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Response to Comment Letter L12:

L12-1 DOE did not attempt to estimate the total number of jobs generated in the region by
implementation of the salt processing alternatives, but estimated the number of direct
construction and operations jobs that might be created.  DOE believes the differences in
numbers of construction and operations jobs estimated by CRESP and DOE are attributable
to different assumptions used in the analyses.  Further, DOE does not believe that the project
cost estimates, an important basis for the CRESP analysis, are refined enough to distinguish
between the alternatives, with the exception that Direct Disposal appears to be less costly
than the other alternatives.

L12-2 DOE agrees that the results are explained by a number of factors, and that cost of the
technologies is an important factor.  DOE also agrees that the location of the design and
testing functions will affect the local economic impact of the salt processing technology
implementation.

L12-3 DOE agrees that the funding mechanism would be important in determining the local
economic impacts.  DOE does not assume that funds for any specific project would be in
addition to a baseline of SRS funding.  Funds for SRS operations are appropriated annually
by the Congress, on the basis of the President’s budget request and the Congress’ own
analysis of priorities.

L12-4 DOE agrees that the CRESP analysis provides more specific evaluations of the economic
impacts, and that the data are based on very preliminary design and cost estimates.  The
CRESP analysis tends to support DOE’s evaluation that economic impacts are not a
discriminating factor among the alternatives, especially when the preliminary nature of the
design and cost estimates is recognized.  The scope of this study exceeded what DOE
considered to be necessary to understand the potential impacts of the salt processing
alternatives.

L12-5 DOE used several factors to evaluate the alternatives, including cost, schedule, technical
maturity, technical implementability, environmental impacts, facility interfaces, process
simplicity, process flexibility, and safety.


