£€29¢

MINERD, LESLIE
Pacelor1l

Q/te)as
. Howard R. Codin , Dareton
o q \ o
D8, Bt <3 9*0/\%/
f.0. Bx 23766

boeohugtar BC. 20026377

Qesn Mhn, Cantan,
I feod et e Commed parcad on Dhe
SPD EtS L\mwmw.ﬁnqﬂm. Bt Laery

Qe « +0 WOL\QOM at e
Pimme Jane. The tudb Lo TRT AR process
wll cdop crails myusdoan vrmota . F aguee YR

V N . 7t Bloaagn~ ST
04&06\0 Crlumdred S . 2FJ05™

MD285-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

MD285-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for reducing the nuclear
weapons stockpile, and opposition to using either immobilization or the MOX
approach to surplus plutonium disposition. DOE has extensively studied
technologies for this purpose, and in the Storage and Disposition PEIS
identified and evaluated a number of potentially acceptable technologies.
However, many of these technologies were determined to be unacceptable
for reasons of complexity, the cost or time for implementation, and the degree
to which the resulting form met the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel
Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus
weapons-usable plutonjum as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons
use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent
nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors. Based on these analyses and
other available information, the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS
reduced the number of technologies that would continue to be considered to
those evaluated in this SPD EIS: immobilization in either a ceramic or glass
form, and MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation. This SPD EIS evaluates the
potential impacts of waste generation for each of the proposed alternatives.
As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel and other
wastes would be produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic,
commercial reactors. Spent fuel and waste management at the proposed
reactor sites is not expected to change dramatically due to the substitution
of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU assemblies. Likewise, the additional
spent fuel would be a very small fraction of the total that would be managed
at the potential geologic repository.
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SCD93-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS based on transportation concerns. As indicated in the revised
Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversion facility because the site
has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and the pit conversion
facility complements existing missions and takes advantage of existing
infrastructure. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from
nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle
emissions are expected. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses (including analyses
of transportation risks), technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

SCD93-2 Waste Management

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

SCD93-3 Waste Management

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SCD47-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutoniumdisposition facilities at SRS. Asindicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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AIKEN BRANCH
National Association For The A Of Colored People
PO.Box 1516
Alken. South Carofina 29802
RESOLUTION
WHEBREAS the handli nnd dis sition of excess weapons
lutonivm is of grave nq national security of the
gm.ud States;

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

certain
20 to 30 years;

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

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

WHEREAS the Department of Energy in its Record of Decicion 1

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

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

umim?ﬁtottheadmoet:ntotcolo:edreopl (m)x

e

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

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

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

A VY S

Pretident Secretary U

DUIOLD?) YINOS—SISUOSIY PUD SJUIUNIOQ JUAMUO?)



NORTH AUGUSTA
2 HoNoRABLE THoMAS W, GREENE
Pacelorl

9-¢

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

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

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

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

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

the envirooment; and

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

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

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

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

o
Thomas W. Greee, Mayor

ATTEST:

Leoma ¥ %&Gﬁym

SCDhes

SCD98-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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REMARKS OF MAYOR LARK JONES AT THE PUBLIC HEARING
Concerning SRS New Missions/ Pit disassembly and conversion

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

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

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

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

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

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

SCD1s5

SCDh15-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. DOE is appreciative
of the public support it has received from the local communities at all of the
candidate sites for the surplus plutonium disposition program.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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4. Community Support. To be sure, SRS has been an integral part of our
community for 45 years now. Yes, it does have a very important economic
impact as well, but nowhere, I darc say will you find anymore
community acceptance and support for any nuclear type industry than here
in Aiken County.

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

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

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

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

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

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

P s

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

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

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

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

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

! River Site.

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

s

Lark W. Jones, Mayor

T: .

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

Nuclear Control Institute

Public Citizen's Critical Mass Energy Project

Safe Energy Communication Council

Physicians for Social Responsibility

Global Resource Action Center for the Environment

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

ENVIRONMENTAL, ARMS CONTROL, PEACE AND JUSTICE AND mRGY .

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

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

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

* cost more taxpayer money

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

involve more steps where waste will be generated

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

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

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

dis for use in another muclear Wweapom

. ¥

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

SCD27-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ opposition to the MOX approach.
DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again. The
fabrication of MOX fuel and its use in commercial reactors has been
accomplished in Western Europe. This experience would be used for
disposition of the U.S. surplus plutonium.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

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

The hybrid approach would result in slightly more waste being generated
and greater worker exposure than the immobilization-only approach, but
potential impacts to the public during normal operations are not expected to
be major at any of the DOE candidate sites. Furthermore, DOE continues to
prefer the hybrid approach for the reasons of practicality and leadership
discussed above.
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Although the MOX approach would require a greater level of purity than the
immobilization approach, impacts including exposures, were considered in
the analyses. As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent
fuel would be produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic,
commercial reactors. Spent fuel at the proposed reactor sites is not expected
to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some
of the LEU assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very
small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential
geologic repository.

Commercial reactors in the United States are capable of safely using MOX
fuel. The commercial reactors selected for the MOX approach include only
those reactors whose operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the
surplus plutonium disposition program. In addition, NRC would evaluate
license applications and monitor operations of domestic, commercial reactors
selected to use MOX fuel to ensure adequate margins of safety. Section
4.28.2.5 was added to include an analysis of the increased risks associated
with accidents involving MOX fuel at the proposed reactors.

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

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

The disposition of surplus plutonium is not a military action. The goal of the
surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat of nuclear
weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus
plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely manner.

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

SCD27-2 MOX Approach

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

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. The purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.
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are spiit in MOX fuel, new plutonium is being formed. The uranium present absorbs

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

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

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

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

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

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

CONTACTS

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

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

Alice Slater (212) 726-9161

SCD27-3 MOX Approach

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

Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing
either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best
opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar
options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends
the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce
stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that
would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.

SCD27-4 MOX Approach

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

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment has
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. As explained in
response SCD27-1, the cost report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-
Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document are available
on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading
rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
Washington, D.C.
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SCD27-5 MOX Approach
This comment is addressed in responses SCD27-1 and SCD27-2.
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R & H MAXXON, INC.

August 13, 1998

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

100 independence Avenue
Washington, DC 20585

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

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

Former Seeralary Pena stated and your Draft Environmental Impact Statement

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

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

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

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

o V%ﬂé

Tvn Dangerfield
Vice-President

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

SCD45

SCD45-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Alternatives

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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MD0o22-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
e s s S s analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation

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

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

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

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

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

Dear Ms. Holgate:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

MDO022

surplus plutonium and agrees that there is an intrinsic worth to plutonium
fromits energy content. However, it is not valid to compare the fuel prices for
plutonium versus fossil fuels because the costs o use the two fuels are very
different. The real measure of the worth of plutonium as a fuel is its ability to
generate electricity in the open market. These values are estimated in three
reports, Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment
Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), Cost Analysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition
(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), and the Technical Summary Report for Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0003, October 1996), all
of which are available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in
the public reading rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex,
SRS, and Washington, D.C.

All of the surplus plutonium would not be made into MOX fuel because
some of it is not suitable for fabrication due to the complexity, timing, and
cost that would be involved in purifying the material. Also, pursuing both
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approach
by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest
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possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.
Ms. Laura Holgate Page2

Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, USDOE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

$9.0E+09).
And:

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

H~P-l--\ Holepudo—

H. Perry Holcomb, Ph. D.

MD022-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

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

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

MD022-4 Alternatives

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

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

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

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the MOX approach. DOE
has identified as its preferred alternative a hybrid approach. Pursuing both
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approach
by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again. Under
this approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutonium metal and
oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be irradiated in
domestic, commercial reactors. The remaining 17 t (19 tons) of surplus,
low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for fabrication into MOX fuel
because of the complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying
those plutonium materials.

SCD68-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the MOX facility at
SRS. As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility
because this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of
existing infrastructure and staff expertise. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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Author: HOWARD CANTER at md-OL

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

Erxiority: Normal

TO: DAVID NULTON, BERT STEVENSON

Subject: Opposed ta SC raceiving Plutonium - Request Hearings

Lear Dircctor Canter and Under Secretary Holgate,

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

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

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

Thank you for your help inr this serioua jasue.

Sipcezely,
Rebert G. Ridgeway

1408 Cedar Terrace St.
Celumbia, SC 29203

FD331-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS, and request to have public
hearings in Columbia, South Carolina. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Each of these facilities
would process some fraction of the surplus plutonium so that it could be
permanently disposed of in a potential geologic repository. Only the
immobilized plutonium, in canisters of vitrified waste from DWPF, would be
stored at SRS for any length of time, pending availability of the potential
geologic repository. DOE is presently considering a replacement process for
the in-tank precipitation (ITP) process at SRS. The ITP process was intended
to separate soluble high-activity radionuclides (i.e., cesium, strontium,
uranium, and plutonium) from liquid HUW before vitrifying the high-activity
fraction of the waste in DWPF. The ITP process as presently configured
cannot achieve production goals and safety requirements for processing
HIW. Three alternative processes are being evaluated by DOE: ion exchange,
small tank precipitation, and direct grout. DOE’s preferred immobilization
technology (can-in-canister) and immobilization site (SRS) are dependent
upon DWPF providing vitrified HLW with sufficient radioactivity. DOE is
confident that the technical solution will be available at SRS by using
radioactive cesium from the ion exchange or small tank precipitation process.
A supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0082-S2) on the operation of DWPF and
associated ITP alternatives is being prepared.

This SPD EIS, for the purposes of analysis, assumes that Yucca Mountain,
Nevada, would be the final disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and
MOX spent fuel. As directed by the U.S. Congress through the NWPA, as
amended, Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently being
characterized as a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent fuel.
DOE has prepared a separate EIS, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level
Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada
(DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual
closure of a potential geologic repository.
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To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites, and thus with the most
directly affected populations. Approximately 1,700 copies of the SPD EIS
were mailed, and an NOA letter was mailed to an additional 5,500 members of
the public. The proposed actions do not involve disposal of surplus
plutonium in South Carolina. Hearings for SRS were held in
North Augusta, South Carolina. DOE provided appropriate opportunities
and means for public comment on the program, and gave equal consideration
to all comments, regardless of how they were submitted: public hearings,
mail, a toll-free telephone, and fax line. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

FD331-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutoniumdisposition facilities at SRS. Asindicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.

JUSMPIVIS JIODAU] JOIUSUUCLINYG JOUL] UOLISOdSIT MUOM] SHIAUNG




LY9-¢

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

MMMGIOMLDIVERSIHMHONIMMW

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

RESOLUTION

Tt Savtr Qe Foerns

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

chkzz

T

. Robert M Reich

Thomas J. Stone
Chairman

SCD25-1

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

Alternatives

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

1

Augnst 13, 1998

PUBLIC G — PIT DISASS N

Mr. Chairman:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

effectively handle all three missions. .

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

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

Thank You,

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

SCD22-1

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

Alternatives

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documert (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SNELLING
HonoraBLE TiM MOORE
Pagelor2

THANK YOU, MR. MODERATOR

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

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

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

AND TO TRAIN ANOTHER WORKFORCE FROM ANOTHER LOCATION TO

DO WHAT THE SAVANNAH RIVER FOLKS ALREADY KNOW HOW TO DO

SCDh41-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. Asindicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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SNELLING
HoNORABLE TiM MOORE
PaGeE 2 0r 2

IS NOT VERY RESPONSIBLE.

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

PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION MISSION BEING LO&ZATED ATTHE

SAVANNAH RIVER SITE.

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

RIGHT THING TO DO

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

Oavter 4. Brastoy Post Orrice Box 11369

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

Dear Secratary.Péfa,

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

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

Furﬂler.ltedmmeselmandoomnwummun'ldmelinea:aweleranxrepfesensthe

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

SCD74

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

SCD74-1

DOE acknowledges the Govemnor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutoniumdisposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.

Alternatives

SCD74-2 DOE Policy

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

Cavid M. SRARCY
wdveanvr
June 18, 1897

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you for your tims and attention.

SCD75-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Governor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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SoutH CAROLINA, OFFICE OF THE (GOVERNOR
HoNORABLE Davip M. BEASLEY

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

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
MD-4 Forestall Building

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washingten, DC 20588

Dear Ms. Holgate,

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

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

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

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

ly.

m 7

David M. Beasley’

SCDh14-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Governor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SoutH CArOLINA TREASURER
RicHARD ECKSTROM
PAaGEloOF S5

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

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

Disposition Program.

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

is approximately 2 billion dollars annually.

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

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

area.

SCD50-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS. DOE considers all the candidate sites suitable for disposition
activities from a public acceptance, safety, and conduct of operations
viewpoint. Asindicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit
conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium
processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SouTH CAROLINA TREASURER
RicHARD ECKSTROM
Page2o0F S

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

been anything but an assembly-and-dismantlement site.

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

complex.” {end quote)

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

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

necessary infrastructure ---- to do this work.
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SoutH CAROLINA TREASURER
RicEARD ECKSTROM
PAGE30OF S

Consider the following financial facts that emphatically support the

selection of SRS for this mission:

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

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

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

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

incremental remediation costs to be minimal.

3 SCD50
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SoutH CAROLINA TREASURER
RicHARD ECKSTROM
PAGE4 oF 5

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

promise the taxpayers a “peace dividend?”

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

i

SOUTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

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

Ms. Laura Holgate

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

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20580

Dear Ms. Holgate:

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

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

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

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

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

Carolina.
Sincerely,
Robi VZyall
mh

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

SCD08-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutoniurn processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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SoutH CAROLINA PROGRESSIVE NETWORK
BRET BERSIE
Pagelorl1l

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

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

PD067-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

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

PD067-2 Nonproliferation

The Allied General Nuclear Services Plant was constructed to recover
plutonium and uranium from spent nuclear fuel. President Carter issued an
Executive Order terminating the plant’s reprocessing capability before
construction was completed. Under the MOX approach, the use of
U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic, commercial reactors does not
involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical separation of uranium,
transuranic elements fincluding plutonium], and fission products from spent
reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce new fresh
fuel). Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of
plutonium, a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following
strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it
would be owned by the U.S. Govemment, operations would be limited
exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility
would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition
program. For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the
participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium,
and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.
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DOE Draft EIS for Surplus Plutonium Disposition

August 13, 1998

JUIUBIDIS JODAU] IDIUIUHUONAUT JOUL] UOHISOASIT wniuoind SHjdung




£99-¢

SoutH CAROLINA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HoNorABLE T. Scotrt BECK
PaGe20or4

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SCD13-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Representative’s support for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised
Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has
extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

DUNOLD) YINOS—SIS uoa’say PUD SJUIUNIO(T JUIUUUO)



$99-¢

SoutH CAroLINA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HonNoRraBLE T. ScotT BECK
PAGE 3 oF 4

Beck —~ Page 2

On top of that ... SRS is already listed as the preferred site
for two thirds of the plutonium disposition mission.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Give them that chance.

Thank you.

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

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

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

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

SCD97-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Representative’s support for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised
Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has
extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

facil Lty in plutonium management and disposition.
4 %

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

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

MOXFUEL FABRICATION AND Fh

ARG RN T/M0P! 12 ATION)

AND WE ACTIVELY SEEK THE DESIGNATION AS THE
PREFERRED SITE FOR

SCDh42-1

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the pit conversion facility
at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit
conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium
processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.

Alternatives
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r11 UISASSEMBLY AND CONVERSION.

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

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

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

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

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

man A
AND CoNYERSIeN

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

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

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

Publie, ENVIKNMENT
South CAROLINA . Ay W RKERS.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

wmexmsdowmmdlsagoudone SRS curtently has the infrastaucture, layout,

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

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

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

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

SCD103

SCD103-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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August 13, 1998

Mr. Howard Canter

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
MD-4 Forrestal Buiding

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

Dear Mr. Canter:

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

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

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

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

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

SCD43

SCD43-1

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

Alternatives

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each altemative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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August 13, 1998

Mr. Howard Canter
Page 2

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

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

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

Sincerely,

S

W. Greg Ry
District 24
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June 24, 1997

WMWIMhMO‘m-MWM\HWMM
Mnmmcmutw-ndmoepmamumm

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

« Teiflum Prodaction for

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

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

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

eseoriial. Goorgin an sofidly behind
the new missions, mmmmdwwamcmwmmg

SCD80-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for tritium production and
surplus plutonium disposition at SRS. Tritium production is beyond the
scope of this SPD EIS, but is analyzed in the Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Tritium Supply and Recycling
(DOE/EIS-0161, October 1995). Asindicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS
is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience
with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing missions
and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.
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SouTHEAST ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT A SSOCIATION
CArRL A. Mazzovra
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Southeast SOUTHEAST ENVIRONMENTAL
’ MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION

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

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

1 £ oainnol.

iation (SEMA]

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

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

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

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

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

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

P

MD167-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS and appreciates the community
support. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the
proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience with plutonium
processing, and these facilities complement existing missions and take
advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SRS Cit1zENSs ADVISORY BOARD
Pagelorl

Savannah River Site

CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD

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

Buciceround

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

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

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

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

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

Recosnmendstion

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

1. Wewmmmmumnmmsnzsaxebmnblempufomtboummsdmm
pat of their coce function.

2 lnmmuu!mtsp:mdmdednﬁwmnﬁtyuppearmbemmhnhndw

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

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

SRS CAR Recnenmcadstion #61
Adegead Soly 28, 1959

FD206-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. Asindicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses (including risk analyses), technical and cost reports, national policy
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce
its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

FD206-2 Alternatives

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

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C..
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TrE PrITCHARD GROUP
CONSTANCE J. PRITCHARD
Pagelor1

COMMENTS FOR THE DOE PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION PUBLIC
MEETING

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ol ,{Jvfalue@ao/. com

SCD21-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement
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Tri-County EcoNoMIC DEVELOPMENT ALLIANCE
CaLvin MELTON
PaGcE1l or 2

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

DiSPOSITION MISSION LOCATED AT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE.

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

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

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

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

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

PERFORM THE VITRIFICATION PROCESS, AND HAS SELECTED THE

T

SITE TO BE THE HOME OF THE MOX FUEL PROGRAM,

SCD32-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutoniumdisposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.

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

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

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

CAPABILITIES OF THE COMPETING SITES AND NOT ON POLITICS.

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

THE NATION'S BUSINESS,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

governing bodies of our various member agencies and many

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

SCD37-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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Unrtep Way or THE CSRA
KEerTa BENSON
PaGce2o0or2

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you.
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WARSHAUER, MEIRA (MAXINE)

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

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

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

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

closure of a potential geologic repository.

FD322-2 Immobilization

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

FD322-3 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to reusing plutonium for
energy generation. The use of MOX fuel in domestic commercial reactors is
not proposed in order to produce electricity. Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

.

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

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

FD319-1 Other

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

FD319-2 Nonproliferation

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

FD319-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on SRS workforce qualifications
and support for siting the pit conversion facility at SRS. As indicated in the
revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversion facility because
the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and the pit
conversion facility complements existing missions and takes advantage of
existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost
reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to
surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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Intro

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

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

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

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

» Index is approximately equal to cents lost per hour
worked

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

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

» Only 11 of 100 companies scored higher

SCD34-1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the positive attributes of SRS.
As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed
facilities because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing,
and these facilities complement existing missions and take advantage of
existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost
reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to
surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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RadCon

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

SCD34
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Environmental

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

¢+ Met ALL environmental regulatory requirements in 1997

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

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

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

— WSRC expertise is valued based on our proven track
record

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