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SCD46-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the Senator’ s support for the pit conversion fecility at
\ SRS. Asindicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit

conversion facility becausethe site has extensive experience with plutonium

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
SISOV b o810 SMALL BUSINESS.

Ani t mate processing, and the pit con_ve_rsio_n facility compl eme_nt_s existing missions
Lnited SLCs Sena and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and publicinput. DOE will announceitsdecisionsregarding
g:;g:fy";;b;ggﬂy“‘Chafds‘m facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the

1000 Independence Avenue, SW S:’D EI SROD

Washington, D.C 20585

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-1005

August 6, 1998

Dear Bill:

As you know, the Department of Energy Plutonium Disposition Program is one of our Nation’s
highest priority efforts to ensure national and international security. We should continue to provide
world leadership in nuclear non-proliferation and I commend your Department for its work on this
program.

The Savannah River Site (SRS) stands ready to accept all of the Plutonium Disposition missions and
in my opinion, should be the site of choice to accomplish these missions. The existing infrastructure,
experience, expertise, and demonstrated plutonium processing accomplishments are not found at any
other site under consideration for the Phitonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion phase. The
capabilities and advantages of SRS which resulted in its being selected as the preferred site for the
Mixed Oxide Fucl Fabrication and Immobilization phases of the disposition program should make
SRS the preferred site for Pit Disassembly and Conversion as well.

By consolidating all of the program phases at SRS, the taxpayers will save hundreds of millions of
dollars. Avoiding the cost of duplicating the existing SRS nuclear infrastructure at another site to
make that site capable of doing this work should be a major consideration in site seleetion.

This surrounding community fully supports SRS and the Plutonium Disposition Missions. To the
best of my knowledge, you will not find that level of support at any other site in the DOE complex.
Such local support is key to ensuring the complete and timely success of the of the Plutonium
Disposition Program.

1 believe that these and many other benefits strongly support SRS as the preferred site for Pit
Disassembly and Conversion. I look forward to working with you and the people in your
Dcpartment as the decision making process continuces.

Most respectfully,

Q'\‘N Cltles

Max Cleland
United States Senator
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CONFERENCE SECRETARY
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Representatives of the Department of Encrgy, guests and interested stakeholders: thank you for
the opportunity to submit comments in support of future missions at the Savannah River Site.

As you are well aware, Lhe Savannah River Site has played a key role in the security of our
Nation and world over the past fifty years. During this time, our Nation has called upon the
people and the community of the Central Savannah River Area to work efficiently and diligently
for the betterment of our Nation. Not only have these citizens taken this upon (hemselves, but
they have done so in a way that has made us all proud. I would like to take this opportunity to
commend the people of the Savannah River Site who have successfully fulfilled and
accomplished missions of the past, and will share in missions of the future.

T hope that by now, it is clear to DOE that the community support for the Savannah River Site is
second to none within the DOE Complex. We are proud of this support and trust that you will
weigh it heavily in your upcoming decision making process on Plutonium Pit Disassembly and
Conversion.

Looking toward the future, we must continue to locate viable options for the Site. I {ound it only
fitting that you selected SRS as the preferred site for the Mixed Oxide Fuel Facility and the

Immobilization Process, but was not surprised. SRS has produced plutonium for the Department
of Energy from its conceplion, and it is clear that SRS has the infrastructure and demonstrated 1
experience and expertise to ensure the success of these missions.

With these same attributes and qualifications, SRS stands ready to accept the Plulonium Pit
Disassembly and Conversion mission. Consolidation of all three missions of the ’lutonium
Disposition Program at SRS will save taxpayers of our Nation hundreds of millions of dollars in
capital and operating costs.

Also, let us not forget the fact that SRS has the people that can fulfill this mission. A well
trained and knowledgeable work force has been established at this site. 'Lhis work force will
meet or exceed any safety or elliciency standard.

I continuing our obligation to maintain national sceurity for the people of the United States, it is
imperative that we move forward with the Pit Disassembly and Conversion mission. 1look
forward to working with the Savannah River Site, the Department of Energy, and of course, the
citizens of (he areu, (o help establish this mission for the Site with the least amount of
environmental impact.

1 thank you for the opportunity to submil comments during this important program and site
selection process.

SCD52-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’ s support for the pit conversion fecility at
SRS. Asindicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit
conversion facility becausethe site has extensive experience with plutonium
processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and publicinput. DOE will announceitsdecisionsregarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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Representatives of the Department of Energy, gucsts and interested stakeholders; thank you for
the opportunity to submit comments to the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Envi [ Impact
Statement of the Department of Energy at the Savannah River Site.

As you are well aware, the Savannah River Site has played a key role in the security of our
Nation and world over the past fifty years. During this time, our Nation has called upon the
people and the Community of the Central Savannah River Area to work efficiently and diligeatly
for the betterment of our nation. Net only have thesc citizens taken this upon themselves, but
they have done so in a way that has made us all proud. I would like to take this opportunity to
commend the people of the Savanuah River Site who have successfully fulfilled and
accomplished missions of the past and will sharc in missions of the future.

Looking toward the future, we must continue to locate viable options for the Site. One mission is
Plutonium Disposition. { find it only fitting that we consider the Savannah River Site for this
mission, as it was SRS who produced plutoniumn for the Department of Encrgy from. its

ption. It is my und Jing that the Department of Energy is currently examining two
possible methods of plutonium disposition at SRS, Mixed Oxide Fuel (MOX) fabrication and
immobilization. I have been informed that both of these mcthods may require some purification
of plutonium before they can be stored in their final form, and that SRS is the only Department
of Energy site that can purify any significant quantity of these materials, If this is so, and as we 1
in Congress continue to work to balance our Nation’s budget, it appears that by sclecting SRS the
Department could save our country from unnecessary expenditures.

Furthermore, the current infrastructure at SRS would allow for these missions to be put in place
with relative ease. The Site currently works on immobilization of spent nuclear fuel at jts
Defense Waste Processing Facility, and has facilities that could be made available for MOX fuel
fabrication. By already having the infrastructure in place to accomplish this mission, SRS is one
step ahead of its competitors.

Also, let us not forget the fact that SRS has the people that can fulfill this mission. A well trained
and knowledgeable work force has been established at this site. This work force will meet or
exceed any safety or efficiency standard.

In inuing our obligation to maintai ional security for the people of the Untied States, it is
imperative that we move forward in the disposition of ecrtain amounts of plutonium. { look
forward to working with the Savannah River Sitc, the Department of Energy, and of course, the
citizens of the erea, to help establish this mission for the Site with the least amount of
environmental impact.

T thank you for the opportunity to submit comments during this meeting.

SCD106

SCD106-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutoniumdispositionfacilitiesat SRS. Asindicated intherevised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experiencewith plutonium processing, and thesefacilitiescomplement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplusplutonium disposition program at SRSwill be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and publicinput. DOE will announceitsdecisionsregarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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August 13, 1998

The Honorable Rill Richardson
Secretary

United States Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Secretary:

As you know, the citizens of the Central Savannah River Area take great pride in
their association with the Savannah River Site (SRS). Unlike other field sites across the
country, the support for future missions at SRS is unquestionable

One such mission is plutonium disposition. Over the next several months, as you
weigh all the options for siting this mission, I ask that you consider the following issues:

1. Infrastructure: the infrastructure at SRS would allow the dual-track
approach of plutonium disposition to proceed with relative ease.
Currently, the site works on immobilization of spent nuclear fuel at its
Defense Waste Processing Facility. It also has facilities that would be
made available for Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel Fabrication;

2. Workforce: SRS already has the qualified workforce that is needed to
fulfill this mission. A well-trained and knowledgeable workforce will
meet or exceed any safety or efficiency standard needed to fulfill the
requirements of this mission; and,

3. Community Support: Through resolutions and letters of support
from community leaders and citizens in both Georgia and South
Carolina, it is clear that the Central Savannah River Area is eager to
continue to lead the country toward meeting its obligation of
maintaining the national security for the people of the United States.

‘While I applaud DOE’s selection of SRS as the preferred site for the MOX and
immobilization elements of this program, it is my understanding that consolidation of all
three elements of the Plutonium Disposition Program at SRS would result in significant
cost savings. It is also the most expeditious path to achieving the program objectives.
The potential for hundreds of millions of dollars of savings to the taxpayers is something
we must monitor and insist upon as the decision process evolves.

The Honorable Bill Richardson

SCD17

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER

SCD17-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledgesthe Congressman’ ssupport for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS. Asindicated intherevised Section 1.6, SRSispreferred for
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complementsexisting
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Although existing
facilities and processes at SRS could support the pit disassembly and
conversion process, a new facility would be built. However, supporting
infrastructure and complementary missions would be used to the extent
possible. Further, asnoted by the Congressman, SRS hasawell trained and
knowledgeabl e workforce and wide community support.

Because thiscomment relates directly to the cost analysisreport, it hasbeen
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. The Plutonium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which coversrecent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred aternative, is available on the
MD Web site at http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at
thefollowing locations: Hanford, INEEL , Pantex, SRSand Washington, D.C.
Decigonson the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRSwill be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announceits
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
dispogitioninthe SPD EISROD.
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One concern I do have with the Environmental Impact Statement (E1S) for the
program is that it does not adequately address the existing facilities and processes at SRS
— especially in the conversion of the plutonium pits to the oxide needed for MOX fuel or 1
immobilization. Therefore, I encourage you to review this issue before the final decisions
are made on pit disassembly and conversion.

Mr. Secretary, SRS has been a vital part of our community and a vital link to our
nation’s national security for over 40 years. Therefore, it is my hope that you will rely on
this valuable resource as you site the plutonium disposition, as well as future DOE
missions, throughout the remainder of your tenure at DOE.

Finally, I would personally like to invite you to visit the Site over the next few
months as you adapt to your new role as the Secretary of Energy. Ilook forward to
continuing our relationship on energy issues that began when we both served together on
the House Comunerce Committee.

Sincerely,

QoS

Charlie Norwood
Member of Congress
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Plutonium Disposition Talking Points
The Honorable Charlie Norwood
August 13, 1998

¢ In the Department of Energy Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement issued in July 1998,
DOE states a preference for locating immobilization and
MOX fuel fabrication facilities at SRS. DOE also states
a preference for a pit disassembly and conversion
facility to be located at either SRS or Pantex in
Amarillo, TX.

® SRS is the clear choice for all three disposition
activities (immobilization, MOX, and pit disassembly and
conversion) for technical and financial reasons. SRS has
the supporting infrastructure, trained personnel, and a
long history of safe operations.

e SRS is unique from all the other DOE field sites in that
it has the unanimous support of the local community,
state government, and local congressmen and senators.

s SRS has over 40 years of experience of receiving,
handling, storing, dissolving, purifying, converting, 1
stabilizing, packaging, monitoring, and shipping
plutonium in various forms. The Defense Waste Processing
Facility at SRS is a proven immobilization facility. The
Pantex site in Texas only has experience in the
disassembly and storage of sealed plutonium weapons
components.

e DOE’'s own cost estimates cite that it is $60 million
cheaper to build a pit disassembly and conversion
facility at SRS than at Pantex. If politics didn’t play
a role here, this decision would be a no-brainer.

e DOE has failed to accurately reflect the cost savings of
locating all three disposition activities at SRS, causing
Senator Thurmond to request a GAO study a couple of weeks
ago. This review ought to confirm the advantages of
locating pit disassembly and conversion at SRS and
hopefully provide a comprehensive cost savings to perform
all of the work at SRS.
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HoNoraABLE CHARLIE NorwooD, GEORGIA
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SCD76-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilitiesat SRS. Asindicated intherevised
. DISTRICT OFFICES . . gy .
oo @i&fg;n i?gm'?ﬂh 1006 Cousr o St e Section 1.6, SRSis preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has
e e et . Georgia £706) 733-7065 . B . A . .
EOUCATOUAD TEWORORCE ¢ ot the nited States 015 seron et toom extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
S oot of Represertatives e oS complement existing missionsand take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Sronats o™ 1707 Langtmorth Tiuilding 1214550373 Decisionson the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRSwill be based
Washington, BE 20515 . . . .
(202) 2254101 on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
e 25 1957 nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announceiits
The Honorable Federico Pena decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
Unitd Sutes Depariment of Eacrgy dispositioninthe SPD EISROD.
‘Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Secretary:

As you know, the citizens of the Central Savannah River Area take great pride in their
association with the Savannah River Site (SRS). Unlike other field sites across the country, the
support for future missions at SRS is unquestionable.

One such mission is plutonium disposition. Within the next year, as you weigh all the
options for siting this mission, I ask that you consider the following issues:

1. Inirastructure: the infrastructure at SRS would allow the dual-track
h of plutonium disposition to proceed with relative ease. Curreatly,
the site works on immobilization of nuclear waste at its Defense Waste
Processing Facility. It also has facilities that could be made available for
Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel Fabrication;

2. Waorkforce: SRS already has the qualified workforce that is needed to fulfill 1
this mission. A well-trained and knowledgeable workforce will meet or exceed
any safety or efficiency standard needed to fulfill the requirements of this
mission; and,

3. Community Support: Through resolutions and letters of support from
community leaders and citizens in both Georgia and South Carolina, it is clear
that the Central Savannah River Area is eager to continue to lead the country
toward meeting its obligation of maintaining the national security for the
people of the United States.

Mr. Secretary, SRS has been a vital part of our community and a vital fink to our nation’s
national security for over 40 years. Therefore, it is my hope that you will rely on this valuable
Tesource as you site the plutonium disposition, as well as future DOE missions, throughout the
remainder of vour tenure at DOE.

Sincerely,

Qo=

Charlie Norwood
Member of Congress

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAFER
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Mr. Howard R. Canter

Acting Dircetor

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026

re: Comments on the Surplus Platonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statenent
Dear Mr. Canter:

[ want to thank the U.S. Depariment of Energy for holding this hearing in Oregon and for
recopnizing that Oregorians are significantly affected by actions at Hanford. T support the
Secretary’s decision in the SPD DELS not to use any facilities at Hanford for mixed oxide fuel
fabrication or fuel production. This decision should be maintained and affirmed in the Final EIS.

While 1 have grave misgivings about any use of mixed oxide fuel in nuclear reactors to
disposc of surplus plutonium, 1 applawd the Secretary’s recognition that Hanford’s efforts must
be focused on cleanup of its existing nuclear weapons wastes. The DELS rightly recognizes that
new missions that would create more waste at Hanford or contaminate buildings or facllities that
have not previously been contaminated must not be allowed to oceur.

| understand that the scope of the SPD DEIS does not address where mixed oxide fuel
would be burned ance it is fabricated and that the Department of Energy will address that issuc
iin a separate proceeding. Nevertheless, let me make it clear that the same logic that has
compelled the Secretary to conclude that mixed oxide fuel should not be made at Hanlord should
alsp govern his decision regarding the site for burning mixed oxide fuel. Burning mixed oxide
fuel at Hanford would create more waste and complicate (he ongoing cleanup effort.

IIanford must have one mission and only one mission: 1o clcan up the cnormous amount
of nuclear waste that already cxists at the site. Hanford presents a threat to the people of Oregon
and Washinglon, [ have previousty introduced legislation to make Hanford and other federal
facilities comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act. I will continue (o work to make
sure that the threat Hanford presents to the people of the Northwest is contained and safely
cleaned up.

Sinccrely,

f

PLEASE RESFOND TO:

13 2134 Bevnunn House OFc. BinG.
Wasncicc. UG 30515-3704

8 g ] 181 Wi 11 T AVE. HADU
Eugtn, OF §401-2048
i) 1541} A85-8732

1 500-344-9603

I 1 126 W. Cennat Ave,
— Congregs of the United States
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ., 4EAT) 289 2609
Bouse of Wepresentatives O, roumee
(841} 440-3523
August 18, 1998 [ Peter.DaFazio@mail. houss.aov

PETER DefAZIO ORDO04
s sTATIoNERY Sibenshon pibflongress ntoYCLED FIBERS

ORDO04-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowl edgesthe Congressman’ soppositionto siting the M OX facility
at Hanford and the MOX approach. DOE believes that Hanford' s efforts
should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. The
importance of cleanup a Hanford wastaken into consideration inidentifying
preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities. However, no
decision has been made, and DOE will continue to consider Hanford for
surplus plutonium disposition or other programsthat are compatiblewith the
Hanford mission.

ORDO04-2 MOXRFP

AsdatedinthisSPD EIS, theirradiation of MOX fue would occur at domestic,
commercia reactors. DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire
MOX fuel fabrication andirradiation services. Asaresult of thisprocurement
process, DOE identified the reactors proposed to irradiate MOX fudl, the
Catawba, McGuire, and North Annanuclear stations, as part of the proposed
action in this EIS. Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential
environmental impacts of operating the selected reactors. Hanford isnot a
preferred sitefor either MOX fud fabrication or irradiation.
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STATEMENT: HEARING with US DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, Portland, OR
REGARDING SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION
August 18, 1998

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today. Tonight you
will hear testimony from scientists, grassroots organizations and
concerned citizens. It is essential that public participation
remain an intregal part of decisions of the magnitude we are here
today to discuss.

Hanford remains the most contaminated nuclear dump in the nation.
Perched on the banks of the Columbia River it is the site with the
greatest potential for disaster.

While I firmly support the reduction of the United States'®
stockpile of nuclear warheads, Hanford is not the site where the
excess plutonium should be contained, let alone reprocessed into a
mixed oxide fuel. Making plutonium inte MOX ushers in a new era of
nuclear proliferation. It does not make econonmic sense,
environmental sense or humanitarian sense.

The only mission at Hanford should be containment and clean up and
never, never the creation of more toxic waste.

ELIZABETH FURSE
Member of Congress

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAFER

ORD10-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE agreeswith the Congresswoman that public participationisan integral
part of the decisionmaking process, and strivesto provide as many meansas
possiblefor obtaining publicinput and participation.

ORD10-2

DOE acknowledges the Congresswoman’ sopposition to Siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilitiesat Hanford and the MOX approach.
DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission. Theimportance of cleanup at Hanford was
takeninto considerationinidentifying preferred sitesfor surplus plutonium
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programsthat are compatiblewith the Hanford mission.

Alternatives

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fud. Theuseof U.S. surplusplutoniuminexistingcommercid reactors
does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical separation of
uranium, transuranic e ements[including plutonium], and fission products
from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uraniumto produce
new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fud is consstent with the
U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excessto national
security needsis never again used for nuclear weapons.
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Contact: John DeCrasta “wd 2) 2247730
Press Secretary For Y¥nnmnédiate Release

DoE Must Take Next Step at SRS

Washington, June 23, 1998—lna Wd@ﬂ\ﬁdﬁd&)fm Scemtacy.of Eaorgy) Frodeneo.
Pma,Sm_mrﬂruanhmmmd(RISC) Waammmﬁamw
wzm.s.sswnshunldgd.mdm‘dw: § gealp!mfofﬂmopaﬁqnxsa:h&wmmh

Si

Thurrmonid auttined hiz position in a deiégation letter he suthored pad bad delivered to Pena UL
afernoon, Specifically, Thmmdmdﬂm&ebwmmmwusmtbcn@nmd,hdmﬁngm

1o of thres sl plutonivm missions at the Savamnah River Site-thie Mixad-Oxide Fuel Fabriation
Fadiliry, and the plutonium immobifzstion mission. Plr disassombly is considered the thivd key feg o
the plutorium peoductisn mmwnandmmm\dmﬂmupemmu tclongs m South Carolina

*(2m pleased (he Dep b gtzed e unique expartis . eind worid class capabllities of
the Savannah River Site ta (akic on the Dep £ls now MO X ol ~ Gaid TH 4, “WeTmist
mmd.wimrg(hc ndzsnssunh[;.nﬁ “{:RSvsllnms‘m uﬁliubamrsuﬁpdl’u:

nisston. andIoeating this aperation i South Carnting will save the Amcricart mq::m:‘il £ bilfios.™

Thi Department of Encrgy has said that it is considering (wo locations for pit disassemibly, 09¢
in Texas snd the Savernah River Sive. Thurmeod said thet the Departmont of Energy will have e very
diffTeulr 1ask ir wakiog a compelling atgummt Ihat Texas i a belfer place (o lmLt this vitel plutonivm
mission,

"The Depmm:mcr ‘Energe’s palicy of'not introcucing plutonti o & site whers
plaontum doesa’t alcsady exist is 2 sound onc. Plusyium is not-a material w0 be handied by amateors
The skilled etmployees of (he Savaonch River StisTiave been competently and safely: working with
plutonium for years, It simply doesn’t make ceonamic or tachnioal sense (s conduct pit disassembly
anywhere oot Savannzh River,™ said Thurmond. “The Sacility in Texas has never processed
plutanium, they donol have 2 work foree of individuals trained in how w process pluumxmn axides 0F
solutions. Further. it does Rot make sense ta split up the plutsaium production missioas and pocreate the
complex and castly infrasinuclun: necessary to handlc plulomum safele, [ s v hope that the
departrient will soon decide to site the pit dissssembly mission 2t the Savannah River Sits, aloug with
MOX fuct ebrication and immebilization activities.”

A capy of Thismands delegation [eiter fllows dis release,

SCD77-1

DOE acknowledgesthe Senators and Congressmen’ ssupport for siting the
proposed surplus plutonium dispositionfacilitiesat SRS. Asindicatedinthe
revised Section 1.6, SRSis preferred for the proposed facilities because the
stehasextensive experience with plutonium processing, and thesefacilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Decisonson the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRSwill be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announceits
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
dispositioninthe SPD EISROD.

Alternatives
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STRON THURMOND O s e aeons
comurress Winived States Swmate
ALY STRANEE, CHATIAT WASHINGTON, DC 286510-4901
VTRR RS AR June 23, 1098

The Honorable Frederice ¥, PeBia
Secretary

Depaxtwent of -Enerygy

Porrestal Building

1800 Independsnce Zvenue, F.0.
washington, BC 20583

Dear Becretary baflas

We commend your decision to lacate the NMixed-Owide Fuel
Fabrication Facllity at the Savennab River Sitc (SRS). ¥e agree
that SRS is the best gite te take on this new mission; however, a
crucisl decision ie gtill forthcomimy regurding the final
component of the Plukonium Disposition Program: pit disagesmbly
and conversion. It ig our firm belief thar SRZ is the right
location for this miceion and should be designated the
cupsslicated piutoniom disposition site.

SRS has hesn safely and efficicatly bandiing plutonium
materisls since the 1950*p., In 1997 DOF Yelerred to SRS as "a
plutoptun-competent site with the mogh moderp woate-of-—the-ark

torage and pro g facilities. sud & esite with the aniy

Large-scals chemfesd sepaxativy and seing

cspability in the pOE copplex. Further, in the 1926:Final
Programmatic pavironmentel Tmpact Scakement for Stockplile
Stewardship and Management regarding Fit Manufagturing at Yantex,
DOE stated, "Plutemivm wonld not be introduced finke B Site that
does pot currently bave a pletoniom infrastrudetre because of the
bigh cost of new plutenium facilities and the complexity of 1
introducing plutoniits operations inbto gites without current
phitohiun capakilitiec.”

¥e believe the policy of only infuoducihg plotopium into &
site with extengive plubunium handling experience ir wvalid apd
correct. Further, we believe this policy should apply to pit”
disassepbly and convirsion as it has for pit menvfasturing.
Selecting SRS av the site for this program will veaffirm the
administration*s pesition on this matter. Aside LTom.belng
envirommentally sound, the decision to consolidate the entirve
Plutonium Dispasition Progrem makes economic sense as well.
Siting the three camponents of this program. at SRS will reselt ik
ovey $1.6 billiob of cost savings to the American Daxpayer.
taking into comsideration both capital apd life cyele costs. The
Depariment racently announced the intention To move to single
copplex-wide integrating contracts as part of an sffort to
increass efficiency. This concept should apply te the Materials
bisposition Pragram, Selecting a single site and single .
caprgactor for all Plubopivm nisposition Missions will result in
gresber efficiency.

SCD77
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Pace 3 oF 3

will result in greater efficiency.

We are aware thet the hepartment is coneidering proces.,.g
multipls waste products from other sites at SRS prier to their
ulrimate Yestination at a national repesitery, which we hope will
be gited and aopen to receive waste materials on schedule. If DOE
seeks ceoperation from the peopls cof South Carolinma in this
effort, then iy is vital that attenticn be given to ouxr concerns 1
suer futurxe missions abt SRS. )

Selecting SRS to take on the Plutoniim Disposition Mission
is the right decision for DOE and cur Nation. SRS has the
traincd persennel, techuclogical infrastructure, and communlity
support to accept this mission. No other cite can make such a
claim. We firmly beliave that the entirs Plutoafum Dicposition
Program should be sited at SRS. Selecting any olher site would
be castly, technically risky, and short“sighted.

With kindést regerds and best wighes,

Sincerely,

Strom Thurmond
United States Senztor

James E. €iyburm Bob Inglis

(heber of Congress Member of Congress

€ H&%i S%forg
Hembersef Congress

Menber of .Congress
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STROM THURMOND PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE
$0UTHCAROUNA UNITED STATES SENATE

conmmess NAnited States Senate

ARMED SERVICES, CHAIRMAN
JUOICIARY WASHINGTON, DT 205104001

VETERANS' aFFads
August 13, 1998

Mr. Greg Rudy

Manager

Savannah River Site

Post Office Box A

Aiken, South Carolina 29802

Dear Mr. Rudy:

1 regret that [ am unable to sitend 1oday s hearing, but | would like to submit this statement for
the recerd which outlines my support for the location of the pit disassembly mission at the Savannah
River Site (SRS},

There are many strony and convinging reasons why the Savannah River Site is unquestionably
the right choice te receive the entire plutonium disposition mission, not the least of which is that it is
simply the most logical place to task with this critical function, As you kinow, tw L
disposition missions are already assigned 1o the Savannah River SHE, and sending pit disassembly there
guarantees efficiency In both program management and in budgetary considerations. ) understand that
by some estimates, giving SRS the pi disassembly mission will save the government approximately $1.6

Hhon.

N

Furthermore. there is 1o location in the United States that has the infrastructure and highly
skilled workforce in place to handle this mission. Locating pit disassembly ot The Savannab River Site
mcans that the Department of Energy (DoE) will be able to capitalize on assets already found in South
Carolina. In an era wlien the Department of Energy is sceking ways to streamline its organization and o
operate more efficiently. it ¢ocs not make sense to split-up the plutonium disposition mission or to create
what will be redundant infrasteucture by building a pit disassembly facility at ancther DoE site. 1

Of course, public safely is an issue which must be taken into cousideration and is one that
exceeds all other considerations including budgetary savings. Plutonium is far too volatile a material to
be handled by individuals or facilities that have no experience in dealing with it. As you know, the
Savannah River Site has a longstanding and wel] earned reputation for safety. The men and women who
work at SRS have been safely and efficiently handling plutonium since the 1950's and there is no reason
for the Department of Energy to tutn anywhere other than to a proven commodity.

In various doeuments published by the Department of Energy. that agency has acknowledged the
suitability of the Savannah River Site for plutonium disposition missions. | refer vo 8 1997

Envirt I Tmpact § . the Department of Energy referred to SRS as “a plutonism-competent
site with the most modern, state-of-the-art storage and processing facilities, and . a site with the only
large-scale chemical separation and processing capability in the DoE complex.” In a 1996

Final Programmatic Environmental lmpact Statement far Stackpile Stewardship and Management
regarding Pit Manufacturing at Pantex, DoF stated, “Platonium would not be introduced into 2 site that
does nat eurrently have a plutonium infrastructure because of the high cost of new plutorium facilities
and the = ~mplexity of introducing plutonium operations into sites without gurrent plutariom

SCD44

SCD44-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutoniumdispositionfacilitiesat SRS. Asindicated intherevised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experiencewith plutonium processing, and thesefacilitiescomplement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplusplutonium disposition program at SRSwill be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and publicinput. DOE will announceitsdecisionsregarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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capabilities.

Simply put, there is no better place in the United States to locate pit disassembiy than the
Savannah River Site, 2 modern facility with 8 proven safety record, and capable of carrying out the
demanding requirements of plutonium disposition. This is an assessment with which officials at the
Department of Energy apree.

Mr. Rudy. though your superiors at the Department of Energy are already well aware of my
commitment to seeing pit disassembly being located at the Savannah River Site, | could not allow the
oppartunity 1o g0 “on the record™ ohe more time to pass. | appreciate your including my comments in
the proceedings of 1oday’s meeting.

‘With kindest regards and best wishes,

Sincerely, [

Strom Thurmond
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SCD16-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutoniumdispositionfacilitiesat SRS. Asindicated intherevised Section 1.6,

STATEMENT FOR PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT, STATEMENT -- NORTE AUGUSTA MEETING SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
f~z ‘,,,.7 ) )hﬁ%f 2 ex_pe_riencewith plutonium processing, and thesefacilitiescomplement existing

Good evemng, name is Maury Lane. I work e missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
Senator Hollings’' .#E8& and have been asked by the surplusplutonium disposition program at SRSwill be based on environmental

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and publicinput. DOE will announceitsdecisionsregarding

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
This is actually a extremely nice moment for me. As SPD EISROD.

Senator to convey his strong support for this new mission

for the Savannah River Site.

many know, before I started with Sen. Hollings I worked
for Westinghouse, specifically on ensuring that we had
enough federal appropriations to operate the site and to
work with the local community to find new missions for
the siteg

When I first I began at Westinghouse it was crystal
clear that the Savannah River Site had world-class
employees with wg;ﬁ;_cla.ss Skl]‘.‘]:s'«'m:.ih/ world-class
safety record. Let me tell you, .D%knows there Mg no
harder working, smarter, safer employees at any DOE site.

/

If Senator Hollings were here, he would say one thing

The Savannah River Site is the ONLY gite for the

Immobolizatio%s’. MOX Fuel and Pit Dissassemb and
’ ) ON L= )
Conversion,bec@gse there is no laedership that can do it

better' cheaper, safer and guicker than the SRS site.

Why is SRS the right choice? Because the community
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at SRS has assembled the safest and most capable work-
force in the department; the Site has the facilities and
infrastructure needed; it is the cheapest option
available, and, as you are seeing here today, it enjoys
the local community’s complete support.

DOE should know what everyone in Aiken already knows:
SRS has the safest and best trained workers in the DOE
complex. The site has been successfully handling
plutonium since it was created in the 1950s. DOE itsgelf
called SRS,~" a plutonium-competent siteywith the most
modern, state-of-the-art storage . and processing
facilities." 1

As a member of the Senate Energy and Water
Appropriations Subcommittee, Senator Hollings is keenly
aware of the great expense associated with handling
sensitive nuclear materials such as plutonium.

That 1is why we have been able to ensure that no
significant layoffs will occur in 1998 or 13933. In the

year 2000, we should be adding new‘jGEE‘WIEE-EE; new MOX

mission through the next five years. That 1is a great
change from the difficult times of down-sizing.

Sen. Hollings has told DOE officials time and time

again that it makes no sense to introduce plutonium into
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a site which does not have plutonium infrastructure or
plutoniums handling capabilities. To duplicate SRS's
experience, know-how, and plutonium handling facilities
would take years of work and cost millions of dollars.
This is a luxury DOE does not enjoy.

Senator Hollings not only believes it would be a
mistake, but DOE officials know too. In fact, DOE has
sald in the pastgﬁPlutonium (should) not be introduced
into a site that does not currently have a plutonium
infrastructure because of the high cost of new plutonium
facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium
operations into sites without current plutonium 1

vhudle.
capabilities."‘4 Senator Hollings agrees with this
conclusion. It should follow that the Pit Disgassembly
and Conversion Facility should not be built in a site
which does not have plutonium infrastructure. The risks

would be too great.

Further, it is estimated that consolidating all three
of the plutonium disposition components at SRS would save
taxpayers roughly $1.6 billion over the 1life of the
program. This is a savings we cannot ignore.

As I am sure DOE officials can see from this meeting,

the Aiken/Augusta community supports this site and
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supports the addition of all of the plutonium disposition
missions. When DOE brings these missions to South
Carolina, it will know the depth of this support and the
dedication of this community to DOE missions. In
addition, the South Carolina Congressional delegation has

the political will and power to secure these missions and

keep them fully funded. l I challenge DOE to find
political leadership any where else which is working as
hard as this delegation éc—aﬁ-eaéz]
\ -

The merits lie with SRS, but how do we ensure that
DOE sees these advantages? I know Senator Hollings has
pledged to do everything he can to "show DOE the light." 1
I was in the room on several occasions when Senator

Hollings called then Energy Secretary Pena to lobby for

SRS and the MOX Fuel mission.

The Senator made it clear that the Savannah River
Site was the only site for the MOX fuel facility. I know
the Secretary got tired of hearing from the Senator.

In fact, it was probably a great relief for Secretary

Pena when he called the Senator to tell him his—sricramant s

hed—Ppeerr TONVITct®g—~and that the MOX plant was coming to

$.C. I know Senator Hollings was grateful the Secretary
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saw it his way-

Now, Senator Hollings has more work to do. With the
new Secretary of Energy, Bill Richardson, the Senator has
more wearing down to do. In fact, Sen. Hollings has
already heated up the lines between his office and the
Secretary’s. I know the Senator has already contacted
the Secretary and has begun working to ensure Secretary
Richardson chooses SRS as the site of the Pit Disassembly

—

and Conversion Facility. There 1is no doubt Senator

Hollings will put all 32 years of his Washington
experience and his position as the senior Democrat on the
Energy and Water Appropriations Subcommittee to work as 1
he pushes DOE to do what is right and choose SRS as the

Consolidated Plutonium Disposition Site.

Everyone at DOE should know thisiThe Savannah River
Site has the capability to handle these missions in the
safest, most cost- effective, and most efficient manner;>
Locating all three components here should be a simple
decision, but simple decisions are not always made
easily. I ggeram sure Senator Hollings will make it his
business to show the Secretary and the Department of

Energy know just how easy this decision can be --

especially if SRS is chosen as the site.

S~—
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\ Speaking for Senator Hollings, I can tell you he
locks forward to working with DOE over the next several
months to make sure the Department sees the importance
and the wisdom of consolidating all three migsions here
at SRS. I thank the Aiken/Augusta community for their

outstanding support and hospitality and I thank you for

your attendance and support.
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LINDSEY GRAHAM BISTRICT DFACES:

EDUCATION AND THE
WORKFORCE COMMITTEE

NATIONAN SECUSITY COMMETTEE

Congress of the United States
Bouge of Representatives
Washington, BE 205154003

PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION AT SRS

I continue to support the Department of Energy’s current dual-track Plutonium Disposition plan. I must
reduce the risk of proliferation of these materials to rogue states or terrorist organizations and I must do this
in a responsible, cost-cffective manner. The people of the Central Savannah River Area (CSRA) want to be
part of the solution and I believe that Savannah River Site can and should play a vital role in disposing of this
excess material.

The Department of Energy has made the right decision in selecting SRS and its skilled experienced work
force as the MOX fuel fabrication site. Thope they continue to show that good judgement by selecting the
most qualified, least expensive altemative for pit disassembly and conversion, the Savannah River Site. As
I've said before, T have the huxury of having commen sense and cost on my side, but, unfortunatcly, that
doesn’t always carry the day in Washington. It is incumbent upon us to prove this to DOE.

Savannah River Site is the best atternative for pit disassembly and conversion for the following reasons:

- Consolidating the three constituent parts of MOX (disassembly, conversion, and fabrication) at a site
with existing plutonium infrastructure could save the Department and ultimatcly the taxpayers $1.6
billion.

> The unparalieled community support for this program throughout South Carolina and Georgia,
especially in the Aiken SC-Augusta GA area as evidenced by letters of support from Governor
Beasley, numerous resolutions passed by local governments, several letters of support from the entire 1
congressional delegation, and the appearance of s many Members of Congress here today.

3 SRS has unparalleled expertisc in dealing with plutonium and currently has the necessary plutonium
infrastructure in place, an infrastructure that Pantex does not have.

- In the September 1996 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile
Stewardship and Management, the department wisely and correctly decided not to introduce
plutonium oxide into a site that does not currently have a plutonium infrastructure.

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

Introduce plutonium into a site, like Pantex, that is already clean would create vet another
Environmental Management cleanup problem.

- South Carolina has long been a supporter of the Department of Energy programs dating back to the
Atomic Energy Commission and hopes to continue that relationship.

SCD49-1 Alternative

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’ s support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS. Asindicated intherevised Section 1.6, SRSis
preferred for the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility
complementsexisting missionsand takesadvantage of existinginfrastructure.
Decisonson the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRSwill be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announceits
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
dispogitioninthe SPD EISROD.
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SCD105-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilitiesat SRS. Asindicated intherevised
mommianill, Jappieny Section 1.6, SRSispreferred for the proposed facilities because the site has
m{;ﬁ% Congress of the Fnited States ::".;’“z.:; extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
e Bause of Representatines “gft‘ complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Taaspington, BE 205154003 =i Decigonson the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRSwill be based
June 18, 1997 on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, nationa policy and
Mo P Fios nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announceits
Manager decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
Sevama Bive Opeafions Office dispositioninthe SPD EIS ROD.
POBox A

Aiken, South Caroliha 25802
Dear Dr. Fiori:
Iregetthnlwﬂlnatbeabletopﬂsonaﬂymmdthcll S. Departmest of Energy (DOE)

d workshops however, I hape your workshops prove to be
pmducuvc and eduuttonal for those who participate.

1 feel Savannah River Site (SRS) is the logical site for the surplus plutonium disposition
mission. SRS possesses a dedicated workforce that is experienced in handhng plutonium
combined with modernized facilities, support i and ity support.

1 am very supportive of DOE’s proposed dusl track for plutonjum disposition. Pursing 1
both disposal options will give the U. S. the flexdbility to select the appropriate disposal
technology for the different grades of plutonium. The purity of the weapons-grade plutenium
mekes it well suited for use in mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel. Immobilizing other grades of phstonium
could be the best option for disposing of this particular material.

DPlease accept my best wishes for & successfil day of workshops and relay my sincerest
regrets that I am not abie to join you.

Sincerely, hd
Lindsey Q. Graham
Member of

LOG:rat

SCD105
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s o PHouse of Representatives Yoo
..... plstteby o
Pl June 19. 1997

Mr. Howard R. Canter

Acting Director

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
United States Department of Energy
Post Otfice Box 23786

‘Washingten, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Canter:
Twould hke to commcnd the Office of Flssdc Matcnals stposmon for h.avmg public
i posed “Surplus Pl Disp Impact
Statement” (SPD E[S) These forums pmvxdc a valuabl y for d citizens to

have input into the decision making process in this i unpanam mam:r It is a pleasure for me to
join those who are commenting on the capabilitics of the Savannah River Site for conducting the
United States Department of Energy stplus plutonium disposition mission.

The Savannah River Site is ideally suxlzd for the surplus plutonium disposition mission.
It the only operating large-scale pl ing facilities in the United States,
and it has a work force that is cxpcnenced in the handling of plutonium. Tt also conducts the
only certified training program in our Countey for this specialized work. Reounly, fnmhues at
the Savannah River Site, that would be utilized in performing the surplus pt
mission, have been modemized and, under ovemght from the Depamnent, as well as the
Defense Nuclear Facilitics Safety Board, the staff has completed a readiness review for g
those facilities. It is also my und ding that the S h River Site bas the best plutonium 1
hendling safety record of the Dopartment’s facilities.

Itis clear that the Savannah River Site has the ipiete range of that is
needed 1o camy out the proposed plutonium mission, as well as a highly skilied work force.
Additionally, there is strong support for this mission from the communities sumounding the Site.
1 urge the Department to give most carcful consideration w the exccllcm  capabilities of the
Savannah River Site for conducting the surplus p

Sincercly,

; FLOYD D.SPENCE

Member of Congress

STttt onnt o Co T ST o sscast Lswre s

concmmn s s OmaNGEBUmE, SC 7118 103 ESTL s€avvonT, 56 et UTON WEAD LMD EC TrE
i Basizo s mes s atn- 3137 - 7200 Pt

SCD107

SCD107-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilitiesat SRS. Asindicated intherevised
Section 1.6, SRSispreferred for the proposed facilities because the site has
extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Decisonson the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRSwill be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announceits
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
dispositioninthe SPD EISROD.
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STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN FLOYD D SPENCE
POR THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PUBLIC MEETING
ON THE SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT
THURSDAY, AUGUST 13, 1998
NORTH AUGUSTA COMMUNITY CENTER - NORTH AJJGUSTA, SOUTH CAROLIgA

@Lw‘-*’*"ﬁ%\f«-"m'&’d‘w chse o e

It is & pleasure for me to join those who are o ing today on the proposed sites for

conducting the United States Department of Energy surplus plutonium disposition mission. 1
would like to commend the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition for having five (5) public
mectings concerning the draft “Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmenial Impact Statement”
{(SPD EIB). These meetings provide a valuable opportunity for concemed citizens to have input

into the decision making process in this important matter.

As the Congressman for the Second District of South Carolina, I am proud to represent an
area of our State, which includes part of the Savannah River Site (SRS/Site), as well as counties
that are beavily impacted by the Site. Also, as the Clﬂngn of the House Committee on
National Sccurity, I am keenly aware of the crucial zole that the Plutonium Disposition Program

plays in our national security posture, which is of a high priority to the Congress.

The Department of Energy is currently assessing the capabilitics of two locations, the
SRS and the Pantex Plant, to catry out the first component of the Plutonfum Disposition
Program, that of pit disassembly and conversion. The Department is 1o be commended on the
eatlier decision to locate the Mixed-Oxide Fuel (MOX) Fabrication Facility atthe SRS and 1
would like to note at this point that, in the announcement of t_h_at decision, Former Secretary Pena
g A

¢ particulariy cimes-tee agsegs of the existing infragtructure and the expertise of the work foree in

. ]M“'Mof %Md‘%jﬁs.

SCD18

SCD18-1

DOE acknowledgesthe Congressman’ ssupport for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS. Asindicated intherevised Section 1.6, SRSispreferred for
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complementsexisting
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

Alternatives

Because thiscomment relates directly to the cost analysisreport, it hasbeen
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. The Plutonium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which coversrecent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred aternative, is available on the
MD Web site at http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at
thefollowing locations: Hanford, INEEL , Pantex, SRSand Washington, D.C.
Decigonson the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRSwill be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announceits
decisions regarding facility and approach to surplus plutonium disposition
intheSPD EISROD.
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the handling of plutonium-at-the-8RS. These assets are equally as important to pit disassembly

and conversion.

The SRS is ideally suited for the surplus plutonium disposition mission. It p the
gﬂy operating large-scale plutonium processing capabilities in the United States, and the
facilities that would be utilized in performing the surplus plutonium disposition mission have
been modernized recently. Also, under oversight from the Department and the Defense Nuglear
Facilities Safety Board, the highly skilled staff at the SRS has completed a readine___Mw for

the continued operations of those facilities.
g

Another significant factor to consider is that of safety. The SRS is acknowledged as the
safest Department of Energy site, with the best plutonjum handling safety record afsthe e_»!_‘bﬂ %
-ﬂu- Department's facilities. The Ametican public rago_gﬂzes that there are serious risks related to
the handling of plutonium. Therefore, it is vital that a specially trained and experienged work

force be entrusted with this responsibility, The SRS has such a work force.

Economy is also very important. In the Department's recent cost report, it is submitted
that locating the pit disassembly and conversion mission at the SRS would save taxpayers at

least $60 million. Futthermore, I have been advised that the potential savings could reach

$7135 million, using the +/- 40 percent factor. As a Member of Congress, who is striving to

achieve fiscal responsibility a&d to maintain a strong national defense, [ encourage the
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Department to recognize the impressive savings benefits that are associzted with locating this

mission at the SRS.

Ina joint letter to thap Secretary Pena, on June 23, 1998, the entite South Carolina

Congressional Delegation enthusiastically endorsed the location of the pit disassembly and
conversion mission of the SRS. Additionally, there is strong support for this mission from the

communities surrounding the Site, as well as throughout the Pelmetes-Srate. gJS SN

In conclusion, it ig clear that the SRS has the complete range of infrastructurc and a
highly skilled work force to theet the needs of the pit disassembly and conversion mission. Also,

the SRS hes an outstanding recotd of safely and efficiently handling plutonjum, since the 1950's.

In making a final decision in this matter, I urge the Dy 1t to carefully

Sum . .
impresgive capabilities of the SRS. The SEB:EES&as well a5 the associated comments that have S
been obtained througs this series of public mestings, should serve the Depariment well in this

regarda As in the agsessment that led to the Department’s decision ta locate the MOX, Facility at

the SRS, T am convineed that, when completely evaluated on i1s merits, the SRS is the logical

choice to be the site for the pit disassembly and conversion mission. Thank you for providing

me with this opportustity to nddress this issue taday,

Bl £ ol
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UNITED STATES SENATE, HONORABLE KAY BAILEY HUTCHINSON AND
HonNoraBLE PHIL GRAMM, TEXAS

WASHINGTON, OC 20510-4304

August 11, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SPD EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Attention: Mr. Bert Stevenson, NEPA Compliance Officer

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

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Draft Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statement (SPD EIS).

First and foremost, any current and future functions at Pantex must be conducted in a safe and
environmentally sound manner. Our first priority is to ensure that expansion at Pantex does not
impair the health or safety of area residents or have an adverse effect on the environment. This
must be a prerequisite to any current or future activities at Pantex.

‘We are aware that DOE has selected the Savannah River Site (SRS) as the preferred alternative
for the MOX fuel fabrication facility and is considering SRS, along with Pantex, as the location
for the disassembly/conversion mission. We do not understand DOE’s decision to site the MOX
facility at SRS, since Pantex remains the best and most cost-effective site for that mission.

However, with regard to the proposed plutonium disposition actions and alternatives discussed
by the DOE in the SPD EIS, we are concerned that locating the conversion mission at a site
other than Pantex would unnecessarily increase any safety hazards of dealing with plutonium.

Such a decision would also ignore the facts that make Pantex the most economically rational site.

Pantex is uniquely suited to assume this new function. Pantex currently safeguards more than
8,000 surplus pits and has a long history of effectively and safely handling and securing pits and
the related infrastructure. Furthermore, given the current weapons disassembly and storage
functions at Pantex, disassembly and conversion of the pits already located there is consistent
with the historic mission of the plant.

Web=http:jjwww.senate.govi-hutchison/
Internet=senator@hutchison.senate.gov
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TXD52-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
DOE acknowledges the Senators' support for siting the pit conversion and
MOX fecilitiesat Pantex. The environmental impactsof siting the proposed
KAY BAILEY HLTCHON oo surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex are summarized in
Wnited States Senate Section 2.18.1 and analyzed in various sections in Chapter 4 of Volumell.

The anayses show that such action would not have a mgjor effect on the
health, safety, and environmental resourcesinthe Amarillo area.

TXD52-2 Alternatives

Asindicatedin Section 1.6, SRSispreferred for theMOX and pit conversion
facilities because these activities complement existing missions and take
advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise. Inaddition, SRShas
extensive experience with plutonium processing. Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announceitsdecisionsregarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.

TXD52-3 Alternatives

In determining its preference, DOE also considered the transportation
requirementsfor each aternative, including the shipment of surplusplutonium
both intheform of pits (Alternative 3) and plutonium dioxide (Alternative 5)
from Pantex to SRS. The transportation risks and costs would be dightly
higher for Alternative 3 because the required number of SST/SGT shipments
are higher for pits than plutonium dioxide. The radiological risk for both
aternatives is about the same. All the candidate sites were considered to
have adequate safeguards and security systems in place, as well as the
capability to perform the necessary radiation monitoring and dosimetry.

Although cost will be afactor in the decisionmaking process, thisSPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with thevariousaternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/M D-0009, July 1998), which andyzesthe Ste-specific cost
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estimatesfor each alternative, was made available around the sametime as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
Th ber of other budget: d poli hy DOE should site di iti H H :
ﬁmii?ozea? l;]aul:zaxe.r ;ir;, glrle tl; lgtes ?:)}\,Jv::‘ lal}j(?rlzgs:: a;xf; Sut‘iYitz rates, Zs()\:»'lell leeitslzgzsdﬁ NOVGT]bH 1999)’ Whl Ch covers recent |If6-0yC|e cost md y% assocl ataj
water and land availability, Pantex clearly is more cost-effective than SRS over the life of the with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
program. Second, transportation of plutonium in non-classified form (after disassembly and L K i B
conversion at Pantex) to the SRS is far preferable to the perils that would be incurred by http//WWWdoe-mdcom and in the publIC readi ng rooms at the followi ng
nn ily shipping plutonium i Wi -ready form. Third, Pantex has the . .
;lafe:;?s;:Zulzt;, ;’:d sgufveilla;c?cl:p;lbili?fsmt)s ;iia)r/mz::ate a;rexpa:;:()i( r;i. ;i::lcljls,sig gtes Ha’]fOI’d, I NEEL, Pa"]tex, SRS, md Wm’“ ngton, DC

Pantex plant enjoys unparalleled public and congressional support for new missions and could
provide them at the lowest cost to the taxpayer.

In summary, we strongly believe that Pantex should be selected for the pit di bly and
conversion facility as soon as possible so that our country and DOE’s plutonium disposition
mission in general can benefit from Pantex’s cost, safety, and productivity record. There is not
another facility in the world that can perform this mission at the same caliber of Pantex.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this decision-making process.

Sincerely,
;;gIL GR-A:‘ 35 g; BAILEY %; CHISON
United States Senator United States Senator
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