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DOE Plutonium Disposition Public Meeting
Thursday, 8/13/98
'W. Barry Adams

Ladies and gentlemen, my name is Barry Adams. I am a banker, a life long resident of the CSRA,
a board member of the Aiken Chamber of Commerce, and a concerned citizen.

Please know that I cannot testify to you today due to my understanding of nuclear technology
and, in particular, my knowledge of plutonium disposition. While not beyond my interest these
are subjects that I will never even pretend to understand.

I am positive though, that a number of specialists and engineers have and will present to you very
qualified testimonies of why SRS is technically the best choice for the complete plutonium
disposition mission.

Neither can I testify to you today concerning the economic issues involved in your selection
process. The budgets involved are far more complex that the budgets with which I deal. Just as
from the technical aspect however, I am positive that you have and will hear compelling
arguments as to why the selection of SRS is the best choice for the pit assembly and conversion
mission and will save taxpayers billions of dollars.

But I can testify to you today of the confidence that I and my family have in the scientists,
engineers, technicians, accountants, and managers that operate SRS. And I will tell you publicly
that we believe that there is no finer or better qualified group of men and women in the world to
accept and successfully carry out this mission than these proven professionals.

This simple opinion, one that is shared throughout the CSRA, could be the most critical of all of
the factors that will influence your decision. While it is true that SRS is the technical and
financial leader of any potential site, it is also true that there is no other location in the United
States where common citizens, such as me, have such faith and trust in the abilities of the
operators of 2 DOE site. The communities of the CSRA overwhelmingly support SRS and its
missions and this unprecedented community support has not, will not, and cannot be duplicated
anywhere.

I encourage you to give high value to the 40 plus years of support that SRS and DOE have
received from the citizens of South Carolina and Georgia and assign to SRS the pit disassembly
and conversion mission.

SCD03-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversio
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fdr
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existin
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 nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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ity of Aiken
Fost Qffice Bax 1177
South Carolina Aiken, SC. 29802

RESOLUTION
SUPPORTING THE TEMPORARY STORARGE OF
PLUTONTUX FOR THE PURPUSES OF PROCESSING AND VITRIFICATION

WHEREAS, the handling and disposition af excess weapons plutonium is of
grave concern to the national security of the United States;

WHERERS, plutonium reproceszing represents one of the most certain future
migsions of the United Statos Department of Energy for the next 20 or 30
years;

WHEREAS, the Savannah River Site has produced approximately 40% of all
1.5. weapons grade plutonium cver the past 45 years and has safely handled
plutonium and glove-box processing equipment with little or no adverse
impact on workers, the publie, or the environment;

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy and its racord of decision recognizes 1
the savannah River Site as "a plautonium competent aite with the most modercn,
state of the art storage and processing facilities...with the only remaining
larye-scale chemical separation and processing capability in the Department
of Energy complex®;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COURCIL OF THE CITY OF AXEKR THAT:

The City Council for the City of Aiken does endorse major plutonium missions
for the Savannah River Site, and urges the Department of Energy to designate
the Savannah River Site as its lead facility in plutonium management,
processing, and temporary storage.

ADOPTED this 24th day of February, 1997, at Aiken. South Carclina.
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SCD102

SCD102-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensi
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existin
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on th
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio

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

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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DOE Hearing-Plutonium Disposition
North Augusta, SC
8/13/98

Good afternoon. Mr./Ms. Chairman and Committee
Members, my name is Fred B. Cavanaugh, Jr. and
I’'m very fortunate to be Mayor of the City of Aiken.
As Mayor of Aiken, 'm proud to be representing our
city’s elected officials, staff and citizens when | tell
you that we support the Pit Disassembly and
Conversion mission at the Savannah River Site
(SRS).

As we know, SRS has been been selected as the
preferred site for Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel and
Immobilization missions because it has the expertise
and infrastructure needed to bring the disposition of
plutonium to successful completion.

The Savannah River Site, its dedicated employees,
and the people in the Central Savannah River Area
(CSRA) supported our nation’s Cold War efforts for
nearly fifty (50) years by helping to create our
country’s nuclear defenses. We are now prepared to
complete the job President Truman entrusted to us
so long ago...making our world a safer place to live.

When it comes to piutonium handling there is no
safer facility than SRS, and as far as community
support, there is no other site that enjoys as much
support as SRS. Year after year on our CSRA trips
(some 45 people strong) to visit our legislative
delegations and the DOE in Washington, we hear
DOE agree that SRS has the strongest community
support.

SCD48-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversio
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fdr
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existin
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 nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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putting the new production reactor at the Savannah
River Site. “I think we are the best location,” said
Georgia Democrat Sam Nunn, referring to SRS. “We
have the best people, we have the most
infrastructure to deal with it.”

1991 - Another article from the Augusta Herald
printed a statement from U.S. Representative Butler
Derrick, Dem.-S.C., saying, “ This is the friendtiest
place in the country to further development in
nuclear production. The peopie want it. The people
in the area feel comfortable with it. As the DOE
consolidates nuclear facilities, | think SRS will
become one of those consolidation sites.”

During the same time frame then Governor Campbell
of S.C. sent a letter to the Chief of Staff of President
George Bush stating, “l express my support for 1
locating the NWCRS at SRS. The SRS is the
optimum location for several reasons...” “All
ingredients for a successful relocation of the
NWCRS to SRS are in place. My office is ready and
willing to work closely with you to this end.” And the
S.C. Congressional Delegation unanimously
endorsed locating the NWCRS at SRS, stating, “The
objective of the National Defense Authorization Act
is to create Complex-21, a facility more compact,
less diverse, and less expensive to operate than the
complex of today. We feel these objectives will best
be achieved in a timely and cost efficient manner at
the Savannah River Site.”

These are but a few of the earlier endorsements of
the SRS, and it is quite obvious that the support
continues to be strong. As a more recent indication
F'd like to read the Resolution from the Aiken City
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Since moving to Aiken in 1953, I've seen the
community support grow. To show that we are not a
‘Johnny come lately’ when we talk about support, I'd
like to share just a few examples of support dating as
far back as 1980.

1980 - An Oak Ridge National Laboratory and Oak
Ridge Associated Universities poll was positive
toward SRS.

1987 - A joint resolution passed by the SC General
Assembly stated, “Be it resolved by the Senate, the
House of Representatives concurring, that the
U.S.Department of Energy is hereby requested to
designate its Savannah River Plant as the site for the
New Production Reactor.”

1988 - A University of South Carolina at Aiken
Survey Research Services poll was positive toward
SRS.

1990 - An editorial from the Aiken Standard
Newspaper stated, “While Savannah River has not
been free from environmental problems, it has
handied them expeditiously and has enjoyed friendly
relations with the surrounding communities, which
actively support its continued operation. As
taxpayers and citizens we believe SRS should
occupy a key position in the implementation of
Complex 21 ( this had to do with the Nuclear
Weapons Complex Reconfiguration initiative).

1991 - An article from the Augusta Herald stated,
“Nunn joins backers of the new reactor at SRS.”
Georgia’s senior U.S.Senator said that he favors
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Council on August 10th, 1998 (resolution attached
for the record).

In closing I’d just like to say that all we want is the
best for ouricountry and we think the best place for
the Pit Disassembly and Conversion mission to be
successful is the SRS.

Thank you,

Fred B. Cavanaugh
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RESOLUTION

SUPPORTING THE PIT DISASSEMBLY AND CONVERSION WISSION
BEING LOCATED AT SAVANNAH RIVER SITE

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

WHEREAS, the professional management team and employees of the savannah River Site have the proven
experience far continuing in this leadership role; and

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

WHEREAS, the location of the third element of the plutenium dispesition mission, pit disascembly
and conversion, is now being reviewsd by the Department of Emargy; and

WHEREAS, the Savannah River site is the only site being <onsidered with the on site experience of
processing plutonium and with the necessary infrastructure required for this critical mission;

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

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the citizens of Aiken are encouraged to attend the Department of
Energy's public meetings scheduled for Thursday, August 13, 1998, st 1:00 P.M. or 6:00 P.M. in the
North Augusta Community Center and to woice their suppart for locating the pit disassembly and
conversion mission at the Savannah River Site.

DONE, RATLFIED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and City Council of the ity of Aiken, South Carclina, on
this 10th doy of August, 1998.

L i

mMayor

Counc itmenber ) counci Lmenber

Councilmenber

City Manager - (803)642-7654 « Finance - (803)642-7600 » Legal/City Atlorney - (803)642-7654 « Planning - (803)642-7608
Public Safety - (803)642-7620 » Public Works - (803)642-7610 « Recreation - (803)642-7630 « FAX - (803)642-7646
hitp:/fwww.aiken.net

SCD48
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A
Rally for SRS mission

Today on Page 5A, you can
read the Amarillo, Texas,
newspaper’s call for residents
to show up at public hearings
to support new missions for
the Pantex nuclear weapons
plant. Despite what the edito-
rial says, these missions are
clearly better suited for the
Savannah River Site.

" The Department of Energy
has already chosen SRS as the
preferred site to convert waste
plutonium into mixed oxide
fuel (MOX) to power commer-
cial nuclear reactors or into a
form suitable for disposal in
high-level waste cannisters.
The plutonium disposition
project, which the Amarillo
editorial addresses, goes hand-
in-glove with missions the
DOE is already recommend-
ing for SRS. Locating it in Am-

arillo might be great for the
economy there — but a net

loss for national _taxpayers
who would save millions 1t
SRS hosts all three projects.

The expensive basic infra-
structure for this work already
exists at the Aiken area
plantbut would have to be built
from scratch at Pantex.

But, as noted before in this
space, politics, not common
sense or taxpayer savings, will
decide where the pit disassem-
bly project goes.

This is why it’s important
for people on both sides of the
Savannah River to rally be-
hind SRS in DOE-sponsored
public hearings slated today at
1 and 6 p.m. at the North Au-
gusta Community Center on
the corner of East Buena Vista
Avenue and Brookside Drive.
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DOE PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION
PUBLIC MEETING
August 13, 1998
North Augusta, SC Community Center

Statement by. Teresa H. Haas
Chairperson, Aiken, SC Chamber of Commerce
Board of Directors

+« My name is Teresa Haas and | am Chairperson of the Aiken
Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors.

o During the public meeting at Pantex, We understand that you
heard a great deal of SRS bashing.

 We don't do business that way and prefer to take the high road.

o We'll focus our comments on the reasons why this mission
should be located at SRS.

e We are here in behalf of 5 Chambers of Commerce from SC &
GA.

e Collectively we represent over 3000 businesses and some 1/2
million people.

« This past April, over 50 individuals and elected officials from our
Chambers of Commerce traveled to Washington. .

¢ We were pleased to meet w/Secretary Pefa, Deputy Secretary
Moler, and other DOE officials to discuss several issues
pertaining to the Savannah River Site.

s The Plutonium Disposition Mission, and in particular, the Pit
Disassembly and Conversion component, was a primary topic of
our discussion with the Secretary.
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« As we stated then, we strongly support the location of this
mission at SRS. The Board of Directors of these Chambers have
passed numerous resolutions supporting the Pit Disassembly and
Conversion mission at SRS.

o Our support for this particular mission is based upon several
reasons:

1) SRS’ unique expertise and experience in handling
plutonium;

2) SRS’ unmatched safety record in the DOE Complex; and,

3) From a business standpoint, we are highly interested in
saving dollars for the taxpayers of this country.

* We understand there is a cost savings of at least $60 million by

locating Pit Disassembly and Conversion at SRS. By our
standards, that’s a lot of money.

¢ Simply stated, SRS has demonsirated its technical and human
resource leadership. That expertise combined with unequaled
regional support from 2 states is a powerful combination which
can benefit DOE in addressing critical, non-proliferation, material
disposition, clean-up and national security challenges for our
nation.

SCD36-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversior
facility at SRS. DOE believes that all the candidate sites are suitable from g
operational, community support, and safety standpoint. As indicated in th
revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because t
site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilitig

complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based or
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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400 Laurens Struat. Nortwast « F.C. Box 892 « Alkan, Scuth Caruna 20807
( (503} 8a1-1411 + FAX {802) FL3-4174

REGQLUTTON

WHEREAS the handling and Jdisposition of eXcess weapons
plutonium is of grave concern to the natiopal security of the
United States; and

WHEREAS plutonium disposition represents one of the npost
certain future missions of the DOE for the next 20 to 30 years;
and :

WEEREAS the Department of Energy baa decided to pursue a dual
path for plutonium dispositlon and bas pamed the Savannah River
8ite as a candidate gite for both options; and

WEEREAE the Savannmah River Site has produced approximately 40
percent of all US weapons grade plutonium cver the last 45 years
and bhas safely handled plutcnium in glovebox processing equipment
with no adverse impact en workers, the public or the envivropment;
and -

WHEREAS the Departmsnt of Energy in its Rscord of Decision
recognizes the Savannah River gite a8 "z plutonium competent site
with the mosc modern, state-of-the-art storsge and processing
facilities...with the only zremaining large-scale chemical
separation and processing capability in the DOE complex®, and

WHEREAS the regional community in the Central Savannah River
Area (CSRA) of BSouth Carelina and Georgla strongly supports
continued plutonium mnimsions for the Department of Energy‘s
Savannah River Sitae; .

MNOW BE I'T RESOLVED that the Aiken Chamber of Commexce strongly
endorses major plutonium missions for the Sevaunah River fite and
urges the Department of Eneygy to designate the Savannab River Site
as its lead facilicty in plutonium menagement and disposition.

APPROVED this ~day of Pebruary 1957 at Alken, South
Carolina, by the Aiken Chamber of Comwmerce.

SCD83-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extens
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existi]
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on tf

surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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Good afterncon, my name is Jeff Spears and I am here
representing the Greater Aiken Chamber of Commerce as its Vice
Chairman for Economic Development. Additionally, I am a Senior
Vice President with NationsBank with responsibilities in
Augusta, Aiken, North Augusta, Barnwell,

Allendale, Edgefield, and Orangeburg; in essence all the towns
and communities that have supported the mission of SRS for now
almost 50 years. As a graduate of the Aiken County Public School
System and a resident of this community for nearly 25 years, 1
have grown to respect the Savannah River Site as a dedicated,
well managed, and safe DOE facility that has the respect and
confidence of the 450,000 citizens that live in this area. As a
businessman traveling throughout the areas boarding SRS and
with my recent work with Aiken’s Chamber of Commerce, I am
also respectful of the economic viability that SRS brings to this
region.

I must confess that where 1 know a lot about banking I fall well

short when it comes to standing before you and discussing Pit

Disassembly and Conversion of Plutonium. But as a business
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person and a tax paying citizen of the United States I would like
to (make or reiterate) a few important point.

1. It is my understanding that Plutonium Disposition Mission at
SRS could save tax payers 1.6 billion in avoided cost verses
locating this mission at another DOE facility.

2. Additionally I understand that the third element; Pit
Disassembly could save at least 60 million dollars if located at
SRS.

3. T have also learned that DOE has acknowledged SRS’s history
and expertise in handling Plutonium verses that of other DOE
sights making SRS the site of chose for all elements of Plutonium 1
Disposition.

4. By living here so many years I am also knowledgeable of SRS’s
safety record and DOE'’s recognition of SRS as one of their safest
sites of all DOE complexes.

5. And last I am sure you are impressed with the community
support that both SC and GA has given to SRS for nearly 50 years

that will continue with new missions in the future.

S0, with cost saving to the 1S government, historical expertise in

SCD35

SCD35-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. DOE believes that all the candidat
sites are suitable from an operational, community support, and safet
standpoint. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for th
proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience with plutoniy
processing, and these facilities complement existing missions and taK
advantage of existing infrastructure.

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

DS o= T0o

contains environmental impact data and does not address the cogts

associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost

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

the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associat¢d

with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decision
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based o
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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handling Plutonium, an unprecedented safety record at SRS, and
the overwhelming community support for past and future
missions, I feel DOE has a relatively easy chose in selecting SRS
as the recipient of the third element of Plutonium Disposition

being Pit Disassembly and Conversion.

Thank you for your time.
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A

TSivee Aiken County Commisslon for Technical Education
W Post Otfice Box 688 Alken, South Carolina 29502

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF THE PLUTONIUM MISSION AT
THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE

IPFIEREAS, the Deparancnt of Encrgy has already chosen the Savennah River Site as the
site for MOX. Fuel Fabrication and Imtnobilization because of the site’s capabilities as the
Depastment Of Energy’s only operating piatonivin proccssing sits; and,

WHEREAS, pl ium disposi one of the most certain future missions of
the U.S. Dcputmmt of Encrgy for :hc nexe 20 1o 30 yeats; and,

WHEREAS, the safe production snd handling of plutonium hat bean a hellmark of the
wotk pecformed at the Savastash River Sitc for many years; snd,

WHEREAS, consolidating all three of the new plutonium dispesition facilities, including the
Fit Disasrembly nnd Conversion Pacility, ot the Savernak River Site would save at least $1.6
billion, comp biishitg and ining the required capebilities at other vites; and,

WHEREAS, the Savannah River Site has praduced approximately 40 percent of all U.S,
weapons grade plutonium over the last 45 years and has gafely handled pluonium in
glovehox processing Equipment with no advitse lnpact on workers, the public, or the
cavitonment, and,

W’HER.E*SJ‘ no gite in the Depastment of Bnergy Complex can claim a higher level of
ivity or a mote ding safety record than the Savannah River Site;

P

THEN BE IT RESOLVED: that the Aiken Caunty Cummlssl'.un far Technical and
Comprehensive Bdueation strongly end msjor p i ions for the Sivannah
River Site and urges the Department of Energy to designate the Savannah River Site as its
lead freility its Mixod Gudde Fuel Fabtication, Immobilization, and Pit Disassembly and
Convezsion; and, '

EE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: that the Aiken County Cotmission for Technical and
Comprehensive Education will commit its scsources through Alken Tochnical College to the
successiul developmenc of a skilled workforee and 2 ity capable of supporting this
impostant mission for the nation,

APPROVED this 10* day of August 1998 ac Alken, Scuth Carolina, by the Aiken County
Commission fot Technical and Comprehensive Edueation.

jo; % DeVote, Chairman Rosemuaty EngE;h, ﬁm

SCD79-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the proposed surplys
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existirg
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cogts
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same timelas
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatgd
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decision ;Q
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based of
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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AIKEN County CommissioN oN HIGHER EbucaTioN
Gasper L. TooLE, Il
Pace 1oF 1

AIKEN COUNTY COMMISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION

RESOLUTION WITH REGARD TO PLUTONIUM MISSION
AT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE

WHEREAS, the Savannah River Site has been an integral part of the nation's
nuclear defense mission since it's inception in 1954; and,

WHEREAS, the safe production and handling ¢of plutonium has been a hallmark
of the work performed at SRS for many years; and,

WHEREAS, the praven plutonium-handiing experience of the professionals at the
Savannah River Site is unmatched by any other site under consideration for this
mission; and,

WHEREAS, the decision 1o place the "Pit Disassembly and Conversion® Mission
at the Savannah River Site can save the Federal budget as much as $1.8 hillion
as a result of existing facilities and infrastructure; and,

WHEREAS, no site in the Department of Energy Complex can ¢laim a higher
level of productivity or a mors cutstanding safety record than the Savannah River
Site;

THEN BE IT RESOLVED: that the Aiken County Commission for Higher
Education hereby endorses the addition of the "Pit Disassembly and Conversion"
Mission to the MCX Fuel Facility and Plutonium lmmobilization Mission
approved for the Savannah River Site; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: that the Aiken County Commission will commit its
resources through the University of South Carolina Aiken campus to the

successful development of a skilled workforce and a community capable of
supporting this iImportant mission for the nation,

Vs . iz

Gasper L. To%e, n ,@mw%/%, /975

Chairman Date

SCD92-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the pit conversior]
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fo
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience wif
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based or
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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AIKEN County CouNnciL
HoNoRABLE RONNIE YOUNG
Pace 10F 2

Comments for DOE

T am Ronnie Young, Chairman Aiken County Council. On behalf of the Aiken
County Council I would like to offer a few comments. T am here as someon¢ who was
born and raised right here in Aiken County. I am also here because so many of my
neighbors here in Aiken County work at the Savannnah River site. In fact, more
SRS workers live in Aiken County than any where else,

I’ve watched the developments at the Savannah River Site for my entire life (well,
its entire life), I’ve learned that the people who work at the Site are dedicated to the
safe operation of the facility. 1 guess knowing the people so well has taught me to
respect the importance of having the right people taking care of such a vital mission.
These people have a long history of handling plutonium and this experience ean not
be replicated without an immense investment of time and money.

Why would the DOE consider another facility when the Savannah River Site is
prepared to take on the Pit Disassembly and Conversion mission, This preparation
has been taking place for nearly fifty years.

On behalf of the Aiken County Council, I would like to re-enter into the record the
resolution passed by our Council on March 5, 1997 in support of the plutonium
disposition missions at the Savannah River Site.

SCD12-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversio
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fdr
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existin
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 nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

AL
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AIKEN CounTy CouNciL
HoNoRrABLE RONNIE YOUNG

PAGE 20F 2
Sponsor(s) : County Council
Committee Referral : H/A
Committee Consideration Date: N/A
Conmittee Recommendation : N/a

Effective Date March 5, 1997
RESOLUTION RO. S$7-3-52
COUNCIL ADMINISTRATOR FORM OF GOVERNMENT FOR AIKEN COUNTY
(Tc Support and Endorse the Designation of the Savannah River Site as the Lead

Facility for the Management and Disposition of Plutonium Within the Department
of Energy.)

WHEREAS:

.. The handling and pr ing of plutonium is of grave concern
to the national security of the United States; and

2. Plutonium disposition represents one of the most certain future missions of
the Department of Energy for the future; and

3. The Department of Energy has decided to pursue a dual path for plutonium
digposition and has named the Savannah River Site as a candidate site for
both options; and

4. The Department of Energy in its Record of Decision recognizes the Savannan
River Site as "a plutonium competent site with the moszt modern, state-—of-
the-art atorage and proceasing facilities ... with the only remaining
large-scale chemical separation and procesging capability in the DOE
complex®; and

5. Ajken County has ateadfastly supported the Savannah River Site and
Department of Energy during its long association.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE AIKEN COUNTY COUNCIL THAT:

i. The &Aiken County Council strongly endorses major plutonium missions for the
Savannah River Site and urges the Department of Energy to designate the
Savannah River Site as its lead facility in plutonium management and
disposition.

2. The Aiken County Council strongly encourages the Department of Energy to
designate a facility for the permanent disposition for the nuclear waste
materials to enhance the gecurity and final disposition of these materials.

Adopted at the regular meeting of Ailken County Council on March 4, 1597.

SIGNED:

Pate, Council Clerk

éoo
Ronnie Young Trman
IMPACT STATEMENT:

RES0220/AGNDA COURCIL VGTE: Unanimous
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AIKEN CouNTy, SouTH CAROLINA LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION
HoNorABLE THomMAS BECK ET AL.
Pace 1oF 1

STAS

A BESOLUTION

Whereas, the handling and Jdisposition of excess Weapons
plutonium is of grave concern ta the national security of the
United Stales; and

Whereas, plutonium disposition represents c¢ne of the most
certain future missions of the Department of Energy fer the
next twenty to thirty years: and

Whereas, the Department of Energy has decided to pursue a dual
path for plutonium dispesitien and has named the Savannzh
River Site as a candidate site for both options; and

Whereas, the Department of Energy’s Surplus Fissile Materials
Dispositien Program will result in the production of qualified
dispesal forms and the eventual removal of these materials
from the State of South Carolina: and

Whereas, the Savennah River Site has produced approximately
forty percent of all United States weapons grade plutonium
over the last forty-five years and has safely handled 1
plutonium in glovebox processing equipment with no adverse
impact on workers, the public, or the envircnment: and

Whereas, the Department of Energy in its Record of Decision
recognizes the Savannah River Site as ™a plutonium competent
site with the most modern, state-of-the-art storage and
processing facilities...with the only remaining large-scale
chemical separation and processing capability in the DOB
complex*; and .

Whereas, the regicnal community in the Central Savannah River
Areaz (CSRR) of South Carolina and Georgia strongly supports
continued plutonium missions for the Department of Energy’s
Sazvannah River Site. HNow, therefore,

Bz it reseclved that the Aiken County, South carclina
Legislative Delegation strongly endorses major plutonium
nissions for the Savannah River Site and urges the Department
of Energy to designate the Savannah River sSite as its lead
facilify in plutonium management and dispesition,

T e s

Rep"yese‘ﬁtative Thomas Beck pres tive Roland Smith

) 0t (Ifon

Representative Wiﬁﬂ.iam Clyburn Senator Thomzs Moore

A
S'e’iatﬁ: V}(/Gre;” Rng

SCD82

SCD82-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senators’ and Representatives’ support for sitin]

the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated ip

the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because
the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities

complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be basgd
d

on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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AIKEN ReclonaL MEDIcAL CENTERS
RicHARD H. SATCHER
Pace 1oF 1

<3 Aiken Regional

MEDICAL CENTERS

The Health Choice

As Chief Fxecutive Officer of Aiken Regional Medical Centers in Aiken, South Carolina I
would like to extend my firll support for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion at the

Savannah River Site.

Obtaining the third element of the plutonium disposition mission is a winning proposition
for both the Departient of Energy and the CSRA (Central Savannzh River Ares). By
choosing Savannah River Site DOE could save US Taxpayers approximatcly $1.6 billion
based on avoided costs of new structures and equipment, Savannah River Site has
demonstrated competency in processing plutonium and have in place the necessary

infrastructure for the processing along with comprehensive medical surveillance programs.

As a business person [ see the importance of the Savannah River Site to the economic
vitality of our area. Job stability along with the creation of new jobs is the backbone: of
any healthy community. Savannah River Site employees have proven over the years their
commitment to safcty and to the community at large. I have been a lifelong resident of the
area and have no reservations in bringing the Pit Disassembly and Conversion to our

region,

-~

Rl&ﬂ#?p 4. Derepner
/13 fag

202 University Parkway » P.O. Drawer * 117 = Aiken, South Carclina 28802-1117
Telephone (803} 641-5000 ~ FAX {803) 641-5175

SCD06

SCD06-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversior
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fo
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience wif
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based or
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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ALLENDALE CouNTY CouNCIL
HoNoraBLE J.W. WALL , Jr.
Pace 1oF 1

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS the handiirtg and dispasition of excess weapens plutonium is of grava
concem to the national| security of the United States: and

WHEREAS plutonium fepresents a significert enargy source for the United States
when used as fuel In reactors for the pradician of eleciricity; and

WHEREAS piutonium ition represents one of the most cartaln fulure missions
of the Department of Energy for tha next 20 1o 30 years; and

WHEREAS the Savaniizh River Site has produced approximalely 40 percent of all
.8, weapona-grade pitdonium over.tha past 45 years end has safely handied
piutanium in glavebax ing equipment with ro adverse impact on warkers, the
public or the and

WHEREAS Allendale ty of South Cardiina strongly supports continued
plutonium misgions farthe Depariment of Energy's Savarnah River Slte;

NOW BE IT RESOLVED Ihet the Allsndale County endorses mejor plutonium
migsions for the S h River Site and urges the Department of Enelgy to
designate whe Saval River Site as ita lead facility in plutonium management and
disposition.

APPROVED this 12* #ay of Fabruary 1997, by the Allendale County Coungl,

i) whrr B

Cheitan "

SCD86-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extens
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existi]
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on tf

surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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ALLENDALE CounTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Pace 1oF 1

United States

Department Comment Form
of Energy

WCECe

NAME: (Oplionaly _~ g
Hendale 60 22810

(<4
ADDRESS: __{790. 3ok 547

A

[ELEPHONE: (%63) _5C¢-0n %2

E-MAIL:

1 1 Ful
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FD202-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensi
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existin
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on th
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio

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

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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AMERICAN NUCLEAR SoCIETY -SavANNAH RIVER SecTION
JoHN DEWwWES
Pace 1oF 1

AMERICAN NUCLEAR SOCIETY - SAVANNAH RIVER SECTION
STATEMENT REGARDING PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

My name is John Dewes and I am representing the Savannah River Section of the
American Nuclear society. Our local section consists of some 800 scientists and
engineers in the Central Savannzh River Area. On behalf of the Scction, 1 would
like to make a statement concerning Plutonium Disposition Environmental [mpact

Statement,

We strongly sapport the selection of the Savannah River Site for the pii
disassernbly and conversion mission. It is the only operating sile in the DOE
complex thal has the supporting infratructure in place to deal with this mission,
including the safe management of wastes generafed by Lhe process. The site has
been safely handling and processing plutonium for many yeurs, 2nd locating these
migsions at the same site will minimize future decommissioning costs. The higgest
asseis of the site, however, are the capable, experienced personnel who have

proven that they can hanle these materials in a safc manncr.

We are encouraged by the progress made by the Department of Energy towards
fuifilling the Plutonium Disposition Mission, and would like to see similar
progress made on the ultimate disposition of wastes generated by (hese processes,

as well as taking responsibility for commercial spent nuclear fuel.

Thank you for the opportunity (o provide comment on this important issue.

SCD89-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversio
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fdr
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existin
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 nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

AL

SCD89-2 Repositories

After irradiation, the MOX fuel would be removed from the reactor and
managed with the rest of the spent fuel from the reactor, eventually being
disposed of at a potential geologic repository. This SPD EIS, for the purposgs
of analysis, assumes that Yucca Mountain, Nevada, would be the final
disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and MOX spent fuel. As directed
by the U.S. Congress through the NWPA, as amended, Yucca Mountain
the only candidate site currently being characterized as a potential geolog
repository for HLW and spent fuel. DOE has prepared a separaferktsS,
Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Dispos3
of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca
Mountain, Nye County, Neva(@aOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes
the environmental impacts from construction, operation and monitoring, relate
transportation, and eventual closure of a potential geologic repository.

o

nooq justu
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ANONYMOUS

N
Pace 1oF 1 5
5
SCD69-1 Alternatives o
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplu%
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4 g
United States SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensij8
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existingd
Depariment A L -
nprmer i Comment Form missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on thg
L surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmentql2,
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio 1§'
MAME: (Crptiual) il considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardingy,
ADDRESS: 000 . facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
TRLEPHONE: [ )
e SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD72-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extens
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existi]
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on tf

surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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BALSER, RICHARD
Pace 1oF 1

& United States
g Department Comment Form
of Energy
NAME: (Optional} i AR D @\» CSe e
ADDRESS: _ 7ov-23F  Avwerd | S 6
TELEPHONE: (#n3)_ 952~ 4247
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SCD90-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversior
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fo
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience wif
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

Alternatives

All of the DOE candidate sites, including Pantex, are considered suitabl

from a safety and conduct of operations standpoint and all sites woul¢i>

comply with applicable Federal, State, and local laws and regulations
governing radiological and hazardous chemical releases. Therefore, Pant
may need to modify or develop appropriate procedures and plans to ensu
protection of the workers, public, and environment should a proposed surply
plutonium disposition facility be sited there since the site’s current operation
do not include plutonium processing. Decisions on the surplus plutoniun
disposition program will be based on environmental analyses, technical an
cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and publi
input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach
to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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BamBeRG CouNnTy CoOuNcCIL
HoNoRrABLE JASPER VARN
Pace 1oF 2

SCD40-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplys
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existirg
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
BAMBERG COUNTY COUNCIL AND I ALSO SERVE AS VICE-CHAIRMAN analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatiop
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
REGION OF ALLENDALE, BARNWELL, AND BAMBERG. SPD EIS ROD.

THANK YOU, MR. MODERATOR

MY NAME IS JASPER VARN AND I AM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE

OF THE TRI-COUNTY ALLIANCE REPRESENTING THE THREE COUNTY

MY PURPOSE TODAY, 1S TO SPEAK ON BEHALF OF THE 1500 PEOPLE
THAT LIVE IN OUR THREE COUNTY AREA AND WORK AT THE
SAVANNAH RIVER SITE. AND TO ALSO SPEAK ON BEHALF OF THE
MORE THAN 500 PEOPLE WHO HAVE LOST THEIR JOBS FROM
DOWNSIZING AND CHANGING MISSIONS IN WHICH THE SITE HAS
UNDERGONE.

THESE PEOPLE ARE SOME OF THE MOST DEDICATED AND LOYAL
PEOPLE I HAVE EVER KNOWN. THEY HAVE SERVED THEIR COUNTRY
DURING THE COLD WAR AND PLAYED A TREMENDOUSLY IMPORTANT 1

ROLE IN GETTING TO THE POINT WE ARE TODAY.

IN AN EVER-CHANGING ATMOSPHERE, THE SITE AND ITS PEOPLE
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BamBeRG CouNnTy CoOuUNCIL
HoNoRABLE JASPER VARN
PAGE 20F 2

HAVE ADJUSTED AND PERFORMED.

THE PROSPECT OF NEW MISSIONS COMING TO THE SITE IS A
WELCOME CHANGE FROM HAVING JOBS DRY UP. THE NEW
PLUTONIUM OPPORTUNITIES MEAN A BRIGHTER FUTURE FOR THE

SRS EMPLOYEES WHO HAVE DONE THIS WORK FOR SO MANY YEARS.

I BELIEVE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND THE ADMINISTRATION
WILL REWARD THIS SITE AND THESE PEOPLE BY ASSIGNING THIS

MOST IMPORTANT MISSION TO SOUTH CAROLINA.

THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE HAS THE INFRASTRUCTURE, IT HAS THE
SUPPORT OF THE COMMUNITY, IT HAS THE EXPERIENCE, AND MOST

IMPORTANTLY, IT HAS THE PEOPLE.

THANK YOU.
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BARNWELL CounTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
DenNis HuTTO
Pace 10F 2

SCD38-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplys
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existirg
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
BARNWELL COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatiop
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPEAK ON BEHALF OF THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE AND THE FINE SPD EIS ROD.

THANK YOU MR. MODERATOR

MY NAME IS DENHIS HUTTO, AND I AM THE PRESIDENT OF THE

I, TOO WOULD LIKE TO THANK YOU FOR THIS OPPCRTUNITY TO

PECPLE WHO WORK THERE.

AS HAS BEEN POINTED OUT, THERE IS NO QUESTION AS TO WHERE
THE ENTIRE PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION MISSION SHOULD BE AND WHO
SHOULD MANAGE IT.

THE QUESTION SEEMS TO BE “WILL THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY
MAKE THE DECISION ON PIT CONVERSION LOCATION BASED ON
TECHNICAL CRITERIA OR POLITICAL EXPEDIENCY?” 1
WE ALL KNOW, TEXAS HAS A BIGGER CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION,
WE ALL KNOW, TEXAS HAS MORE ELECTORAL VOTES, BUT WE ALSO
KNOW, TEXAS DOES NOT HAVE THE INFRASTRUCTURE OR

EXPERTISE THAT SOUTH CAROLINA HAS IN HANDLING, STORING, AND

PROCESSING PLUTON]JPM.
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LAST YEAR, YOU SAID THAT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE WAS “A
PLUTONIUM-COMPETENT SITE WITH THE MOST MODERN, STATE-OF-
THE-ART STORAGE AND PROCESSING FACILITIES” IN THE
DEPARTMENT’'S COMPLEX. IF THAT WAS TRUE THEN,, THEN IT 1S
TRUE NOW.

BARNWELL COUNTY, ALLENDALE COUNTY, BAMBERG COUNTY,

AND YOU KNOW THE ECONOMIC IMPACT THE SITE HAS ON OUR
REGION. AND YES, YOU KNOW WE WANT THE MISSION BECAUSE IT
MEANS MORE JOBS FOR OUR AREA. BUT IT IS MUCH BIGGER THAN
THAT...........THIS IS A DECISION THAT SHOULD BE BASED ON
EXPERIENCE, ON COST TO TAXPAYERS, ON EFFICIENCY, ON SITE
CAPABILITIES, AND ON WHO CAN DO THE JOB SAFELY.

IF THE SECRETARY WILL MAKE THE DECISIONS CONCERNING
PLUTONIUM BASED ON THESE CRITERIA, AND LEAVE POLITICS TO
THE POLITICIANS, THEN THE SRS COMMUNITIES AND THE NATION

ARE BETTER OFF.

THANK YOU!!

AND THE REST OF THE REGION HAVE SUPPORTED THE SITE FOREVER.
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RESGLUTION

WHEREAS the handjing and disposition of excess weapons plutonium is of grave
concemn to tha nationil security of the United Stafes; and -

WHEREAS piutonium reprasents a significant energy sourcs for the Unitad States
when usad as fuel In huclear reaclors for the production of electricily; and

WHEREAS plutonium dispasition represants ane of the most oertain future missions
of the Department of Enargy for the next 20 to 30 years; and

WHEREAS tho Savi River Site has produced approximataly 40 parcant of sll
us. wom_ans-gmde lstonium overme past 46 yaars and has safely handled
plutonium in gl processing equipment withi no advarse Impact on workars, the
pubtic or the envil and '

WHEREAS Bamwell County of South Carcling atjongly supparts contintied
Plutonium rissions for the Department of Energy’s Savannah River Site;

NOW BE IT RESOLVED that the Bamweli Courty endorses majsr piutent

rissions for the Sava River Site and urgoscom Daparlmemmaj:fr plEnorayu::

glesplg:;la the Sav River Site as ita lead faclity in plutoitium management and
‘] 1o, N

APPROVED this 12" day of February 1997, by thé Baimwall County Council.

hairmen

SCD85-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extens
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existi]
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on tf

surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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THANK YOU MR. MODERATOR |, Dt / £le<ted ¢

A@@M o&é@@»
Wl winhens

LET ME FIRST THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK. ON THIS
ISSUE AND EXPRESS THE VIEWS OF THE BARNWELL COUNTY
COUNCLL.

IT SEEMS WE COME TO THESE MEETINGS SEVERAL TIMES A YEAR TO
ASK THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO DO SOMETHING, ANEBIERE
WE-ARE-ABATNTT!

THIS TIME WE ARE TALKING ABOUT LOCATING ALL THE PLUTQNIUM
DISPOSITION MISSIONS WITHIN THE DOE COMPLEX,

THE DEPARTMENT HAS ALREADY DETERMINED THE SAVANNAH
RIVER SITE WILL PERFORM THE VITRIFICATION COMPONENT. THE
SECRETARY HAS ALREADY ANNOUNCED THAT IF A MOX FUEL
FACILITY IS BULLT, IT WILL BE BUILT AT SAVANNAH RIVER.

THE ONLY QUESTION LEFT, IS WHERE WILL THE PIT DISASSEMBLY
AND CONVERSION BE DONE?

THE LOCATION CHOICE IS BETWEEN TEXAS AND SOUTH CAROLINA.

“1?1; PR
AND NOW THE DECISION FOR THIS COMPONENT HAS BROKEN

SCD39-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensi
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existin
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on th
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio

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

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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)
DOWN TO A POLITICAL ONE.

WHO HAS THE MOST RESOURCES TO PERSUADE CONGRESS? WHO

HAS THE MOST INFLUENCE WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY?

hﬁ%&ﬁé& DECISION BASED ON TECHNICAL MERIT, AND IN THE

BEST INTEREST OF THE NATION AND ITS TAXPAYERS. SRQ

AND IF THAT SHOULD HAPPEN, YOU KNOW THE SAVANNAH RIVER
SITE IS THE ONLY CHOICE FOR ALL PLUTONIUM RELATED MISSIONS,
AS WELL AS, MANY OTHERS.

THERE IS NO SAFER, MORE EFFICIENT, AND KNOWLEDABLE SITE IN

&thal
THE NATION. THERE IS NO SITE THAT ENJOYS THE COMMUNITY

SUPPORT THAT SRS HAS!

_JB-THIS DECISION-WAS PURELY-A-LOGICAL DECISION,-WE WOULDN'T

_HAVE HAD TOBEHERE TOBAY.

ALTHOUGH, FENJOY SEEING-OUR GOOD FRIENDS FROM AIKEN AND
s

AUGUSTA, LCERTARNEY-COULD HAVE FOUND SOMETHING ELSE

#0 DO-BESIDES RIDE 60 :
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()

AFTER TODAY THE DECISION IS IN YOUR LAP.
YOU’VE HEARD FROM THE COMMUNITIES, YOU KNOW THE SITE’S
CAPABILITIES.

LET’S HAVE AN ANNOUNCEMENT!

D@m THANK YOU ’Q” Whis o*geﬁ\f{‘m ‘tg

wame_(ipe T, Regd [ %aw@\&m{ Om“(%‘rmﬂ’g

ADDRESS__P.O, BOX 1238
BARNWELL. S.C. 29812

PHONE 803-541-0023
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Barnwell, $.C. 29812
{803) 541-1300 » FAX 541-1348
E-Mail: Barnwell 45@bamwellsc.com

James E. Benson
Superintendent

BARNWELL SCHOOL DISTRICT 45 ‘ ‘ 2008 Hagaod Avenue

September 14, 1998

Ms. Laura Holgate

Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U. S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Ms. Holgate:

The Barnwell School District 45 Board of Trustees unanimously
adopted a Resolution on ARugust 27, 1998, supporting the location of
the pit assembly and conversion mission at Savannah River Site. We
have sent ycu the Resolution.

During the 1997-98 school year, approximately 20% of our
students had a parent or guardian employed at Savannah River Site.
These parents and guardians are active in numerous efforts which
benefit our students. They are members of the Scarlet Knights Band
Booster Club and the Barnwell Warhorse Club, organizations which
raise thousands of dollars annually for the district's band and
athletic programs. Many members of the Barnwell Elementary Scheol
PTO are employees at SRS.

In addition to being dedicated supporters of their local
schools in Barnwell District 45, the SRS parents are hard working,
loyal employees. Over the years, they have continuously met safety
requirements and demands at the Savannah River facility. Today,
they stand ready to meet any challenges which come with the
selection of SRS as the location of any new missions, including the
vital pit dissassembly and conversation mission.

Finally, as stated in the enclosed Resolution, the Barnwell
school District 45 Board of Trustees encourages the Department of
Energy to select SRS as the facility for the new missions. Hundreds
of Barnwell School District 45 graduates have been outstanding
employees at SRS for more than four decades. Hopefully, the
Department of Energy's decision will assure that students presently
being educated in Barnwell School District 45 will be given an
opportunity to be a part of the highly skilled work force needed for
new missions at SRS. Barnwell School District 45 is working hard to
help prepare the next generation of outstanding SRS employees.

Sincerely,
; James E. Benson, Valenda D. Black,
Superintendent SRS Liaisen

Encl.

FULLY ACCREDITED BY SOUTHERN ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGES AND SCHCOLS

MD287-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fg
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

=

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cogts
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same timelas
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatgd
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decision ;Q
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based of
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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RESOLUTION
Board of Trustees
Barnwell School District 45
August 27, 1998

WHEREAS, the Savannah River S8ite is being considered by the
Department of Energy as the location for the vital pit
disassembly and conversion mission, and

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy has previously expressed
confidence in Savannah River Site by assigning the MOX and
immobilization missions to the Site; and

WHEREAS, highly skilled work force and experienced
employees are already in place at Savannah River Site and
trained to perform duties and responsibilities necessary for the
pit disassembly and conversicon mission; and

WHEREAS, selection of Savannah River Site for all parts of
the plutonium disposition mission, including pit disassembkly and
conversion, can save taxpayers at least 1.6 billion dollars
because structures and equipment regquired for the mission
already exist at Savannah River Site; and

WHEREAS, Savannah River Site employees have consistently
met strict safety requirements for over four decades, thus
establishing a stellar record of safe operations at the Site,
and

WHEREAS, location of the pit disassembly and conversion
mission at Savannah River Site would create hundreds of
employment opportunities for local citizens, including Barnwell
High School graduates,

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that we, the Trustees of Barnwell
school District 45, do hereby totally and wholeheartedly support
the location of the pit disassembly and conversion mission at
Savannah River Site.

<
Donald Kitt, Board Chdir

Rgbkd S$wann, Member

-
-~
;e

Sue Black, Vice-Chaif..

James McCormack, Clerk -,
N
Y
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United States

Department Comment Form
of Energy

NAME: (Optional) _ {pattfa Rul7

ADDRESS: B2 Y1 MAP L woml TR 4, /pLJQUSC‘f' SE ZFEY

TELEPHONE: { 82%)_277 /72

E-MAIL: __ Cpae s, Botl (B SPS ., o/
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SCD26-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extens
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existi]
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on tf

surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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Stompley
WX Ricki Tooke

Ex-Officio Members
Tim Dongerfield
Eamomc Deviopment
Courtias

Torry F Mcund

CSRA Ragicnal Dampmant

Corver

Morff

Grear ke Cheamber

of Commarce
B ol

of Goremmants
Executive Director
Michoe! Butler
2711 Middlburg Drive
Suie 212
Cotumbio, SC 29204

1-800-299-GNTA
Fax 803/779-020!
[V ——

V‘ Citizens for
Nuclear
‘ >, Technology
Awareness

August 11, 1998

Ms. Laura Holgate

Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Ms. Holgate:

Citizens for Nuclear Technology Awareness (CNTA) is an organization dedicated
to creating greater public awareness of nuclear technology issues and supporting
the vital activitics of the Savannah River Site (SRS). Our membership consists of
current and former SRS employees as well as interested members of the
comumunity at large.

Attached to this letter are questions raised by our general membership about
inadequacies of the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition EIS. While they deal with
a wide range of issues, our primary concern lics with the consideration of locating
a plutonium processing capability at Pantex where no such mission exists today.

Plutonium processing is a highly specialized technology with unique skill, safety,
material accountability and waste management requirements--none of which are in
place at Pantex. In addition, if located at Pantex, such processing places extensive
clean-up, decontamination and decommissioning demands on a site where those
expenstve obligations don’t currently exist. These issues are not adequately
addressed in your current draft which appears to run counter to the conclusions
reached in your similar 1996 EIS is for Stockpile Stewardship & Management which
states:

“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 ph into sites without current plutonium
capabilities.”

Unlike Pantex, SRS is a site with existing infrastructure and worker skill base to
meet those obligations ¢fficiently and effectively. The men and women of SRS
have safely met the requirements of this complex processing arena for more than
four decades.

dins

SCD24-1

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

Alternatives

>

SCD24-2

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensi
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complemen
existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Alternatives

|euiH uo_tyso%
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With its unrivaled history of safe operations, environmental stewardship,

technological accomplishment and community support, SRS deserves your fair
consideration of the issues and questions CNTA has submitted. If that is done, we 2
are certain that SRS will be your site of choice for all three important missions

apalyzed in this EIS.

Michael Butler
Executive Director
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Citizens for Nuclear Technology Awarcness
Additional Questions the Surplus Plutonium Disposition EIS

Piutonivm Missions/Plutoniim Sites/Platonitm Infrastructure
L.

In 1996 DOE decided that Pantex was not suitable for a plutonium mission because
“plutonium would not be introduced into a site that does not currently have a
plutonium infrastructare because of the high cost of new phutonium facilities and the
complexity of introducing plutonium-operations into sites without current
capabilities.”" (Stockpile Stewardship EIS). What has changed? Why is DOE
considering abandoning this policy?

DOE explains that its preference for immobilization at SRS “complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise.” (Page S-
9). In the June 23, 1998 MOX announcement, DOE said its preference for MOX at
SRS was because this mission “complements existing missions and takes advantage
of existing infrastructure and staff expertise,” and that Pantex “does nat offer a
comparable infrastructure including waste management.” What is different about the
plutonium processing required for the pit disassembly and conversion mission that
makes Pantex equally preferred? What existing missions at Pantex are
complementary? What existing infrastructure and staff expertise can be applied to pit
disassembly and conversion? The Cost Report identifies significant inadequacies in
the Pantex infrastructure,

DOE is certainly very responsive to some of the public. “During the scoping process,
the comment was made that Pantex should be considered for the pit conversion
facility,” and three options were added. The EIS claims such comments were
screened against three criteria, one of which was infrastructure cost. Please explain
how Pantex, with no plutonium infrastructure, could pass this screen. Please provide
evidence of a “public” demand to make Pantex a new plutonium processing site.

Pit Storage, Transportation, and Safety
4.

In the 1997 PEIS Record of Decision, DOE said that it would store surplus pits
awaiting disposition in upgraded facilities at Zone 12 at Pantex by 2004, What is the
status of that program? Will it be completed on schedule? Since all the surplus pits
will have to be packaged and shipped from their current temporary storage in Zone 4
to these upgraded facilities in Zone 12, then moved back again to a pit disassembly
facility located in Zone 4, wouldn’t there be less cost and exposure to move them
once directly to SR§?

SCD24-3 DOE Policy

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile
Stewardship and ManageméBEM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996)

states that the pit fabrication mission would not be introduced into a site thg
does not have an existing plutonium infrastructure because of the high co
of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium

operations into sites without current plutonium capabilities. The SSM PEIS
states further that an important element of the site selection strategy is

maximize the use of existing infrastructure and facilities as the nuclear weapor
complex becomes smaller and more efficient in the 21st century; thus, no ne|
facilities were to be built to accommodate stockpile management missiong
Accordingly, DOE considered as reasonable only those sites with existin
infrastructure capable of supporting a pit fabrication mission. Although
Pantex has the infrastructure to carry out its current weapons assembly a
disassembly mission and nonintrusive pit reuse program, it was no
considered a viable alternative for the pit fabrication mission because it di
not possess sufficient capability and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEI
siting assumption stated above. Among the operations that were consider
in developing siting alternatives for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS were
plutonium foundry and mechanical processes, including casting, shaping
machining, and bonding; a plutonium-processing capability for extracting
and purifying plutonium to a reusable form either from pits or residues; and
assembly operations involving seal welding and postassembly processin

When comparing the site selection strategy for pit disassembly and conversig
with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the SSM PEIS
have little or no bearing on siting criteria used in this SPD EIS. Pit disassemb
and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanical processe
discussed in the SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand-alone facili
Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement to use existin
facilities, whereas, the pit conversion facility would be a new structure ng
matter where it is located.

U7
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SCD24-4 Alternatives

The initial preference for Pantex and SRS as sites for the pit conversig
facility was based on a determination by DOE that the differences in

environmental impacts were modest, and thus did not warrant the preferente
of one site over the other. Existing infrastructure that supported placemeft

of the pit conversion facility at Pantex included security, staff expertise, angl
the presence of the pits that need to be dismantled. Costs for all requirg

=

d

infrastructure were estimated, and even with the additional waste management

infrastructure support needed at Pantex, the cost differences were npt

considered significant.

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversign
facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing,

and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions and take
advantage of existing infrastructure.

o7

SCD24-5 Alternatives

Pantex was identified as a candidate site for both the pit conversion an
MOX facilities in the NOI. The alternatives that were added after the scoping

process to include Pantex as a candidate site for pit conversion were associgt
with the immobilization-only options; Pantex had already been identified as §2

candidate site for the pit conversion facility for a number of the hybrid

9
alternatives. As discussed in Section 2.3.1, these options were added aff§

DOE confirmed that they met all the screening criteria.

SCD24-6 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE acknowledges the commentor’'s concern regarding the storage T
plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of p

5

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

Qo

e sjusawn

plutonium storage requirements. DOE has addressed some of the commentdes

concerns in an environmental review concerning the repackaging of Pante
pits into a more robust container. This evaluation is documented in th
Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclea
Weapon Components—AL-R8 Sealed Insert Conf@ingust 1998). This

T
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document is on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this

supplement analysis, the decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex if

the AL-R8 sealed insert container and to discontinue plans to repackage p
into the AT—400A container.

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decisions to repackage pits
AL-R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.1
and Appendix L.5.1.

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in t
Storage and Disposition PEI&nd theFinal Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associate
Storage of Nuclear Weapon ComponéDtSE/EIS-0225, November 1996).
DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits in Zone 4 at Pantg
for long-term storage. An appropriate environmental review will be conducted
when the specific proposal for this change has been determined; e.g., wheth
additional magazines need to be air-conditioned. The analysis in this SPD E
assumes that the surplus pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance with t
ROD for theStorage and Disposition PEIS

dins
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5. Locating pit disassembly and conversion at Pantex could be viewed from a safety
perspective in the foilowing way:

e DOE is proposing to convert sealed plutonium metallic componenis into a large
quantity of dispersible plutonium oxide, then store it dircctly in the flight path of
the Amarillo airport in a facility near bunkers of high explosives and nuclear
warheads,

» Then DOE must ship a dispersible form of plutonium in quantities far larger than
has ever been shipped before.

Please explain the logic of this proposal from a safety perspective.

6. The EIS transportation data show a significant transportation safety advantage and
essentially no more total shipping by co-locating all three disposition programs at
SRS. Since the only explanation given for adding Pantex to the program as a
processing site was because the pits were there and that might mean a transportation
advantage for this option, isn’t there now reason to eliminate Pantex, especially since
it has no history of plutonium work? i

7. DOE’s Environmental Management Division has stated that they expect to save over
a billien dollars by accelerating shipment of non-pit plutonium from Hanford and
Rocky Flats to SRS for disposition. It it is cost effective for EM to expedite the
movement of that plutonium, then isn’t it cost effective for DOE to accelerate the
shipments of pits from Pantex? Particularly considering the major upgrades required
at Pantex for safe storage if the pits are not promptly moved.

EIS Inadequacies

8. Appendix N. Plutonium Polishing, shows that an aqueous process can purify
plutonium and produce plutonium oxide with very littte waste. Since dissolving
plutonjum metal is easier than dissolving plutonium oxide, it stands to reason that
direct dissolving of pits is a reasonable alternative. Where is the alternative of
dissolving pits compared and assessed versus the proposed dry process of pit
conversion?

9. The Nuclear Weapons and Materjal Manitor reported that there was an Appendix B
which evaluated an aqueous alternative for pit conversion and concluded that it could
be done faster and used proven technology. Where is this alternative in the draft?

10, Please provide supporting data for the ¢laim that the proposed dry process for pit
conversion produces fewer wastes. This is truly puzzling. There is no data in the EIS
to support this claim.

1

™

. A recent amendment to the MOX RFP says DOE will pay the delay cost associated
with failure to deliver acceptable PuQ; on schedule. Was this requested by the
potential vendors because of DOE’s plan to use ARIES - produced oxide, and their
concern as to its acceptability?

10

1

12

13

SCD24-7 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the safety of locating

and operating a pit conversion facility at Pantex.

In response to public concerns, a number of actions (see Appendix K.1.5.1)

have been taken to reduce the risk of an aircraft crash at Pantex. The frequehcy

of a crash into a pit conversion facility vault containing plutonium powder
(plutonium dioxide) is less than 1 in 10 million per year. According to
conservative calculations (see Table K—12), this “beyond-extremely-unlikely’
accident (estimated frequency: lower than 1 in 1 million per year) would induc
4.5 LCFs in the population within 80 km (50 mi) of the site.

The impacts of explosives and the associated release of plutonium powdger
into the environment have also been evaluated (Appendix K.1.5.2.1). An

explosion would be “unlikely” (estimated frequency: 1 in 10,000 to

1in 100 per year). Conservative calculations (see Table K-12) indicate thft

this accident would induce only 0.00011 LCF in the population within 80 km
(50 mi) of the site. The inadvertent detonation of a nuclear warhead is n(
considered credible.

Impacts associated with transporting plutonium dioxide from Pantex to offsitg
facilities are addressed in this SPD EIS; an estimate of the maximum potent
impacts of such a shipment is included in Appendix L.6.3. According to|
conservative calculations, a transportation accident in an urban area wo(
produce 27 LCFs within a radius of 80 km (50 mi) of the accident location
However, given the extremely low frequency of the accident (much lowe
than 1 in 10 million per year), the actual risk of a fatal cancer is extremely low
A transportation accident in a rural area, the scenario discussed i
Section 4.6.2.6, has a frequency of 1 in 10 million per year and a predictg
impact of less than 0.1 LCF. The net resultis an extremely low risk of a fatg
cancer among the population within 80 km (50 mi) of the accident.

In summary, conservative evaluations indicate no significant safety concert
to the public from locating the pit conversion facility at Pantex.

1%
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SCD24-8 Tansportation

The selection of sites for potential surplus plutonium disposition facilities
was based on a number of factors. The location of the surplus pits at Pant
was not the only reason for making it a reasonable alternative for siting th
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. As indicated in Section 2.18
no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological
exposures or vehicle emissions are expected. Table L-6 shows th
transportation risks for all alternatives. Analyses of transportation risks arg
just one of the factors considered in the decisionmaking regarding
facility siting.

SCD24-9 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

The potential cost saving that could result from the early movement of nonp
surplus plutonium from RFETS and Hanford is based on the termination o
storage operations and the required security at those sites. The same situal
does not apply to Pantex, which will continue its storage mission and
associated security. Further, major upgrades of storage facilities at Pantex
not required, but DOE is considering some upgrades (e.g., air conditioning
catwalks, standby power) to address plutonium storage requirement
Although SRS is preferred for the proposed surplus plutonium dispositior]
facilities, a decision has not been made. DOE will announce its decision
regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in thej
SPD EIS ROD.

SCD24-10 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

DOE analyzed the full range of reasonable alternatives for the disassemb
and conversion of the plutonium in pits into a form suitable for disposition
using either immobilization or MOX fuel. There are two basic technologies
available for the conversion of pit plutonium into plutonium dioxide: wet
(aqueous) and dry processing. DOE determined that aqueous processing
proven technology, was not a reasonable alternative for pit conversio
because current agueous processes using existing facilities would produ
significant amounts of waste, and aqueous processing would complicaf
international safeguard regimes. Dry processing was analyze&iothge
and Disposition PEI&nd this SPD EIS. DOE is currently demonstrating the
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dry plutonium conversion process as an integrated system at LANL. Thi
activity is described in theit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration

EA(DOE/EA-1207, August 1998), which is available on the MD Web site at
http:/Mww.doe-md.com. There is no alternative in the SPD EIS that evaluatds
dissolving pits.

o7

DOE is not including the plutonium-polishing process (a small-scale aqueoy
process) as part of the pit conversion facility; that process would be part (
the MOX facility. DOE would use only dry processes in the pit conversion
facility. For this reason, the thermal process for removing gallium may not b¢
needed in the pit conversion facility (see revised Section 2.4.1.2). Plutoniuin
dioxide is the starting form for the disposition of surplus plutonium for either
the immobilization or MOX fuel approach.

= O

On the basis of public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the
analysis performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has includegl
plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequat¢
impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from
the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein were added to t
impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I.
Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts associated wi{
plutonium polishing.

BAWo®

SCD24-11 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing
This comment is addressed in response SCD24-10.

SCD24-12 \Wste Management

The Storage and Disposition PEI&valuated an aqueous plutonium
conversion process similar to that used in the SRS canyons. A plutoniu
conversion process is needed to convert plutonium metal to an oxide for ug
in either the immobilization or MOX facility. Compared with the dry conversion
processes evaluated in this SPD EIS for use in the pit conversion an
immobilization facilities, the aqueous conversion process evaluated in th
PEIS would generate significantly more radioactive waste as shown in th
following table.

=1 pue sjuawnaoq Jua
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13

15.

18,

12. If you used an aqueous process to make pure plutonium oxide, there would be a big

savings in the cost and environmental impact of both the MOX and inunobilization
plants. The plants could be smaller, less automated, and much less R&D would be
required. Did your decision to only consider a dry process consider the downstream
impact of your conversion process decision? Please provide the details of your
evaluation of the differences in the downstream facilities.

A pit disassembly and conversion plant at Pantex will have to high-fire the plutonium
oxide to comply with DOE Standard 3013 for shipment and storage. [s the high-fired
oxide usable for either MOX or immobilization without extensive pretreatment? If
aqueous polishing is required, the Oak Ridge report says the feed cannot be high-
fired. How will you polish piutonium oxide treated to the 3013 Standard?

. There is no analysis of the savings possible by using existing facilities at SRS for

converting plutonium to the oxide form for MOX or immobilization. Since the SRS
facilities are already operating and have most of the capabilitiés needed for this
activity, wouldn't there be a big savings of time, investment, and future cleanup?

Programimatic Questions and Issues

Appendix N, Plutonium Polishing, is presented as a “contingency.” What is the legal
status of a “contingency” or an Appendix? Generally a NEPA issue has 1o be
presented as part of the proposed action, available for public review and comment, to
be a legal basis for a decision.

. The MOX Request for Propesal (RFP) has been revised four times since its original

issue a little more than two months ago in May. MOX feed is now described as being
produced by a “dry process™ rather than the original hydride-dehydride process.

‘What is the significance of this change? What process is described in the EIS? Will
the EIS be revised to incorporate the evalving process proposed for MOX?

. The ten year MOX disposition program is inconsistent with schedules, capacities and

reactor cycles. The elapsed time is more likely the 20-25 years described by many.
The EIS uses a ten year basis for estimating exposure. This represents a best-—not
worst—boundary case. Do you plan to revise the IS to reflect more realistic
schedules?

Waste and Wasie Management

How much waste would be produced by using the existing facilities at SRS to convert
plutonium to plutonium oxide? Would this amount significantly impact the waste
DOE aiready has to handle at SRS? If all of the 50 metric tons of surplus plutonium
were aqueously processed at SRS, fewer than 20 additional glass logs would be
praduced by DWPF out of an approximate total of 5200 and would represent less than
one month out of 25 years of operation of DWPF.

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

SCD24-14

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cogts
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same timelas
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatgd
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. This ney
report includes the cost associated with plutonium polishing in the estimatgs
for the MOX facility.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response STD24

SCD24-15

It is not certain that plutonium dioxide would have to be high-temperaturg
fired prior to shipment and storage to meet the DOE 3013 statuidedia

for Preparing and Packaging Plutonium Metals and Oxides for Long-Term
Storage High-temperature-fired dioxide can be used for either the
immobilization or MOX approach; it just does not dissolve as readily ag
material that has not been subjected to the higher temperatures. The ref
to which the commentor may be referrifgyal Data Report Response to
the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statemen
Data Call for Generic Site Add-On Facility for Plutonium Polishing
(ORNL/TM-13669, June 1998) indicates that it is better not to subject thd
plutonium dioxide to the higher-temperature processing, but does not indica
that plutonium dioxide processed at higher temperatures is unacceptable
feed for either immobilization or MOX fuel fabrication.

Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response STD24
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SCD24-16 Cost

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiol€oBhAnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and tPkeitonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documen

Lun/u@’n/d sny

odsiqg

(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse$2.
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site ag
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following |
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. 3

rn
SCD24-17 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 3
CEQ regulations for NEPA in 40 CFR 1502.18 state that an appendix shal :§
(a) consist of material prepared in connection with an EIS (as distinct from g
material which is not so prepared and which is incorporated by reference)=

Te

(b) normally consist of material which substantiates any analysis fundamenta
to the EIS; (c) normally be analytic and relevant to the decision to be madg
and (d) be circulated with the EIS or be readily available on request. Iy
accordance with CEQ regulations, lengthy technical discussions of modelin
methodology, baseline studies, or other work are best reserved for an append
In other words, if technically trained individuals are the only ones likely to
understand a particular discussion, then that discussion should be includg
as an appendix, and a plain language summary of the analysis and conclusid
of that technical discussion should be included in the text of the EIS.

'S j0edl|
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The remainder of this comment is addressed in response STD24

SCD24-18 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The HYDOX (dry) process described for the pit conversion facility in

Section 2.4.1.2 is a process for converting plutonium metal with certain
impurities to a plutonium dioxide with a minimum of impurities. Inthe HYDOX

process, the pit hemishells (i.e., nonpit plutonium metal) would be placeq
into the HYDOX module, where the metal would be exposed to and react witl
hydrogen, then nitrogen, and finally oxygen at controlled temperatures anpl
pressures to produce plutonium dioxide. This is one variation of the basif
hydride-dehydride process; another would produce a metal rather than gn
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oxide. The process described in this SPD EIS is not only representative pf
the proposed process, but is bounding for potential impacts, including
accidents. However, a pit disassembly and conversion demonstration aim¢d
at optimizing process operations for the pit conversion facility is under way
at LANL. Should evidence from that demonstration or other research
invalidate the analyses reflected in this EIS, additional NEPA documentatiop
would be prepared.

SCD24-19 MOX Approach

DOE's MOX RFP specified a timetable including first insertion of production,
not test, fuel no later than the end of calendar year 2007, and a date of lgst
insertion no later than 2019. This timetable was acceptable to DCS, the tegm
that was selected for this effort.

The analyses in this SPD EIS reflect a 10-year schedule of operations for the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. Section 4.30.2 includes
discussion of incremental impacts of variations in that schedule. As explaing
in that section, certain impacts (e.g., exposure) would occur only or primarily
during processing, and the total impacts would not change even if th
processing schedule were extended or shortened. For example, if the operat
period of the MOX facility were extended by 1 year, the total dose and LCF
for the worker and the public would remain essentially unchanged, thoug
the annual dose would be expected to decrease. If the facility were n
operating, or operating at a lower throughput, the dose rate would be lowd
Then the only contributors would be small amounts of internal equipmen
contamination and material in highly shielded storage, and presumably fewg
workers would be at the facility. Total impacts from these internal sourceq
however, would depend on the period of operations; lengthening operatior
for 1 year would mean continued impacts at the levels described in Chapter
of Volume Ifor 1 year longer.

o ~
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To support the MOX approach, the proposed reactors would use MOX fug
for up to 3 years after it is placed in the reactor core. Therefore, the reactq
could operate with MOX fuel for 3 to 5 years after the MOX facility has

ceased operating because that facility includes space for storage of up
2 years’ worth of fresh fuel assemblies.
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SCD24-20 \aste Management

Use of F-Canyon at SRS to convert plutonium for use in either the
immobilization or MOX facility would require reconfiguring the canyon and
keeping it in operation for another 10 years or more. DOE has already mad
a commitment to the public, the U.S. Congress, and DNFSB to shut th
canyon down. DOE presented the SRS Chemical Separation Facilitig
Multi-Year Plan to Congress in 1997. This plan provides the DOE strategy
for the expeditious stabilization of SRS nuclear materials in accordance wit
DNFSB Recommendation 94-1, and provides for the early stabilization of
certain limited quantities of plutonium materials from RFETS. Once this
stabilization effort was complete, the canyon would be shut down and D&D)
activities would begin. In addition, this process would make the surplus
material considerably more weapons-usable, and as such would not fulfill th
purpose and need of the proposed action.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response SCD24-12.
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19. DOE plans to entomb six million cubic feet of TRU waste at WIPP. The pit
disassembly and conversion facility will produce less than .1% of this quantity
regardless of whether a dry or aqueous process is used. Therefore whether one pit
conversion process praoduces slightly more or less TRU waste than another is
irrelevant. The appropriate criteria are:

s Cost, schedule, technical confidence

* Impacts on downstream processing

* Potential for using existing facilities

Where is the comparison of the two process options against these criteria?

EI5 Data Inconsistencies
20. Why is the radiation exposure to construction workers at Pantex reported as zero

when section 3.4.4.1.2. reports that annual doses of 100 mrem above background are
measured in zone 4, the site of the proposed facilities?

21. Why is the annual TRU waste volume for pit disassembly and conversion, a very
large facility handling 33 metric tons of plutonium oxide, much less than the TRU
waste from the much smaller MOX and immobilization facilities which handle equal
or less plutonium?

21

22

23

SCD24-21 \aste Management

An aqueous process for conversion of plutonium would need to be placed
a new facility. Existing canyon facilities are not configured for a plutonium
disposition mission and are either shut down or planned for shutdow
and D&D.

DOE is committed to waste minimization and pollution prevention throughout
the complex.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response SCD24-10.

SCD24-22 Human Health Risk

As stated in Section 3.4.4.1.2, the 100-mrem dose is the dose measured a
offsite control location. It is the dose strictly associated with the natura|
background levels of the area; no part of the dose is attributable t
above-background sources. Therefore, there is no discrepancy in th
assertion of a zero dose (i.e., the dose level above background) for Pantf
construction workers. A statement was added to applicable Chapter
(VMolume I) sections to further clarify this issue.

SCD24-23 \ste Management

The pit conversion facility would convert relatively clean plutonium metal
pits to clean plutonium dioxide. In contrast, both the immobilization and
MOX facilities mix the plutonium with other materials, increasing the material
flow through the facility by a factor of 10 to 20. Additionally, the immobilization

facility would handle plutonium in various forms, including fuel rods and
plates, impure oxides, and impure metals and alloys. Each form of plutoniu
requires different processing techniques; some would require significantl
more handling than pits require in the pit conversion facility and thereford
would generate more TRU waste. Likewise, many steps are needed to fabric
the clean plutonium dioxide into fuel assemblies in the MOX facility. Because
the immobilization and MOX approaches are more complicated and proces
a considerably larger total material throughput, it is estimated that more TR
waste would be produced by the immobilization and MOX facilities than the
pit conversion facility.
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SCD01-1 Cost Report ae)
=

. . . . c

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has bepg
VOl S forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. Plii@nium g

‘! ;itéﬂﬁglrogy Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution3

- . .

Awareness Documen{DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle |9
. . . . . O’

1 of i cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on tiig

D Fred C. Dowison . . . . .

G Augast 11, 1598 MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms af &.
Wiliom C Reinig s . . i R =
e the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.CJ 9

Toosrer Ms, Laura Holgate S

e Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition T
Fiatpwiss U.S. Department of Energy 5
Jomes Galmen 1000 Independence Ave D
Fivedstia Washington, DC 20585 =
Michoel Howng m
Myra Howerdl 3
AsaKeley <
ittt Dear Ms. Holgate: E :
Jock McComack S
mm Citizens for Nuclear Technology Awareness (CNTA) is an organization 3
m dedicated to creating greater public awareness of nuclear technology ®
G loe Mkl issues and supporting the vital activities of the Savannah River Site. S
D Thomos F Porkinson g

Fatlerson

Jofin Fovegio Earlier this year a committee of our members with an extensive back- =~
;[,P,;"Mn,, ground in nuclear science, project management and plutonium processing §
?:;l- sts; conducted a general analysis of the life-cycle cost of locating all three S

Tim Sirmons Plutonium disposition facilities at the Savannah River Site (SRS). D

i That analysis, using the best information available at the time, determined Q
Robert 3 that as much as $1.6 billion could be saved by co-locating all three

R Rid) ook facilities with other plutonium-related operations and infrastructure (,;Q
Ex-Officio Mermbers at SRS. 2
Tim Dongerfield )

foai Qur analysis was never intended to be precise. [t was, however, intended E
Tty Fgm,:m to show the magnitude of the cost savings SRS offers. For that reason D

%8 togercd we were puzzled by the cost report accompanying the draft EIS for E_
e Marft Surplus Plutonium Dispesition. It lists the cost difference between

oo Adon Chvber locating the pit disassembly and conversion operations at Pantex vs
Eric Thompson SRS to be only about $60 million ($920 million at SRS vs $980 million

bt at Pantex), While your report acknowledges that those estimates could

ve Di vary as much as 40 percent-- potentially making the SRS option $715
E’“’“’f'mv:+"’“°f million less expensive than doing it at Pantex --it also could be

misconstrued to set the Pantex costs well below those at SRS, something

21| Midcdebury Orie we find incredible.
Suie 212
Columbia, SC 29204
1-800-299-CNTA A detailed review of your report by our experts found that it
Fox 803/779-0201 ignored a number of significant project cost factors, including:
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* the potential synergy and economies of scale gained by locating all three
programs at SRS, Co-locating the plutonium disassembly plant with
these facilities and other related operations would surely offer significant
cost advantages by way of shared facilities and personnel.

* the extremely high programmatic cost and schedule impact of creating,
operating and eventually decommissioning a complete plutonium
processing infrastructure at Pantex, where no such infrastructure exists
today. Significant plutonium-related support capabilities (RadCon
programs, waste management, analytical labs, experienced processing
workers, nuclear material accountability programs, etc.) would have to

be built from scratch at Pantex. That expensive basic infrastructure already
exists at SRS.

Each of those important cost factors was included in our analysis.

Attached to this Tetter are a number of specific related issues our experts
identified. We believed that these inadequacies need to be addressed before
a final decision is made that may not be in the best interest of the tax payers
and our nation’s nonproliferation efforts.

We look forward to your consideration of these concerns and anticipate
that your decision on site preference for the vital pit disassembly and
conversion mission reflects the obvious: SRS is the logical choice for
this important program.

ifcerely, %
7L 2 :

Michael Butler

Executive Director

SCD01-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversio
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fdr
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and has the pit conversion facility complement:

existing missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based o

environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCDO01-3 Cost Report
This comment is addressed in response SCD01-1.

Citizens for Nuclear Technology Awareness
Questions Concerning Cost Report Inadequacies
Associated with the Surplus Plutonium Disposition EIS

1. The Cost Report (page 1-10) says DOE’s-esiimate for the immobilization facility was
determined on a square foot basis based on experience with similar projects. What
were those similar projects? Most of the large comparable nuclear facilities built in
this country in the last 5 years have been built at SRS (e.g., DWPF, NSR, HB-Line,
RTF). All of them were significantly more per square foot than it appears you are
using in the cost report ($450M/108,000 sq. ft. = $4200).

2. Both the MOX and Immobilization facilities are estimated at about $4200/sq. ft.
Why is the cost per square foot of the pit disassembly and conversion facility so much
less, about $2900 per sq. ft. of hardened space? ($440M/~150,000 sq. ft. = $2900).

3. In the Cost Report (Table ES-2) a number of infrastructure deficiencies at Pantex are
identified. How much did you incorporate into the cost study for:

e Creating strategic nuclear material processing capability at Pantex?

e Creating radioactive waste management capability at Pantex?

s Constructing a source calibration facility at Pantex? (The new source calibration
facility at SRS cost $35M)

¢ Constructing a plutonium analytical lab at Pantex?

These infrastructure improvements would cost hundreds of millions of dollars to
construct and operate. The report did not consider the substantial cost 1o clean up
and remove them at the end of the mission. These costs must be considered for a
valid cost analysis.

4. The construction of a MOX plant is reported at $510M for both Pantex and SRS, yet
the Pantex plant is bigger in the EIS. In addition, the Cost Report identifies the major
deficiencies in the infrastructure at Pantex which would have to be added to support a
MOX operation. How do you explain this?

5. The storage of pits at Pantex is inadequate. The GAO issued a report in April saying
worker’s health and safety have been placed at risk. The Defense Board says that
DOE’s efforts to improve storage “appear confused” and lack technical basis, Since
the plutonium will have to come to SRS for MOX or immobilization anyway, doesn’t
it make sense to pack and ship as soon as possible and avoid a large cost to upgrade
pit storage. Pit disassembly and Conversion at Pantex means surplus pits will remain
in inadequate storage for nearly 20 more years. How much is in the Cost Report to
improve pit storage at Pantex? SRS already has NEPA coverage to transport and
store up to 20,000 pits in P-Reactor. (Pantex EIS)
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Why does a MOX plant (120,000 sq. ft.) require about 50% more construction
manpower than the pit disassembly and conversion facility (~150,000 sq. fi.)?

The Cost Report says it “does not incorporate possible synergies between co-locating
disposition facilities at one site” (page 3.3). What would be the savings if all three
missions are located at SRS?

Safeguards and Material Control & Accountability requirements are significantly
different and more complex for handling plutonium in butk forms rather than the
piece counts employed at Pantex. Where have yon evaluated the cost and schedule
impacts of major safeguards and MC&A upgrades at Pantex?

Where is the cost of facilities required for on-site TRU management and storage for
MOX and PDCF facilities at Pantex? Did the assumptions include anything more
complex than “pass-through™ to WIPP? Have you included the cost of reworking the
WIPP EIS to altow shipments fron1 Pantex? Pantex currently cannot ship TRU waste
to WIPP, and the EIS says that shipments to WIPP cannot begin until 2016.

. You have penalized sites other than Pantex with an $80 million dollar charge for
packaging and shipping pits to a pit disassembly facility elsewhere (page 3-4). How
much did you penalize a facility at Pantex for the higher cost of shipping plutonium
oxide to SRS? Plutonium oxide requires more shipments, requires more extensive
packaging and uses higher cost shipping and storage containers than shipping pits.
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"( Cilizens for

1 Nudlear

[ \ Techna!ogy
Awareness

April 24, 1998

Honoreble Federico Pean
Secretary Of Energy

U.S. Depariment of Ensrgy
1000 Independence Avenne
Washington, D.C. 20585

We understend, Seeretaty Pean
- - that within the noxt moath of so the Department of Encegy plans 10

eanauace its :clwﬂou of the prefecred sites for the three camponmts of the
tfutn Di i vcmon. MOX and

Our erganization, Cifizens for Nuclear Technalogy Awareness (ENTA), is
deepiy concerned sbout the possibility of nat co-locating all three new
fucilities at Savarmah Rivet, Sucha declsloe would ignore sighificant
finencial end institutional considerations. As » pro-nuclear educationsl
organlzation with more than 1000 members, we would hope ol views would
be considered in your decision.

Tt:should be obvious that co-locating i three new fhoilities al Savannah
River will digllicaptlyFediuce the up-front capital investmteat in sew facilities
qowrall progranrcould be-reduced by in
excess o ST “Billiod chiipared 16 the course that sve believe the Departmettt
intendstotake. Further, for the depanmenf to consider creating enother
plutoniu site at Pantex at the same time it is requesting billians to clean up
the ones it already has :hou1d be & matter of grave concern o ell taxpayers in
tliis country. They have never
pmmm[_plumnlnm and heve only handlcd sealed weapens comiponeats
containieg plutoniucs and, as & tesult, these is no plutonium handling
infrastructure and competency at Pantex. The Department is proceeding on &
path which will require that it duplicate at Pantex the unique plutonium
strueture now operating at SRS - environmental and personnel

SCD78-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS s preferred for all three proposed facilities because the site has extens|
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existin
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile
Stewardship and ManageméREM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996)

states that the pit fabrication mission would not be introduced into a site thg
does not have an existing plutonium infrastructure because of the high co
of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium

operations into sites without current plutonium capabilities. The SSM PEIS
states further that an important element of the site selection strategy is
maximize the use of existing infrastructure and facilities as the nuclear weapor
complex becomes smaller and more efficient in the 21st century; thus, no ne|
facilities were to be built to accommodate stockpile management missiong
Accordingly, DOE considered as reasonable only those sites with existin
infrastructure capable of supporting a pit fabrication mission. Although
Pantex has the infrastructure to carry out its current weapons assembly a
disassembly mission and nonintrusive pit reuse program, it was no
considered a viable alternative for the pit fabrication mission because it di
not possess sufficient capability and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEI
siting assumption stated above. Among the operations that were consider
in developing siting alternatives for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS were
plutonium foundry and mechanical processes, including casting, shaping
machining, and bonding; a plutonium-processing capability for extracting
and purifying plutonium to a reusable form either from pits or residues; and
assembly operations involving seal welding and postassembly processin

BNy 139‘5’1,0/ /%ueuﬁlw//\ug“feu]:/ UO_IJ_ISOdS‘fE] élﬁ/udjn/d snjdins
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When comparing the site selection strategy for pit disassembly and conversign
with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the SSM PEIS
has little or no bearing on siting criteria used in this SPD EIS. Pit disassembl
and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanical processs
discussed inthe SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand-alone facili
Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement to use existin

T2 0 <




€96—¢

CiTizENS FOR NUCLEAR TECHNOLOGY AWARENESS
Frep C. DavisonN
PaGe 20F 2

protection end manitoring systems, plutonium capable laboratories, new
waste menggement systems, but most impodtantly, the eatire intellectual
infrestiuctuce, competency and experience base. In face, in 1996 the
. Departmeal sald, tn its "Final Programmatic Eavironmental mpact
" Statement for Stackplic Stewardship and Management", in regard {0
taking Pan(ex cut of considerafion for Pit Mawulacturing:

*Plutanium would net he Introduced fnto & wite that does not
currenlly have » plutoniom Infrastructure because of the kigh cost of
new plutonium frcilitles and the complexity of introducing plutonivem
aperatinns fnto sites without current plutanium capabilifles”

Considering alf of the implications of the desisions involved, we believe it
wauld be appropriate that & complefely independent assessment of the total
easts of lacating fhese facifities soparutely at Pantex and SRS compared to
co-locating aff (hree facilitics at SRS be conducted prior fo any decisions by
the Department as to the peefecred sftes. -

Savanngh River has an unequated hlstacy of safe rnd relisble preduction,
processing, and storage of plutonium, The dispositfon mission is
overwhelmingly supported by the cltizenry and officials of the two-state
region. SRS i dleardy the logical choice Tor consolidating «f! three functions.

The CNTA membesship includes many experts in large scale plutonium
processing. We are prepare {o assist the Department fn ensuring the success
of the Plutonium Dispogition Program and we are looking forward {10 hearing
from you in the near future regarding our concems.

inceggly, ~
Fred C. Devison

_ Chairman

cc: Sen. Strom Thurmand
Sen. Fritz Hollings
Sen. Pete Domenioi
Congressman Lindsey Graham
Elizabeth A. Moler

facilities, whereas, the pit conversion facility would be a new structure ng
matter where itis located.

As discussed in Section 1.6, factors used in site selection for the preferr¢d
alternative included site infrastructure, mission, and staff expertise. Although
Pantex may not currently have the extensive plutonium processing
infrastructure already present at SRS, analyses in Chapter 4 of Volumg
indicate that impacts of construction and normal operation of the propose
surplus plutonium disposition facilities on infrastructure, health, safety, and
the environment at Pantex would likely be minor (e.g., see Sections 4.p
and 4.26.3).

o

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cogts
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and faitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decision
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based ofiJ
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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4 Citizens for
‘ Nuclear
\ " Technology
\ Awareness
D Fred €, Divicon |
Wian C Roiig
Ve it
9%
Py Seplember 3, 19
Trosuror .
e | Ms. Laora Holgate
Tk Cromvlord i Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
fpi "U.S. Department of Energy
m Growns i 1000 Independence Avenue
N:w d Washington, D.C. 20385
BurnkiM tow :
o Lincdey !
Joik Meonac Dear Ms. Holgater
P e
Robert Maber -
Bt Margede bl We are unable 1o understand DOE's recent decision that the Savamnah River Sire
s ";’dwh’ and the Pamex Sw‘re are: "equally preferred” for siting the pit disassembly and
e Phoemos F Porkinor CONVETSion mission
Join Raeglo
Do 1 Reberts
o Sireors In 1996 the Deépartment of Energy annonnced, in the Stockpile Stewardship and
sty St - Management T1S, that "plutonium would not be introduced into a site that doss
Ex , not currently have a plutonium infrastructure because of the high cost and
T‘m[: ! ‘;:J 5 complexity of intioducing pintonium operations infu sites without current
e ?Mpvud : capabilities *
Rt e
Ty Ebted The 1996 position was established during consideration of Pantex (and other
m"}i " sites) as potential locations for a pit rmanufacturing mission. Pantes was
Sm'm Chrarter disquatificd from consideration on the basis of this 1996 position. We have been
i s told that pit manufactuning and pit disassembly and conversion have similarities:

271" b B
S 262
Columbie, 5C 75730d

£O. dox 2851
Aden, SC 26602

§E00-299LNTA
Fax 803/779-0201

[

borh processes are "dry" and involve handling of the plutomum and associated pit
parts. Compared (0 pit manufacturing, the Disposition Program function of pit
disassembly and conversion involves 2 much larger quantity of phitonium and
produces p! oxide rather than the much easier & manage metallic form.
i1t is too expensive sad complex to intreduce pit manufacturing o Mantex,
then suscly it must follow that it is considerably less desirable to introduce pit
disassernbly and conversion

At the public meeting i North Augusta on August 13, your staft was unable tn
exnliin why DO s now considering Partex. We would very much like to know
the following,

MD245-1 Alternatives

DOE believes that the siting alternatives and analyses included in this SPD E
are not inconsistent with tiénal Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and Manager(®8M PEIS)
(DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996). The SSM PEIS states that the pit fabricatid
mission would not be introduced into a site that does not have an existin
plutonium infrastructure because of the high cost of new plutonium facilitieq
and the complexity of introducing plutonium operations into sites without
current plutonium capabilities. The SSM PEIS states further that an importar

element of the site selection strategy is to maximize the use of existin
infrastructure and facilities as the nuclear weapons complex becomes small
and more efficient in the 21st century; thus, no new facilities were to be buil
to accommodate stockpile management missions. Accordingly, DO
considered as reasonable only those sites with existing infrastructure capa
of supporting a pit fabrication mission. Although Pantex has the infrastructur:
to carry out its current weapons assembly and disassembly mission and
nonintrusive pit reuse program, it was not considered a viable alternative f
the pit fabrication mission because it did not possess sufficient capabili
and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEIS siting assumption stated abov
Among the operations that were considered in developing siting alternativ
for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS were plutonium foundry and mechanical
processes, including casting, shaping, machining, and bonding; a plutoniu
processing capability for extracting and purifying plutonium to a reusable
form either from pits or residues; and assembly operations involving seg
welding and postassembly processing.

When comparing the site selection strategy for pit disassembly and conversi
with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the SSM PEIS
have little or no bearing on siting criteria use in this SPD EIS. Pit disassembl
and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanical processe
discussed in the SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand-alone facili
Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement to use existin
facilities, whereas, the pit conversion facility would be a new structure ng
matter where itis located. This SPD EIS analyzes the environmental impac
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Why was this position changed?

Who in DOE approved this change?

‘What new information exists to warrant this change?

If aqueous processing is required, would Pantex be dropped from
consideration?

CNTA is a non-profit, grassroots organization that includes many of this
country's experts in large scale plutonium processing. We are prepared to assist
the Departinent in ensuring the success of the fissile material disposition
program. But with DOE engaged in a multi-decade program te downsize,
consalidate, and remediate existing phutonium sites, we are unable Lo underarand
why DOE would propose creating & ncw plutonium site. '|'he wisdom of
establishing the DOE position in 1996 was obvious to us then, and remains
today.

Sincerely,

Lol g
William C. Refnig’
Vice Chairman

ce Sen. Strom Thurmond
Sen. Fritz Hollings
Congressman Lindsey Graham
Tonorabie Bill Richardson
Greg Rudy
David Nulton

of construction and operation of these facilities at the four candidate siteg
including the impact on infrastructure.

Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS analyzed the plutonium-polishing proces
(by which impurities could be removed from the plutonium feed for MOX fuel
fabrication) as part of either the pit conversion or MOX facility. However, on
the basis of public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analys
performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included plutoniun
polishing as a component of the MOX facility. Therefore, the polishing
process is not a consideration in siting the pit conversion facility. Thg
alternatives that include siting the MOX facility with plutonium polishing at
Pantex are reasonable and are therefore included in the SPD Final EIS.
Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussé¢d
therein were added to the impacts sections presented for the MOX facility ip
Chapter 4 of Volume I. Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts
associated with plutonium polishing.

S

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversid
facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processin
and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions and take
advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus plutoniun
disposition program will be based on environmental analyses, technical an
cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and publi
input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach
to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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Authc=-: HCWARD CANTRR at md-01
Date: 9/1€/1598 7:52 AM

Pricrity: Neormal
TC: DAVID NULTON, EERT STEVENSON
Subject: Savannah River gite

I am writing tc express my extreme displeasure with the quality of the
hearings held in N. Rugusta a few weeks ago. Thase were not public
hearings, they were cheerleading exercises for the SRS employees and local
officials elected by theose employees. The people cf N.Augusta and Aiken do
not speak tor the whole state of SC. Of course the people whe were there
were in fawver deing "plutonium disposition™ in 5C. Their employer (SRS
gave them the day cff and told them to come down tc the hairings in a show
of suppert. Whe is going to come and argue agains:t his neighbor in
N.Augusta? This was not a fair hearing, and did nect represent the opinions
of the majority of S.Carolinians. I demand that DCE hold sther hearings
around the state, at least in Columbia, Charleston, and Savannah. Britilish
Nuc_ear Fuels, who wll be ruhning 3RS, docs not have a great environmenta)
record in Burope. The pecple of this stale deserve to hear the WHOLE STCORY
about plutonium reprocessing and all of its effects on nealth and the
environment., If the citizens of S.C. are going tc be asked to assume the
risks imherent ir takirg 2131 of the weapons grade pluconium, we deserve to
have some input into the decision making process. And, we are
unequivecally opposed to MOX fuel, and there will be a fight about this, =
guarantee it. Plutoniam should not be used as an enerqy source. It should be
coliected, immobilized, and safely stored away, never to re-enter the
env.ironment again. I don"t know who came up with this MOX idea, but it is a
bad one, and I don’t care what the Russians are doing, we need to take the
environmental high road and tell them MOX is a bad idea, and we can't
support il. Vitrification is the preferred method of disposition, but SHOW
U3 THE FERMANENT 3ITE, FLEASE, otherwise, we don't want it coming here,
because we don't Crust you to ever take it away. We believe it will stay
here forever, and SC is nobt a good site for permanent disposal. I am sure
you will hear more from m=, T am angry that this pluzonium reprocessing
monster has reared its ugly head again. It was a bad idea when Carter nixed
it, and it's still a bad idea.

Thank you for your time, please consider holding more hearin

as,
especially in Cclumbia,

Susan Corbett
2701 Heyward &t.
Celumbia, S.C. 29205

dins

FD333-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the public hearing
DOE employees and contractors at SRS were neither granted leave n
ordered to present their views at the North Augusta hearing; they attende
in an official capacity or took personal leave to attend. DOE believes that th
hearing was objective and open; all attendees were given an opportunity
provide comments orally or in writing. It was simply not feasible to hold
public hearings in every location, including the locations suggested by
the commentor.

oinjd sn|

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

FD333-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. Af
indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility because thig
activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of existing
infrastructure and staff expertise. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX
fuel fabrication provides the United States important insurance against
potential disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.

JUBLLIBIEIS JoedW] [GULWUCTIALY (el UORISOBSIg St

DOE is not considering reprocessing any of the surplus plutonium that is th
subject of this SPD EIS. U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration
has prohibited the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation ¢
plutonium from spent nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in
existing domestic, commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing
(reprocessing is a chemical separation of uranium, transuranic elemenfs
[including plutonium], and fission products from spent reactor fuel and the|
reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce new fresh fuel). The proposdd
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use of MOX fuel is consistent with the U.S. nonproliferation policy and
would ensure that plutonium which was produced for nuclear weapons ary
subsequently declared excess to national security needs is never again u
for nuclear weapons.

DOE is not considering disposal of surplus plutonium in South Carolina
The proposed facilities would process the surplus plutonium so that it can
permanently disposed of in a potential geologic repository. Only thg
immobilized plutonium, in canisters of vitrified waste from DWPF, would be
stored at SRS for any length of time, pending availability of the potentia
geologic repository. DOE is presently considering a replacement process f
the in-tank precipitation (ITP) process at SRS. The ITP process was intend
to separate soluble high-activity radionuclides (i.e., cesium, strontium
uranium, and plutonium) from liquid HLW before vitrifying the high-activity

fraction of the waste in DWPF. The ITP process as presently configurefl
cannot achieve production goals and safety requirements for processifng

HLW. Three alternative processes are being evaluated by DOE: ion exchang
small tank precipitation, and direct grout. DOE’s preferred immobilization

br
bd

ei

technology (can-in-canister) and immobilization site (SRS) are dependefO

upon DWPF providing vitrified HLW with sufficient radioactivity. DOE is
confident that the technical solution will be available at SRS by using
radioactive cesium from the ion exchange or small tank precipitation proces
A supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0082-S2) on the operation of DWPF and
associated ITP alternatives is being prepared.

This SPD EIS, for the purposes of analysis, assumes that Yucca Mountali
Nevada, would be the final disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and
MOX spent fuel. As directed by the U.S. Congress through the NWPA, a
amended, Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently being
characterized as a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent fue
DOE has prepared a separate Bi&ft Environmental Impact Statement for

a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Levg
Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevadd
(DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts fronp
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventu
closure of a potential geologic repository.
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DOE also appreciates the commentor’s concern that surplus plutoniun
disposition activities not contaminate the environment. This EIS analyze
the potential environmental impacts associated with implementing thq
proposed activities at the candidate sites. The results of these analysq
presented in Chapter 4 of Volume | and summarized in Section 2.18
demonstrate that the activities would not have major impacts at any of th
candidate sites. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition progran
will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, nation
policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

dins
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My name is Susan Corbett and I'm calling to make some
comments about the DOE hearings in North Augusta
regarding the plutonium disposition plans for Savannah
River Site. | live in Columbia and | drove down to the
hearings hoping to hear some open discussion and debate
of the issues. | was very disappointed and very angry at
what | saw. It was a completely one sided conversation. It,
this is, this is not a public meeting. Basically what I, what
could see, what | could hear was that the SRS had given
their employees a day off so that they could come down
and have a show of support for, you know, basically lining
their own pockets by creating more jobs and, you know,
having more money for their own personal little
infrastructure there in North Augusta and Aiken and | put
forth the idea that North August and Aiken does not speak 1
for the whole State of South Carolina. And we are being
asked to assume a number of risks by allowing this
plutonium to be brought here. And | believe that there
should be other hearings around the State and around
Georgia, around that area too, Savannah probably,
definitely Columbia, possibly Charleston, other places tha
stand to be affected by this process, and places where it’s
a true public cross section of the public. Nobody in North
Augusta is going to come and argue against their
neighbors employer. It just wouldn't be the right thing to
do and so it is not a level playing field. It is not an
objective group of people. This is their livelihood. Of

PD059-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted publig
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites, and thus with the mogt
directly affected populations. This decision did not preclude relevant commert
by State and local government, tribes, individuals, and organizationd.
Approximately 1,700 copies of the SPD Draft EIS were mailed, and an NOA
letter was mailed to an additional 5,500 members of the public. Several mea|
were available for providing comments: public hearings, mail, a toll-free
telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Equal consideration was give
to all comments, regardless of how they were submitted.
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course they want more jobs there. Personally the State d
South Carolina is not hurting for jobs so much that we ne
to bring in jobs and industries that create more pollution.
This is already a very contaminated State and Savannah

River is already a very contaminated river and | am basica‘l

opposed to bringing any more industries that can pollute
and contaminate our State. | understand something has
be done with the plutonium and the warheads. At this pg
| would say that vitrification is definitely the preferred
method.

I am not in favor of MOX. | am absolutely opposed to
MOX. 1 think that there are a lot of people that are going
be opposed to MOX. We do not want to see plutonium
used as an energy source and set the very bad precede
start doing that. And I, | heard some comment about well
once they got all this weapons stuff burnt up in the MOX
fuel they wouldn’t make any more. | don’t believe that for
second. | believe that once that facility is built and the
capability is set up, that there will be an ongoing push to
continue to use plutonium as an energy source. Now thg
going to be a fight there | can guarantee it. There are a I
of people who are opposed to that. That's why the breed
reactor program never got off to the start. That's why
Carter and his administration nixed it. It was a bad idea
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then, it's a bad idea now.
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PD059-2 Immobilization o
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the immobilization approacln%

to surplus plutonium disposition. DOE is presently considering a replacemetj
process for the in-tank precipitation (ITP) process at SRS. The ITP proces
was intended to separate soluble high-activity radionuclides (i.e., cesium
strontium, uranium, and plutonium) from liquid HLW before vitrifying the
high-activity fraction of the waste in DWPF. The ITP process as presently
configured cannot achieve production goals and safety requirements fq
processing HLW. Three alternative processes are being evaluated by DO
ion exchange, small tank precipitation, and direct grout. DOE’s preferred
immobilization technology (can-in-canister) and immobilization site (SRS) are]
dependent upon DWPF providing vitrified HLW with sufficient radioactivity.
DOE is confident that the technical solution will be available at SRS by using
radioactive cesium from the ion exchange or small tank precipitation proces
A supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0082-S2) on the operation of DWPF and

associated ITP alternatives is being prepared. Decisions on the surplj

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

PD059-3 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. Us
of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order tg
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of th
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium b
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified

NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutoniun
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger 3
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would

displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then

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

by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercid
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whos
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Vitrification is the preferred method for dealing with this
plutonium. | don’t want to comment at this point about exagtly
where or when. |, | think that we need to move a little more| ,
slowly in this and look at it carefully and make sure we're
doing the right thing. | understand that there are vitrification
problems at Savannah River right now with the existing high
level waste that they have down there. And I think the DOE is
rushing forward with this a little too cavalierly and | would like
to see the process slowed down for more public education, 3
more public input, more discussion around this area and
definitely no MOX fuel. That is just not going to fly here.

And | was very, like | said, very disturbed by those hearings. |
don’t think I've ever been to a public hearing where there was
a more one-sided discussion. It was just, didn’t even have the
slightest hint of being an objective, diverse discussion. It was
obviously so one-sided. And | think we need to here oppogsing
voices and other points of view. But people are not going to
come out in their own neighborhood, against their own
neighbors. It justisn’t fair to ask people to do that. So | know
there are people in North August that have concerns but i
would be difficult for them to speak out. And basically, as a 1
person who went down to just listen and be objective, it would
have been difficult for me to get up and ask questions because
the environment was basically pretty hostile against anybody
who wanted to question or, you know, look twice critically at
this whole issue. And that, that is not the right way to
conduct public hearings. We need to move around the state so
we can hear other voices on the whole issue. That’s all | have
to say and | hope that you will consider these comments
seriously. Thank you for listening. Bye-bye.

PDO059

operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutoniuny

disposition program. Should additional plutonium be declared surplus in th
future, itis likely that MOX fuel fabrication would be a proposed disposition
method if it proves successful, and the additional plutonium were amenab
to MOX fabrication. However, additional NEPA would be required at that
time to evaluate the potential impacts and inform the public.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response PD059-1.

1%
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Author: Martha Crosland at EM-06

Date: 3/26/1998 7:00 PM

Pricrity: Normal

TO: David Nulton at MD-0l, Bert Stevenson at MD-01
CC: Bruce Bornfleth ar RS

Subject: Savannah River site

Dave and Bert:

The following stakeholder concern would seem to relate te the public
hearings on the MD PEIS. I would assume that your cflice is the
appropriate one to regpond and if so please confirm with Bruce
Bornfleth.

Thanks,

Martha

Forward Header

Subject: Savannah River site

RAuthor: Bruce Bornfleth at QSE

Date: 8/26/98 2:53 PM
Martha,

Skila Harris asked that I ferward this message te you. She suggested
you would know the appropriate persen to respond to this stakeholder.
Thanx you,

Bruce Bornfleth, 586-4040

Forward Header

Subject: Savannah River site
Author: jcorbett@gateway.net at INTERMET at X40020
Date: Bf26/98 12:08 PM

Hi, T am a concerned citizen of South Carolina, whe has just recently found
out about the plans DCE has for the Savannah River site. I went to N,
Augusta to the hearings arnd was completely outraged. That was not an
objective, faixr public hearing. SR3 gave their workers the day off te turn
out in a show cf force. There was no =onstructive or objective discussion
or dialogue. As a citizern of this state, 1 resent the fact that a few
members of a small , self-interested comrunity dare to speak on behalfl of
the whole state regarding such a high risk venture as pit dissassembly, MOX
fabrication and Pu vitirification. I demand that DOE hold aearings in &
rmore neutral venue, tov allow for real discussicn and the opposing views to
be heard by the public. The hearings in N. Augusta were a sham and a white
washing. Hearings should be held in Columbiz, Savannah, and Charleston, at
ihe very least. Sincerely, Susan Corbett

FD172-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the public hearing

DOE employees and contractors at SRS were neither granted leave n
ordered to present their views at the North Augusta hearing; they attende
in an official capacity or took personal leave to attend. DOE believes that th
hearing was objective and open; all attendees were given an opportunity
provide comments orally or in writing. It was simply not feasible to hold
public hearings in every location, including the locations suggested by
the commentor.

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted publid
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites, and thus with the mos
directly affected populations. This decision did not preclude relevant commer
by State and local government, tribes, individuals, and organizations
Approximately 1,700 copies of the SPD Draft EIS were mailed, and an NOA
letter was mailed to an additional 5,500 members of the public. Several meal
were available for providing comments: public hearings, mail, a toll-free
telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Equal consideration was givel
to all comments, regardless of how they were submitted.
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FD313-1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding potential facility
accidents and human health risks. Training would be conducted on mock,
nonradiological material before facility processes became operational, so the
“learning curve” would be largely completed before operation with

“t1 PARTNERSHIP radiological material. The probabilities of operational error cannot be
Ered E. Humes meaningfully estimated, particularly for processes and procedures that aje

Direcor

not yet fully developed, and for bounding accidents whose frequencies afe

Sepiember 15, 1998 low to begin with. In any case, the estimates of accident frequency presentgd

Ms. Laura S H Holgate, Director in this SPD EIS are sufficiently conservative to bound any hypothetical
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition . . - .
.S, Department of Energy increase in the probability of environmental releases.

P.O. Box 23786
‘Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

FD313-2 Cost Report
Dear Ms. Holgate: . . . .
Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has bgen
At your August 13, 1998 public meeting on the Surplus Plutonium Dispesition (SPD) H i i i
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) | spoke in favor of siting all three portions forwarded to the cost analySIS team for consideration. Plim@nium
(,)«1;'i?sizfﬁmﬁr:;;;iEma&kiw Site ‘ A cops;gf myhcgllwnment; ire aléﬂchcd- Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolutiof
Wi 1] my {wo comments regarding what 1 consider {o be . .
deficiencies in the DEIS, and recommiend that the FIS be revised before issuance in final Documen{DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
I, The Environmental Consequences analyses for the Pantex sliernative doas not cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on t 1g,
reflect the increased probability and severity of environmental releases and worker MD Web site at http://WWW_doe-md.Com and in the pUblIC reading rooms Q| 3
safety risk resulting from (1) a lesser level of site plutonium infrastructure and (2) . . .
inexperienced workers handling end processing plutorium in metal and oxide forms. the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C| 3
L€pit disassembly and conversion i assigned lo Pariex, there il be a “learning The cost report was independently reviewed by an outsidg3
curve” as Pantex workers become Eamiliar with handling a new material in new A A R . . . -
facilities and that the learning process will result in an increased incidence of architect-engineering firm before being released to the public. Any futur¢ S
operator errors and equipment failures. Such errors and failures will result in 1 . . . .
increased envirornmental impasts at Pantex when compared to the experienced updates to this report will also be independently reviewed.

personnet and extensive infrastructure which exist at Savannah River. The Draft
EIS assumes that the probability and consequence of off-sormal conditions are
equal for Pantex and Savannah River - and that is not realistic. [ suggest that you
solicit the input of the Defense Nuclear Facilitics Safety Board in quantifying the
increased risks and impacts associated with startup of plutonium processing at
Pantex. Without this analysis, the SPD-DEIS does not adequately address all
environmental impacts.

ta

The SPD-DEIS states that cost differences between Pantex and Savannah River
are “within the uncertainty of cost estimates.” That conclusion is not supported by
the facts contained in the DEIS. The Draft describes the many facilities and 2
vperaling capabilities which currently exist at Savannah River and which must be
construeted or established at Pantex. In addition, the Draft identifics the many
instances of program synergy that would exist at Savannah River and which

Post Office Box 1708 % Aiken, 5C 29802 % 171 University Parkway # 1USCA
(803 643-3362 # FAX (803) 641-336% % coodevpari@acl.com FD313
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cannot exist at Pantex. Either your conelusion must be changed or it must be
supported by analysis. IfDOE continues to believe that the comparative costs are
“within the uncertainty of cost estimates™ then DOE must prove that assertion.
Review of the comparative estimates by a authoritative independent third party,
such as the General Accounting Office, is one means of addressing this deficiency

Bath of thess deficiencics are more acute if a plutonium finishing module is included in the
pit disassembly or MOX fabrication process.

Wwe fully support the national pragram to dispose of United States and Former Soviet
Union weapons-capable nuclear materials, and look forward to final approval and
authorization of the Surplus Plutonium Disposition program.

Thank you for the apportunity to provide comments on this very important national
program,

Sincerely,

-~
" Fred E. Humes
Director
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ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

Serving Aiken & Edgefield Counties

Fred E. Humes

Director
Statement for the Record
Surplus Plutonium Dispesition Draft
Envir al Impact S
August 13, 1998

Good Afictnoon, my name is Ired Humes and Tam Director of the Eeonomic
Development Partnership, o non-protit organization with responsibility for cconomic
development in both Aiken and Fdgeficld Counties. The Savannah River Site is an
important und (reasured part of oar manalacturing community because its long history as
a safe and environmentally responsible neighbor. We are proud of our role in helping to
win the cold war. and we are equally proud of our future role in helping to reduce the
nuclear danger by the disposition of excess plutotium from the weapons progran.

We are pleased and appreeiative the Department has recognized the Site™s capabilities for
the Mixed Oxide IFucl fabrication and Immobilization pertions of the disposition mission.
We believe the identification of SRS for these two missions will provide the country the
greatest assurance that phutonium will be prepared for fabrication and disposition in the
safest, most efficient and most reliable manier

However, we are perplexed and cencerbed that DOE has not madc the same
determination regarding site selection for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility.
The deaft EIR is replete with data which cuthines the currently operational plutonium
processing and radioactive waste management capabilitics existing at SRS. and the
document is cqually ¢lear thal those same capabilities do not exist at the Pantex site.
Thercfore. in my opinion it is incredulous that the EIS concludes there are only “modest
differences™ between SRS and Paniex.

The daia demonstrates there are significant differences between SRS and Pantex when
cvaluating the location for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility:

First and foremost. Savaruah River has a forty-year history in all aspects of the
safe handling and storage of plutonium. Savannah River’s unparalicled safety
reeord is the result of possessing a complete complement of specialized facilit
and pessonnel with many years of “hands on” plutonium expericnce. Neither t
facitities nor the expertise exist at Pantex. Several hundreds of millions of doll

uperations al Pantes: ranging from waste management to environmental
monitoring to laboratory support facilitics. But even if you wasted the dollars,
vou can mever make up for the lack of piutonium experience in the Pantex
workforce. Operating proficiency at Pantex could only be gained after many
years of trial and error - years with inevilable low productivity, operating error,.
safety incidents and cavirommental releases. It is irresponsible for DO o

Post Office Rox 1708 I Aiken, SC 29802 M 171 University Parkway M USCA
(803) 648-3362 W FAX (803) 641-3369 W ecodevpart@zol.cam
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FD313-3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the immaobilization
and MOX facilities at SRS. As indicated in Section 1.6, the preferred
can-in-canister approach at SRS complements existing missions, takes
advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise, and enables DOE o
use an existing facility (DWPF). DOE is presently considering a replacemert
process for the in-tank precipitation (ITP) process at SRS. The ITP procesgs
was intended to separate soluble high-activity radionuclides (i.e., cesiunj,
strontium, uranium, and plutonium) from liquid HLW before vitrifying the
high-activity fraction of the waste in DWPF. The ITP process as presently
configured cannot achieve production goals and safety requirements f¢r
processing HLW. Three alternative processes are being evaluated by D
ion exchange, small tank precipitation, and direct grout. DOE'’s preferre
immobilization technology (can-in-canister) and immobilization site (SRS) arg
dependent upon DWPF providing vitrified HLW with sufficient radioactivity.
DOE is confident that the technical solution will be available at SRS by using
radioactive cesium from the ion exchange or small tank precipitation procesk.
A supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0082-S2) on the operation of DWPF and
associated ITP alternatives is being prepared.

BUILLIOD

SRSis also preferred for the MOX facility because this activity complement
existing missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and st
expertise. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SR
will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, natior]
policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will
announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplu
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

U

i
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FD313-4 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversiofi
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fg
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience wi
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.




9/G6-€

EconomMic DEVELOPMENT PARTNERSHIP
Frep E. HuMmES
Pace 40F 5

impose on an inexperienced Pantex work force these operational. safety and
environmentat problems. let alone on the citizens of the Texas panhandle.

The second compelling difference between Savannah River and Pantex is
economics. The draft EIS describes the many facilities and operating capabilities
that currently cxist at Savannah River that will have to be duplicated at Pantex.
Additionally. the document identifies the many instances of synergy that exist
only at Savannah River as the PD&CF shares capabilitics with current missions
and the Immobilization mission. These differences exist today and cannot be
dismissed as “within the uncertainty of cost estimates.” Our region is
competitive with all arcas of the country in regards to construction and operations
wage rates. In the private sector, we compete daily on an international basis for
industries to locate in our area - and we are very successful. In the last two years,
over two billion dollars in new private sector investment were announced in the
Aiken-Augusta area - business decisions that were made because of our skilled
labor foree, competitive wage structure, and favorable business climate.
Therefore. I do not agree with your conclusion that Pantex operating costs are less
than Savannah River. or that total costs could be within seven pereent.

The third significant difterence between Savannah River and Pantex is the broad 5
base of community support for SRS activities, This support includes two states,
two Congressional Delegations, urban and rural constitucnts, site workers and
people with no connection with SRS. That support is grounded in the knowledge
that SRS has a paramount concern for safety, and that the site has a positive
impact on the economic, social, eultural and cducational base in our area. This
relationship is priceless in today’s environment. and provides DO with
confidence that programs assignied to the SRS will be carried out as planned.

A fourth consideration is the potential need to incorporate a Plutonium Polishing
module in the pit conversion facility. Processing facilities. personnel expertise,
and infrastructure to meet this need are currently operational at the Savannah
River Site; the same capability does not exist at Pantex. Savannah River facilities
are sufficiently flexible to accommodate all foreseen polishing requirements,
guarantecing a reliable supply MOX-grade plutonium oxide to the fuel fabrication
vendor. Once again, the assignment of the Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Facility to Savannah River will assure the safe performance of this critical step,
save the taxpayer tens of millions of dollars and provide the highest confidence
that the Plutonium Disposition mission is conducted in the most expeditious
manner.

Specific comments on the draft BIS are as follows:

1. Revise the Environmental Consequences analyses for the Pantex alternatives to
appropriately reflect the increased probability of environmental releases and 6
safety concerns resulting from operationat errors as Pantex employces go through
the learning curve associated with handling and processing plutonium. Input from

FD313-5 Other

All candidate sites have strong community and elected official support. In
addition, the candidate sites are equally suitable from a safety and condu
of operations standpoint and all sites must comply with DOE environmental
safety, and health requirements.

Based on public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analyd
performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE decided to propose
plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequats
impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD313-2.

FD313-6
This comment is addressed in response FD313-1.

Facility Accidents
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FD313-7 Cost Report
Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
|6 contains environmental impact data and does not address the cogts
o o f 5 -|u 7 -']' '-» “ f B d o, ]dr;v“- i h'~ ~ | ot 1 . . . . . .
the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board could assist in this evaluation aSSOClated Wlth the various alternatlves. A Separate cost fﬁ[mmnalySIS
2. Submit yourcomp{uz\livc cost C'Slill'l.a!CS IO_ilIl-UUKSidC 1hirq—pany rcvicw4lo |n Support Of Slte Selectlon for Surplus Weapons_Usable Plutonlun“
assure that the operational and estimating basis for construction and operating 7 . .. K . .
costs, anfl rcqu.ifcd 'ini'raslruclt_lrc arc on a t_ola]ly com»pamble basis. The General DISpOSItIOﬂ(DOE/M D-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the Slte-SpeCIfIC cost
Accounting Office is ane possible source or this revicw: estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time{as
My final comment ix ll?at we not lose_ sight of}hc important objective that you are the SPD Draft EIS. This report and tRkitonium Disposition Life-CyCle
implementing - that being to safely dispose of the excess supply of weapons capable )
plutenium. This is extremely important - both today and for future generations. Because Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution DOCl(IDé)E/MD-OOlS,
of that importance and urgency, it must be entrusted to those who have demonstrated the 8 . . .
capability to safely perform the mission. Now is not the time to train rookies. Now is the November 1999)! WhICh covers recent Ilfe'CyCIe COSt analyses aSSOClat@d
time for the first team to be in the game. The clear choice for the Pit Disassembly and with the preferred alternative. are available on the MD Web site at
Conversion Facility is the Savannah River Site! . ! 3 . .
A http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
Thank you for the opportunity to present these comments. locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. The codt

report was independently reviewed by an outside architect-engineering fir
before being released to the public. Any future updates to this report will
also be independently reviewed.

=)

FD313-8 Alternatives
This comment is addressed in response FD313-4.
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SCD62-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensi
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existin
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on th
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio

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

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD23-1 Alternatives

- DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplys
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existirg
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatiop

i A e considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardinf
August 13, 1998 facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

Gentlemen and Ladies:

Good afternoon. [ am Fred Andrea, Senior Pastor of First Baptist Church in Aiken, South
Carolina. | am here to express my support for SRS and its employees. Many of the employees are
members of my church family.

SRS and its employees are special to this community. Their contributions to our natfon’s
security are many and significant. Over the last five years, SRS has lost over 10,000 jobs, yet the
employees and this community have never lost their faith in the future or their commitment to
continue the long history of safe and effective operations at SRS,

We know that the capabilities that exist at SRS are not found at the other DOE sites. We know
that the Plutonium Disposition Missions which are so important to our national and international
security require these capabilities. The decision should be easy but, for some reason, may become far
more complicated than necessary. Of course, there being absolutely no politics in the local church,
you would understand that 1 know nothing whatsoever about such matters. | trust and pray that this
decision will not be determined by political considerations.

In fact, I am here today to let you know that, as a minister, [ will be going to a higher authority 1
than elected officials to encourage the Department of Energy to make the right decision for this nation
and its taxpayers!

Seriously, Savannah River Site is the right choice for this mission, Impeccable safety and
environmental protection vecords. cost effective operations, existing operating infrastructure,
plutonium experience and expertise, and a second-to-none community support level undergird the
soundness of this cholce.

Thank you for this opportunity to express my wholehearted support for Savannah River Site.
| do pledge my earnest prayers for wisdom and courage as this significant decision is made.

Yours sincerely,

? T
ed W. Andrea Il

FWA:ean

Post Office Box 3157 |l Aken, South Carolina 29802-3t57 Jl York Street at Richiar W Fax(803) 648-4453
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