a coalition of ten organizations
sharing the common goa! of preserving a high quality of life and seeking the
safest, most reasonable approach to the storage of hazardous and radioactive
materials. We are presently very concerned about the Department of Energy's
Environmental Assessment regarding the proposal to increase plutonium
storage at the Pantex Plant near Amarillo, Texas.

. The EA's basis is seriously flawed because it categorically presumes that
plutonium storage at Pantex will be temporary, limited to ten years. This
premise does not take into account the immense obstacles to siting an
alternative storage facility.

Any realistic proposal for the storage of plutonium pits should take into
consideration the uncertainty of storage time at any DOE or Department of
Defense facility. Furthermore, if long-term storage should become a reality,
additional buildings would likely be necessary, a possibility not addressed in
the present EA. The cost, logistics and environmental impacts of these
structures should be studied, accordingly.

The existing EA does not examine reasonable storage alternatives and we
do not believe this issue was given sufficient priority. The potential sites
mentioned in the EA are now serving other DOD or DOE missions. Also, they
have a limited storage capacity, which would probably not be adequate for the
the considerable quantities of plutonium to be stored at Pantex.

Further complicating this issue are the political realities that other states
have established opposition to storage and/or transportation of radioactive
materials within their borders. This factor raises the importance of the EA's
need to consider the likelihood of pit storage becoming long-term or
permanent.

DOE's draft EA does not adequately address the effect on Pantex
workers. It does not explicitly consider doses of radiation to workers who
handle the pits in the disassembly area and those transporting pits from
disassembly to Zone 4. Specifically, the EA does not calculate the doses for
the maximally exposed worker, or the doses to workers if inspections are
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required more frequently than every 18 months. Also not discussed is the
increased worker exposures compared with the current operations, yet it
appears those exposures will be several times current levels.

We are deeply concerned at DOE's Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI), considering the critical nature of this proposal. Rather than
issuing a final environmental assessment, the Department of Energy should
proceed to initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the issue of

plutonium management at Pantex.

We recognize and appreciate that the State of Texas is our strongest ally
in assuring environmental integrity, public safety and the citizenry's right to
know. We ask for your continued support in this issue, which is of lasting
importance to present and future generations of Texans.

Sincerely,

i\//@«a %Zwéw_

Tonya Kleuskens
Chairman, TNWTF
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Texas Corn Growers Association

218 E. Bedford
Dimmaitt, Texas 79027

Phone (806] 647-4224

March 9, 1993

United States Department of Energy
Office of the Governor, State of Texas
P.O. Box 12428

Austin, Texas 78711

To whom it may concern:

As President of the Texas Corn Growers Association and Executive
Director of the Texas Corn Producers Board, I am writing about
our concerns about the Environmental Assessment prepared by the
United States Department of Energy regarding the proposal to
increase the storage of plutonium at the Pantex Nuclear Weapons
Plant near Amarillo, Texas.

- We do not feel that the Environmental Assessment adequately
addresses these 1issues that are created at this site. I have
been associated with the Department of Energy for several years
now and I certainly do not trust their analysis and statements
on what 1is actually going on at this location. We feel that
reasonable alternatives of environmental impact should be
considered now. ' :

One big problem is that the draft of the Environmental Assessment
does not analyze the environmental effects of pit storage for
morge than ten years. They do not even bother to discuss the
stability of plutonium pits during interim or long-term storage.

When the Department of Energy moved everything from Rocky Flats,
Colorado into Pantex, they stated that Pantex would not be a
permanent storage site. This concerns us dgreatly because the
D.O.E.'s credibility has been very bad for the people in the
Panhandle area. We live less than 100 miles from this site in
'a very large agricultural area. We produce all types of crops
and this is also the largest cattle feeding area in the world.
The environment has a tremendous effect on not only the livestock
and crops but especially the human beings that live here.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely yours,

Cad & Aoy

Carl L. Kirng e
President, Texas Corn Growers Association
Executive Director, Texas Corn Producers Board

CLK/rcd
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Military Production Network

A national alliance of organizations working to address
issues of nuclear weapons production and waste clean-up

March 12, 1993

Mr. Roger Mulder
Director, Special Projects
Office of the Governor
Post Office Box 12428
Austin, TX 78711

Re: Predecisional Environmental Assessment (EA) for Interim Storage

of Plutonium Components at Pantex, December 1992, DOE/EA-0812

Dear Mr. Mulder:

We have several concerns about issues raised in the above referenced EA, as well as additional

concerns about other aspects of the Department of Energy's (DOE) dismantlement program. We
. very much appreciate your sending us a copy of the EA and your willingness to forward our

comments to DOE. However, we hope that in the future DOE will make its preliminary EA’s
available to the public at the same time they are made available to state governments.

The Military Production Network (MPN) is a national alliance of organizations working to address
issues of nuclear weapons production and waste cleanup. The MPN has been very active in DOE’s
two, ongoing Programmatic Environmental Impact Statements (PEIS) and many other DOE decision
making processes. We are committed to full public participation in decisions regarding nuclear
warhead dismantiement and to independent regulation and verification of the dismantlement process.

The success of announced arms control agreements is critical to our nation's future, and DOE's
dismantlement program is vital to the success of these agreements. We believe it is possible to
conduct the dismantlement program in a way that enhances public confidence in DOE and builds

the foundation for many of the difficult, long-term decisions which must be made about disposition

of retired warhead materials.

Unfortunately, the predécisional EA on plutonium storage at Pantex does not move us toward this

positive future. Moreover, DOE’s lack of a coherent policy for complying with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in regard to its dismantlement program causes us concern. Each
of these areas is discussed below.

The Predecisional EA.

1} The storage period assumed in the proposed action is not supported by credible analysis.

Washington, D.C. Office: 218 D Street, SE « Washington, D.C, 20003 « phone: (202) 544-8166 « fax: (202) 543-5304
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The predecisional EA states: "The proposed action is to provide additional storage for an interim
time period, expected to within (sic) 6-10 years, for up to 20,000 pits and does not constitute a
decision to store pits at the Pantex Plant for the long term.” (p. vii) The only basis presented for
this "interim" storage period is the time required to complete DOE’s Reconfiguration Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (R-PEIS) and additional site specific NEPA review and
documentation. (pp. 2-1 & 3-1)

However, the schedule for completing the R-PEIS has slipped over the last year, and there is
currently no publicly available schedule for even beginning site specific NEPA reviews to
implement decisions reached in the R-PEIS.

Also, it is not clear from the R-PEIS Implementation Plan (IP) (DOE/EIS-0161IP, February 1992)
that dismantlement is to be addressed in the manner the predecisional EA implies. Dismantlement
activities were not widely considered during the R-PEIS scoping periods, and the R-PEIS 1P
contains few references to the subject.

The IP indicates little more than that the future DOE complex will “[m]aintain the capability to
decommission the large number of weapons expected to be retired during stockpile downsizing or
replacement,” and that the R-PEIS will evaluate “impacts of managing wastes generated
by...assembly/disassembly of nuclear weapons.” (R-PEIS IP, pp. ES-8 & 2-3) In our review of the
_IP, it is not at all clear that the R-PEIS will in fact consider proposals for long-term storage or
disposition of plutonium, as the predecisional EA states. (p. 2-1) If the final EA relies on the
R-PEIS, then DOE must first supplement the IP with a detailed description of how Issues related
to dismantlement will be addressed.

Finally, history demonstrates that interim or temporary storage facilities for nuclear materials tend
1o become long-term storage sites. This is clearly illustrated by the experience at numerous DOE
and commercial waste storage locations, This issue is not addressed in the predecisional EA. The
final EA should clearly explain the steps DOE will take to ensure that Pantex does not become
anothgr de facto long-term storage facility.

2) Inadequate information is provided on alternatives for storing plutonium components at other
DOE sites.

The predecisional EA provides only scant details on why facilities at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL), Savannah River Site (SRS), and Hanford Site would be unable to store some
portion of the components. Part of the justification offered for not pursuing plutonium component
storage at these facilities is that:

"The nuclear weapons complex is undergoing numerous changes to include
environmental restoration and consolidation of its nuclear material to facilitate
restoration and to enhance safeguards and security. The complex has limited storage
capacity, and each site's capability to store material (pits and SNM in various other
forms) must be examined. There are many ongoing programs where the storage
capability at the above sites are currently being assessed. Consolidation of material and
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subsequent inventory reduction at the RFP, reduction of the inventory at LLNL, and
clean out of processing canyons at SRS are a few that vie for the existing or potential
storage capacity at SRS, LANL, and Hanford." (p. 4-4)

The predecisional EA does not describe, and none of the referenced documents appear to discuss,
any of the "many ongoing programs” referred to above. At the very least, the final EA should list
these programs and provide ample information on the capacities of existing storage facilities as well
as storage needs to allow independent verification of the conclusions presented.

3) The predecisional EA does not adequately explain why Department of Defense (DOD) sites 1041/5
cannot store some or all the plutonium components from retired warheads.

The premise in the EA is simply that no DOD facility is "currently available” to DOE for use as
an interim storage facility. Consequently, the EA implies that there would be unspecified delays
and that needed modifications "would inevitably entail some degree of environmental impacts.” (p.
4-35) However, there is no evidence presented for any of these conclusions.

The final EA should indicate which DOD facilities have been considered as possible storage sites
and provide a credible rationale for whether they could meet the identified need. Also, the final
EA should address the ability of DOD sites to store disabled warheads if deiays arise in disassembly
_operations at Pantex.

4) The predecisional EA inappropriately refers to plutonium components from retired warheads as 1041/6
“valuable national assets." (p. 2-1)

The decision whether to treat plutonium from retired warheads as an asset or a waste is critical to
plans for its long-term storage and disposition. This decision should be arrived at through an open
process with ample opportunity for meaningful public participation. DOE should not -- in this EA
or any other document -- presuppose this important national policy decision.

DOE’should address each of the above stated concerns in the final EA and supporting documents. 104177
We also request that if DOE decides to issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for this

EA, a public comment period of no less than 45 days should be held, and comments received should

be meaningfully considered before a final decision is reached. Also, the EA and all documents
referenced by it should be made publicly available at the time the FONSI is published for public
comment.

Dismantlement and NEPA. 1041/8

In addition to our concerns about the predecisional EA itself, we are troubled by DOE’s overall
approach 1o NEPA compliance in regard to its dismantiement program. As described above, there
are discrepancies between the way the treatment of dismantlement is described in the R-PEIS
Implementation Plan and the predecisional EA.



DOE needs 10 clarify how dismantlement and related e¢fforts will be addressed in the R-PEIS, as
well as in the Environmental Restoration and Waste Management PEIS. [If DOE’s goal is -- as the
predecisional EA implies -- to use the PEIS process as the mechanism for evaluating long-term
storage and disposition of plutonium from retired warheads, then an additional scoping period for
the PEIS's may be necessary. Also, DOE should ensure that the PEIS process allows a fair
evaluation of whether to treat surplus plutonium as a waste or an asset, and full consideration of ali
other long-term issues associated with dismantlement.

For the short-term, DOE appears to be pursuing NEPA compliance through separate reviews of
related activities. The predecisional EA on plutonium ¢component storage at Pantex is an example
of this. Related activities include increased shipments of warheads to Pantex, disposition of high
explosives and other non-nuclear materials from retired warheads, shipment to and expanded storage
of highly-enriched uranium at OQak Ridge, shipment to and storage of radioisotope thermocelectric
generators at LANL, and expanded shipment to and processing of tritium reservoirs at SRS.

All activities which support DOE’s dismantlement program should be evaluated in a single NEPA
document. This approach would facilitate a consistent and thorough review of the many activities,
public understanding of and Involvement in the decision making process, and full compliance with
NEPA.

. Dismantling as many as 20,000 warheads -- and transporting, storing, and disposing of the resulting
materials -- is a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment
within the meaning of NEPA. Therefore, we believe an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is
the appropriate level of NEPA review. Such an EIS should be conducted with ample opportunity
for public participation in the scoping process and review of a draft EIS before a final decision is
made. If DOE does not agree that an EIS is called for at this time, then we ask that the Department
immediately begin preparation of an EA on its dismantlement program and that that EA be
circulated for public comment in order that the Department’s position be subject to public review
and comment,

If you', your staff, or DOE officials have any questions regarding these issues please contact Beverly
Gattis, Serious Texans Against Nuclear Dumping, at 806/358-2622 or Brian Costner, Energy
Research Foundation, at 803/256-7298. Thank you.

Sincerely, ‘
EWWQ Gt
Beverly Gattis, on behalf of:

American Friends Service Committee
Denver, Colorado

Citizen Alert
Reno, Nevada



Coalition for Health Concern
Benton, Kentucky

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Santa Fe, New Mexico

Energy Research Foundation
Columbia, South Carolina

Environmental Defense Institute
Troy, ldaho

Fernald Residents for Environmental Safety and Health (FRESH)
Ross, Ohio '

Florida Coalition for Peace and Justice
Orlando, Florida

Greenpeace
Washington, D.C.

Hanford-Education Action League
Spokane, Washington

Institute for Energy & Environmental Research
Takoma Park, Maryland

National Peace Action
Washington, D.C,

Knolls Action Project
Albany, New York

New Mexico Alliance
Albuquerque, New Mexico

Northwest Environmental Advocates
Portiand, Oregon

Nuclear Safety Campaign
Seattle, Washington

Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
Knoxville, Tennessee



S*IAR SAVE TEXAS AGRICULTURE AND RESQURCES
: 7105 W. 34th Street, Suvite F

Amaritlo, Texas 79109

March 12, 1993

Roger Mulder

Director, Special Projects
Office of the Governor
P.O. Box 12428

Austin, TX 78711

RE: Predecisional Environmental Assessment for Interim
Storage of Plutonium Components at Pantex

Dear Mr. Mulder:

The following comments are submitted by STAR (Save Texas Agriculture and Resources),
a coalition of four organizations concerned about the effects of operations at the
Department of Energy (DOE) Pantex Plant on the people and resources of the Panhandle.
Representing thousands of mambers, STAR is composed of: Panhandle Area Neighbors
and Landowners (PANAL), the Peace Farm, Serious Texans Against Nuclegar Dumping
(STAND) of Amarillo, and the Texas Nuclear Waste Task Force {TNWTF). The TNWTF is
itself an umbrella coalition of ten arganizations, the three largest being Texas Farmers
Union, Texas Corn Producers and Texas Conference of Churches. STAR calls for full 10421
public disclosure of all information necessary for sound decision making regarding the past,
present and future operations of the Pantex facility, and for substantive public participation
in those decisions.

In summary, we find major legal and substantive deficienciss in the Predecisional
Environmental Assessment (hereafter “draft EA"). The draft EA is insufficient and cannot
be used as the basis tor & Finding of No Significant Impact (FONS!), which is clearly DOE’s
plan.

Wa beligve that DOE’s proposal addresses only a small portion of the new but fundamental 1042/2
reality driving the changes at Pantex. The unparalleled situation of dismantlement of up t0

. 20,000 warheads, and the immediate need to begin accommodating the work load and

variaty of materials which that generates, is the essential change affecting Pantex and

other nuclear weapons complex sites. This constitutes a major federal action significantly
affecting the quality of the human environmeant and requires issuance of an environmental

impact statement (EIS).

Such an EIS should be issued in draft form for extended public comment. The draft should
include all reasonable afternatives to tha proposed actions as well as realistic analysis of
envifonm?ntal etfects, as required by NEPA, before & final EiS is issued. DOE should

1



complete that process, including issuing a Record of Decision (ROD), before procesding
even with the action presented in the draft EA.

-

Major comments

1. We strongly object to DOE’s misuse of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). We believe that DOE’s proposal to dismantie 20,000 warheads, store plutonium
pits at Pantex, and ship highly enriched uranium {HEU) and tritium to other DOE facilities is
a major federa! action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment that
requires issuance of an environmental impact statement (EIS) which comprehensively
discusses the entire proposal and all reasonable alternatives.

A. DOE’s proposed action is so narrowly defined that it constitutes illegal 1042/3
segmentation, contrary to the requirements of NEPA [See, for example, Sierra Club v.

Callaway, 499 F.2d 982 (5th Cir. 1974), Taxpayers Watchdog, Inc. v. Stanley, 819 F.2d

294 (D.C.Cir. 1987)].

The draft EA says the proposed action is "to provide for the interim storage of up to
20,000 pits, pending the implementation of the ROD on the Nuclear Weapons Complex
Reconfiguration PEIS. This is expected to be completed within a time frame of 6-10
vears” {p. 3-1).

There are several problems with that description:

1) The total scope of the proposed action is not included. The 20,000 pits come
from an unprecedented dismantlement of warheads which inevitably will vield significantly
increased quantities of many materials. This unprecedented dismantlement has not been
subjected 1o NEPA analysis. There has been no NEPA analysis of what to do with any of -
the resuiting materials -- not only plutonium pits, but also HEU, tritium, high explosives and
non-nuclear components.

2} Even within the limits of DOE’s proposal as currently stated, the positive and
negative aspects of plutonium pit storage in cne location or multiple locations should be
discussed. Total existing storage capabilities at all facilities should be described.

However, the fundamental assumption underlying the proposad action is to do all
dismantiement and interim storage at Pantex. Therefore. the dismantlement capabilities of
other DOE facilities should be discussed in the EIS.

3) The 6 1o 10 year time frame is totally arbitrary and is an unreliable basis for any 1042/4
decision making. On July 6, 1992, then DOE Secretary Watkins wrote Attorney General
Dan Morales that the draft PEIS would ba available for public comment by the end of
1992. That schedule was not kept, nor does any reliable schedute for the PEIS exist. If
issuance of the draft PEIS, which is totally in DOE’s control, ts so uncertain, then
implementation of a PEIS ROD, which may be more controlled by the courts or Congress
than DOE, cannot be relied upon at all.
In an EIS, DOE should fully discuss the useful lifetime of all existing and proposed
storage facilities so that decisions about the length of time for storage would have some
realistic basis, not DOE speculation.



B. The draft EA does not discuss all reasonable alternatives, as required by NEPA and 1042/5
the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(a)).

The discussion of alternatives is the heart of any NEPA document,

yet the draft EA does not adequately analyze the alternatives that it mentions.

Alternative 4.2, combining storage at Pantex and other DOE facilities, is rejected 1)
without-an adequate discussion of why other facilities at those sites could not be
converted to pit storage (just as facilities at Pantex have to be converted) and 2) without
adequately describing those "numerous changes” underway at other facilities. Moreover,
a more detailed discussion of why other DOE facilities can not store any pits is necessary.

Alternative 4.3, supplementing Pantex storage with other facilities, is not wholly
discussed. While supplemental storage at LANL and Hanford is mentioned, the discussion
of storage is limited to SRS. As with Alternative 4.2, a much more detailed discussion of
the storage capability of all DOE facilities is required.

Alternative 4.4, using Department of Defense (DOD) facilitigs, is wholly inaccurate. The 1042/6
federal government has spent millions of dollars developing pit storage capabilities at

Kirtland Air Force Base near Albuquerque, New Mexico. Howsever, there is no specific

mention of that facility in the draft EA. Other DOD facilities have significant warhead

storage capability. A detailed discussion of why none of those facilities could be used for

interim storage is necessary. What will happen with those facilities when they are not

used to store warheads?

In addition, the draft EA must discuss other reasonable alternatives, including: 10427
a. Storing disarmed warheads; .
b. Shipping all plutonium pits to other locations, just as tritium and highly enriched
uranium are now transported off site;
¢. Providing one or more facilities that are open for international inspection;
d. Establishing one or more disposal facilities;
e. Storing pits at Pantex for a specific time period, with strict enforcement of the
time limit and penalties to ensure removal by the end of the time limit;
f. Storing pits in other areas of Pantex in addition to Zone 4; and
9. Others that DOE thinks are reasonabie.

2. An adequate NEPA document would fully discuss the long-term hazards of 1042/8
plutonium storage at Pantex.

The 6 to 10 year "interim storage" period is without support in the draft EA. Thus, an
adequate EA would describe long-term hazards of plutonium storage in order to adequately
inform the decision maker and the public of the necessity to develop alternative storage
and disposal facilities.

The only basis that the draft EA states for that 6 to 10 year time frame is that within that
time decisions could be implemented from the Reconfiguration PE!S Record of Decision
(R-PEIS/RODI (pp. 2-1 and 3-1). However, the R-PEIS Implementation Plan
(DOE/EIS-01611P, February 1992), does not clearly state that any decisions related to
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long-term storage or disposition of plutonium will be made in the ROD. In fact,
dismantiement is only briefly mentioned in the R-PEIS implemaentation Plan {see pages
ES-8, 2-3, and 3-9). Thus, if the fina! EA is going 10 rely on the R-PE!IS, the latter
document must be Supplemented with a detailed description of how storage and disposal,
as well as other dismantiement issues, will be addressed.

Moreover, the schedule for issuance of the R-PEIS itself is totally unknown. Sacretary
Watkins’‘s July 6, 1882 letter to Attorney General Morales stated that the draft R-PEIS
would be available for public review by the end of 1992, Secretary Watkins did not meet
that schedule, and to our knowledge Secretary O’Leary has not established any scheduile
for the R- PEIS.

Clearly, the draft EA cannot use the R-PEIS as the basis for any decisions to be made now. 1042/9
Instead, the EA must provide the basis for any time frame used for interim storage. In

addition, the EA must fully discuss DOE’s history of not meeting deadlines for “interim

storage.” For example, idaho has been promised for years that trensuranic wastes that

were brought from Rocky Fiats to the ldaho National Enginesring Laboratory (INEL) weare

for "interim storage," supposedly no more than 10 years. However, some of those

wastes have been at INEL for mors than 20 years, and DOE still has no reliable scheduls

as to when, if ever, those wastes will go to a disposal facility.

As another example, DOE has stated for years its intention to have a permanent repository
for spent fuel and high-level waste available by 1998. Even with congressional approval
for work at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, DOE is more than 8 decade behind meeting that
1998 date.

Similarly, even if the R-PEIS/ROD states a preference for having one long-term storage or
disposal facility, thers is no precedent for having such a facility available within a decade.
At least one additional NEPA process would be required for such & facility and
congressional authorization and appropriation would be necessary.

Thus, an adequate NEPA document must realistically discuss the long-term hazards of pit
storage. lIssues that must be specifically discussed include:

1042/10
a. Stability of plutonium pits during long-term storage, based on actual experience
(if any) and realistic projections;
b. Deterioration of storage containers over 10 years or longer and the naed to
develop new storage containers that meet independent certification
requirements;
C. Activities from afl dismantiement activities, including optimum and maximum 1042/11

rates for dismantling warheads; transporting materials off site; and storing and
disposing of materials on site, including multiple handling of pits {including
moving or shifting them during storage); .
d. Disclosure of effects on workers of realistic accidents from disassembly, on-site
transportation, failures in storage facilities, and exposures from "normal”
operations, including increased exposures from disassembly, materials handling,
doses from more frequent and more lsngthy inspections, maximally exposed
worker, and discussion of having few workers having relatively higher doses
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versus more workers having more minimal exposures;

e. Expected lifetime of Modified-Richmond and SAC facilities, including effects of  1042/12
increased radiation, and their expected pecformance from the two new
proposedistorage configurations and "maximum packing;"

f. High consequence, low probability accidents -- airplane crash, criticality 1042/13
accident, and major release during disassembly; and

g. On-sits storage versus transportation risks and costs for plutonium, highly
enriched uranium, and tritium,

3. Even over the short run, the draft EA inadequately describes the risks to workers
and the public from managing and storing plutonium pits.

While the draft EA has numerous pages suppasedly devoted to worker exposure issues

{parts of Chapter 6 and Appendix f), the discussion is based on wholly inadequate

information. Much worker exposure is totally ignored, that which is discussed is

underestimated, and basic approaches to worker safety are totally missing. Moreover, the

Final Safety Analysis Report, Pantex Plant Zone 4 Magazines, the basic document -~ 1042/14
describing the anticipated exposures has not been made available to the public. Prior to

the issuance of the final EA, or a draft EIS, the SAR must be publicly available. Any

national security aspects can be segregated in a classified appendix.

The draft EA contains no discussion of worker exposures during dismantlement and at any  1042/15
other time prior to the inspections in the interim storage facilities. In fact, significant

exposures could occur during dismantiement, during storage prior to arrival at Zone 4,

during transport of the pits from the disassembly facilities to Zone 4, and in loading the

pits into the Modified-Richmond and SAC buildings.

Questions that must be addressed in the EA in¢lude:

- How many workers are involved in those operations;

- What is the duration of exposures;

- What are the potential maximum exposures,

- What kind of accidents can occur during disassembly, storage, and shupment to Zone 4,

- What kind of accidents couid occur during loading pits into the Modified-Richmond and
SAC magazines;

- Will the differing storage configurations in the two types of storage buildings require
different training for workers to avoid accidents;

- What kind of cumulative exposures can workers receive for perticipating in various
activities, or will each operation have its own specialized work force?

Worker exposure information in Appendix F is based on one inspection in each magazine 1042/16
every 18 months. No basis is given for why that is the appropriate frequency of

inspection. The EA must present & detsiled discussion of why more frequent inspections

are not necessary. it must also discuss why more frequent inspections would not be

required in later years, when radiation exposure could result in container or building

deterioration. Further, the EA should present comparative data as to the level of 1042/17
exposures if inspections are required every month or every six months.




The basic information about the length of worker exposure is highly suspect. The draft EA
states that for the Modified-Richmond magazines (single-layar vertical configuration) each
inspection would require 70 minutes and for the horizontal palletized stacking 45 minutes
for each side, and for-the SAC each inspection would require 140 minutes for single-ltayer
configuration and 90-minutes for the horizontal palletized configuration.

1042/18

Unanswered in the draft EA are basic questions, including:

- What kind of lighting will be provided for the inspections since the magazings apparently
have no lighting:

- If each container will be removed from the magazines in case of single-layer vertical 1042/19
stacking {as stated on p. F-2}, what kind of accidents could occur, what exposures
will occur, and how long would such moving actually take (certainly longer than ths
few seconds estimated);

- During removal how many pits would be outside at any one time, what types of 1042/20
accidents could occur (including from weather related events), how many times
would a pit actually be handled -- i.e., moving pits to allow aisle space to reach the
rear of the magazine; how could just two workers properly keep track of and log
the pits to ensure that they are each returned to their assigned storage location -- if
additional workers are required, additional exposures will resuit;

- What is ths actual accident history and exposure rates for inspections under cucrent 1042/21
storage configurations;

- If the pits will not be handled or moved during inspections as is implied for horizontal 1042/22
palletized stacking, how will corrosion or leaks in "hidden" sreas be identified;

- What types and levels of gas buildup can occur inside the pit storage containers; 1042/23

- If storage containers are punctured, what amount of plutonium dust could be released, 1042/24

with what affect on workers, what emergency response measures will be put into
place to treat workers so exposed?

Further, basic information about the DOE approach to worker safety is not included in tha  1042/25
draft EA. Will a few workers be charged with daing all inspections, thereby increasing

doses to 8 few workers, or will many workers conduct inspections, thereby increasing the
number of workers receiving some exposures but limiting exposures to individuals?

Relatad questions are whether having a few highly trained workers make inspections

quicker and more efficient, thereby reducing exposures, or whether having teams of more

than two workers would reduce the time and resulting exposures from inspections. Other
questions are: Are the same workers responsible for moving pits from the disassembly

bays to the storage facilities and then doing inspections? |f so, what are the cumulative
exposures?

Spacific comments

1. List of preparers. Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1042/26
1802.17) require listing of preparers of an EIS. The final EA should have such 8 listing
sven though it is not required by regulation,

2. ES-vii. The first sentence states that the primary mission of Pantex is assembly 1042/27

and disassembly of weapons. Why is plutonium storage not con5|dered to be a new
mission, requiring an EIS?




The stated purpose of the EA is to evaluate environmentel impacts of additional pit 1042/28
storage. However, there is no discussion of some storage related activities, including
transporting pits from disassembly bays to Zone IV and the actual loading of pits into the
magazines. -

The 18 Modified-Richmond magazines capacity would increase from 370 to a 1042/29
maximum of 440 pits and the SAC magazines could hold up to 384 pits. However, page
3-1 states that the Modified-Richmond would increase from 378 to 440 pits and the SAC
could hold 384 or 392 or 406 pits (according to footnote 2). Which numbers are correct?
Using the maximum figures shows that more than 24,000 pits (not 20,000 pits}) could be
stored. The EA should discuss if storage for more than 20,000 pits is eventually
necessary, how could Pantex accommodate such an increase?

3. Page 1-1. The draft EA states that Pantex workload requirements "is {(sic}) expectad 1042/30
to be similar to that experienced in the past for all assembly/disassembly operations.”

Questions that should be answered include: What were the historic peak years for

disassembly, and for assembly/disassembly? What types of disassembly accidents have

occurred with what exposures to workers and releases into the snvironment?

Footnote 1 states that 50,000 nuclear weapons have been dismantled in the last
40 years. How many were done at Pantex? How many were done a3t other facilities?
What other facilities were used? Can those facilities be used for at teast some of the
proposed dismantlement?

Footnote 2 dascribes staging. What is the maximum time that pits have been
stored at Pantex? Whers were thay stored? With what results? What types of accidents
have occurred during transportation, with what exposures to individuals, with what
releases into the environment?

4. Page 1-2. The implication is that pits have been stored at Pantex since December

1989. How many pits? What kind of inspections have been done? What measured

exposures have workers received? What accidents have occurred? Does the 6 to 10 year 1042/31

interim storage time frame start from 1989, from 1993, or what date? Will pits stored
, . e . ) 1042/32

longest be movead first once some other storage or disposal facility is available?

5. Page 2-1. The draft EA states that without additional storage, disassembly would  1042/33

cease by as early as the fourth quarter of 1993. Would such cessation in any way violate

the terms of negotiated arms agreements? What contingency plans.exist or are being

developed to avert such a cessation?

tf 20,000 pits are stored at Pantex by 2003, how long would it take to ship that 1042/34
entiré inventory to another location? What NEPA analysis or safety analysis has been
done of the relative risk of continuous shipment off-site for 10 years versus accelerated
shipment in higher volumes after the large inventory has been accumulated?

6_. Page 2-2. Figure 2.1 indicates that in the three years since RFP stopped processing 1042/35
pits (Degember 1989 to 4th Quarter 1992), Pantex has accumulated betwean 3,300 and
3,800 pits. How many are actually stored at Pantex? Have any pits been shipped off-site
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since December 19892 If so, how many and to what location(s)? (See also: issuss raised
in comments about pege 1-2.)

7. Page 3-1. Feotnote 1 states that using the 18 Modifisd-Richmond magazines for 1042/36
up to 6,800 pits {of 378 each) "is not currently the operationally preferred configuration"
but does not explain why that is so.

Footnote 2 states that the 406 pits/magazine single-layer vertical configuration "will
not be considered for use” but does not provide any basis for that statement.

8. Page 3-2. "The majority of the stored components in Zone 4 would be packaged in  1042/37

AL-R8 containers... but other approved containgrs” may be used. The EA should provide

much more information about the AL-R8 containers, including:

- description, including size. weight, composition (compare with page 6-1 dascription of
“carbon or stainless stee!l drum”)

- how many currently exist,

- how old they are,

- how many new containers will be built,

- what kind of independent certification will be required,

- what the demonstrated optimum lifetime has been,

- what kind of deterioration/corrosion has occurred with the existing inventory?

Similarly, much more information about "other approved containers” is necessary,
including:
- detailed information on the specific containers to be used,
- what kind of independent certification will be required,
- whether combined storage/transportation containers can be used,
.- the tima frame within which such containers will be available?

Variations or combinations of potential storage configurations are mentioned. What  1042/38
are the costs and risks of such variations? Why are aisles not required? How can
inventories be done without aisles unless virtually the entire magazine is taken outside?

The draft EA discusses the shislded electric forklift, but does not provide important  1042/39
tnformation, including:
- how many of those forklifts are currently in uses,
- what are megasured reduced exposures to workers,
what is the accident history of those forklifts compared to unshielded forklifts?

The draft EA mentions the AGVs, but does not describe:
when such vehiclas could be available,
the caiculated reductions in time for inspections or reduced worker exposures,
what kind of testing has been done with prototype vehicles and with what results,
- how the barcodes would be placed on pits already stored.

“Individual pit containers could rest on casters rather than on the concrete floor of  1042/40
magames," but Figure 3.2 (page 3-4) says that having six rows of pits on casters is
operationally preferred.” The EA must provide an analysis of why such a configuration is
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operationally preferred. For each configuration, the EA must provide an analysis of how
inspections would be done, including how much movamaent of pit conteiners would be
necessary, how two workers could ensure that each container was returned to its
assigned location, how.much time the configuration takes to load and unload and the
calculated exposures.~For containers on casters, the EA must describe the operational
experience with casters, how frequently casters break or containers fall off.

For palletized multiple stacking, the EA must describe how frequently the paliets
would be changed, the history of damage and breaking of the pallets, accident scenarios
including possible releases when pallets break and containers are dropped. It must describe
the structural integrity of each pit container, its design specifications including
weight-bearing ability, actual history of containers supporting triple stacking (as shown in
Fiqure 3.4),

9. Pages 3-3 to 3-8. All of the figures are deficient for several reasons:

- no scalg is given

- the containers are not specified (AL-R8 or others)

- the figures are inconsistent with the narrative. For exampls, Figure 3.6 shows the
bounding single-layer configuration in the SAC magazine is 420 containers, whereas
page 3-1, footnote 2 says maximum packed capacity is 406 pits. Figure 3.2 shows
336 pits as the "operationally praferred” configuration for Modified-Richmond
magazines, whereas page 3-1 says that storage would increase from existing 378

" pits to 440 pits. In contrast Figure 3.5 shows 378 pits as the "bounding”
configuration.

Clearly, either the figures are wrong, the text is wrong, or both are wrong. In any case,
the discrepancies must be resolved and explained.

10.  Page 4-1. The draft EA states: "For the other alternatives, in each case there were
additional costs, transportation requirements, and facility modifications or infrastructure
requirements.” No evidence is provided 10 support such 8 statement. At a minimum, the
EA must detail the costs of the preferred siternative and of each proposed alternative,
daescribe the transportation requirements and why procedures used in the past are not
adequate, and describe the types and costs of facility modifications.

11. Page 4-2. The Note stating that additional repackaging would be required for
off-site shipment must be explained. What differences are required for repacking now as
compared to when pits were being shipped to Rocky Flats? Are the "Type B shipping
containers" going to be certified by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission? Why could pits
not be shipped in the AL-R8 containers?

12. Page 4-4. In c), the claim is made that decentralized storage "could effect a net
increass in expected radiological worker exposure,” but no basis is given for the
statement. Specific calculations should be presentsd and the discussion should
differentiate between cumulative exposures 10 a lesser number of workers versus lower
exposures to & larger number of workers.

1042/41

1042/42

1042/43

1042/44

1042/45




13. Page 4-5. The statement that “no DoD facility is currently available” for pit storage
appears to be false, since news reports indicate that pit storage is immediately available at
Kirtland Air Force Base, near Albuguerque, New Mexico. In any case, the capabilities of
the Kirtland facility must be discussed in detail in the EA.

There is no basis provided for the statement that "the storage of pits at DoD
facilities would offer no environmental advantage over the proposed action.” To support
that statement additional analysis and answers to questions include: do each of the
potentia! DaD facilities have a greater or lesser likelihood of a catastrophic airplane crash
than Pantex? Do any of the other facilities sit on an aquifer similarly important as the
Ogallata? Would ths potential storage facilities at other locations allow for inspections that
would require less movement of pits and/or quicker inspections so as to reduce worker
exposure?

14. Page 6-1, The statement that "routine operations of the No-Action Alternative are
similar to those for the proposed action” would appear to be false and is at odds with
other statements in the draft EA about worker exposure impacts. Even for non-radiological
impacts, common warehouse/industrial accidents and injuries will be higher with the
proposed action than with no action.

The few sentences in Section 6.1.1 are the most detailed description of the pit and
storage container, but do not provide adequate or complete information {see also:
comments sbout page 3-2).

1%5. Page 6-2. Some of the specific assumptions for the proposed action aiternative do

not appear 1o be conservative: .

- inventory inspections should be calculated on a more frequent basis than once every 18
months; to be consistent with assumptions used for the no-action alternative and to
make reasonable comparisons, inventory inspections should be each month (see
page 6-3).

- since the maximum Modified-Richmond capacity is 440 pits {page 3-1), 220 pits per side
could not be inspected in 70 minutes. Unless better information about actual
inspection rates is available, a conservative assumption should be that the time
required is at least twice that specified;

- inspacting 392 pits in a SAC {(maximum capacity specified on page 3-1) is assumed to
take 140 minutes, the same amount of time given for inspacting 440 pits in a
two-sided Modified-Richmond magazine. inspectling more than ten percent more
pits should take at least more than ten percent more time.

- horizontal palletized stacking is assumed to take about one-third less time than for
single-layer stacking. Justification and actual calculations are needed to justify that
difference;

- corrosion inspections are specified only for single-layer vertical configuration. However,
container and paliet integrity inspections are necessary for palletized storage and
must be assumed in calculations.

- two hours for storage facilities to be open is not conservative based on 140 minutes
each {which itself is not conservative). In terms of number of workers to bs
affected, more than two workers per inspection shoutd be used and two workers
should be assumed to inspsact only one magazine per day.

10
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- capacities assumed are not consistent with those stated in other places in the draft EA.

Consistent numbers should be used throughout.

- radiation dose rates are not adequately supported; actual historically measured rates and
calculations, @d conservative extrapolations from those data, should be used.

The statemsnt that shielded forklifts and AGVs "would further reduce worker
exposure" should be supported by actusl calculations and analysis. |f such vehicles do
have that effect, the EA should specifically describe the health effects and justification for
storing pits without using such vehicles.

16. Page 6-3. Some assumptions used for the no-action alternative do not appsear to be

conservative:

- 70 minutes inventory inspection time is not well supported (see comments about page
6-2);

- corrosion inspections only once in 18 months;

- see also comments about page 6-2 for other assumptions.

17. Page 6-5. The discussion of a forklift accident does not use the most consarvative 1042/50
assumptions, including for the amount of plutonium dust available and the actual inhalation

by a worker. Thus, the statements that there would be no health effect to the worker and

no consequences to the public are not adequately supported.

If you, your staff, or DOE have any questions regarding these issues please contact

Beverly Gattis, STAND of Amariilo, at 806/358-2622, or Don Hancock, Southwest

Research and Information Center, at 505/262-1862.

Thank you for your consideration of these issues.

Sincerely,
Bovily ot

Beverly Gattis, on behalf of:

Panhandle Area Nsighbors and Landowners (PANAL)
Panhandle, Texas

The Peace Farm
Panhandle, Texas

Serious Texans Against Nuclear Dumping (STAND) of Amarillo, Inc.
Amarillo, Texas

Texas Nuclear Waste Task Force
Hereford, Texas
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\0 "~ the Pceace Farm
§ HCR 2 Box 25

\ Panhandle. Texas 79068
N/ 806-335-1715

March 12, 1993

~

CSSS

e T ——

Roger Mulder

Director, Special Projects
Office of the Governor
P.O. Box 12428

Austin, TX 78711

COMMENTS
ON THE PREDECISIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
FOR INTERIM STORAGE OF PLUTONIUM PITS AT PANTEX

The Peace Farm 1s a membership-based organization whose mission
is to create an environment for peace through peaceful means, Lo
assert that peace can exist only where there is justice, and to
develop an ecological model for nonviolent social change. [t has
about 750 members, some 550 of whom are Texas restdents, with
slightly less than 200 in the Texas Panhandle. The following
comments were accepted in draft form at a Board of Directors'’
meeting February 21, 1993.

ROLE OF INTERIM STORAGE

The Peace Farm believes that priority should be given to moving
as rapidly as possible from dismantlement of nuclear warheads to
international verification and permanent disposal of Lhe pits 1n
such a way as to make reassembly of warheads or other use in
military of civilian economies as unfeasible as possible. In this
regard, we see the proposed interim storage of pits as sig¢gnaling
ambiguity to the commitment of permanently ending the nuclear
arms race or to ending nuclear proliferation. :

We recognize that final disposition of the plutonium should
involve a broad public debate and public decision. This decision
should be based on as full a public disclosure of all information
as possible regarding the stockpiles of pits, remaining warheads
and other special nuclear materials as 1s consistent with
legitimate national security concerns, but national security
should no longer be used as a shield to limit debate and public
decision making.

LIMITING INTERIM STORAGE

Interim storage, in so far as it 1s a necessary part of the
process, should be interim--as defined in the Environmental
Assessment--and limited to the- 6-10 year time period referenced
in the document.

To assure that this Limelrame is wmoel, there should bhe™
* a strict and open accounting with the State ol Texas for
the pits

¥ a requirement for quarterly reports to the stale [or any

1
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pits held in interim storage longer than 10 vears, including
their intended disposition and Limeline for that disposition

* provision for financial penalties for pits held in interim
storade longer than 10 years. Otherwise, anyv pits exceeding the
time limit should be reclassified as waste and come under a full
review process and environmental impact statement for longterm
storage. If the pits are to remain on site as a valuable national
resource, their 1I1nternational market value should be determined
and that value added Lo "in lieu of taxes" provisions, paid
annually Lo the State and to Carson County.,

Additionally, the EA  propos..l f{or interim slorage of all
plutonium pits at Pantex has rather summarily dismissed 2 number
of other possibilities, which should be fully explor | ta the
document. These include a dispersed storage, wusing soveral
Department of Enercy siles, utilization of Deparimen: of Detfense

sites, particularly Kirtland AFB.
LONG-TERM STORAGE

Because of the irreplaceable value of the Ogalallah Aquifer and
the agricultural productivity of the area, Pantex should not be
considered as a site for longterm storage of the pits, final
disposition, or any plutonium processing activities. The burden
of proof for any of these activities should be on DOE to assure

that this is the most suitable alternative in Lerms of
environmental safety and security, and that 1in event of a
catastrophe, this 1is the site for which consequences would be
least.

COMPENSATION

There should be a provision for compensation for any real or
perceived loss in properly value caused by interim storage of a
large quantity of plutonium pits and a provision for compensation
for loss of value, real or perceived, to agricultural products of
the area caused by any activity associated with dismantling.

SCOPE OF DOCUMENT

The EA should include the full scope of dismantling activities at
Pantex, including increased worker exposure to radiation and
other hazardous materials throughout Lhe dismantling proce-s,
transportation on and offl site, any increase in chemicals useu to
clean work areas, tools and clothing, and any increased disposal
of high explosive material associated wilh increased dismantling.
It should also include analysis of the increascd handling and
short-term storage of other nuclear materials involved in tne
dismantling process.

1043/2
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HAZARDS AND ACCIDENTS

S —

Hazards are dealt with speciously in the current document, and
should be dealt with fully when there is risk of catastrophic
harm, even 1 the 1likelihood itselfl is very Jow. The document
should include e¢ffects of 1interim storage on structures and
surrounding soil overburden. - should include an assessmnent of

any risks involved in tLransit f(rom dismantling to storage and
transit accidents, and of the consequences of accidents in
monitoring procedures or in the event of corrosion, ecither of

containers or structures themselves.
RECOMMENDATION

The Peace Farm believes that the State of Texas should not accept
a Finding of No Significant Impact on the basis of the EA, and
should require a full Environmental Impact Statement that covers
the entire range of dismantling and interim storage activities at
Pantex.

At the same time, the State should urge that the long-delayed
Programmatic Environmental Iwmpact Statement should be recopened to
include dismantling and storage on the scale at which 1t now
occuring, or an additional system-wide EIS should be initiated to
cover effects of dismantling activities throughout the complex
and options for final disposition of plutonium, tritium and
highly enriched uranium. )

We would also like to expres: our appreciation to the State for
its role in facilitating public comment on the EA.

Sincerelyv,

R R . , -
P pgtr il
Mavis Belisle
Director, Peace Farm

w0
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Summary of Texas Background Radiation Levels as Determined by
Thermoluminescent Dosimeter (TLD) Monitoring
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Friday, February 19, 1883

‘Lab conducts
‘tests on a pit -
from Pantex

By JIM NcBRIDE
Giobe-News Special Propcu Writer

EngmeasatuwrmoeuvmmNmondubo-
ratocy in California have started a new series of tests
on a plutonium pit from the Pantex Plaat to deter

mine why its metal covering cracked during a disas-

sembly operation, a laboratory spokesmansaid.

*'IU’s totally cut apart. ALl of the special nuclear
mamdhasbeenmmvedandnghtmwuuunder
going a sedies of metallurgical tests to see if they
can find out the cause of the crack.' said David

Sctxwoegler,mxtamnewsbsmumamgufmi

Lawreace Livermore, anSncrgyDcpmhbon

tory near San Prancisco that specializes in weapons™

design and research.

"Pantex, located about 17 miles northesst of Ama- .
tﬂlo,ismcmﬁon'spﬁmaryuscmblymddimscm--j
bly plant for nuclear weapons. It is operated for.-the

Energy Department by conmorMason & Hanger-
Silas Mason Co.
No workers were comammated the inci-
- dcnt, which occurred on Nov. 12, officials said.
.The event occurred. while workers were disman-
tling a W-48 weapon, a 155mm. puciesr amllay
shell, officials said.
Workers were removing high explogives from 3
pit when the sealed metal sphere contaning the plu-
tonium developed a hairline crack., officials said.

Apxt,memofawuponnsedlomggulnu- :

clear chaia reaction, ueompooedof[mwnnnnmu-

a.lsnnoundedby hﬂmullylcded.'

nonradioactive outcrcase

Within minutcs of the incident, health physicists
had monitored workers and the work arcs, tripio- -

bagged the unit and placed it in & container, said

Tom Walton, anEnagyDepumtspokesmana:'

Puntex.
Waltonsudcbcmcmblyeelloommmonwu
caused by plutonium particles, but no aucicar mate-

.ndsmmlmedou&domawotkmonmnde

the assembly cell. *

The aress' involved wmdeoonhnuuawdmd-:
low-level radicactive waste from the incident is ex- °,

pectedwbel!nppedtothechadaTestSnefmdm-
posel, Walton said.

. ——

£661 ‘81 Areniqed ‘kepiig  smeN Aleq ojpewy

Amarillo Daily News Suturday, Fobruary 20 19

Pantex officials:
Workers staged’
pits 1mproper1y

By JIM McBRIDE
Globe-Nm .

Woximatthe!’anmxl’uutw gw

"dure 1ast week b .
mmxmpmpaﬁa’%n!o;. o%cxm%ﬁy. .’
~ Panicx, located about 17 milcs nordeast of Ama-
rillo in Carson County, is the nation’s primary ss-
sembly and disassembly facility for nuclear war-
heads. It is operated for the Energy Department by
contractor Mason & Hanger-Silas Mason Co6. )
Tom Walton, an Energy Department spokesman
at Pantex, said the incident occurred Feb. 11 when .
wuthﬁmﬂnnga:hxﬁfmedwpmpusmmgej
comtziners on ap. automated joeding device thar
would have moved them to an adjacent location: .
where they would bave béen *‘staged’ before ms—'q
fer to interim storage in Zons 4 igloos. The violation”
occurred in the Zone 12 south production ares after

‘thcpmhadbmmmovedfmmwuponsudpbeed

mspeqalconaxm he said. . .- oA

were not Onttnmaclnnzandakcnm

" like they shotld bave been. So it was definitely 3

‘procedural breakdown,”* Walton said. * The proce<

dmaswnncndoesnotaﬂowwletvethcscgg_mg
at the end of the shi cy &re o be
! Wdtonnomdthattbctworoamucvcrydose
to each other. No workers were exposed to rdiation
during the incident; apd there .were po security or
-managemcmpmblmbecmscof&zcevm

‘be said.
“Asfarasthepttnhexmelm. they were as se- -

‘cure as those in the room next o them,’” be said.

Apu,tlnmofnwuponuedwmmaw«
clear chain reaction, is composed of plutonivm met-
dumundedbyahmcncanyscded madaoac '
tive outer case.

Atthephut,pn:ucstagodnmponﬁlymwme_
locations afier they. are removed from weapops..
Mmcymmovcdunduughtwcmtybywckw'
igloos in Zano 4 for interim storage. A draft eavi- -
ronmental assessment of increased storage of pits in
Zonc4ca.llsfoutougcofth=tpaaalnudeumto—__
gal for 6 to 10 years. State officials pow aré study-
mgthcdnﬁwmakeoommcmmudocmmbe-ﬁ
forc it is approved by the Energy Department. -
- A B,ggwbager.wcecbmmanofthencfm.

. Nuclear Facilities Safety Bosrd, & congressional ou-.

clear safety watchdog group, said board staff mem-

' bers ‘were touring. the sits last weck when oac of -

tbcmnouoodthatﬁepnsmnotphccdmun

-proper location.
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‘Hidden’ industry contributes TCFA works |
$14 billion to area’s economy

Youcouldalmoucnl]cmlcfoedmgl

“*Back in 1967, when TCPA was formed,

*‘hidden”’ industry. Not many realize how Texas wasn't even considered a major cattle-
large it is, bow maoy people it employs, or - feeding state. We marketed only 1.6 million
" how significant it is to the economy. * feod cattle. However, the industry grew rapid-

‘1 fact, Mmmymdmxhnthumdusuy, Iy and, in 1984, Texas became the first state
with its headquarters in Amarillo, produces to ever market more than § million fed cattle,
more than onc-quarter of the mtmnl fed "Today. when you add the fed cattle pro-

beef..

“Cattle feeding in Texas, Okhboma and
New Mexico,” said Joe Hathoot of Canadisn,
‘I”andmthanﬂerdasAsso-
cintion, “*generates $14 billion cvcryycarfm
our[ocalmdregmml )

To arrive at those ﬁgum. Hnthoot calcu-
Isted the total value of the cattle fed in the
TCFA area in 1991 and then applied an eco-
pomic nmultiplier to deternine total economic

“BuodonTCFAdau the average price
for fed cattle in the TCFA asea in 1991 was
$74.56 per bundredweight and the average
livc weight was 1,128 pounds,*’ be said. -

*“That means the § million fed cetde pro-
ducedmihc'l’CFAmlnl”lbldavﬂuc
of §5.05 billion,"” Hathoot said.

-Using a 2.82 multiplier supplied_ by Dr
.Steve Amosson, “sgriculture’ economist ‘with
the Texas Agricuttural Extension Setvice-in-
Amariflo, Hathoot calculated the total value
ofcutdefedmtbeTCFAameochMZbd
lion, a

But it lmnt nlways been that vny he
said.

duction ia Oklshoma and New Mexico, the
total comes to more than 6 million — about

27 percent of the fed beef pmduced in the

U s "

The industry is pamcular]y important to
the Texas Panhandle and neighboting westem
Okinhomna and castern New Mexico, Hathoot

“*About 80 percent of the region’s fed cat-

de production — 3 million head — can be

found in the Panhandle of Texas, western
Oklshoma and easteen New Mexico.””
Hathoot said the typical Texas Panhandie
feedlot has sbout a 20,000-head capacity.
The typical yard employs about 1.1 poople
per 1,000 head on feed, he said, meaning the
typical feed yard employs 22 people directly.

“An em loyeelpcudsnboutmpcmcnto('

his or her disposable income and virtually all

Is speat regiooally,” Amosson said. ‘‘That

-means {f yard employee makes
$20,000, he of fxnn!ywﬂlspeodxlatthc
local supecoarket, department store or service

- station.**

But the impact doesn't stop there. Accord-
ing to the revenve estimating division of the

. state comptroller’s office, for every job gen-

erated directly by the catile feeding industry,
another 7.73 jobs are created elsewhere.

“That means s single, average-size feod
yard in the TCFA area will gencrate enough
economic activity to pmvndc Jobs for anothet
170 peopl: ** Hathoot said. -

**And since our region hu about 2.5 mil-
lion head on feed aranyg:venumdunngthc
year, the cattle feeding industry”in Texas,
Oklahoma and New Mexico bes a direct em-
ployment of 2,750 people, provides economic
stimulus to create another 21,250 jobs, for a
total of 24,000 jobs."*

Hathoot said that cumber can be a signifi-
cant economic base for the many small- end
roedium-size comownities thronghout TCFA
cmbfeodmg countsy.

- Included in the many jobs that a feed yatd
gencrates are nick drivers, packing plant em-
ployces, and computer sales and support pes-
sonnel. ]

“Take truck drivers,” for instance,”
Hathoot said.
yard will require more than 3,600 truckloads
of feed stuffs and cattle a year. That means
10 semitrucks a day roll in and out of a single
feed yard.”’

Hathoot, however, takes particuldr pride in
the significant role that cattie feeders play in

. feeding a hungry wneld,

“A siogle 20,000-head feed .

to promote
quahty beef

Tcxu Cattle F Assocuuon knows
conxunwrpawpuom cen make ‘or break a
product, and it 'has initiatéd efforts to ensure
that the beef industry oﬂ‘cmaqudlty, whale-
some product, said . Richard McDgnald,
TCPA executive vice president. _

TCFA, recoguizing the potential tmage
problem, led the way in establishing the io-
dustry’s quality-assurance efforts whea it re-
leased its Beef Quality Assurance Program io
1986 — the first of its kind in the cattle in-
dustry, McDonald said.

The program is aimed at giving consumen
the assurance they want that beef is a safe,
wholesome food, McDonald said, -

TCFA"t .quality-assurance’ program  has
been the model for programs in 30 othe
states 0 far, he said, and bas met with wide
Acceptance by TCFA feed yard memben )

The pmgmm includes an agreement to fol.
low normal good management practices.
backedwxhtesbogatthcfeedyudandpaek‘
inghouse, he said. It identifies feed sources,
feed medications, individual treatment, pesti
cides, maintenance recocds ‘and any aacuor
should a violation occur, '

-The. program is & cooperative effart be-
twoen the foed yard and government agencies
and is monitored by periodic sarupling of cur. -
casscs at packing plants by Federat Safety In-
snection Secvice. McDonald said,
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March 1TQ, 1993

Roger Mulder :
Diractor, Special Projects
Environmental Poliey Divislan
Oftflce of the Governor

P.O. Box 12428

Austin, Texos 78711

re: Predecisiona! Environmental Assassmant for Interlm
Storage of Plutonium Components st Pantex (DOR/EA-0812)

Dear Mr. Mulder:

Thank you for the opportunity to offer the following comments about the Predecisionasl
Environmantal Assessment for Interim Storage of Plutonium Componente at Pantax
(hereafter "draft EA") on behalf of Serlous Texans Against Nuclaar Dumping {(STAND) of
Amarillo, inc. STAND is a non-profit membarship organization concerned about the effacts
of operations involving nuclear materiala on the people and resources of the Panhandle.

STAND is committed to full public particlpation in the decision-making processes involving
the Dapartment of Energy’s (DOE} nuclear weapons complex (hareafter “complex®”). it aeiso
believes that sound public policy can be achlieved only when that public participetion is
substantive and based on full access to all relevant informetion. The only exceptions to
tull disclosure should be limited to Information whlch poses legitimate national securlty
concerns, such as protection of weapons design dats.

STAND finds there aru'major lagal and substantive deflclenclas in the draft EA. The draft
EA ls insufficlent to support a Finding of No Significant Impact becauss the information
pressnted I8 Inadequate. We beliave the draft EA falls, as waell, in its approach to the basic
issues and NCPA processes Involved.

Most importantly, we find the scope of the draft EA to ba 80 narrowly dufinad that it
cannot responsibly address the iszues affecting Pantex. The proposad dismantiement of
up to 20,000 warheads, and the Immediate need for the complex to acoommodats both
the work and variety of materlals generated. is the fundamenta! sltuation driving the
changes involving Pantex and othar sites.

Additionally, the proposed dismantlemsnt I8 slreedy underway, It is proceeding without
the besnefit of any integrated evaluation of the deinunds of the work or facilities needed for
the Interim disposition of the variety and quantities of materials inevitably produced.

The unprecedonted dismantlement of up to 20,000 nuclear warheads, and its inavitable

ramifications. constitutes 8 mejor fedsral scuon significanty affecting the quality of the
humen environment and requires Issuance of an environmental impact statement (EIS),

1045/1



Major comments 1045/
1} The scope of the draft EA must fully respond both to the nature of current

dismantlement work affecting Pantex, and to interim disposition not only of plutonium pits

but of all other materials which inevitably will result. Significant circumstances which

must be taken into account are:

a) Both the number of warheads to be dismantled and the pace scheduled for
dismantlement is unprecedented.

b) There is no current defense program need for the pits. Long-term future need is
anticipated to be small, conceivably even zero. What used to be a closed-loop cycle of
plutonium reprocessing and re-use no longer exists.

¢) There is a breakdown of the historic pattern of materials fiow within the
complex. The facility which used to receive and reprocess/recycle the plutonium pits from
Pantex, the Rocky Flats Plant, is closed; no other such facility currently exists in the
complex. ,

In the past (as recently as 1991) Pantex officials stated uncategorically that pits
were "staged," not stored, at Pantex. Though citizens always assume staging is an
extremely flexible proposition convenient to DOE, it is, even by the definition in the draft
EA. inherently different from storage.

"Staging is the temporary holding of materials (weapons or components) as

they await the next step in their process flow (i.e. disassembly or transport
off-site). There is no set’time limit for staging since movement of materials

(for transport, disassembly, etc.) is dependent on scheduling, upstream N
process flow stream conditions, resource availability, etc.” (p. 1-1)

With no interim "upstream process flow" available, years of storage will be
required. This is a fundamental change in work and mission for Pantex.

e) Though the draft EA focuses on plutonium pits, the unprecedented
dismantiement yields a variety of other materials which must be temporarily staged or
stored in areas able to provide proper security.

Existing storage space qualified to provide proper safeguards and security is limited.
These materials require such space not only at Pantex, but compete for the limited space
available in other parts of the complex.

Pantex itself must accommodate at least: 1) special nuclear material (SNM) such
as highly enriched uranium (HEU), or other closely held material such as tritium, 2)
warheads awaiting dismantlement, 3) other weapons components, 4) mixed waste
containing SNM or closely held material, 5) warheads needing maintenance/evaluation. The
draft EA does not adequately discuss the space neeeded to accommodate these materials.

For the complex in general, the draft EA states, "The complex has limited storage
capacity, and each site’s capability to store material {pits and SNM in various other forms)
must be maximized...." The draft EA continues by referring to "many ongoing programs"
to assess current storage, and explains that other residues, wastes and material "vie for
the existing or potential storage capacity...." (p. 4-4) The explanations are clearly
intended to create a sense of inevitability and necessity for acceptance of the draft EA’s
proposed action of intensified pit storage at Pantex.



However, the explanation just as clearly establishes that there is an urgent need for
integrated evaluation of the demands on the complex. The effect of adding materials from
dismantlement to already existing materials is straining the storage facilities needed to
house them. THE 3torage needs are interrelated, but evaluations are going forward in a
fragmented manner.

2) The draft EA does not present realistic time frames for when current storage capac:ty 1045/3
will be reached, yet timing is portrayed as urgent.

a) The draft EA could, but does not, present sufficient information about the
number of pits already accumulated at Pantex so that an accurate starting inventory can
be established. Information from other DOE sources (see attached document 1: U.S DOE
Pantex Plant Nuclear Weapons Disassembly History FY 1980 thru FY 1992) indicate that
actual dismantiements resulting in pits potentially remaining at Pantex are: FY 1990 -
1151; FY 1991 - 1595; FY 1992 - 1303.

b} There is insufficient information provided in the draft EA to substantiate any of
the statements about when capacity would be reached, such as, "Capacity, at currently
projected dismantlement schedules could be reached as early as 4th calendar quarter of
1993." (p. 3-1)

Since 1980, the highest annual rate of disassembly, for either retirement or
evaluation, appears never to have exceeded 1757. (see attached document 1) Historical
records seem to indicate that DOE’s goal of maintaining a disassembly rate of 2,000
weapons per year may be overly ambitious.

Clearly the actual rate of dismantlement is variabie, and should be, since different
weapons systems have different requirements, etc. More importantly, the primary
consideration of the Plant must be worker and operational safety.

In order to establish a better basis for planning, free of exaggerated time
constraints, the establishment of both a clear starting point and an achievable rate of
dismantlement is necessary, and offers no threat to national security. Indeed, it enhances
safety by supporting informed decision-making which is not driven unnecessarily by a false
sense of urgency.

3) The draft EA does not establish a clear sense of DOE’s prioritization of the different
environmental (as defined by NEPA) impacts.

Worker exposure is acknowledged to be the principal impact (viii). However, 1045/4

discussion of alternatives in the draft EA never clarifies whether or not any of the
alternatives might offer more worker protection than another. It is as if, no matter where
the storage location is, the rates of exposure will be the same -- though this is. never
substantiated in the text.

Given that approach, one of the justifications for not accepting alternative 4.4,
"Interim Storage at a DOD facility,” is that, if any modifications were necessary, "these
modifications would inevitably entail some degree of environmental impacts of the type
generally associated with construction activities.” (p. 4-5)

The draft EA should establish a general ranking of priorities so that decision-making
can distinguish among important differences. Lessening worker exposure could indeed
justify other concessions or expenses.



4) The draft EA does not completely discuss all the alternatives it presents.

As a most obvious example, in the discussion of Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANLY} it lists-eXTsTing pit storage at TA-41 and TA-55. TA-41 is eliminated because "it
does not meet current DOE requirements for ES&H, security, and conduct of operations,
and programmatic requirements do not justify the costs required to make needed
changes.” {p. 4-3) Some of the problems with this discussion are:

a) TA-55 is never mentioned again, and remains unevaluated.

b) The extent of modifications needed for TA-41 is not explained.

¢} The rationale based on "programmatic requirements do not justify the costs...”
is insufficient. Programmatic requirements are only for dismantlement "in an
environmentally responsible way that is also timely, cost effective, and uses to the
maximum extent practicable, existing facilities and infrastructure.” (p. 2-1) Depending on
what modifications TA-41 needs, it could be that ES&H benefits might justify the changes
when programmatic objectives might not.

5} The draft EA does not present all reasonable alternatives.

. As one obvious example: there is no "Supplement No-Action Alternative Storage
with Storage at other DOD Sites."

Given both the need for dismantlement to proceed in a timely but safe way, as well
as an equally valid and urgent need that any decision protect worker safety and public
health to the maximum extent, all reasonable alternatives must be available and evaluated
to provide flexibility in decision making.

6) The draft EA does not discuss all the plutonium storage locations at the Pantex Plant -
itself.

The title of the draft EA seems to encompass the entire Plant (Interim Storage of
Plutonium Components at Pantex) yet only Zone 4 is ever discussed. In reality there are at
least two other locations at Pantex which store plutonium for various lengths of time: Cell
8 and 12-26 Vault, both in Zone 12.

In addition, there is another facility currently under construction in Zone 12,
referred to as Special Nuclear Material Staging Facility, which might be capable of holding
as many as 4,880 pits. {see attached document 2, "DOE Plutonium Strategy Task Force,
Steering Committee Meeting, January 30, 1992 (Predecisional), p.26)

None of this storage is taken into account in the Draft EA discussion. Nor has there
ever, to STAND's knowledge, been any mention of an intended EA process evaluating the
new Zone 12 SNM facility, yet that facility could store more pits than Zone 4 is currently
allowed to do.

Though Cell 8 and 12-26 might be used only to briefly stage pits until they are
transferred to a storage area, this should be discussed in the text of the draft EA.

The SNM Staging Facility, however, must undoubtedly be considered as relevant to
the draft EA’s proposed action. It will provide such a significant amount of storage that it
changes the entire picture of pit storage time frames, options and capacity as portrayed in
the draft EA. : '

Such a significant facility also deserves at least the same amount of careful
evaluation process as is being applied to Zone 4 igloos.

1045/5
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7) The draft EA must accurately portray the history of dismantlement and pit storage at
Pantex. There are many instances where this is not the case, but the following two
examples are particularly pertinent:

a) In the Executive Summary DOE consistently uses the term storage. The purpose 10458
of the EA is even stated as, "to evaluate the environmental impacts of additional interim
storage of pits at Pantex...” {p. vii)

As previously discussed in comment 1d, pit storage is new to Pantex. |f "additional
interim storage"” is true in any sense, it is only because it has become unavoidable given
the current condition of the complex and the change in the world situation. To portray it
as merely more of the same, a usual part of Pantex’s work, is inaccurate. Pit storage has
transpired because it has been unavoidable. Being unavoidable does not mean that it is
not a significant change from either past pyactice or past mission which must be evaluated
as such.

in addition, because it is a NEPA process, the final version of this draft EA will
become a public document. As such, it is logical that most people will have access to and
read the Executive Summary. The summary must be scrupulously written and accurately
reflect the significant points of the whole. Section 1.1, Introduction and Background,
makes the distinction between staging and storage.

b) The text of the draft EA gives a false impression of the number of
dismantlements conducted in the past at Pantex when it uses a footnote within'the
statement "The primary mission of the DOE Pantex Plant is the assembly and disassembly
of nuclear weapons.” (p. 1-1}) The footnote to the word "disassembly"” reads: "Over
50,000 nuclear weapons have been dismantled in the last forty years.”

Clearly the impression is that ail 50,000 dismantiements took place at Pantex.
However, during the August 20, 19392 public meeting of the Defense Nuclear Facility
Safety Board, when a Board member pursued this same statement, the Pantex official
admitted that of the 50,000 dismantlements only an estimated 10,000 to 15,000 had
been done at Pantex.

8) As a public process (made possible at this point only by the efforts of the state of
Texas) which will produce a public document, it is important that there is some definition
of terms.

a) Both NEPA and DOE use certain words and phrases with a particular intent. For
example, an "environmental" impact as defined by NEPA is very broad, encompassing far
more than the usual implication of the word. For the DOE, there are numerous terms such
as "DOE orders" or "safeguards and security” which have a consistent definition for DOE
which should be clarified for the general reader.

The draft EA offers listings of Acronyms (p. iv) and Abbreviations - Units and
Measures (p. vi). To enhance the public understanding of what is actually being said, a
listing and clarification of terminology should be added as well.

b) In addition, the EA must be careful not to confuse issues by using a similar set
of words which could give one impression but which could just as easily refer to
something else.

For instance, "The DOE Orders and procedures for ensuring safe and secure storage
of the pits would continue to be followed rigorously." (p. 3-1) One standard term for DOE
is "safeguards and security,” referring to the control of the material rather than safety in a
health sense. "Safe and secure" leaves a reader in some doubt as to exactly what the
DOE is "rigorously” committed to by that statement.

1045/9



9) Finally, but of extreme importance, the draft EA fails to make clear the implications for
worker exposure if the change from current pit storage to intensified pit storage begins to
occur before automated systems are developed. Nor does the draft EA clearly commit to
Best ManagementPractices if the decision is delayed. In fact, it does not clearly commit

to best management practices even if the intensified storage is approved.

1045/10

In Section 3.0 describing the proposed action, it states that proposed action
storage in either type of magazine would be, "in one of two configurations: multiple
stacking...and/or a single layer..." It then continues, "These two configurations represent
the bounding cases for the number of pits that would be held in a single Modified-
Richmond or SAC magazine.” (p. 3-2)

No where in the draft EA does DOE commit to not using the single-layer
configurations depicted in Figures 3.5 and 3.6, both described as "{Bounding)," yet both
depicting and adding up to the maximum packing arrangement. However, on page 4-1 the
discussion warns of maximum packing, and states:

"Actual best management practice to facilitate required safeguards and
security activities and reduce worker exposure to radiation could dictate use
of other storage configurations that would provide less pit storage capacity.”

In addition, the proposed action which wouid seem to allow DOE ample room for
storage, still hedges.

"Individual pit containers could rest on casters rather than on the concrete
floor of the magazines, and aisles may also be used. This would facilitate
inventory operations, ensure worker safety, and accommodate operational
needs.” {p. 3-2) ’

Wording such as “could" and "may" for procedures which ensure worker safety
and benefit other needs is unacceptable in this document -- particularly when outlining the
proposed storage option. :

in closing, though there are many other significant points, they often fall into areas beyond
our resources or have been covered by other comments. These STAND comments are not
to be regarded as the limit of our interest or concerns.

If you, your staff, or DOE officials have any questions regarding these issues please
contact Beverly Gattis, STAND of Amarillo, at 806/358-2622. Thank you.

Sincerely,
— 4 L
Eww% Al

Beverly Gattis
President
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Disassembly Disassambly- Disassenbly Total

Fy cv Tor Disposal Disposed of Reassenbled Disassembly
1989 518 197 150 8682
1981 1,416 161 180 1,767
1982 1,360 17% 189 1,724
1583 960 160 286 1,376
1984 860 13 _ 217 1,213
1985 927 148 251 1,326
1986 574 —— 291 865
1987 1,068 121 220 1,409
1988 519 n 234 - B1S
1989 B?- 1,134 . v 118 1,326
1999£ Sert 1z 1,036) ~ 9?2 / 183 1,33
1991 1,846 @) 493(’73) 112 1,707
1592 1.274 29 46 1,349
Total 13,223 , 2,442 17,086

1 049
- Ruclear weapons retired from the s‘r,/cwkpilo and returned to Pantex Plant for

disapsembly and disposal.

ke uuclnr weapons returned to Pantex Plant for di.-n-nn\bly and evalu.tion
that were disposed of rather than reassembled.

***  Nuclear weapons returnad to Pantex Plant for disassembly and evaluation
that were then reassssbled and returned to the stookpile,

Note: 1966 breakdown not available for nuclear weapons returned to Pantex Plant
IOr avaluation ThAT were disposed of rallisy Lhai roaswsombled.
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PRED  SIONAL

PIT STAGING CAPACITY - PANTEX

LOCATION NET  CUMULATIVE COMMENTS ;.
POSITIONS POSITIONS ‘

Cell 8 250 250 Available - In Use

To Be Replaced By SNM Staging Facility
12-26 Vault 150 400 Available - In Use |

To Be Replaced By SNM Staging Facility
Zone 4 4080 4480 Available - In Use (Single Stack)
Igloos _
SNM Staging 400 4880 Available 7/93
Facility ’
Zone 4 2720* -7600* Double Stack - Requires SAR Approval
Igloos and S&S Agreements
Weapons 3200* 12400* Single Stack - Requires SAR Approval
Staging 15600* Double Stack - Requires SAR Approval
Igloos and S&S Agreements

*Rapid Implementation Possible

26 . January 30, 1992



- @ffice of the ﬁtturnep General
State of Texas
DAN MORALES

ATTQRNEY GENERAL

March 19, 1993

The Honorable Hazel O'Leary
Secretary of Energy
Washington. D.C. 20585

Re: Environimental Assessment for the Interim Storage of
Plutonium Components at the Pantex Plant

DearlSecretary O'Leary:

The Office of the Attorney General ("OAG") has reviewed the draft
environmental assessment ("EA") for the "interim" storage of plutonium
components at the Pantex plant. We appreciate the opportunity to review
the draft EA and look forward to working with the Department of Energy
("DOE") to ensure that the operation of the Pantex plant does not -
threaten the health and safety of its workers and neighbors and the
nataral resources of the Panhandle area.

1046/1

I strongly believe, however, that the draft EA is deficient and that until
an environmental impact statement ("EIS") is completed, DOE will not be
in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
("NEPA"). The EIS process would ensure the full input of the public and
ensure that DOE would take a "hard look™ at the environmental and
socio-economic consequences of its proposed activities, consider viable
alternatives to the method currently chosen by DOE, and ensure that the
adverse environmental and socio-economic consequences of its actions
are minimized.

I have been deeply concerned about the actvities at Pantex since I first
came into office in 1991.! While I remain proud of the work done by the
workers at Pantex, I also remain profoundly concerned that generations
of Texans will be forced to live with a decision regarding the storage of
thousands of pounds of plutonium made behind closed doors. '

As you know, DOE has operated i the past pursuant to a policy of
"decide, announce, defend." I believe that addressing this légacy 15 one-6f

1 Foryourconvenience.Ihaveendoscdcopisofaﬂofthcmpondcncelsentm '
your predecessor, Secretary Watkins. See Attachment A
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your greatest challenges. Your office, reflecting the new direction of a
new administration. has an historic opportunity to break with the past
12 years and to ensure that DOE does not continue with an exclusionary
vision of how it ought to accomplish its mission.

DOE's conclusions regarding environmental impacts in the draft EA
reflect the extremely--and impermissible—narrow crafting of the issue
assessed by the draft EA rather than the reality of dismantling
thousands of nuclear warheads over the coming years and storing, it
would appear, nearly 50 tons of plutonium at a single site for an
unknown period of time. Moreover, 1 believe that the conclusions
constitute a post hoc rationalization of a DOE decision to turn Pantex
irito the de facto storage facility for plutonium, rather than the product of
a "hard look™ at the consequences of DOE's dismantling and storage
activities it desires to undertake at Pantex. ‘ .

More specifically, the draft EA is deficient for the following reasons:

(1} DOE has failed to adequately consider viable alternatives
to increasing the storage capacity at Pantex:

(2) DOE has improperly segmented the dismantling and
~ storage activities undertaken and to be undertaken at
Pantex: and :

(3) DOE has failed to adequately assess the risk of
dismantling thousands of nuclear warheads and storing the
plutonium pits at Pantex. ,

I. DOE has failed to adequately consider viable alternatives to
increasing the storage capacity at Pantex.

DOE's analysis of alternatives to the pfoposed action of expanded interim
storage is extremely superficial at best. This failure to seriously analyze

the alternatives indicates that DOE has already determined to go forward

with increased interim storage at the Pantex plant and that the draft EA
was produced simply to pay lip service to the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act. :

II. DOE has improperly segmented the dismantling and
storage activities undertaken and to be undertaken at Pantex.

DOE has tmproperly segmented the analysis of its proposed increased
activities at Pantex. While the possible envirormmental effects of
increased interim storage are discussed, the draft EA completely ignores
the environmental consequences resulting from the increase in

1046/2
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dismantling activities necessitating the increased storage. The draft EA
should include. inter glia, a comprehensive analysis of the increase in
wasic generated at the plant as a result of the increased dismanilement
- activities.

For example, in past DOE budget requests and in the Paniex Flant's
Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Five Year Plan for
Fiscal Year 1993, the Department refers to a high explosives incinerator
(see page 6-31 of FY 1993 Five Year Plan). Given that the need for this
incinerator necessarily relates to the increased dismantlement activities
at Pantex, it would appear that the potential environmental impacts Som
the indnerator should have been discussed in the EA.

We also note that in the DOE budget request for FY 1993 that DOE
requested funds for a "Hazardous Waste Treatment and Processing
Facility.™ According to DOE's description provided to OMB:

This facility will permit the treatment and declassification of
low-level radioactive waste (depleted uranium. Tittum and
thorium), hazardous waste, solvents, mixed waste, and
classified metal components generated at Pantex Planti.

Again, it would appear that the potential environmental immpacts from the
waste treatinent facility, in the event DOE pursues construction of the
facility, should have been discussed in the EA

Furthermore, the cumulative environmental effects associated with the
increase in movement of warheads into Pantex, the generation of waste
products, and the movement and storage of plutonium pits should have

been more adequately analyzed.

IIT. DOE has failed to adequately assess the risk of
dismantling thousands of nuclear warheads and storing the
plutoniam pits at Pantex.

DOE has fatled to adequately address safety and risk issues in the draft

EA. This is a fundamental deficiency of the draft EA.
A, Lack of Meaningful Safety Policy.

DOE has long been criticized for its fajlure in developing a set of
comprehensive and satisfactory safety procedures. ie.. a "safety policy.”

for its nuclear weapons facilities, Without such an overarching,
meaningful safety policy against which to measure fundamental safety
policy decisions at its sites, it is difficult to understand how the DOE

2 See Attachment B.

1046/4
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under your predecessor was able to adequately develop the "Safety
Analysis Report” (or "SAR") which preceded the draft EA and upon which
much of the analysis of the draft EA was based. Moreover, it is difficult
to understand how, if the draft EA would have properly analyzed the
complete range of dismantlement activities at Pantex, DOE could
adequately develop SARS for each of the activities associated with the
dismantlement and storage of the nuclear weapons. ‘

As stated by the Office of Technology Assessment:s

In its Final Report on DOE Nuclear Facilities, the DOE
Advisory Committee on Nuclear Facility Safety {"ACNES"]
noted that the job of solving the operational and safety
problems at the DOE weapons complex is "far from
complete” and that some of the problems "will take into the
next century” to correct.4 _ -

Although DOE did issue a new Nuclear Safety Policy in September 1991,
DOE was subsequently criicized by the ACNFS in its final report for
substituting nebulous Ianguage such as "continuous improvement” for
measurable standards; for paying little attention to the largely chemical
nature of the risk at same DOE facilities; and for inadequately treating
the inevitable conflict between safety and production responsibilities by
simply asserting that they are "compatible." The ACNFS's report stated
that DOE needs to spell out how safety goals will be achieved, how
priorities will be set. how self-assessments will be judged. and how
progress and success will be measured.>

At this time, we are not confident that DOE under your predecessor
provided sufficient guidance to its regional and field offices for them
to make meaningfnl decisions abount acceptable risks, risk
assessment methodology, and procedures and policies to identify
and minimize safety risks. Snch decisions would. of course, be

3 OTA Asscssment Proposal: Managing Nuclear Marerials ffom Warheads. Feb. 1,
1992: submiitted to Scnate Committes on Governmental Affairs.

4 [Footnote 1o original.] Advisary Committee on Nuclear Fzaciliry Sajery. "Final Report
on DOE Nuclear Facilities." report prepared for the Secretary of Energy. U.S.

" Deparmment of Energy, Washington, D.C., Nov. 1981, p.11. The ACNFS vigorously
advocated the development of a department-wide safety policy which would allow
different parts of the DOE to make internally consistenr decisions between possibly
conilicting values such as safety and production.

5 See Statement by J. Dexter Peach, Assistant Compiroller General, General
Accounting Office, given at Hearing before the Senate Committee on Governmental
Affairs of Nudlear Disarmarment on Departmment of Energy, Feb. 25, 1992 ((Hearing").

p. S. : .
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reflected in the SAR or SARS providing the basis or bases of the EA
or EAs. I belleve that production of au EIS would ensure the public
that important risk and safety issues were clearly and fully

-anslyzed

More specifically, the draft EA does little to allay our concerns about the
potential safety problems that could arise from DOE's proposed activides.
Of particular concern to us is the analyses in the draft EA of the
probability of an alrplane crash with Zone 4 Pantex plant structures and
the potential impacts on the Ogallala Aquifer from a plutonium dispersal
accident in Zone 4. We refer you to the comiments submitted by the
Texas Alr Control Board and the Texas Department of Public Safety
(Division of Emergency Management). Furthermore, we refer vou to
several {ssues raised by the City of Amarillc and the Countes of Potter
and Randall regarding potential effects of the maximum winds of a
category F4 tarmado. as well as the possibility of terrorisi actions
inrvolving an aireraft. -

In analyzing both the potential airplane crash and impacts on the
Ogallala aquifer of a dispersal accident, it is apparent that DOE relied on
inaccurate assumptions and employed inappropriate methodologies.
_Given the seriousness of the deficiencies in these analyses, this
office cannot have any confidence in DOE's ultimate conclusions
concerning the possible eavironmental impacts of interim storage at
the Pantex plant.

B. Lack of Resourgg to Ensure Safetv,

It 1s not only the lack of a meaningful DOE safety policy against which to
measure a safety analysis which makes the draft EA deficient, it is also
the lack of an adequate analysis of whether Pantex has the necessary
resources to undertake its new mission. 6 As stated by the GAO:

1046/5

Over the next several years, DOE must take custody of and
dismantle thousands of nuclear weapons that the
Department of Defense will retire. The capability of DOE to
safely dismantle so many weapons could present a
problem and tax the capabilities of DOE resources at the
Pantex Plznt in Texas. Storage of weapon components at

€ Until the last two years, the mission of Pantex was to censtruct and disrac:le
nuclear warheads. The components of dismantied weapons, including the piuton:um
pits, were shipped back 10 the fzefiity fromn whick they came originally., The mission of
Pantex today—to dismmanile thousands of warheads, store and manage the plutonium
pits extracted therefrom, and to help maintain a nuclear weapon stockpile a fractan of
the size which existed during the Cold War--1s clearly diferert. Such a change
mission may in and of itsell necessitate an EIS.
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the plant, the projected workload to accomplish this work,
and the transportation of weapons to the plant are important
1zsues]7r_hat need to be examined carefully. (Emphasis
added.

I believe the adeguacy of resources issue needs to be more fully
addressed.

[V. Closing Comments

DOE provides no basis for the estimated interim storage time framme of 6-
10 years. Given that DOE does not yet have a proposal for long-term
plutonium disposition, the statement in the EA that the time required to
immplement decisions regarding long-term storage and/or dispusition is
expected to be within a 6-10 years time frame is not c¢redible. [ am
concerned that the analysis of potential environmental impacts has been
premised on an interim storage period that is unrealistie. If anvthing can
be learned from DOE's civilian high-level waste site experience and the
attempts by the states to locate low-level radioactive waste sites, it is that
nuclear waste storage issues are very difficult to resolve and take far
longer to resolve than first anticipated.

Many of the concerns raised in this letter are addressed in detail in the
comments submitied to you by the Texas Air Control Board, the Bureau
of Economic Geology. and the Texas Department of Health's Bureau of
Radiation Canirol. Comments by other state agencies. individuals, and
citizen groups identify other areas of concern in the draft EA. I am
hopeful that the DOE will respond to each of these comments, especiall
those of the above-mentioned state agencies. :

When DOE first proposed increased interim storage of plutonium pits at
Pantex, I requested that your predecessor direct DOE to prepare an EIS
that would address the impacts of the increased dismantlement and
storage activities at Pantex. I reSpectfully repeat this request now. Itis
apparent from the draft EA that DOE will not run out of storage capacity
at the Pantex plant until the fourth quarter of 1993. at the eariiest. DOE
has suifficient time to complete an EIS that will adequately address the
poténtially devastating environmental impacts that could resuit from the
proposed increased interim storage.

The preparation of an EIS by DOE would demonstrate DOE's
ccmunitment under your guidance to fully protecting the health, safety,

7 Statement by Victor S. Rezendes. Director. Energy Issues, GAQ. given at Hearing. p.
5.
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and environment of this state and its citizens and would mark an historic
new direction for DOE towards full and legitimizing public participation
and open decision making. [ welcome your suggestions as to how we

might encourage and suppart your efforts in the future.

oo Mo

Dan Morales
Aftormey General
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February 28, 1883

"To the United States Department of Energy

Through the Office of the Governor, State of Texas
P.0. Box 12428

Austin, TX 78711

On behalt of the Panhandle Area Neighbors and Landowners (PANAL) we
wish to address the 1issues involved in the Predeclslional
Environmental Assesgssment for Interim Storage of Plutonium
Components at Pantex.

PANAL 1s composed of a wide dliverslty of people, from farmers and
ranchers to teachers, geologlsta, lawyers, rellglious, clerical,
small and large business people, bankers, doctors, etc.. PANAL Is
composed of a broad spectrum of concerned citizens, people who have
a strong tie to the land and people with a sincere commitment to
protecting the human environment for future generations.

Many of wus are farmers, ranchers, landowners and familles who
surround the Pantex Plant, live downwind from the plant, or people
who Just believe in a democracy that lncludes Invelvement by all
people. We are Democrats, Republicans, Independents and represent

a varifety of otber agricultural, clvic, church and communlty
organizations.

For those of us who till the solil it is our belief that the manner
In which we treat the land will In large measure determine the
productivity of our 1labors. The soll, water and alr- must be
conserved and protected from all possible contamination. We
‘belleve this and we have lived by this rule so that our chlldren,
“grandchildren, great grandchildren, and all future generatlons to

come, will have the opportunity to also enjoy the frults of the
land.

What we produce for this nation must always be the most wholesome,
clean and safe food supply possible. The nation depends on us Lo
provide such safe, healthy commoditles, not only for our country,
but to use as power with the other nations of the world.

After conslderation of the DOE's predecisional EA we belleve that
our livellhood and our potential to produce quality food for the
world Is In Jeopardy. The modellng used In this document was
Intended to justify the storage of plutonlum pits at Pantex and has
not taken inlo consideration the human environment or the $4
billion agricultural economy which is the 1ifeblood of this area.

1048/1



"Eavironmental Impacts would be limited to radlation exposure of
workers which would be conlrolled to insure thal ALARA objectives
are achieved”(vii), (3-2),(4-1); to assume no adverse health
effects among workers ts ludicrous. Workers will recelive increased
radjatlion doses In taking plts [rom Assembly Bay to Zone 4 -~ will
these be the same workers? If there are fewer workers there will be
higher doses, but 1f there are more workers there ls less exposure,
but more people are involved. 1

In lInventorying the pits, the estimates for worker radiatlon
exposure are based on current lnventory operatfons - these In no
way are a gulde for determining full worker exposure for the future
operations. "Impacts of the proposed actlon were assessed and
tound to be limited to worker exposures to radfation™ (viil, 4-4,6-
1) - we demand for the workers that this proposed action be further
examlined -~ no one person's llfe ls expendable.

For the workers who handle the pits the radlation risks are not
fully analyzed. The EA has falled to adequately address radlation
exposure Lo the workers. "The workload requirements for increased
weapons disassembly Is.expected to be similar...ln the pasl™ (1~1)
how can this be when ithe workload ls lncreased?

"The Pantex Plant has conducted these activities in a safe and
reasonable fashlon for more than 40 years™ (1-1) the SAR's, the GAO
Report, the Tiger Team, the Adhearn Committee Report - are all
these reports In error? Pantex has been nomipnated for a Superfund
sile, Is this hecause the activities have been conducted safely and
recasonabhle? Why is ER/WM nouw belng addressed at Pantex if the
above statement {s true.

In a statement made by Lowell F. Cranfill, Preslident/Chief Steward,
Metal Trades Councll, Mason & Hanger, May 17, 13988, before the
Subcommittee on Health and Safety, Commlltee on Education & Labor,
U.S. House of Representatives, he states "I am very seriously
concerned with the health and weltare of my friends and members of
my unionh working at the Plant. I am also concerned with the
Panhandle of Tuxas and the pvtentfial problems they may have In that
area due to the loxic waste that are accumulating becuuse of the
spills and dumps f{rom Pantex. I know that the Energy Department
estimale last June was In excess of 700 milllon dollars to clear up
the Pantex Plant. I do not know what the spills and dumps conslist
of. I sollcit your aid in trying to find that out and help us
clevar up the plant. It iIs a serious and dangerous hazardous waste
dump {f that amount of money is to be spent In trying lto clesr it
up. 1 would llke to dbe involved in stopping the things that Pantex
is doing thal is causing the need for such expenditure.”

(2-1,4-2,4-3)"...10ong term storage or disposition of these valuable
natlonal assets will be made In the...PEIS" - why |s this EA being
done outside the PEIS/ROD? Justification needs to be made as to
why they are referred lo as natlonal assets and nol liabjlities?
To presume "assets"™ and not to address liabilities is in
appropriate.
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(2-1,4-1,4~-3)"...DOE maybu: requlired to cease the dlsasscmbly
activities..." whal Is the rush? Under the treaties signed we're
nol oblligated to dismanllce iwmedlatcely, there was no tlme 1imlt
speclfied, Why nol ship warheads or plts to other sites -~ Pantex is
not the only site uvallable for dismantlement ovr storage, why were
other DOE and DOD sites not adequately addressed? To stote {thal no
DOD ftaclillity 1{is “currently available” miust be proved. Not
addressing the DOD facilities in full js a false conjeclure.

To come to the conclusion that "there Is no environmental benefit
to be gained in packaging and shipping some or all of the pits to
any other locatton for lInterim storage purposes” (vill) has no
credible basls from the Information presented in the EA.

(4-5,4.4) Why Ils transportation of plts so much more dangerous than
enti{re warhead or c¢omponent parts? Is shipping and handling
dangerous jus! for some wmaterials? How dangerous Is this stuff -
DOE was shipping it before to RF, what is the difference now? [If
there 1s danger In transportation, why were lthese problems not
sddregssed suff{iclently? What about the trunsportation in to Panlex
at the present time? Is this not dangerous also?

(3-2,4-2,A-3) "The majorlity...packaged In AL-R8 contalners, but

other approved contalners may be used.” What s the history of
these contalners? What are the "other approved contalners™? A
thorough dlscussion of contalners s I[mperative. Can these

contalners be used for shipping and/or sltourage? Whalt are the test
results on any of these contalners? Plls change over {(ime, what

happens to contalners thal change over (ime? With pits and
containers changlng over time, what are we looking at for the
future? Do you have any Ildes how these wlll react, elither

Individually or cellectively, over time?

5.0... any serious dispersal of plutonfum was not carelfully
examined, §.2 ...does nol talk about risks to the general off-site
population., Off~site lonizing radiatlion was not even considered.
No Emergency Preparedness plans were presented for off-site
communiti{es in the event of a hazardous or loxic relcase.

6.2.5, Appendix E Alrcraft Hazard Analysis does nol present an
accurate account of alrcratt over Zone 4. Wednesday, Febrvary 24,
1893, we sat rlight here In our home on the west glde of Pantex with
the Speclal ProJect Directors of the OTA Study on Dismantlement and
walched three C-5A's practice "touch and go" for three hours.
These aircralt fly direclly over Zone 4. We have observed mllitary
alrcraft of all descriptions flyling over Panlex for years. This is
regular milltary practice. Army hellcopters regularly {1y over
Pantex. We watch them, we know this (s happenlng! Whal hazard
unalysls do you propose for these alrcraft?

7.0 Potential Impacts on the Ogallals Aquifer...does not address
the possibility of cracks In the soll, from Texas Panhandle
droughts, thervby creating faster pathways to lhe Ogsllala. Why
were DOE LANL studies used and not studies done by local geologists
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According to NEPA, our basic national charter for protection of the
environment, “procedures must insure that environmentsal information
ls avallable to the citizens before decislons are made and before
actlons are taken.”™ Furthermore, {t Is stated that "ultimately, {t
Is not better documents but better decisions that count.” "Federal
agencles shall encourage and facilitate public involvement |{n
decislions which aftect the quality of the buman environwent.

We state this as a preface to our comments, because there is a lack
of sufficlent, accurate Iinformation provided to warrant the
continuation of the present mission of the storage of plutonium at
Pantex. Fuyrthermore, the public ls not Ilnvolved in the decision
maklng - we are only given a short time to "comment”. Under NEPA
all informatlon must be presented and all reasonable alternatives
must be detlinsd. Alternatives are the heart of an EA, every
alternative should be discussed.

The tocus presented In the Predecislional EA Is too narrow, as only
one oplion was discussed. The presentatjion does not legally address
all alternatives. The only discussion §is8 -STORAGE- as opposed to
looking at the full plcture, the entire scope of the plutonlum
{ssue or plutonium mwanagement, which [Is blgger than Jusl storing
plts at Pantex. '

The Executive Summary, vii, and 3-1 states "SAC magazines have not
besn used previously for holding pits, and the multiple stacking
confliguration has not been used previously {n SAC or Modified=
Richmond magazlines." Qur question is then why are you going to
store plutontum, with a half life of 24,000 years In a structure
which Is not proven to be 100% safe. for 'holding pits'? What
consideration Is being given to the possibility of contamination to
the land, the air or the Opallala? 1Is Zone 4 the only place the
DOE intends to ‘hold pits'? Thls is the only area discussed in
the EA, What about the other structures, dbuays, etc.?

"The proposed action s to provide additlonal storage for an
Interim time period, expected to within 6 - 10 years, for up to
20,000 plts....at the Pantex Plant” What will happen in 10 years -
15 years - 20 years, etc.?® Where iIs the plutonium going at the end
of 10 years - we want to know! This Is nol lIdentifled in the EA.
Where or what is being planned for this plulonium atfter 20 yrars.

DOE assumes there will be no problems, ecither human or mechanical
at any time during storage. All potential problems associfated with
storage need to be addressed,.

For the EA to state that the proposed actlon would not result in
additional generatlion or management of wastes (vil) - evades the
original issue being -~ dismanilewment - which Is increasing so the
pits can be stored at Pantex and there is additional waste belng
generated. The Issue of waste management was not addressed in the
EA. This is a major issue and needs to be fully explovred.
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who have done {n-depth studles on the Ogallala? LANL studles have
not correctly addressed the full scope of the aquifer and the
potentlal lmpacts. DOF's previous record of contamination 1o
underground water supplles only reinforces the lack of
accountability in DOE studies.

7-2 ,.."Fleld experiment ...suggests colloidal transport will not
enhunce radjonuclide transport enough to signlficantly affect
groundwaler ‘quallity” Rogwash, ‘“suggest™, “not enough”™ &and

"signiflcantly affect" have no place In a study of drilnking waler
for the people of the area. We are belng fed a document prepared
by an agency that has no credibllity in preserving present water
supplies at any of thelr other facllities.

To come to the flnal concluston of "no significant threal lo the
Ogallala Aquifer from plutonium dispersal” {s simply conjectural,

8.0 All Issues should have been discussed openly with federal,
state and local agencies with local c¢ltizen input. To only have
kept the state agencles lnformed of the development of the document
undermines the iIntegrity of the work of the state agencies.

DOE says they are committed to the environment, safety and health
of workers and surrounding communitles! Why push to dismantle
warheads and expose the population to health and death risks?

It i{s the opinion of the membership of PANAL that this mission
requires a site specitlc environmental Impact statement (EIS). It
Is our belief that an environmental assesament and FONS!I is tlolally
tnadequate. Dismantlling 20,000 warheads and storing plutonfum plts
at Pantex (s & new purpose {for Pantex (and a major fedcral action)
which slgniflcantly affects the quality of the human envirvonment.

There 1s plenty of lime to study every lssue and alternalive. A
Panlex EIS needs Lo address all the Issues related to Pantex, the
alternalives, the capabilitles of other fesci{)ities, plus any and
all environwental effecls nol only on-sitle and to workers, but also
off-site und Lo the sgricultural economy. An EIS needs 1o address
the collre plutonium management issue. We request a draftt document
for publlc participation, comment - {ime and public hearlngs.

What we're going to do with plutonium plts needs to be ultlimately
done only after a comprehensive, credible accounling is done by all
sffected purties, state and federal agencies and technlcal experts.
When will the pollcy be made for the future use of tho plts.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on thls document.
Sincerely, -
i) S A 4
Dorts and Philllp Smil
Chairmen
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March 12, 1993

The Honorable Howard Canter

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Reconfiguration

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs
United States Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Room 4B-014

Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Howard:

, Texas governor Ann Richards recently forwarded to Secretary of Energy Hazel
O'Leary the comments received by the State of Texas regarding the Environmental
Assessment of the proposed interim storage of plutonium at the Pantex Plant in Amarillo,
Texas. In her letter to Secretary O'Leary, Governor Richards requests an additional
extension of the deadline for comments to be submitted to DOE on the Environmental
Assessment to March 16, 1993. Panhandle 2000 supports the Governor’s request for an ~ 1049/1
extension, and would respectfully request that DOE favorably consider granting the
extension. The extension will provide State agencies and other interested parties sufficient
time to comment fully on the Environmental Assessment, and will allow all parties to feel
as though they have had their "day in court" with DOE on this issue. Granting the extension
will, in our opinion, foster support for DOE’s final decision on interim storage, and will
demonstrate that the cooperative relationship with the State of Texas DOE has established
will continue in the new Administation.

We at Panhandle 2000 clearly support DOE's preliminary decision to house the
interim storage function at Pantex,‘and understand fully its importance in the context of the
full-blown reconfiguration plans. After carefully reviewing the comments submitted to date,
it is our opinion that the debate centers not on DOE'’s conclusion that no significant increase
in risk will occur from the additional storage, but merely on the data and methodologies
used by DOE in its analysis. Such a debate, while important, should not serve to impede
DOE’s plans regarding interim storage or final reconfiguration. pantex continues to enjoy
strong support from State officials and residents, especially those from the Texas Panhandle.
We look forward to a swift resdlution of the issues discussed in the comments, and
implementation of the plans for interim storage at Pantex.

1049/2
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I also wish to express our support for the proposed plan to site a research facility at
the “plutonium site" selected by DOE in the reconfiguration process. We are hopeful
Secretary O'Leary will concur in this aspect of the reconfiguration plan and stand ready to
assist you in accomplishing this end. The heads of the University of Texas, Texas A&M
University, and Texas Tech University are formulating plans for a research consortium to
assist DOE in its research efforts, especially if Pantex is chosen as the site for this research

facility.

Finally, we have noted with interest the Secretary’s recent decision to review the
Nonnuclear Reconfiguration Cost Effectiveness Study. We are willing to assist DOE in the
selection of the consultants charged with cvaluatmg this decision if appropnate and look
forward to working with your office on this issue.

Thank you for your consideration of our views. Please contact me if I can be of help
to you or your office. I hope to see you soon.

Yours very truly,

JWI/gb

xc:  The Honorable Ann Richards
Governor, State of Texas
P. O. Box 12404
Austin, Texas 78701

The Honorable Bob Bullock
Lieutenant Governor

P. O. Box 12068

Austin, TX 78711
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The Honorable Bab Krueger
United States Senate

703 Senate Hart Office Building
Second and Constitution
Washington, D. C. 20510

The ‘Hoencrable Phit-Gramm
United States Senate

370 Russell Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

The Honorable Bill Sarpalius
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
223 Longworth House Office
Washington, D. C. 20515

The Honorable Larry Combest
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives

1511 Longworth House Office
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Teel Bivins
- State Senate
P. O. Box 12068 -~
Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

The Honorable John Smithee
Texas House of Representatives
P. O. Box 2910 '

Austin, TX 78768-2910

The Honorable David A. Swinford
Texas House of Representatives
P. O. Box 2910 ’
Austin, TX 78768-2910
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The Honorable Howard Canter
March 12, 1993
Page 4

The Honorable Warren Chisum
Texas House of Representatives
P. O. Bax 2910

Austin, TX 78768-2910

- Mayar Keith Adams
P. O. Box 1971
Amarillo, Texas 79186

Mr. Tom Patterson

Amarillo Chamber of Commerce
P. O. Box 9480

Amariilo, TX 79105

Mr. Wales Madden, Jr.
Attorney at Law

712 West 9th Street
Amarillo, TX 79101



SENATOR TEEL BIVINS STy
DISTRICT 31 @E?? :%mnwm nﬁ
commrees @Elgp: Sitnte vf Texus

Finance
Education
Natural Resources
Chair. Sub-Commuttee on Agriculture

international Relations. March 22, 1993

Trade & Technology

DISTRICT OFFICES.
P.O. Box 9155
Amariio. Texas 78105
(806) 374-8994

P.O.Box 1673
Midland, Texas 79702
{915) 682-0455

CAPITOL STATION
P.O. Box 12068
Austin, Texas 78711
(512) 463-0131""°
TDD (512) 475-3758

The Honorable Hazel R. O’Leary
Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Secretary O’Leary:

This letter is to commend you and your staff on the process you have implemented
regarding the Department of Energy’s Predecisional Environmental Assessment for Interim
Storage of Plutonium Components at the Pantex Nuclear Weapons Facility in Amarillo,
Texas. As the Texas Panhandle’s state senator, I’m sensitive to the issues you face as you

deliberate the future of our nuclear weapons complex, including Pantex. My constituents

have the most to gain economically and lose environmentally from Pantex. To proceed
with any DOE plans for Pantex, it's important for citizens of that area, and the officials
who represent them, to have a high degree of confidence that DOE activities will be
conducted in a safe, environmentally sound fashion.

In the past, the public has been unable to have this kind of trust in DOE activities. I'm
delighted to see the new administration is operating in an open, cooperative manner. This
new openness is reflected in the approach your department took regarding the interim
piutonium siorage issuc at Paintex. You invited comments nct only from state agencies
but also from other interested parties. To give everyone an opportunity to comment fully
on the issue, you extended the deadline for comments not once, but twice, when requested
by the state. The January 1993 briefing by top DOE staff for state officials and other
parties on the interim storage issue was very informative and exhibited the new
constructive dialogue encouraged by the department which is welcomed by the state.
Finally, DOE’s offer to respond to all comments before proceeding with the plans,
although the department is not required to do so, build on the improved relationship
between DOE and the state.

I respectfully encourage you to continue this healthy dialogue after DOE responds to the
state’s comments on the interim storage issue. Agreeing to sit down and discuss

1050/1
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differences, with the goal of resolving them, will ensure that the interests of both DOE
and the state are protected. Further, this dialogue would serve to resolve outstanding
issues in an expeditious manner and avoid a long, drawn-out "paper exchange." Although
this dialogue may conclude with differences of opinion on some small issues, I'm
confident that an accord can be achieved on the "big picture” items which will allow DOE
to proceed after taking the comments into account. I would appreciate being involved in
these meetings and will pledge my assistance and support to the process.

Thank you for your consideration of my views. I look forward to working with you in
the future to ensure that Pantex remains an important, growing and environmentally sound
facility for many years to come.-

Yours Truly,

|

eel Bivins™
State Senator

TB/jh

cc: Governor Ann Richards
Lt. Governor Bob Bullock
Speaker of the House Pete Laney

Howard Canter

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Weapons Complex Reconfiguration
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense Programs

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W., Room 4B-014

Washington, D.C. 20585

Daniel R. Rhoades

Director, Pantex Program Office
U.S. Department of Energy
Germantown Building

19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, Maryland 20545
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Letters Received During The Two-Week Comment Period Following The
December 6, 1993 Public Meeting (December 6 to December 20, 1993)

Author/Organization

Dated

. O’Brien/Operation Common Sense

December 6

2. Osborne December 16
3. Gustavson/Bureau of Economic Geology, University December 20
of Texas
4. Hutchison/Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance December 20
5. Gillland December 13
6. Graham December 16
7. Chandler December 13
8. McReynolds/Panhandle Area Alliance December 14
9. Rossman December 13
10. Saunders December 9
11. Saunders December 17
12. Morrison December 13
13. Harpole December 13
14. Patterson/Amarillo Chamber of Commerce December 15




Operation Commonsense

December 6, 1993

The Honorable Hazel R. O'Leary
Secretary Of Energy
Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Secretary O'Leary,

I have read the Department of Energy's response to comments
received from the State of Texas regarding the Environmental
Assessment for Interim Storage of Plutonium Components at Pantex.

ltis appa’r*ent from your Department's response and the wide popular
support for dismantiement that there is little doubt this mission will
move forward and we join in supporting that goal. Our interest is to
ensure that the issues that create safety and environmental
problems as detailed in recent reports from the General Accounting
Office and the Office of Technology Assessment are properly
considered, even though they might impact either the speed of
dismantlement or the storage of the pits.

We believe the Department's decision not to provide a
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Interim Storage is
wrong and is the result of paolitical considerations rather than careful v
application of the law . In an attempt to provide you with our basis for
this statement, | enclose a legal brief addressing.critical and relevant
reasons why the law requires a EIS.

Box 9618 Amarillo, Texas 79105 - Phone 806-372-3877 Ext: 104 - Fax372-7207
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Page: 2

December 6, 1993

Your predecisional finding fails to properly address several
significant areas: 1) The wide gulf between the University of Texas
Department of Economic Geology's work on water mobility and -
recharge rates from the playa lakes to the underground aquifers and
Los Alamos's characterization of those findings as "unreasonable
and unrealistic".; 2) the failure to devote any detailed analysis to the
possibility of terrorist attack. This ignores one of the foremost
concerns of many experts; 3) The adequacy of the World War |
bunkers for storage. Compared to nuclear store requirements as set
forth by the Center for Energy and Environmental Studies at
Princeton along with the Department of Nuclear Engineering at MIT,
the bunkers are inadequate [see exhibit in our brief]; 4) The |
consideration of alternative sights for storage, either interim or
longer term, is not-adequately explored. Hanford, as well as DOD
sites, have been mentioned often as desirable by some experts. This
is not a complete list but should point out some areas that haven't
been adequately explored.

We hope to meet with Department officials in order to explain
in more detail our concerns. We will offer suggestions in a manner
allowing the needs of the Department to be reconciled with the safety

concerns of many citizens. We hope for a solution in the form of a

storage plan that will allow dismantlement to proceed at a reasonable
rate. |

Sinoer‘ely,‘ 2 7 J R Kﬁ«o‘\

W.H. O'Brien

Box 8618 Amarillo, Texas 78105 - Phone 806-372-3877 Ext: 104 - Fax372-7207
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l. INTRODUCTIGON

On December 17, 1992, the Department of Energy (DOE]} submitted an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed interim storage of 20,000 plutonium pits, scheduled to be
disassembled from nuclear weapons, at Pantex nuclear weapons plant near Amarillo, Texas.'
In its EA, the DOE claims that the plutonium pits will be temporarily stored at Pantex until a long-
term storage facility is designated in the DOE's Nuclear Weapons Complex Reconfiguration
Programmatic Impact Statement (PEIS).? According to the EA, the DOE cannot postpone
disassembly until a long-term storage facility has been designated and constructed because
presidential initiatives, enacted at the end of the Cold War, promise to reduce the nuclear
weapons arsenal at a specified r‘ate.é Contending that there can be no significant variance
from this specified rate, the DOE argues that a temporary storage site must be utilized.

The DOE has chosen Pantex as the site for temporary storage. Pantex, managed and
operated by Mason & Hanger-Silas Mason Company, Inc., has been in operation for more than
forty years. Its mission includes the ;assembly, stockpile testing, maintenance, modification, and

retirement of nuclear weapons.* Until 1989, Pantex worked closely with another nuclear

' U.S. Dep't of Energy, EA-0812, Environmental Assessment for Interim Storage of
Plutonium Components at Pantex (1992) [hereinafter EA]. '

2 Id. at 2-1,

3 Id. at 1-1. On this page of the assessment, the DOE states that the presidential
initiative is to reduce the nuclear arsenal from 20,000 warheads to 10,000 by the year
2000. To meet this goal, the DOE has established a disassembly rate of 2,000
warheads per year.

“ United States General Accounting Office, Report to the Chairman, Environment,
Energy, and Natural Resources Subcommittee, Committee on Government Operations,
House of Representatives, "Nuclear Health and Safety: More Attention to Health and
Safety Needed at Pantex" (1991), at 2 [hereinafter GAO REPORT].

3



weapons facility, Rocky Flats near Denver, Colorado. The Rocky Flats facility manufactured pits
which were sent to Pantex for assembly into nuclear weapons.® Pantex would, in turn, send
disassembled pits to Rocky Flats for recovery and reprocessing of special nuclear material and
fabrication into new pits.® In January of 1892, the Secretary of Energy permanently ceased
reprocessing operations at Rocky Flats, and since the pits were no longer being reprocessed,
the need for an alternative mode of disposal arose.” No such alternative has yet been
designat:edf and the pits from disassembled weapons have remained at Pantex.®

The DOE's position is that the pits should remain at Pantex in interim storage because
no other DOE or DOD facility can accommodate the pits on an interim basis safely and within the
necessary time frame.? This argumént is weak, however, because Pantex's management and
safety record is marginal at best. Since 1988, Pantex has been criticized by OSHA and bya
DOE Tiger Team——a group of specialists assembled to assess the environmental, safety, and
health conditions at the plant—due to health and safety problems existing at the plant.™
According to a 1991 General Accounting Office (GAQ] report, the prablems include: (1)

incomplete safety analysis reports, [2) an inadequate radiation protection program, and (3)

EA, supra note 1.

¢ Id.

EA, supra note 1, at 1-2.
¢ .

® EA, supra note 1, at 4-1.

® GAO REPORT, supra note 4, at 3.



violations of worken—pmtecﬁon standards.’’ Due to Mason & Hanger's unsafe procedures at
the plant, the GAD report states that wérkers have negligently been exposed to radioactive
elements.'

The report discusses three particularly grave violations. First,in 1888, a radiation
specialist discovered that a worker had beén contaminated with depleted uranium after coming
into contact with some black dust.™ In a subsequent investigation, it was discovered that
several workers had been exposed to this black dust—unaware of its radioactivity——and
nothing had ever been done aboutit.™

Second, in May of 1889, there was an accidental release of tritium during disassembly
of a weapon, and several workers wére exposed to tritium gas.'® The decontamination of the
disassembly facility will cost two to three milfion dollars.'® After reviewing the accident, the
" Chairman of the Advisory Committee on Nuclear Facility Safety concluded that it should have
been antic:ipatéd. In his report to the Secretary of Energy, he stated, "There appeared to be no
plan to handle what must surely have be an anticipated accident. Itis still unclear that effective

control of the situation by an adequately prepared response team ever took place.”*’ Accordin
q yprep P P g

1

GAO REPORT, supra note 4, at 3-6.

2 GAQ REPORT, supra note 4, at 7.

¥ GAO REPORT, supra note 4, at 7.
Y .
% d.
¥ Id.

7 Id.



to the GAO report, five workers were exposed to the tritium gas which could have been
prevented with the proper equipment and procedures.*®

The third incident occurred in October of 1980 when seven radiation technicians, who
were not wearing the proper protective clothing, received uranium oxide contamination to their
hands, shoes, and coveralls.'® This incident, like the previous two, could have been prevented if
the plant had taken safe and reasonable measures.

In addition, a 1893 GAO report concludes that the disassembly schedule is too
ambitious due to the poor safety history of the plant.®® According to Victor S. Rezendes, an audit
manager at the GAQ, "Pantex is probably one of the worst in terms of occupational safety and
health of any of the facilities."®" In ad.dition, Kenneth E. Lightner, another GAO official, warns that
operations at Pantex involve significant safety hazards due to the close proximity of high
explosives to radioactive materials.?® The repart goes on ta mention, as did the 1881 GAG
report, that Pantex still has not<completed the required safety analysis reports, submitting in _
total fewer than half, and that many of such reports would have addressed the disassembly of

bombs.2®

8 fd.
' GAO REPORT, supra note 4, at 8.

% United States General Accounting Office, Report to Chariman, Environment,
Energy, and Natural Resources Subcommittee, Committeee on Government
Operations, House of Representatives, "Nuclear Weapon Safety, Technical and
Manpower Issues Slow DOE Disassembly Efforts " (1993),

# GAO REPORT, supra note 20.
2 GAO REPORT, supra note 20.

# GAO REPORT, supra note 20.



improper management and safety practices are not Pantex’s only shartcamings—-the
plant is also a proposed superfund site. Hazardous solvents—including xylene,
trichloroethylene, toluene, as well as many others——have contaminated the environment to the
degree that the EPA s bonsidering placing the plant on CERCLA's national priorities list.2*
Millions of dollars must be expended to bring the plant into compliance with current
environmental mandates. And yet, in spite of these serious environmental problems, the DOE
contends that Pantex has conducted its activities safely and reasonably throughout its forty-year
existence.®

Further, the DOE claims that vdisassembly and storage of the 20,000 plutonium pits will
have no significant impact on the environment, and that, therefore, they will not be required to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). The only patential environmental impact conceded by the DOE is increased worker
exposures which they claim will be mitigated.?® The DOE concludes that, since there would be.
no environmental impacts, packaging and shipping the pits to another location would not be
environmentally beneficial and, therefore, would not be cost-effective.?”

Given the dangers that necessarily accompany an action involving the mass storage of
highly dangerous, radioactive materials, and given Mason & Hanger's poor safety and

environmental record, the DOE's argument that NEPA's EIS requirement does not apply is not

24 Federal Environmental Site Liability Records, Toxic Release Inventory System
(TRIS), by Environmental Data resources, Inc. (1992).

% EA, supra note 1, at 1-1.
% EA, supra note 1, at 4-1.

27 d.



convincing. Several potential impacts are involved in the mass storage of the pits, many of
which are not even mentioned in the EA, and those that the DOE purports to address are much
maore serious than admitted. The DOE should, at the least, be required to draft a detailed EIS
that examines all potential risks honestly and thoroughly.

The responsibility and obligation of the DOE under NEPA is established by the histarical
purpose of NEPA and the case law interpreting the statute. This discussion focuses on the
purpose and requirements of NEPA, the case law interpreting NEPA, and, in light of that law, the
adequacy of the DOE's EA
ih. APPLICATION OF NEPA

A Purpose of NEPA

The National Environmental Policy Act {NEPA) requires federal agencies to prepare EiSs
on actions which significantly affect the environment.?® Enacted in 1968, NEPA has had a
profound impact on the actions of federal agencies; for, prior to the enactment of NEPA, they .
generally were not required to consider environmental problems.?® Prior to 19689, the
environmental mandates that governed federal agencies were "mission-oriented."* According
toa Ieading environmental scholar, this "mission-oriented" system had to change for the
following reasons:

... Existing agencies were established to supervise the development of our

natural resources consistent with the ethic which has prevailed throughout this

country's history and, thus, they tended to overstress the benefits of
development and to explore insufficiently the less environmentally damaging

2 NEPA § 102(2)(C), 42 U.S.C. §4332 (1988).
¥ Mandelker, NEPA LAW AND LITIGATION, §1.01, at 1-1 (1992).
% Mandelker, §1.02, at 1-3.



alternatives to current methods of meeting their programmed objectives.®'
So NEPA was enacted to regulate the decision-making of federal agencies.

NEPA does not contain strict environmental standards or prohibitions on environmental
development; it requires federal agencies to consider the environmental impacts of their
actions.* This appears to be the main purpose of NEPA. As Judge Skelly Wright, writing for the
court in Calvert Cliff's Coordinating Committee, Inc. v. Atornic Enérgy Commission®, held:
"Perhaps the greatest importance of NEPA is to require. . . agencies to consider environmental

issues just as they consider other matters within their

n34

mandates.
The Supreme Court, in Baltimore Gas and Electric Co. v. Natural Resources Defense
Councif®, elaborated on the purpose of NEPA:

NEPA has twin aims. First, it "places upon the agency the obligation to consider
every significant aspect of the environmental impact of a proposed action.” ...
Second, it ensures that the agency will inform the public that it has indeed
considered environmental concerns in its decisionmaking process. ... Congress
in enacting NEPA, ... required... that the agency take a "hard look” at the
environmental cansequences before taking @ major action. ... Congress did not
enact NEPA, of course, so that an agency would contemplate the environmental
impact of an action as an abstract exercise. Rather, Congress intended that the

3 Tarlton, "Balancing Environmental Considerations and Energy Demands: A

Comment on Calvert Cliff's Coordinating Committee, Inc. v. AEC," 47 Ind. L.J. 645
(1972).
32 NEPA, §105, 42 U.S.C. §4332 (1988).

¥ Calvert Cliff's Coordinating Committee, Inc. v. Atomic Energy Comm’n, 449 F.2d
1109 (D.C. Cir. 1971).

M Id. at 1112,

% Baltimore Gas and Electric Co. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, 462 U.S.
87 (1983).



*hard look" be incorporated as part of the agency's process of deciding whether
to pursue a particular federal action.*®

In Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council,¥’

the Supreme Court further elaborated
on the purpase of NEPA stating that ". . . NEPA itself does not mandate particular results. ... If
the adverse environmental effects of the proposed action are adequately identified and
evaluated, the agency is not constrained by NEPA from deciding {:hat other values outweigh the
environmental costs. ... NEPA merely prohibits uninformed—rather than unwise———agency
action,"3®

B. Statutory Requirements of NEPA

1. The EA
a. Purpose

Federal agencies decide, in an informal, décision-making process, whether or not an EIS
is required.®® NEPA provides little guidance on this decision.*® As a result, the Council of

Environmental Quality (CEQ), created by NEPA, has passed regulations that elaborate on

NEPA's minimal requiréments and provide a multifaceted environmental review process.*’

% |d. at 97-98, 100-101; See also Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 409-410, nn.
18, 21 (1976),

3 Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizen's Council, 490 U.S. 332 (1989).

*®¥ |d. at 350.

3 Mandelker, §7.01; See also Scott, "Defining NEPA Out of Existence: Reflections
on the Forest service Experiment with 'Case-by-case’' Categorical Exclusion,” 21 Envtl.
L. 807, 811 (1991).

0 Mandelker, §7.01.

‘1 Id.; See also Scott, 21 Envil. L. at 811.
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The first stage of the review process is the preparation of an EA.** Agency's can skip
this stage onlyif the proposed action is categorically excluded or the agency goes straight to the
preparation of an EIS.*® The purpose of the EA is to determine whether federal action has a
"significant” impact on the environment.** If the agency determines that there is no
"significant” impact, then a FONSI must be prepared. If, on the other hand, the EA concludes the
impact would be "significant,” then the agency must prepare an EIS.

b. Requirements

CEG\ regulations define the EA as a "concise public document,” the purpose of which is to
"[biriefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining” whether to prepare anEIS or
a finding of no significant impact (FONSI).*> The majority of courts interpret this statute as
requiring federal agencies to accurately identify the relevant environmental concerns and take a
"hard look” at them.”® Although this "hard look” requires the same kind of gnalysis thatan EIS

would require, the analysis does not have to be as detailed as thatin an EIS.*” Rather, the EAis

2 q.

“ Id. CEQ regulations define "categorical exclusion” as "a category of actions
which do not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the human
environment." 40 C.F.R. §1508.4. The effect of this definition is to make the criteria for
determining if there is a significant impact equivalent to that for determining if the action
is categorically -excluded.

“ 40 C.F.R. §§1508.9 & 1508.13; See Scott, 21 Envtl. L. at 811; See also
Mandelker, §7.04[3], at 7-25.

“S 40 C.F.R §1508.9.

“ Sierra Club v. United States Dep't of Trans., 753 F.2d 120 (D.C. Cir. 1985); See
supra text accompanying note 32.

‘7 Mandelker, §8.01, at 8-3, 8-4: See also Scott, 21 En\}ﬂ. L. at811.
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like a "'mini' impact statement, requiring enough of an investment of agency resources to carry
out a preliminary environmental inquiry."*®

Perhaps the mast important part of the required analysis in an EA is the consideration of
alternatives. Section 102(2)(E) of NEPA requires federal agencies to "study, develop, and
describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which
involves unresolved conflicts concerning uses of available resources.” Courts have interpreted
this to mean that agencies must consider alternatives even though they do not have to prepare
an impact statement—i.e., when only an EA is prepared.*®

Since the requirement to consider alternatives under the EA is very similar——if not
equivalent-—to that under the EIS,* the law regarding alternatives will be discussed in more
detail under the EIS subheadings, Scope and Requirements.

2. Finding of No Significant Impact (FONS!)
a. Purpase
If the agency determines in its EA that their proposal will have no "signiﬁcant"

environmental impact, then the agency must prepare a FONSL>' The purpose of the FONS! is to

give the reasons why the agency decided not to prepare an EIS.

“ Mandelker, §8.01, at 8-3, 84; See also Scott, 21 Envtl. L. at 811 (Although
sometimes called a "mini-EIS," the primary purpose of an EA is limited to providing
information and analysis to facilitate the EIS threshold determination.)

“ E.g, National Wildlife Fed'n v. Appalachian Regional Comm'n, 677 F.2d 883 (D.C.
Cir. 1981); Marquez-Colon v. Reagan, 668 F.2d 611 (1st Cir. 1981); Hanly v.
Kleindienst (I1), 471 F.2d 823 (2nd Cir. 1972).

% Mandelker, §9.05(1), at 9-37.
S' 40 C.F.R. §1501.4(e).

12



b. Requirements
CEQ regulations define the FONSI as a document “presenting the reasons why an action
... will not otherwise have a significant effect on the human environment and for which an
environmental impact statement therefore will not be prepared.”® Since courts have held that
mere "perfunctory or conclusory language will not be deemed to constitute an adequate record
and cannot serve to support the agency's decision not to prepare an EIS," the reasons must be
supported by sufficient data.*
A FONS! is an example of informal decision making by agencies. If a FONS! is prepared,
no further study of the environmental consequences of the agency's action is required.>
3.- TheEIS
a. Purpose
If an agency determines in its EA that its propaosal will have a "significant effect on the
human environment," an EIS must be prepared. One court described the purpose of the EIS as
follows:
[The EIS] permits the court to ascertain whether the agency has made a good
faith effort to take into account the values NEPA seeks to safeguard.... [l}t
serves as an environmental full disclosure law, providing information which
Congress thought the public should have concerning the particular

environmental costs involved in a project.®®

At first glance, this looks a lot like the purpose of an EA.

52 40 C.F.R. §1508.13.

% Citizen Advocates for Responsible Expansion, Inc. (I-CARE) v. Dole, 770 F.2d
423, 434 (5th Cir. 1985).

5 Sabine River Authority v. U.S. Dep't of Interior, 951 F.2d 669, 677 (5th Cir. 1992).
S Silva v. Lynn (Il), 482 F.2d 1282 (1st Cir. 1973).
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The main distinction between an EIS and an EA is that when an agency prepares an EIS,
the issue on review is whether the agency adequately considered the environmental
significance of its action.®® But when an agency submits an EA and FONS], the issue on review is
whether the nature of the action is such that significant environmental impacts could occur.”

Courts have struggled to understand this distinction, though.>® Perhaps the Seventh
Circuit, in Cronin v. U.S. Dep't of Agriculture™, most clearly disﬁﬁguished the two in stating that
the EA is a "rough-cut, low budget environmental impact statement designed to show whether a
full-fledged environmental impact statement——which is very costly and time-consuming to
prepare and has been the kiss of death to many a federal project—is necessary."

b. Scope

The scope of an EIS must be determined by the agency. Decisions on the scope will
include whether to consider actions individually or along with other related actions, as well as
which alternatives should be considered.* if the agency decides to consider several related
actions, then it must prepare a "program" impact statement (PEIS). CEQ regulations help guide

agencies on whether to prepare a PEIS when several actions are involved "

% Mandelker, §8.06[4][a), at 8-76.

7 d.

* d.

 Cronin v. U.S. Dep't of Agriculture, 919 F.2d 439, 443 (7th Cir. 1990).
% Mandelker, §9.01.

1 See 40 C.F.R. §1502.4(b). The regulations refer to "broad" federal actions rather
than "program" impact statements. See also Mandelker, §9.02.
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As to the alternatives requirement, it has been called the "heart"®® and "linchpin"®* of
the EIS. Agencies grapple with this requiremént because as the scope of alternatives widens,
the more likely the proposal will be unattractive.®*

NEPA contains two provisions which require the consideration of alternatives:
§102(2}(E) and 102(2)(Cl(iii). These will be discussed in more detail under the following
section.

b.  General Requirements
Under §102(2)(C) of NEPA, federal agencies must prepare an EIS for "major Federal

actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment." CEQ regulations require

that the EIS discuss: -
(i) the environmental impact of the proposed action,
(i) any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the

proposal be implemented,
(iii) alternatives to the proposed action,

(iv) the relationship between long- and short-term uses of man's environment
and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, and

(v] any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would
be involved in the proposed action should it be implemented.®®

The adequacy of an EIS depends on the agency's compliance with the above clauses.

52 40 C.F.R. §1502.14.

® Monroe County Conservation Council, Inc. v. Volpe, 472 F.2d 693 (2nd. Cir.
1972).

* Mandelker, §9.05[1], at 9-37.
8 NEPA §102(2)(C); See Mandelker, §2.04.
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The first two clauses require that an agency consider the environmental effects of its
actions. As to what "environmental effects"” means, the CEQ has passed regulations defining
the term.f® It includes both direct and indirect impacts, as well as beneficial and detrimental
impacts.?” The scope of this term is discussed in more detail under "Review of a Decision Not
to Prepare an EIS," subsection 4.

Clauses (iv) and (v) have been given less weight than intended and often have not even
been given independent consideration.®® One reason is that courts—in spite of §102(2)(C)'s
statutory directive——have not applied the requirements either individually or cumulatively to
agency discussions of environmental effects in impact statements.5® They have opted, instead,
for a "rule of reason” review,”® which has resulted in the omission of specific and important
considerations.”* The Second Circuit, in Sierra Club v. Corps of Engineers’®, articulatedAthis
"rule of reason” standard of review as follows:

[The EIS] must set forth sufficient information for the general public to make an

informed evaluation, ... and for the decisionmaker to "consider fully the

environmental factors involved and to make a reasoned decision after balancing

the risks of harm to the environment against the benefits to be derived from the
proposed action." [The EIS gives] assurance that stubborn problems or serious

% Mandelker, §2.04, at 2-11.

$ 40 C.F.R. §1508.8.

® Mandelker, §§2.04, at 2-11, 10.10[1], at 10-65.

® Mandelker, §10.10[1], at 10-65.

® Mandelker, §10.05.

" d.

72 Sierra Club v. Corps of Engineers, 701 F.2d 1011 (2nd Cir. 1983).
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criticisms have not been "swept under the rug."”

Due to this type of review, clauses (iv) and (v) have often been overlooked.

The third clause, however, has seldom been forgotten. Under this clause and, similarly,
§102(2)(E), agencies are required—in both EISs and EAs——to consider alternatives to their
proposal.”® CEQ regulations require that agencies consider the proposal and the alternatives in
comparative form, rigorously exploring and objectively evaluating each.”® Under these sections,
conclusory language is insufficient.”®

As to the difference between sections 102(2)(C)(iii) and 102(2)(E), some argue that
§102(2)(E] is the more stringent requirement. The Fifth Circuit, in Environmental Defense
Fund, Inc. v. Corps of Engineers”’, heid that the purpose of §102(2)(E) is—

to insist that no major federal project should be undertaken without intense

consideration of other maore ecologically sound courses of action, including

shelving the entire project, or of accomplishing the same result by different

means.”®

Section 102(2])(E) has been termed the most important requirement that agencies must meet

ifthey do not prepare an EIS.”® In addition, for agencies preparing an EIS, courts have suggested

 Jd. at 1029.

™ Mandelker, §9.05[1], at 9-37.
> 40 C.F.R. §1502.14.

® Id.

7 Environmental Defense Fund, Inc. v. Corps of Eng:neers of U.S. Army, 492 F.2d
1123 (5th Cir. 1974).

" |d. at 1135.
™ Mandelker, §9.05[5], at 9-45.
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that the required discussion under §102(2)(E) be incorporated into the impact statement.®

Under these two sections, analysis of certain types of alternatives is required—-—such as
the "no-action" alternative. Under the "no-action” alternative, agencies must examine the
environmental consequences of not undertaking their action.®' This analysis is required in both
EAs and EISs.*

As to other types of alternatives that must be discussed.‘two opposing decisions
dominate the case law: District of Columbia Court of Appeals, Natural Resources Defense
Council, Inc. v. Morton® and Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. Natural Resource
" Defense Council, Inc.®* In Morton, the court took a "rule of reason” approach to alternatives,
requiring agencies to discuss alternatives autside the agency's jurisdiction or nat autt;orized by
statute or administrative regul'ations.las The CEQ regulations support this position for the most
part, only excluding consideration of alternatives requiring further legislative or executive
measures. The regulations basically codify the leading court of appeals cases,®® which state

that agencies must consider "reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead

8 See Environmental Defense Fund, Inc. v. Corps of Engineers of United States
Army, 470 F.2d 289 (8th Cir. 1972).

8 40 C.F.R. §1502.14(2).
8 Mandelker, §10.09[3].

® District of Columbia Court of Appeals, Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v.
Morton, 458 F.2d 827 (D.C. Cir. 1972) [hereinafter Morton].

¥ Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. Natural Resource Defense Council, Inc.,
435 U.S. 519 (1978) [hereinafter Vermont Yankee].

% Morton, 458 F.2d 827.
% Mandelker, §9.05[4], at 9-44.
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agency,"®” and the no-action alternative.®®

On the other hand, Vermont Yankee, although affirming the rule of reason approach,
gave it a more restrictive interpretation, implying that agencies do not have to discuss "primary"”
alternatives—i.e., substitutes for agency actions that accomplish the same result in another
manner——that are not within the jurisdiction of the agency.®® In addition, the Court required
proponents of alternatives to make a preliminary showing that an alternative merits review,
before the agency must consider it.”® This showing is often too onerous for proponents;
agencies are usually the organizations with the expertise to suggest alternatives.®’

Cases that have discussed adequacy of alternatives have usually adopted the more
liberal rule of reason approach, sometimes limiting alternatives according to the purposes
served by the federal action.* From this case law, basic guidelines have developed. Secondary
alternatives——i.e., alternatives requiring that the proposal be carried out in a more
environmentally sound way—are usually discussed.*®* And many cases also discuss primary
alternatives—i.e., substitutes to the proposed action. However, the rule of reason in regard to

primary alternatives has been limited. For example, courts have ruled that speculative

87 40 C.F.R. §1502.14(c).

® 40 C.F.R. 1502.14(d).

8 Mandelker, §9.05[3], at 9-43.
% Mandelker, §9.05[4], at 9-44.
.

%2 Mandelker, §9.05[7]; See also City of Angoon v. Hodel, 803 F.2d 1016, 1021 (Sth
Cir. 1986).

# .
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alternatives need not be discussed.®® In Seacoast Anti-Pollution League v. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission®, the court held that the NRC was not required to consider out-of-state sites for a
nuclear power plant because the environmental advantages of these sites were theoretical, as
well as offset by environmental deficits.*®

Other alternatives which do not have to be considered include;

° infeasible alternatives,”’

° alternatives that are the responsibility of a local government,*®

° remote or unrealistic alternatives,® and

. alternatives that require additional legislative or executive measures.'®

Once an agency decides which alternatives to discuss, it must prepare a record of

decision, specifying the alternatives that are "environmentally preferable.”'®* Whether an

* .

% Seacoast Anti-Pollution League v. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 598 F.2d
1221 (1st Cir. 1979).

% Id.

- 97 Olmsted Citizens for Better Community v. United States, 793 F.2d 201 (8th Cir.
1986)(need not consider new facility as alternative to conversion); Friends of
Endangered Species, Inc. v. Jantzen, 536 F. Supp. 518 (N.D. Cal. 1984); Badoni v. .
Higginson, 455 F. Supp. 641 (D. Utah 1977). For more, see Mandelker, §9.05[7], n. 71.

% Animal Defense Council v. Hodel, 840 F.2d 1432 (Sth Cir,. 1988)(groundwater
recharge as alternative to water supply system).

% Natural Resources Defense Council v. Morton, supra.

% Only one court has required additional legislative measures—£Environmental
Defense Fund, Inc. v. Froehlke, 473 F.2d 346 (8th Cir. 1974). The rest have not
required consideration of such alternatives. Mandelker, §9.05[7], 9-55.

91 40 C.F.R. 1502.2.(b).
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alternative is "environmentally preferable® may depend on such factors as economic and
technical considerations and agency statutory missions,"®
C. Review of a Decision Not to Prepare an EIS
1. General
When an agency decides not to prepare an EIS, they often wind up in court defending
their findings. This has resulted in an abundance of case law. The most frequently litigated
issue in such cases—which is relevant to the DOE's FONSIs for the Pantex proposal—is
whether the agency appropriately found that its action will not "significantly” impact the quality
of the human environment.'® Unfortunately, for several re‘asons, current case law provides
little guidance on this matter.'™ |
2. Standard of Review
One primary reasan for the confusion——at least as to decisions prior to 1989——is
that courts have struggled with the standard of review in regard to FONSIs because they involve
mixed questions of law and fact.'™ Courts have discovered that the findings necessary to
determine the legal meaning of the term "significant" are often findings of fact within the

discretion of the agency.'® This means that in order to legally interpret the word "significant,”

102 g,

10 Mandelker, §8.06(4](a], at 8-75.
1% Mandelker, §8.01, at 8-3.

% Mandelker, §8.02[3], at 8-9.

1% g,
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courts must review the agency's findings of fact.'™ As a result, courts have ended up applying a
"reasonableness” standard of review, deciding issues of fact as well as law de novo.'™®

However, the Supreme Court, in Marsh v. Oregon Natural Resources Council'®,
established that the arbitrary and capricious standard of review was the appropriate
standard.’*® Then it deferred to the agency on the grounds that the determination of
"significance" invalved primarily issues of fact.'* The Court expléined that deference to the
agency was proper because the dispute did not turn on either "the meaning of the term
'significant' or on the application of this legal standard to settled facts."'*2

The Sth Circuit in Greenpeace Action v. Franklin'"® interpreted Marsh to mean that,
when the facts concerning the impact are disputed facts, and "specialists express conflicting
views, an agency must have discretion to rely on the reasonable opinions of its own qualified
n114

experts even if, as an ariginal matter, a court might find contrary views more persuasive.

The court went on to state, "Once we are satisfied that an agency's exercise of discretion is truly

o7 i,

1% Marsh v. Oregon Natural Resources Council, 490 U.S: 360 (1989); Mandelker,
§8.02[3], at 8-10.

1% Marsh v. Oregon Natural Resources Council, 490 U.S. 360 (1989).
"0 Ja.

" g,

"2 4. at 376.

"® Greenpeace Action v. Franklin, 982 F.2d 1342 (Sth Cir. 1992).

4 /d. at 1350.
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informed, ‘we must defer to that informed discretion.'"'®

Whether an agency is "truly informed"—or, in many cases, being forthright—-is
probably one of the main reasons why courts have struggled over the years with the legal
meaning of "significance” and why many have felt compelled in some cases to review some of
the factual determinations de novo.''® Unfortunately, Marsh may result in a ane-sided
determination, where agencies have nearly complete, unchecked power to pursue actions
which, under a "reasonableness” standard, would never have withstood review.

3. "Significance"”

A second reason that current case law provides little guidance on the requirements of
FONSIs is that few courts discuss—ﬁr concur on, for that matter——the threshold level of
"significance" that requires the preparation of an EIS."*” CEQ regulations have attempted to
define "significantly" as follows:.

"Significantly” as used in NEPA requires considerations of both context and
intensity:

(a) Context. This means that the significance of an action must be analyzed
in several contexts such as society as a whole (human, national), the affected

11§ Id

18 See Save Our Ten Acres v. Kreger, 472 F.2d 463, 466 (5th Cir. 1973)(". . . the
spirit of the Act would die aborning if a facile, ex parte decision that the project was
minor or did not significantly affect the environment were too well shielded from
impartial review."). But in Sabine River Authority v. U.S. Dep't of Interior, 951 F.2d 669,
677 (5th Cir. 1992), the Fifth
Circuit ruled that, in light of the Supreme Court decision in Marsh v. Oregon Natural
Resources, 490 U.S. 360 (1989), the appropriate standard of review in cases involving
an agency's decision not to prepare an impact statement is the arbitrary and capricious
standard.

"7 Mandelker, §8.06[4][a], at 8-76.
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region, the affected interests, and the locality. Significance varies with the setting
of the proposed action. ...

{b) intensity. This refers to the severity of the impact. ... The following should
be considered in evaluation of intensity:

(1) Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. A
significant effect may exist even if the Federal agency believes that
on balance the effect will be beneficial.

(2)  The degree to which the proposed action éffects public
health or safety.

(3) Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as
proximity to historic or cultural resources, park lands, prime
farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical
areas.

(4) The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human -
environment are likely to be highly controversial.

(8] The degree to which effects on the quality of the human

environment are likely to be highly uncertain or involve unique or
unknown risks.

(8)  The degree to which actions may adversely affect an
endangered or threatened species or its habitat. ... .

(10} Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State,
orlocal law....'"® '

Many courts, however, have shied away from these structured CEQ regulations and adopted
more generalized tests for "significance”; as a result, the tests vary greatly.
Perhaps the most popular of such tests is that adopted by the court in Hanly v.

Kieindienst (il)."® in Hanly—decided before the CEQ regulations were passed but,

18 40 C.F.R. §1508.27.
"9 Hanly v. Kleindienst (ll), 471 F.2d 823 (2nd Cir. 1972).
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nonetheless, still followed—-the majority adopted this two-part test:

(1) The extent to which the action will cause adverse environmental effects in

excess of those created by existing uses in the area affected by it, and (2] the

absolute quantitative adverse environmental effects of the action itself, including

the cumulative harm that resuits fram its contribution to existing adverse

conditions or uses in the affected area.'®®
The test emphasizes baseline factors and the cumulative impact of the action when considered
alone and in relation to the overall environmental condition of the area. Although this test is
probably the most widely followed, many courts have adopted completely different views of
"significance,” such as the D.C. Circuit and the Fifth Circuit.

The D.C. Circuit, since Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Comm’‘n v. U.S. Postal
Service,'®" requires an impact statement when the environmental effect is "arguably”
significant. The court has the following four criteria for determining the adequacy of a FONSL

(1) whether the agency took a ‘hard look' at the problem;

(2]  whether the agency identified the relevant areas of environmental
concern;

(3) as to the problems studied and identified, whether the agency made a
convincing case that the impact was insignificant; and

(4) if there was an impact of true significance, whether the agency
convincingly established that changes in the project reduced it to a minimum,'®

These criteria focus more on the process the agency goes through to determine "significance”

20 |d. at 830-31.

2! Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Comm'n v. U.S. Postal Service, 487
F.2d 1029 (D.C. Cir. 1973).

2 |d. at 1040.
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than on the substantive definition of the term.*®
The Fifth Circuit's definition of significance, set out in Save Our Ten Acres v. Kreger,'®* is
even less comprehensive than the D.C. Circuit's. The court gave the following criteria:
[1}f the court finds that the project may cause a significant degradation of some
human environmental factor {even though other environmental factors are
affected beneficially or not at all), the court should require the filing of an impact
statement. ...'®
This implies that an effect can be "significant” even though it has limited environmental

impact.'®®

But the test is very general and remains unclear. Like the other tests, the Sth
Circuit's fails to spell out sufficient, definite substantive criteria.

So courts and agencies alike struggle with the meaning of "significance” and there is
little guidance }n current case law.

4. "Effect”

Another recurring issue on review is what is included in the term "effect.* CEQ
regulations define the term broadly to include ecological, aesthetic, histaric, cultural, economic,
social, and health effects,'®” but often courts do not follow this guideline.

Direct "effects" of an action are usually held to be within NEPA, as well as secondary and

indirect effects.”®® An indirect effect is defined as a "reasonably foreseeable" effect that is "later

2 Mandelker, §8.06[4][c], at 8-80.
% Save Our Ten Acres, supra note 116.
2 |d. at 467.

126 Mandelker, §8.06[4][c], at 8-80.

77 40 C.F.R. §1508.8.

2% Mandelker, §8.07,

26



in time or farther removed in distance" than a direct effect.'®® Speculative indirect and
secondary effects are generally not covered by the statute. issues often arise, though, as to
whether an effect is speculative.

Often, effects have a low probability of occurring but severe consequences in the event
they do occur, such as nuclear accidents. CEQ regulations require an analysis of these low-
probability/ severe-consequences type of risks, provided such ahalysis is reasonable as defined
by the regulations.’ On review, surprisingly little attention has been paid to such risks.’®’
Perhaps the leading case on low-probability risk analysis is New York v. United States
Department of Transportation.'® In this case, the court addressed risks in regard to the
transportation of radioactive materials on public highways. The court undertook a "risk
assessment," defined as an "estimate of both the consequences that might océur and the
probability of their occurrence.”**® The court concluded that an agency was not exempted from
having to prepare an impact statement because the effects of its proposal were "only a
possibility"; but, in such cases, the agency should be accorded "some latitude" when

determining whether an impact statement is necessary.'** So just because the effects of an

12 40 C.F.R. 1508.8(b).

¥ 40 C.F.R. §1502.22. This regulation replaces the previous "worst case analysis"
requirement.

' Mandelker, §8.07[10].

32 City of New York v. United States Dep't of Transportation, 715 F.2d 732 (2nd Cir.
1983).

.
.
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action are uncertain does not automatically mean that an impact statement should not be
prepared.

A second issue courts have addressed is whether NEPA covers psychological effects. In
Metropolitan Edison Company v. People Against Nuclear Energy,’*® the Supreme Court
established the following causation test for determining NEPA's applicability:

To determine whether . . . [NEPA] requires consideration of a particular effect, we

must look at the relationship between that effect and the change in the physical

environment caused by the major federal action at issue.'3®
Applying this test, the Court concluded that the psychological effects of restarting the Three
Mile Island nuclear reactor were not covered under NEPA. The Court reasoned that NEPA was
limited to the physical environment and stated:

... risk of an accident is not an effect on the physical world. In a causal chain from

renewed operation of ... [the nuclear reactor] to psychological health damage,

the element of risk and its perception by PANE's members are necessary middle

links. We believe that the element of risk lengthens the causal chain beyond the

reach of NEPA.'¥’

Just exactly what the court meant by this decision is unclear. It seems that all risks
would fall under the same reasoning and, therefore, escape analysis. The Court attempted to
distinguish this particular psychological effect by pointing out that risks of environmental change

must be considered, but not effects caused by a reaction to the risk itself. However, in this case,

nearby residents were being exposed to low-level radiation as a result of the restart of the

'3 Metropolitan Edison Co. v. People Against Nuclear Energy, 460 U.S. 766 (1983).
% 1d. at 773.
W Id. at 775.
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reactor; this caused at least some of the psychological effects.'®® The psychological trauma was
not merely a reaction to the risk. So the Supreme Court's argument is neither persuasive, nor
clear. To give this case meaning, the result might be to exclude psychological effects altogether
even though that does not appear to have been the Supreme Court's intent.
| A third issue courts have often encountered is whether an impact statement is required
if an action is controversial. This issue arose since, under the CEQ's definition of "significantly,”
agencies must consider the degree to which the effects are controversial. Courts have
generally agreed, howevér. that requiring an impact statement due to the controversial nature
of an action does not comport with the aims of NEPA.'*
S. Alternatives

The adequacy of an agency's discussion of alternatives is often an issue on review. The
case law on this topic is described, supra, under the EIS subsection, Requirements.
1. APPLICATION OF NEPA TO PANTEX NUCLEAR WEAPONS FACILITY

A Propasal For Storage of Plutonium Pits

In three nuclear weapons policy declarations [dated September 27, 19391, January 21,
1892, and June 18, 1992}, President Bush expressed his intent to reduce the nucle..ar
weapons arsenal. These reductions were made into directives through joint DoD/DOE
cpmmitments. which promise to reduce the nuclear weapons stockpile from in excess of
20,000 warheads to fewer than 10,000 before the end of the century. This translates into a

reduction of 2,000 per year. The DOE proposes to store all plutonium pits——composed of

% .

% Hanly v. Kleindienst (1), supra; See also Mandelkef, §8.07[11], at 8-103.
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hermetically-sealed, metallic outer shells, surrounding a core of solid plutonium—-at Pantex on
an interim basis until a longterm storage facility is available.'*°

The DOE states that their proposal will result in the following:

L d An increase in the number of pits stored, up to 20,000;

® A reallocation of the number and type of magazines that can be available
for interim storage;

° A change in the historically used staging/ storage configuration to allow
increased operational flexibility and efficiency (multiple stacking);

L A storage period not to exceed the time required to implement the
decisions in the PEIS/R0OD regarding long-term storage and/or disposition. This
is expected to be within a timeframe of 6-10 years.
Just exactly what the DOE means by the above four statements is unclear. The language that
they use is misleading and ambiguous throughout the EA.
B. The EA Submitted by the DOE
1. General
The EA submitted by the DOE is questionable for several reasons in light of the NEPA law
previously discussed. At least five main problems surface: (1) the DOE did not accurately
identify many of the possible "significant" effects of their actians; (2) the DOE underestimated
the "significance" of many environmental effects; (3) the DOE's discussion of alternatives wés
incomplete and unsaﬁsfactom (4] the DOE failed to clearly define the interim storage period; (5)
the DOE should outline the proper regulatory suthorities.

Each of these issues is addressed below.

2. Effects Not Addressed

0 EA, supra note 1, at 1-1.
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As stated earlier, NEPA requires agencies to take a "hard look" at the environmental
consequences of their actions.™' This "hard look" includes accurately identifying the
"significant” adverse environmental "effects."’*? As the CEQ regulations and case law havé
shown, the term "effects" consists of direct and indirect impacts, including immensely adverse
environmental consequences that have a low probability of occurring. In the EA, they fail to
identify several such environmental effects.

The accidents that the DOE purports to consider include earthquakes, external
explosions, missiles, tornados, forklift accidents, and small aircraft crashes.**® Other risks,
though, like corrosion and internal ﬁrjes. are erroneously dismissed.as not *credible."**

As to corrosion, the DOE states that "there is no mechanism to cause corrosion that
would lead to the degradation of the pit containers."** However,-just recently, a "corrosion-
resistant” metal shell surrounded by "positioning material (Celotex)" encasing a pit ruptured
and began to leak plutonium. Workers had to be evacuated and the facilities
decontaminated.'*® Since the inner metal shell was encased in a pit, it logically follows that

forces other than physical impacts, i.e. corrosion, led to the accident. This risk should be

addressed and the environmental impacts analyzed. With 20,000 plutonium pits being sent to

41 See supra, p. 8,

142 Id
193 EA, supra note 1, at 6-4.
44 Jd. at A-3 & A-5.

145 Id

18 Jim McBride, "Engineers Take Plutonium Pits Apart for Tests," Amarillo Globe
News, 18 Feb. 1993.
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one location, the potential for such leaks is great.

Similarly, internal fires should be discussed. The DOE states that no uncontained
combustible materials are within the magazines, so this potential accident does not warrant
discussion. But the DOE does not consider fires from objects, such as forklifts, that enter the
storage igloos. There is no discussion of what exposure to abnormally high temperatures would
do to the drums and their contents. This risk should also be discussed.

Most importantly, though, the DOE ignared what are perhaps the gravest impacts
caused by this proposal: (1) the potential for terrorist attack, since almost all plutonium
removed from nuclear weapons will be stared at one location and (2} the effect of a large airline
crash into one of the magazines.

Given that the DOE's proposal contemplates stockpiling all plutonium pits—naotariously
the most dangerous component of nuclear weapons—at one location, it is surprising, if not
suspicious, that the DOE has omitted any discussion of the terrarist threat and the potential -
effect of a terrorist attack on the facility. Damage from missiles due to explosions in nearby
facilities is evaluated, but there is no discussion of missiles detonated within ar near the
magazines or striking the structures from the air.

Strategically, the DOE's decision to store all plutonium in one location is highly
questionable. Alternatives of delaying disassembly or at least distributing the storage among
various facilities would be much wiser than storing all plutonium at one location and makingbthe
site an enormously attractive terrorist target. This concern was cited by John F Ahearne, a
nuclear expert who studied the nuclear weapons industry for four years as chairman of an

independent advisory group. At a Senate hearing on the subject, Dr. Ahearne warned that
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putting such quantities of plutonium at one site would present a terrorist threat.'*” He stated,

"It seems imprudent to establish the concept here that it's quite acceptable to store large

quantites of plutonium in one place."*®

As Chief Judge George Edwards of the D.C. Circuit wrote in NRDC v. NRC,'*® "Both in
storage and in transit, separated plutonium requires the most careful... measures... against
theft by non-state actors.” The D.C. Circuit ruled in NRDC v. NRC that the NRC abused its
discretion in promulgating a set of ru|e§ establishing a system for assessing the environmental
impact of the uranium fuel cycle. The court held that the rules subverted the purpose of NEPA,
allowing scant consideration of the uncertainties of long-term isolation of high-level, transuranic
waste, as well as health, socioeconomic, and cumulative effects of fuel cycle activities, including
terrorism.'® In his concurring opinion, Chief Judge Edwards warned:

Terrorists might choose the nuclear industry as a target to exploit the mystique
that surrounds nuclear weapons. The threat of nuclear terrorism may be used
to extort money, secure the release of prisoners or publicize a particular cause. .
.. [Tlhe United States confronts many hostile powers, some with vast wealth and
the consequent ability to train and arm desperadoes or to bribe and corrupt
personnel connected with either private or government aspects of the nuclear
cycle. ... I assume that theft by stealth or force of sufficient plutonium ta
fabricate a bomb and its subsequent employment by threats or fact of explosion
would constitute a "release.” In my view, the threat of such a "release” is
anything but "insignificant.”">’"

" February 25, 1992 Senate hearing before Governmental Affairs Committee
chaired by Senator John Glenn "Impact of Nuclear Disarmament on the Department of
Energy" ‘

% .

" NRDC v. NRC, 685 F.2d 459 (D.C. Circuit 1982).

® .

¥ d. at 514-6.
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The potential for terrorism at Pantex will rise dramatically if the DOE enacts its proposal
and all 20,000 plutonium pits—almost the entire nation's store of plutonium—are stored there.
As Chief Judge Edwards holds, the threat of terrarism is anything but insignificant. And, under
the DOE's proposal for Pantex, the potential fqr terrarism could not be greater, especially since
the DOE proposes to amass all plutonium pits at one site in above-ground igloos designed to
hold far fewer pits and only on an inventory basis. If NEPA upholds its purpose, the DOE should
consider this threat of terrorism in an EIS.

In addition, the DOE mentions the possibility of airline crasheé into magazines but
dismisses such effects as ins-igniﬁcant. evaluating the effects of light aircraft crashes but not
military or commercial aircraft crashes. However, Pantex is located near the flight path to
Amarillo's airport.** The DOé implies, though, that since 52% of the traffic is composed of light
general aviation, only the possibility of light aircraft crashes needs to be evaluated.'*® They
dismiss accidents involving larger aircraft as "beyond extremely unlikely."*>*

But the possibility of large aircraft crashes poses a real threat to the environment,
especially given the large amounts of plutonium stored so densely in one location. And
strangely, the DOE concedes this risk by evaluating what effects such an accident would have 6n

the Ogallala Aquifer.’™ No doubt, however, the environmental effects to the land, people, and

2 See EA, supra note 1, Figure 5.1, "Pantex Plant'Location," at 5-3. See also EA,
Figure E-1, "Relationship of Flight Path to impact Areas," at E-10.

3 EA, supra note 1, at 6-6.

™ .

1% Los Alamos National Laboratory, "Potential Ogallala Aquifer Impacts of a
Hypothetical Plutonium Dispersal Accident in Zone 4 of the Pantex Plant," p.2 (1992).
This document is part of the EA.
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water supplies would be devastating if such an accident occurred. As the EA states, a
plutonium particulate plume would fall on much of the Southern and Central High Plains—i.e. a
substantial portion of North Texas and parts of New Mexico.'*® Therefore, this risk is sufficient
to require the DOE to prepare an EIS.

Water issues remain unresolved by the EA as the Los Alamos reply to State of Texas
comments on water mobility and recharge rates as they might threaten underground water
aquifers, are largelyignored. The Department of Economic Geology at the University of Texas
has spent four years understanding and defining the areal extent and hydraulic continuity of the
perched aquifer in the region of the Pantex plant and the possible implications to the Ogallala
aquifer.’® DOE dismisses this work out of hand as unreasonable and unrealistic.

The DOE also failed to evaluate the safety of the magazines at Pantex, constructed in
World War |}, in light of present-day requirements for @ modern, safe nuclear store, such as
those requirements set outin a study by the Center for Energy and Environmental Studies at |
Princeton and the Department of Nuclear Engineering at MIT. [Exhibit] Moreover, the stability of
plutonium over long periods of time was not addressed. This poses an unknown threat since
models defining the stability of plutonium over long periods of time have been inadequately
d.158 .

teste

Lastly, the DOE ignored psychological effects to the community caused by the increased

storage of pits. Perhaps this is because, as noted earlier, the Supreme Court ruled in

% .

ST July 1993 "Milestone Report / The Areal Extent and Hydraulic Cohtinuity of
Perched Ground Water in the Vicinity of the Pantex Plant" By W.F. Mullican it et.al.

158

"Science and Global Security", 1992, Volume 3, pp. 1-53
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Metropolitan Edison Companythat reaction to risks is not an "effect,” only reaction to
environmental change is.'>® However, applied to the proposal for Pantex, the DOE states that
under 1991 figures, people outside the boundaries of Pantex could be exposed to
approximately .16mrem of excess radioactivity. So the proposal would cause an environmental
change. The psychological effects on the community caused by this environmental change
could easily be judged significant since recent studies show that‘exposure over an extended
period of time to low-leve! radiation causes cancer.'® Based on this scientific evidence, peaple
in the community are justified in feeling fear and anxiety about the health effects of the DOE's
proposal, and these psychological effects should be viewed as significant.

The impact to the business future of Amarillo and the Panhandle is illustrated with the
results of a recent business survey done for dperation Commonsense by a Duke university
polister. [Exhibit B] The results establish a significant impact to future business development
solely from the knowledge of the plutonium store and possible processing function.

3. The FONSIs

Experts disagree with the DOE's findings that certain effects of its proposal are not
"significant.” If the DOE's findings in this case are reviewed by the Fifth Circuit, the court, as it
held in Sabine River Authorityv. U.S. Dep't oflnteﬁar. would likely defer to the DOE onits
findings."®* This is because the harm that the DOE concedes—which is solely increased

worker exposures——would be the only finding the court could question regarding

3 See supra, p. 30-31.

'® Gibbons, Science News, "Low-level radiation: higher long- term risk? (cancer
linked to ionizing radiation), v."139, n. 12, p. 181 (Marsh 23, 1991).

81 See supra, p. 28.
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"significance," since all other inquiries require questioning the DOE's fact-finding.'®® And, in
regard to worker exposures, the DOE claims that proper safety measures would adequately
mitigate the harm, so a determination of “significance” would be unlikely.’®*

If the DOE's findings are reviewed by the D.C. Circuit, though, given that the court
requires an impact statement when the impact is "arguably significant,”*®* the review might be
more favorable.

4, Discussion of Alternatives

The DOE discusses alternatives to its proposal in section four of the EA, devoting only five
pages to the topic. As previously notgd. §102(2)(E) requires rigorous exploration and
evaluation of alternatives even if no EIS has been prepared.'®®

However, the DOE devotes less than half a page to discussion of the no-action
alternative, dismissing it as violating the weapons reduction initiatives.'*® The DOE does nat
discuss the consequences of ceasing disassembly pending the identification and approval of a
long-term storage site. Halting disassembly until a safe storage facility is constructed might
very likely be preferable to stuffing magazines at Pantex beyond their intended capacityin

dangerous, make-do configurations.

182 Given the standard of review under Marsh as articulated by the Sth Circuit in
Greenpeace Action v. Franklin, supra, page 23, the court could determine that the
DOE's findings were "uninformed."

'8 See EA, supra note 1, Appendix F.

1% See supra, p. 26-7.

1% See supra, p. 16-17.

1% EA, supra note 1, at 4-1 & 4-2.
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In addition, the DOE cites inadequate reasons—e.g., time pressure and the
convenience of leaving the pits at Pantex——to discount the other DOD and DOE facilities as
possible storage sites. Throughout the EA, the DOE dismisses each facility, stating that they
would all require modifications, and subsequently concludes that Pantex could accommodate all
of them using a multiple stacking configuration. But the mere fact that other facilities would
require modifications does not justify dismissing them as alterna;tives, especially sjr_\ce the
Pantex facilities were not designed to store anywhere near the number of pits the DOE intends
to store in them.

Also, the DOE contends that some facilities, such as Hanford, are such environmental
disasters that it would not be "reasonable or appropriate” to send the pits t:her‘é.167 But Pantex
is a candidate for CERCLA's NPL,'®® so if the environmental condition of a site is a factor in
choosing a storage facility, Pantex should not be a preferred choice.

The DOE's discussion of alternatives is simply too brief. Each alternative should be
evaluated in more detail as required by § 102(2)(E). For example, alternative modes of storage
should be evaluated. Storing the pits above ground in iglooé may create risks of accidents that
don't exist for uﬁderground storage facilities. In addition, placing the facility above the largest
aquifer in the United States obviously may not be the most prudent alternative.

5. Define the timetable for interim storage
The DOE proposal for interim storage fails to provide a reasonable standard for

"interim”. The proposal must provide a set timetable for dates the storage started and dates

%7 Id. at 4-3.
% See supra, note 20.

38



the interim storage will stop. A final destination for the permanent storage should be provided
within a reasonable and clearly defined timetable and penalties and recourse should be defined
for failure to meet those deadlines.
6. Regulatory authorities

Regulatory authorties should be granted by DOE with complete unrestricted access to
the Pantex plant. Additionally DOE should grant "shut down” authorities to those same
regulatory agencies in the event any actions by DOE or DOE contractors should threaten the
safety of the community. DOE and the Pantex Plant should be subject to the same laws applying
to the commercial nuclear industry.
V. CONCLUSION

The DOE's EA is inadequate. The DOE should be required to prepare an EIS, discussing,
in detail, every potentially significant effect and feasible alternative. The seriousness of this
proposal should not be overlooked. In the event of an accident, the location of Pantex, coupled-
with the mode of storage——being stored above ground, over the Ogallala aquifer, in
experimental multiple stacking configurations——would mean that the property and citizens of
the state of Texas and many in New Mexico would be severely harmed. These risks simply
cannot be overjooked on the basis of convenience and deadlines. Although the operations of the
DOE may be viewed as supremely impartant, no agency is above the law. f NEPA still upholds its -
stated purpose, praopasals such as this should be suspended. pending a thorough and complete

analysis in an EIS.

38



EXHIBIT A

Excerps from technical papers on plutonium storage/Center for Energy and Environmental Studies, Princeton
Unversity Princeton. New Jersey/Department of Nuclear Engineering, Massachusetts institute of Technology

VERIFICATION ARRANGEMENTS FOR A PLUTONIUM STORE

For a storage facility for plutonium in a single type of storage container.,
assuming that construction features afford significant containment, the safeguards
provisions may be based upon verification of the amounts declared for each
container and subsequent application of cantainment and surveillance to confirm
the continued presence of the materials in the Store. Remeasurement and periodic
re-examination of the facility structure, and equipment would be carried out. The
following systems would be applied:

Application of optical surveillance in the transfer areas and storage halls,
incorporating pattern recognition, radiation and electromechanical sensors
to trigger intelligent rerording and to facilitate systematic review, and
incorporating redundant systems and/or components tc) enhance reliability,

Neutron gate monitors at all entry and exit points to detect the presence of
any plutonium passing the monitors and the direction of passage.

Storage Container Assay Systems, based on high-level neutron coincidence
assay methads, installed in the transfer routes and operated so as to |
measure the plutonium cantent of all cantainers transferred into the Store or
transferred out, and to periodically remeasure the contents of selected
containers to ensure that the verification systems had not be deceived or
circumvented If the storage facility is to be automated, the Storage Container
Assay system will operate continuously in an unattended mode following the
arrangements used in some plutonium fabrication facilities. Note without
isotopic verification, such measurements could provide assurance that after
initial measurement there is no tampering with the contents.

High resolution gamma ray spectroscopic analysis equipment, to confirm
declared plutonium isotopics and americium content, (Note: the provisions



for isotopic verification may be changed to reflect the sensitivity of the
materials if a determination were made that such measurements might
disclose weapon data.)

Bulk determination by weighing and sample taking for laboratory

analysis of elemental and isotopic composition is normally required. however,
the circumstances of storage and the sensitivity of the materials may affect
whether such provisions would be applied for the starage of plutonium and/or
HEU transferred from military inventories.

A potential additional containment\ surveillence system may be applied in the
storage area, given the value of the materials in question. Such a system
might be seals on individual containers (although the effort required to apply
and service the seals is substantial}, or area monitors which might be based
on neutron field mapping or infrared mapping, for example.

Cost of Storage

Storage of plutonium will be costly. The storage facility must be able to resist
penetration by explosives, have fire suppression and coaling systems (especially if the
plutonium is in metal form), and be equipped with a variety of sensing systems, In
addition, there will be continuing high labor costs due to the large guard force..
However, very little specific information is publicly available on the costs of large
plutonium stores such as those at La Hague and Sellafield. Costs of $1-2 per gram of
plutoniurm per year have been published, but without further explanation. Information
gleaned from interviews with utilities suggests that, in practice the prices charged by

repracessors for plutonium storage may be higher than this, even approaching $4 per
gram per year,

Plutonium stores must, of course, be made relatively resistant to clandestine
diversion by subnational groups. Strict physical and administrative control must be
maintained by keeping a constant heavy guard, severely restricting access to the store
and requiring that those who enter the store exit through portals equipped with
detectors sensttive to the neutrons emitted by plutonium. Plutonium containers could
be tagged and sealed after their contents have been assayed and their gamma



emissions measured to assure without a new assay being required that their contents
have not been tampered with in storage. Such arrangements would effectively
address subnational threats and, with regular international inspection, should inspire
confidence in the international community that no state diversion is taking place.



EXHIBIT B

To: W. H. O'Brien
From: Adam Jones
Date: August 23, 1993

Subject: Operation Commonsense Business Poll

I have completed a survey of 51 businesses taken between
August 16 and August 20th. The respondents were randomly
selected among businesses with at least 100 employees from the
Dun and Bradstreet directory. The poll surveyed companies with
150 employees up to 30,000 employees. The range of business
types was broad, including a diversified assortment of commercial
enterprises.

The purpose of the poll was to determine the positive and
negative factors that would influence each company in their
decision to move, expand, or relocate. Amarillo was not
mentioned in the survey, but it is obvious that most of the
positive factors are present in Amarillo. This poll presents
some factors considered negative, included nuclear storage and
plutonium processing, in ‘an attempt to gauge the impact the
acceptance of the plutonium option at Pantex might have on future
business development.

The results of this poll clearly demonstrates that inclusion
of the plutonium option in the Pantex expansion would have a
serious impact for future business development. _According to the
poll 72% of the businesses surveyved said the presence of a
nuclear storage facility and plutonium processing plant would
have a negative impact on their decision to expand or relocate in
such an area. The presence of a nuclear storage facility and
plutonium processing plant was given the highest negative rating
among the businesses surveved.

Among the positive factors, businesses cited low worker's
compensation costs, low local taxes, and inexpensive land and
capital cost-as the most important considerations when expanding
or relocating. Access to an interstate highway, clean air and
water, and low crime also received favorable responses.

Interestingly, the survey confirmed the entrance of
environmental firms into the mix of businesses. Nuclear storage
facility and plutonium processing plant actually received a
couple of positive impact responses from companies involved in
environmental restoration.




COMMENTS ON D.O.E. RESPONSE TO AIRCRAFT HAZARD ANALYSIS REVIEW
by
J. M. Osbormne

1 am writing in regard to the D.O.E. responses to comments on the Aircraft Hazards Analysis
of the Environmental Assessment. In particular, I wish to clarify a number of points that were
apparently not clear to the D.O.E. responders. Additionally, I would like to raise points that I
previously neglected to raise in my comments.

1 am an aerospace engineer specializing in propulsion and aircraft performance. 1 earmned my
Bachelor of Science degree at Texas A&M University and have worked in the aerospace industry since
1983. More spezifically, I have worked in the general aviation industry since 1985 and have participated
in a number of aircraft certification programs. 1 am currently employed by an aircraft manufacturer,
where I am involved in aircraft and propulsion system performance analysis and the interpretation of
flight test data.

The Aircraft Hazards Analysis focuses on the scenario of a light, general aviation aircraft
weighing 3500 pounds and impacting at 80 miles per hour., My comments were that this scenario was
unrealistic due to the mis-definition of general aviation and the use of incorrect units in defining aircraft
stall speeds. As the D.O.E. response to my comments states, the 3500 pound aircraft was chosen due to
the higher rate of in-flight accidents involving this category of aircraft. While it is correct that single-
engine aircraft have a higher inflight accident rate than other categories of aircraft, my point still stands
that the aircraft that routinely overfly the Pantex Plant are not in this category. Moreover, despite the
contention that since the plant is more than 5 miles from the runway the only the inflight phase need be
considered, the heavy transports and other military aircraft overflying the plant are indeed on approach to
landing. At the point in time that the transports, in particular, pass over Pantex, they have lowered their
landing gear, extended their flaps and slowed to their approach speed. These factors make them
vulnerable to the kinds of accidents that occur during the landing phase of flight - even if they are 8 miles
from the runway.

In addition, military combat and training aircraft utilizing Amarillo International Airport are not
normally destined to terminate the flight in Amarillo. Though they may be handled as a single flight, the
T-37 and T-38 trainers operating in the Amarillo International Airport control area are often executing
practice approaches or touch and go landings resulting in numerous overflights of Pantex. The same can
be said for many of the operations conducted by transport or combat aircraft in the Amarillo area.

The Aircraft Hazards Analysis bases the accident rate for military aircraft on data for a pericd
from 1976 through early 1992, missing a number of major military accidents. Admittedly, these
accidents due not fall in the analysis time constraint, but this fact alone does not change the fact that they
occurred. No data are presented for F-16 aircraft in Appendix E of the Environmental Assessment,
despite the large number of accidents involving these single-engine aireraft. Additionally, the B-I
accident at Edwards AFB in the early to mid 1980's (1984 ?) was not included. Though this was a B-
LA, it was in B-1B configuration with some exceptions and should probably be included in the statistics.

In assessing the hazard presented by aircraft coming down within the boundaries of the Pantex
plant, the impact angle was assumed to be 15 degrees, marginally consistent with a forced landing under
controlled flight. No evident accounting for higher angle descents is made. The 15 degree angle impact
was assumed to be followed by a slide which was, for purposes of analysis assumed to be on a smooth
surface. From the discussion provided in the Aircraft Hazards Analysis, it appears that the data used was
for aircraft sliding on sand or on concrete, consistent with accidents on gunnery ranges or wheels up
landings, respectively. The statement is made that the area of the plant is made up of terrain that appears
level in a macroscopic sense, but is in fact fairly rough. This is in conflict with currently recommended
procedures in the event of a landing of an aircraft known to have its gear retracted. While it was at one



time suggested that landing beside the runway on the grass was best, current practice is to land on the
runway to maximize the decelerating effects of friction. In short, low grasses such as those common to
the Texas Panhandle offer lower coefficients of friction than those of a concrete runway or a sandy
surface.

In responding to my comments, the D.O.E. responders refer to my mention of a standard 3-
degree glide slope. Contrary to the apparent understanding of the D.O.E., I did not intend that to be
used as an impact angle. This angle was used in order to deduce an expected altitude of 2300 feet above
ground level for an aircraft on approach to the runway at Amarillo International Airport. As I stated, an
aircraft descending from this altitude in an uncontrolled manner will likely impact at an angle much
higher than 3 degrees or IS5 degrees.

In my initial commentary, 1 pointed out the incorrect use of 80 miles per hour as a representative
initial speed for a 3500 pound aircraft with the accompanying underestimation of impact energy. I
recognize that a light weight aircraft that this discrepancy is probably insignificant. My point is that
obvious errors such as this indicate a more general lack of understanding of the material involved in the
analysis. Additionally, in revisiting the material while reading D.O.E. responses to my comments, I
note that according to Appendix F for the Environmental Assessment, that penetration of the bunkers
only requires an energy of 0.0000038 pound feet per second. If this is true, all of the analysis of
penetration hazards due to aircraft or large insects falls apart. 1 would sincerely hope that the exponent
in this case was meant to be a positive rather than a negative value.

Finally, 1 wish to bring up three additional points that I failed to discuss either in my initial
commentary or in the public hearing in Amarillo on 30 September 1993. The first is the possibility for
penetration of storage facilities by objects separating from aircraft overflying the plant. Included here
would be landing gear ¢components, such as wheels and tires, and podded engines. Both have been
known to separate from aircraft in flight and not result in an accident. Normally an engine separation
would be referred to in reporting as an accident due to the expense of damage being in excess of
$500,000, but a wheel separation would likely be considered an incident. A 7900 pound engine falling -
from a C-5B at 2300 feet would certainly be capable of significant damage to a storage facility.

Secondly, the long runway at Amarillo International Airport makes it a very attractive
destination for an aircraft forced to divert to an emergency field due to mechanical difficulties. Under
such circumstances, a pilot will normally elect to make a very long final approach in order to avoid
maneuvering at low altitudes and speeds. Such a scenario could put an aircraft in distress in a flight path
passing over Pantex. Additionally, under these emergency conditions, the pilot may ignore the
prohibited airspace adiacent to Pantex. These factors would imply a somewhat higher probability of an
accident than for the country at large.

Lastly, I wish to question the designation of probability bands quoted in the Aircraft Hazards
Analysis. In the analysis, accident rates of less than 10e-2 per year are considered “likely”, less than this
but more than 10e-4 are called "unlikely”, and less than 10e-4 but more than 10e-6 is called "extremely
unlikely”. While I do oot have a ready reference, | believe that, for aircraft certification purposes,
"unlikely" is considered to be a probability of less than 10e-7 per flight hour, "highly unlikely" is less
than 10e-9 and "extremely unlikely” is [0e-13. A reconciliation of these levels would be helpful.

In conclusion, while I realize that the chances of an aircraft accident with in the confines of
Pantex are remote, I don't believe that the analysis performed in support of the Environmental
Assessment is adequate to make the conclusions contained therein. The assumptions utilized were,
primarily correct for air traffic in general, but the specific assumptions addressed above are faulty in the
case of the Pantex area due to its proximity to an upusually long runway with a high level of training
activity. I sincerely hope that my comments will be of use in improving the quality of analysis
performed in future stages of the evaluation process.
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BUREAU OF ECONOMIC GEOLOGY
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

University Station, Box X + Austin, Texas 78713-7508+(512)471-1534 or471-7721 - FAX 471-0140
10100 Burnet Road * Austin, Texas 78758-4497

December 20, 1993

U.S. Department of Energy
Pantex Program Office, DP-6.2
Washington, DC 20585

RE: Comments on the Environmental Assessment for Interim Storage of
Plutonium at Pantex

To whom it may concern:

The following are comments from the Bureau of Economic Geology on the
Environmental Assessment for Interim Storage of Plutonium Components at
Pantex (November 1993).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (p. ES-10: Comment 1. Para. 2)

1. Who are the soil scientists that agree that plutonium is relatively immobile?
Please provide references.

2. Where were their studies completed and were those soils comparable to
High Plains soils in mineralogy and texture?

3. What are remediable depths?

4. What steps has the DOE initiated to identify and document preferential
pathways that may exist in postulated area of contamination?

(P. ES-11: Comment 2. Para. 2)

The literature values used by Los Alamos Laboratory to estimate recharge
rates are largely from earlier studies. Many of these studies did not recognize
focused recharge through playas or did not accept this concept. In our opinion, a
recharge rate of only 3 am/yr is unreasonable.

(P. ES-11: Comment 3. Para 2)

1. Understanding the importance of preferential flow is critical to determining
the depth of penetration of contaminants. Los Alamos National Laboratory
based its assessment on 7 published studies, of which 6 reported acceleration
factors of two or less. Were these studies completed in areas closely
comparable to the High Plains in terms of soil and sediment structure,
mineralogy, and texture? Please provide references.

(P. E-2)
The response to Comment 1 does not answer many of the Bureau’s initial questions
and request for additional information. For example:



U.S. Department of Energy
December 20, 1993
Page 2

1. We asked for the anticipated contamination levels prior to cleanup. These
were not provided.

2. We asked for evidence illustrating that if prior cleanups have been
successful, could this technology be applied to the Pantex area? Although
successful cleanup may have been achieved at Johnson Atoll, Eniwetok, and
the Nevada Test Site, these areas are not similar to the High Plains in terms
of climate, soil, or physiography. Some discussion of the applicability of this
technology would be helpful.

3. We requested some discussion on removal of contaminated soil. What is
remediable depth? Since enormous volumes of soil might need to be
removed, where would it be stored? How would it be removed? What
would happen to livestock, farm buildings?

(P. E-4: Comment 2. Para. 2)

The playa basin area, which is used to determine a concentration ratio for drainage
into playas, is not the same as 100 percent of upland surface and should not be
confused with this much larger area.

(P. E-6: Para. 2 and 3)

The Nativ (1988) report is a published refereed report that was available to the public
on January 20, 1989, and distributed to subscribers and libraries shortly thereafter.
Therefore, it was available when the Turin Report was being prepared.

Sincerely yours,

Thomas C. Gustavson
Senior Research Scientist

TCG:Ich

cC: R. Mulder, Governor’s Office
J- Raney, BEG
R. Finley, BEG
QA
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POBOX 1101 KNOXVILLE, TN 37901 615/524 4771

, THEOAKRIDGEENVIRONMENTALPEACEALUANCE

Post-It™ brand fax ransmittal memo 7671 |#ofpsges s &
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s I "™es 426 9094 - .
“Rot GuB 4F__ b5 24 Y49 | Deembarzg, 1955
United States Department of i?nergy
Pantex Program Office, DP-6.2

Washington, DC 20585
Dear Sir or madam:

lam oubmlttmg these comments in response to the Department of Enezgy s Pre-Approval Envlronmenw
Assessment of the storage of Plutontum Pits at Pantex, hoping they may assist the Department in
making a judicious decision which en}oys the support of the public.

Comments on the Pre-approval Environmental Assessment
of the storage of Plutonium Pits at Pantex

Specific comments:
Vol. 1, p. 3-2

DOE proposes d\at a shlelded farkiift, now under development, would traverse a passive
guidance systen: and be used for smrage, retrieval, efc.: the operator would be shielded In a specially
constructed cab.

It i3 not clear when this Improvement will be avallable, nor is it clear if the Steel Arch
Construction bulldings will be modified prior to any storage to accomodate the passive guidance system.

It is also not clear what functions the operator is responsible fot -~ could the forklift be designed
to be entirely renwtely controlled, thereby reducing possible worker exposure even more?

1t Is also not clear how repairs would be made on the forklift should it become disabled while
performing its duties inside the storage building. How would it be removed from the tracking system
and withdrawn from the building -- what would estmated wocker exposures be during such an

) Operation?

Vol. 1, p. 3-2

The last paragraph on this page says the proposed action would not involve new facility )
construction..long-term of permanent storage, or disposal of plutoniut camponents at the: Pantex Plant.

: The statement thai this proposed action would not involve long-term or permanent storage is
incredibleon its face. DOE has no other plan or contingency for plutonium storage; DOE (s already
planning to move pils from other “interim” storage at Rocky Flats to Pantex.

- In fact, It is fac more likely than unlikely that Pantex will become a de facts long-term storage
site; DOE's refusal o attach that term to the decision currently undar consideration —~ for political -
reasons as much as anything -- does not change the teality. It also undermines DOE's credibility.

Resatsrce supporl i I the Oak Ridge Fidueutivg Project : . e eahed et
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© Any aeriuus suggestion B\M this dedalm does not support long-urm storage at Pantax must
outline that Jength and the capacities this EA will cover, establishing an upper limit for the NEPA
coverage potential of this document. This should be accompanied by a schedule of future decisions about
storage and a full description of the process by which such decisions should be made — both the NEPA
process and the other detision-making processes of DOE (polltical, fiscal, policy, etc.) ‘ :

Vollp41

parugraph 4.0, DOE lntroduces a discussion of  the nltemaﬂves o the proposed action. Two
programmatc objectives are described -- one 15 "the programmatic goal” and the second is "the other
programmatic objective.” It is appalling that protection of the environment and worker and public
safety and health are not included In this Intraduction as programmatic goals. DOE's words here betray
4 skewed sense of priorities that must be corrected ~ not only on paper for the EA - but institutionally
at the plant and u\roughout the Departmam of Energy.

Vol. 1,p. 4:5 .

Paragraph 4.3 considers supplémenting storage at Pantéx with storage at other DOB sites ina
remarkably weak paragraph. DOE acknowledges that approximately 1,100 pits could be stored at
Savannah River (which could relieve the current sense of erisls surrounding Pantex's diminishing
capacity), and defends Its decision not to further explore possible relief at Los Alamos and Hanford for
two reasons: in 4.2 () "no environmental benelit would be derived..." and 4.3 "it can not be assured that
this alternative could meet the need for near-term interim storage.” The EA must provide a more
comprehensive and honest evaluation of altematives. The question is not simply whether or not
environmental benefit (here meaning worker exposure) can be derived, but whether adverse .
environmental impacts can be avalded; the EA does  not address this. The statement that “it can not be -
assured that this altemative would meet the noed...” raises the obvious question: can DOE assure that
this altemnative would not meet the need? The EA must answer this quesdon

Vol. 1, p. 46

_ In conslderation of other temporary storage options, footnote 11 offers this ratibnale: “Active
conventional weapons storage facilities are not reasonable, because the Department of Delfense mission
would not be compatible with the Department of Eneegy's mission.” This statement Is the kind of
bureaucratic mush which rightly offends the public. Because the assertion Is uséd to discount a very
teal pogsible option for DOE's current dismantlement time crunch, It must be fully explained. The public
deserves to know {f mission incompatibilltes truly make storage impossible at active conventional
weapons facilities or If this {s an option.that policy people within both agencies could sesolve with.
discussions and a decision. Surely the Department of Defense is partner in achieving the President’s

- goals for weapons dismantlement and is committed to safety and security of all weapons systems --
. conventional or nuclear. Tell us what's going on here; a footnote 15 insufficlent.

Vol. 1, p. 48

DOE explains in a foomnote that storing pits at & DOD site would require an edditional
- expenditure fur Type B shipping containers. It is not clear from the text or the fovtnote if such shipping
containers will eventually be purchased for the pits anyway (so they can be shipped from deployment
bases to Pantex, in which case the discussion here is moot) ot if Type B eonulnem are usually recycled
for re-use. _
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VYol. 1, p 4-9 (Tnbln 41) -

The right hand coaunents column in this table refers at one place t the “President’s
dismantlement objectives™ and in a second place to the "President's weapons reduciion initiatives.”
While ] can imagine a dlffermce, the BA should clearly spell out the difference between these two
statements. o

Vol. 1, p. 62 (Table 6-1)

The phrase "100 percent corroslon inspection” is mmaadlng and must be conected In fact, DOE
does not intend to lnapect 100% of the containers for corrosion, but rather to do a random spot check:; it is
not clesr that this spot check will be sufficient mondtoring of the integrity of the contalners, :

Vol. 3, p. 6-2andp 63

In the Iast full paragraph on p. 6-2 and the second paragraph below the table on 6-3 the EA
states "the natural Incidence of fatal carcer in the total population Is about 20 percent.” This statement
Is misleading in the extreme and must be corrected. The causes of cancer are unknown, but appear to be
many; science is only beginning to understand the role of genetics and the triggering mechanisms.which
may act in the body. How many cancers are "natural” and how many are stimulated by environmental

" insults, exposure to toxins, lifestyle choices, x-rays would at this point be pure speculation. Is lung
cancer caused by cigarette smoking, "natural? What would be unnatural?

, The word "natural™ must be struck in both irstances and at any other places where this
language {s used. This sloppy language is an embarrassment to DOE and an offense to the public. It
suggests DOE is desperate to minimize the risks it adds to our cumulative burdens and also desperate to
minlmlze the public's clear understanding of considerations of health impacts, -

In both the above cases, the stock paragraph states that we're operatlng within guldellnes
and does not actually indlcate cleadly what the exposure risk to & worker would be. The EA should glve
" precise numbers and not try to cover {tself with admindstrative fargon; the workecs and the public have
the right to declde for themselves what is acceptnble not to be reassured by an agency that they
needn't worry.

Vol.1,p. 64"

In patagraph 6.2, dealing with abnormal events/accidents associated with the Proposed
Action, DOE applies the art of Risk Assessment to plutonium pit storage at Pantex.

The best Risk Assessment practitioners acknowledge at the outaet that theirs is a “soft science;”
Not only are the formulae used to calculate risk often generated {rom best guesses, but the information
then plugged into the formulae is also often the contractor's best guess. At the end of the process, the
formula provides us with the exponential quantification of the unquantifiable. Any assurance the
public might hope to feel as a result of this process Is further undercut by the application of
comparative risk analysis, where we throw issues of consent out the window, mix apples and ocean
liners, and further pare the list of posslble risks.

For the Pantex EA, the magical "one (n a fuillion” acceptabllity celling Is invoked. DOE should
note that this ceiling has been arbitrarily determined by agencies responslble for public health and
safety and has not been subjected to publk consent. -

DOE further applies Its formulae to potential abnormal events/accidents and eliminates fmm
further consideration any which come out less than one In a million.

Our own life experiences, to sa nothlng of history, demonstrate that one in a m:llion events
occur regularly. When we are talking a{out something as critical as the security of plutonium pits, one
in a million {s not safe enough. ' ‘ S
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DOE suggests that becausq the potential for a large plane crashing into a pit storage igloo is
calculated to be less than ane in a million, such a possible crash can be discountud, This Is nonsense. In
addition to failure to adequately calculate the amount of alr traffic into the Amarillo airport, .
including training exercisas by the military, DOE has not.considered that at least nne forcad landing of
a heavy airceaft has already occurred at Pantex.

: Furthermore, Amarillo's air traffic officlals note that in 1992, the alrport counted 91,000
landings/take offs. Over the next ten years, airport use will increase annually; it is obvious that
Amarillo will see one million flights in ten years. If the risk of a plane crash Into the igloos is 6ne in s
million, that means the likelihood of a crash in the next len yesrs is 100%.

DOE can quibble about size of aircraft, numbers of landings, even risk factors. Small pdvnu
craft can be discounted, numbers can be juggled, the event can be rated at one in ten million with
creative risk assessment. The accident still could happen, with disastrous results. | belleve it is as
likely as not.

. O, as an alternative, DOE could relocate the Amarillo runway o avold Pantex overflights.
This alternative, while expensive in the short-term, could be financlally offset by comparison to the
alternatives « at least in the same way DOE conjures up a $36,000,000 outlay for Type shlpping
containers when considering Interim uouge sta DOD faclmy ) _

»VollpH

The second paragraph under heading 6.2 does not end. After the first sentence, the writer
embarks on 8 journey into the forest of risk assessmént prgon and, as far as J can tell, is still wandering
around in there searching for a phrase like "may be made." The contractor probably had to hire
someone else to complete the section. | suspect we may never see the firat writer agaln, but | hope DOE
will make some effort to account for him or her. At the very least, that foray into the thicket of risk

- assessment should be somehow closed. I admit it will be hard — [ felt myself in danger even as a reader;
I know those “standard practices” ste really pretty sophisticated trapy. When I saw one had been set
for mere convenlence « conwnitncz??” 1 knew we were In 8 troublesome place. -

- Vol 1, p. 65

The second paragraph.under 6.2.4, Forklift Operational Accident, makes an assumption that, in
the case of a puncture of a container, plutonium would be unllormly dupersed which ls silly. Nature, of
course, is not uniform,

Clearly in this type of accident which is credible, a worker would risk serious exposure. The
EA does not make clear if the forklift operator's shielded cab is also airtight -- it should be designed to -
be --and if the operator s wearing a respirator, which would seem a common sense worker safeguard
any time moving equipment is belng used around pit containers.

The statement that 8 worker would receive "no immediate or long-term health effect to the
worker as & result of an accident of this type” is not suppotted by heal&u studies to date,

Vol. 1, p. 6

DOE's discounting of a potential alrcraft crash with the assertion which closes this section Is
not acceptable. Having reviewed DOE's method and numbers, [ remain unconvinced, It does not appear
that the Pre-approval EA adequately responds to the submnuve concerns raised by commenters on the
dcaft EA. . . .
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General commen?

. From the perspective of & citlzen whose skepticism of the Departnwnt of Energy is based on -
years of exparience with an agency which now admits (o Its credit) that it has done a lot wrong, it is'
unfortunate that DOE did not seck independent analysts of potential risks in those areas where It was
alceady clear the public was deeply interested — potential aircraft accidents and potential
contamination of the Ogallala. The use of DOE labs to'provide documentation, risk analysis, and
decision support may pass DOE's quality assurance requirements, but the practice does not pass Public
Assurance réquirements. It s even more disappointing because DOE has people who are smart enough to

know this. - o

Rebuilding public confidence in DOE is not only ah arduous process, it Is fraught with peril. -
Months of good work can be undane by one week of sloppiness, when It Jooks ilke “the old DOE" again.
The Pantex EA is an example of the kind of poor work, with DOE blundering ahead oblivious to public
concarms, that we have been hoping Is In the past. ) : - :

. The Pantex EA process, which is being watched closely by activists around the country, not just
the good people ot ‘Texas, is not a case of cltizens complaining just 1 coraplain. We comw to the EA in
good faith. We had baseline concems about DOE's selection of the EA as the tool 10 provide NEPA
coverage. Still, we engaged in the process as peaple who truly want dismantlement to continue ~
though we are not as committed to an arbitrarily set pace as DOE officials appear to be. We have
raised legitimate concerns about issues covered in the EA on several occasions. .

It is not clear that DOE Is capable of &n adequatc response to those concerns - that Is a response
that allays our fears or enables us to see there ls simply an honest difference of opinion, Instead, It .
appears that DOE Is determined to push ahead, to maintain its dismantlement schedule, and to cover
{tself with a bad process and a worse document. '

1 urge DOE to continue its good work of restoring public confidence in the agency, even at the
expense of the pace of dismantlement. DOE has options which have not been adequately explored and
must take the time. to do that -- not only so the public can see you are doing It right, but because the law
requires It. Anything less will not be acceplable to the public. -

e We are talking about plutonjum pit storage -- one of the most critical issucs facing humankind.
We must all do our absolute best work here — DOE and the regulators and the public. The alternatives
are far too dangerous. The current version of the Rantex EA 1s not our best work.

The increased pace of dismantiement provides an opportunity for DOE to shine —- by .
developing, with full public involvement, a coherent plan addressing all dismantlement activities and
storage and disposition questions for plutonium, tdtium, highly enriched uranium and all other
weapons components, Other involved agen. « < should be gathered, with the publi. ut the table to -
discuss optioss for final disposition; issues of intemational verification and transpaiency should be
:ntegrated into the planning process. The gravity of the declsions now confronting us requires nothing
ess.

Sincerely,
Ralph Hut¢hison, coordinator ‘
Oak Ridge Rnvironmental Peace Alliance
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December 13, 1993

United States Depart. of Energy
Pantex Program Office, DP 6.2
Washington, D.C., 20585

We have reviewed your conclusions regarding the EA at our Pantex Plant and recommend the
following:

a. A (FONSI) conclusion is entirely in order.
b. Plutonium storage at this location is both safe and desirable.

Your public meetings held in Amarillo were efficient and well received. We respect and support
your efforts.

Sincerely,

Bill Gilliland

BG/ds

P.O. Box 750 * Amarillo, Texas 79105 ¢ Telephone 806-374-8652 ¢ Fax 806-374-3818 « 1201 S. Taylor * Amarillo, Texas 79101



2326 Lakeview Drive
Amarillo, Texas 79109

December 16, 1993

United States Department of Energy
Pantex Program Office

DP 6.2

Washington, D. C. 20585

Gentiemen:

I have recently reviewed your Environmental Assessment for the Interim Storage of
Piutonium Components at the Pantex Nuclear Weapons Plant. The study evaluates the
environmental impact of additional storage of plutonium at the Amarillo plant and
~ concluded that there is no significant impact as a result of that storage.

| urge you to support the Environmental Assessment ‘and the interim storage of
plutonium at the Pantex Plant.

Thank you for your consideration.

Teal

William L. Graham

sgd
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Office of the President

‘

December 13, 1993

United States Department of Energy
Pantex Program Office, DP 6.2
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Reader:

| have reviewed and | support your recent draft copy of Environmental Assessment
(EA) for the Interim Storage of Plutonium Components at the Pantex Nuclear Weapons
Plant. Due to the findings in the above (EA) | request that you rule a *finding of no
significant impact (FONSI) as a result of the increased storage of plutonium.

I appreciate DoE holding the public meeting in Amarillo, Texas on December 6, 1993 to
provide the public an avenue to become informed and involved in the process.

hn Chandler
President

1-40 and Ross ¢ P.O. Box 30219 « Amarillo, Texas 79120 « (806) 376-4911



PANHANDLE AREA ALLIANCE
Suite 1020 = Plaza Two » Amarillo, Texas 79101 = (806) 371-7577

|

December 14, 1993

United States Department of Energy
Pantex Program Office, DP 6.2
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Sirs:

On behalf of the membership of the Panhandle Area Alliance, a
private organization working for the overall business and
industrial expansion of the Texas Panhandle, we wish to register
our support for the Department of Energy and encourage you to rule
a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) as a result of the
increased storage of Plutonium at the Pantex Plant.

Our organization feels we should support the findings and
conclusions reached in the Environment Assessment for the Interim
Storage of Plutonium Components at the Pantex Plant. We feel the
suggestions and conclusions reached by expert scientists in this
regard -should be followed and support the interim storage of
Plutonium at the plant.

We would like to add that our organization feels that the DoE is
making every effort to do the job at Pantex in a safe manner,
following all safeguards, for benefit of our region. We also
appreciate DoE holding public meetings such as the one held on
December 6, 1993, so the general public may become involved and as

fully informed of the facts as possible.
/
Regpectiuily, -
ZaWis /7/4/'\/

David T. McReynolds
Executive Director
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December 13, 1993

United States Department of Energy
Pantex Program Office DP 6.2
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Sirs,

I'm writing to thank you for the Environmental Assessment for the
Interior Storage of Petroleum Components at Pantex.

We have reviewed the conclusions in the EA and support the findings
of the expert scientist as to safety in this project.

We support the interim storage of plutonium at Pantex. It is also
important that the DOE held the public meeting in Amarillo on December
6th to provide an avenue to the public to become informed and involved
in the process.

Sincerely,
Mike Rossman :

"VP & GHM
Gene Messer Ford of Amarillo, Inc.

MR/ah

2530 S. Georgia ® Amarillo, Texas 79109 e Telephone 806/355-7471




Guyon H. Saunders

Member Panhandle 2000 - Pantex SSAB
December 9, 1993

Mr. Dan Rhoads

United States Department of Energy
Pantex Program Office DP 6.2
Washington, DC 20585

Fax: 301-903-9471

Dear Mr. Rhoads:

Thank you very much for inviting the public to participate in this week's briefing on the Environ-
mental Assessment for Interim Storage of Plutonium Components at Pantex. The well organized
and skillfully presented material was most instructive for those of us who are not regularly in-
volved in this kind of dialogue.

You are now at a decision point regarding the EA. "To find, or not to find—significant impact"
Perhaps a reading from the silent majority would now be helpful. You did not hear from this large
constituency on Monday evening because we are any less supportive of a finding of no significant
impact. It is simply not productive to line up scores of people to say we have complete confi-
dence in what the Department is doing and the way you are going about it.

At this juncture, when you must choose a fork in the road, you cannot ignore the more than 85%
of popular support the DoE has earned in this panhandle region. IfI do not speak for these inter-
ested persons as individuals, I am certainly echoing the main stream of their sentiments as I con-
tinue in my comments on the specifics of the several points raised in the EA briefing.

Aircraft crash analysis. Expert testimony on the probability of a heavy aircraft crashing into a pit
storage zone is not substantially changed from the 1983 EIS. What has changed, by several or-
ders of magnitude, is the quantum leap in safety resulting from the removal of high explosives
from the target zone of the investigation. In 1983 it was "safe enough" for a plane crash to strike
stored nuclear warheads. In 1993, the population is relieved to know we have only well shielded
plutonium pits stored in bunkers as the possible end-point for a one-in-a-million-per-year acciden-
tal occurrence. Adding more pits to storage in no way increases the probability of a plane crash.
Therefore, the silent majority will sign off on the much reduced risk evaluated in the 1993 EA
when compared to the currently bounding nisk inherent in the 1983 EIS.

Ogallala Aquifer. Expert testimony on the ability of the DoE to conduct environmental remedia-
tion following any conceivable kind of plutonium dispersion is icing on the cake of extremely low
probabilities that such a dispersion could occur in the first place. The silent majority will sign off
as informed citizens recognizing the infinitesimal risk of plutonium causing the slightest of harm to
the Ogallala aquifer.

Interim storage of plutonium pits. During the Monday night hearing, a Los Alamos Laboratories
scientist, Joe Martz, made a significant suggestion while answering a question raised by a member
of the public. In private conversations at the hearing and again in a phone conference with Mr.

1212 Ross, Amarillo, Texas Direct (806) 371-2700 Fax (806) 376-9520



Martz later this week, his suggestion has been enlarged to what could be a solution for the di-
lemma surrounding the word "Interim".

First, the definition of interim must be something more than an empty space between decisions.
Interim needs to be a associated with a physical property within plutonium pits and a relevant ref-
erence to an episode of actual time in the long-term storage process.

In the manufacturing process of Pu 239 there is a small quantity, usually less than 0.3%, of an im-
purity in the form of Pu 241. This less stable material decays with a half-life of 13.5 years into
americium which emits low-energy gamma rays in addition to the very low energy alpha particles
emitted by the pure plutonium Because Pu 241 has a very short half-life its transition from a plu-
tonium impurity to americium will peak in only 69 years. This means that, in a maximum of 69
years from manufacture date, all of the elements within the pit will have demonstrated their ulti-
mate characteristics and the predictability of their long-term performance is virtually assured.

Interim storage is defined, therefore, as that period in time from date of manufacture to 69 years
during which monitoring and physical access is required to ensure that the long-term decay proc-
ess will continue as predicted. In actual years, interim storage at Pantex will be from 44 to 49
years considering that plutonium pits prior to disassembly have already experienced from 20 to 25
years of "interim storage" while in the nuclear warhead. Each pit contains its own credentials:
manufacture date, reprocess date, disassembly date, interim storage date range and eligibility date
for long-term storage. By the time true "long-term storage" is ready to begin, the best scientific
minds in America will have determined the ultimate disposition of plutonium in the most re-
sponsible and practical manner.

The silent majonty and perhaps even some of the vocal minority will buy into an understanding of
INTERIM bounded by physics as compared to the present INTERIM unfortunately linked with
uncertainty.

To conclude while thanking you for your patience, I'll summarize. The finding of significant im-
pact by the extensive research of the Environmental Assessment can lead DoE into only one rea-
sonable conclusion: The truly SIGNIFICANT IMPACT is that storage of plutonium pits as proposed
1s orders of magnitude more safe than the already accepted risk of storing nuclear warheads at
Pantex in the 1983 EIS. For this reason the nation cannot even consider any delay in the disman-
tling of these weapons. It would be the ultimate irresponsibility if our nation choose to store an
excess of battle-ready nuclear weapons under the guise of a cautious approach to storing safely
encased pure plutonium in pits.

The immense lift in public-safety confidence caused by the announcement of a consortium of
world-class universities focusing on peaceful uses for plutonium should be solidified by an orderly
establishment of the Pantex National Research Laboratory.

The Stage Right storage process at Pantex should be approved just as soon as readiness authority
can be granted. As stated in the December 6 briefing, the rails for this storage process can be

installed by existing maintenance personnel at Pantex at substantial savings in expense and imple-
mentation time.

Interim storage after disassembly should be declared to be from 44 to 49 years depending on the
length of time the pit was stored in the weapon's warhead. Interim storage is defined as the first

rurmxis D¢ Page 2



stage of long-term storage during which increased monitoring and physical access is required be-
cause of decay of small amounts of plutonium 241 into americium. The maximum period for this
transition is 69 years.

As mentioned earlier, I am convinced that the vast majority of informed panhandle citizens will
find this process to be an acceptable risk greatly improved from that authorized in the current
bounding 1983 EIS.

ery truly yours,

O

c: Secretary Hazel O’Leary, Fax: 202-586-7644
Mr. Bob DeGrasse, Fax 202-586-8403

P Page 3
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202-586-7644  Sec. Hazel O’Leary X
202-586-8403 Bob DeGrasse
301-903-9471 Dan Rhoads )= §

Dear Sec. O’Leary, Bob and Dan,

During the evening of our Pantex EA hearing for Interim Storage on December 6 here
in Amarilio, | promised Bob and Dan to put some ideas on paper. These having to do
with the broad acceptance of DoE activities throughout the panhandie area. The silent
majority is not silent becauss it is ill informed. It is well informed and well satisfied with
the progress you are making toward a safer, more effective nuclear materials
management program for our nation, and perhaps the world..

On Monday, you will receive signed copies of the enclosed Fax if you wish to include
these comments in the record of the EA briefing by the Dec. 20th deadline.

May God bless each of you and your families during this holy season. We pray that the
Christ child brings peace and joy to all of you and blessings to the work you are doing
for all of us.

Your many friends in Amarillo

Guyon éi:irs

-
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100 S. Philadelphia #2 Industrial Bivd.

P.O. Box 9358 P.O. Box 3332
Amarillo, Texas 79105-9358 Borger, Texas 75008-3332
R06-373-1746 806-274-7161

Budweiser Distributing Company

December 13, 1993

United States Department of Energy
Pantex Program Office, DP 6.2
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Sirs:

This letter is in regard to the recently released Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the Interim Storage of Plutonium Components
at the Pantex Nuclear Weapons Plant.

I personally support the Department of Energy and request that
the DoE rule a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) as a
result of the increased storage of plutonium. I have reviewed
the conclusions in the EA and support the findings of the expert
scientist as well as the interim storage of plutonium at the
Pantex Plant. I also appreciate that the DoE held the public
meeting here in my hometown on December 6, 1993 to further the
dissemination of information needed to make informed opinions
concerning these issues.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of my views on this-
subject.

Sincerely,

Dean Morrison
President - Budweiser Dist. Co.
Amarillo, Texas
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“Making friends is our business”



December 13, 1993

United States Department of Energy
Pantex Program Office, DP 6.2
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Reader:

| have reviewed and | support your recent draft copy of Environmental Assessment
(EA) for the Interim Storage of Plutonium Components at the Pantex Nuclear Weapons
~ Plant. Due to the findings in the above (EA) | request that you rule a *finding of no
sighificant impact (FONSI) as a result of the increased storage of plutonium

| appreciate DoE holding the public meseting in Amarillo, Texas on December 6, 1993 to
provide the public an avenue to become informed and involved in the process.

Smcerely,

Paul Harpolet/

Vice President
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“AMARILLO

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

December 15, 1993

United States Department of Energy
Pantex Program Office DP 6.2
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Sir:

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment for the Interim Storage of
Plutonium Components at the Pantex Nuclear Weapons Plant recently released by DOE.
| subsequently attended the December 6 Public Hearing regarding interim storage and
have otherwise continued to stay abreast of this subject as well as possible for a non-
scientific individual.

| am of the opinion that the Department of Energy has gone the long mile in
researching the interim storage issue and making the Department’s findings available to
the public. | am in agreement with the scientific findings published in the EA that
additional plutonium storage does not elevate any risks that are already present. Further,
I am perfectly comfortable with the present level of risk and believe they are well within
expectations of a prudent individual. | support the proposed expansion of interim storage
of plutonium at Pantex.

Our community appreciates the chance to participate with DOE in this decision
making process. You enjoy a high level of confidence in Amarillo.

Yours very truly,

P.0. BOX 9480 « AMARILLO. TX 79105
(806) 373-7800 - FAX (806) 373-3909






