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TXD04–1 Nonproliferation

DOE recognizes the urgency of the disposition of Russian surplus plutonium
and is working on many fronts to encourage timely progress.  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.  During the first week of
September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit and
signed a statement of principles with the intention of removing approximately
50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s stockpile.  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.
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2

TXD04–2 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex and concern for the security of offsite shipment of pits.  As
indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.
Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition.  Transportation of special
nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT
system.  Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
fatality or release of radioactive material.  The transportation requirements for
the surplus plutonium disposition program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS.
Section 2.4.4.1 discusses safety measures taken for shipment of pits.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex 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.

TXD04–3 DOE Policy

Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing
either approach by itself.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response TXD04–1.
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TXD04–4 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 cost report, 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.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response TXD04–2.
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MD148–1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for Pantex.  The proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be designed, constructed,
operated, and deactivated in accordance with applicable Federal, State, and
local environmental, safety, and health requirements.  Specifically, 10 CFR 835,
Occupational Radiation Protection (1995), requires the implementation of
employee radiation safety indoctrination, education programs, and
exposure-monitoring programs.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses
(including occurrence reporting records of the candidate sites), technical
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input.  (The Congressman’s letter was received without the
enclosed documents.)
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WAD20–1 Cost

This comment has been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration.
The Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable
Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998)  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.

DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard
to the use of existing facilities.
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WAD03–1 Alternatives

DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard
to the use of existing facilities.

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.  This comment has been forwarded
to the cost analysis team for consideration.  The Cost Analysis in Support of
Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition
(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) 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
sites: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

DOE expects that the time required to build new facilities or to extensively
remodel existing facilities would be about the same.  At most, it is estimated
that the remodeling approach could save a few months of the 3-year
construction schedule.

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as
a fuel source.  In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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2

FD325–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views and has revised this SPD EIS in
response to comments.  Section 4.28 was revised to include the potential
environmental impacts of operating Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna, the
reactors that would use the MOX fuel.  Section 4.27.4.2 was revised to provide
further details on TRU waste management at LANL based on information
from the Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation
of the Los Alamos National Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0238, January 1999).  DOE
believes that this EIS reflects a thorough analysis of the environmental impacts
of those activities involved in implementing the proposed action.

FD325–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

One of the key decisions of this SPD EIS is siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities in accordance with decisions made in the
Storage and Disposition PEIS.  DOE believes that the range of alternatives
meets the letter and spirit of NEPA and 40 CFR 1502.14.  The level of detail is
consistent among all of the alternatives.  DOE believes that all relevant issues
have been addressed, and that the inclusion of information by reference has
been done in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.21.  An even comparison was
provided of all the alternatives, not just the preferred alternatives, to comply
with 40 CFR 1502.14(b).  Each alternative includes a life-cycle environmental/
operational analysis for the proposed action.  The analysis of the alternatives
includes the impacts of using the MOX fuel in a domestic, commercial reactor
and the impacts of storing the MOX spent fuel after it is removed from
the reactor.  The additional spent fuel would be a very small fraction of the
total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository.  This SPD EIS
assumes, for the purposes of analysis, 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
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monitoring, related transportation, and eventual closure of a potential geologic
repository.  The MOX spent fuel is included in the inventory analyzed in that
draft EIS should the decision be made to proceed with the hybrid or
immobilization-only approaches.

A comparison of the preferred alternative (Alternative 3) and the
immobilization-only alternative (Alternative 12A) at SRS is provided in the
table below.

Section 2.3.1 of the SPD Draft EIS explained that a range of 23 reasonable
alternatives remained after evaluating over 64 options against three screening
criteria: worker and public exposure to radiation, proliferation concerns due
to transportation of materials, and infrastructure cost.  These 23 reasonable
alternatives were evaluated in the SPD Draft EIS.  After the Draft was issued,
DOE eliminated as unreasonable the 8 alternatives that would involve use of
portions of Building 221–F with a new annex at SRS for plutonium conversion
and immobilization, thereby reducing the number of reasonable alternatives
to the 15 that are analyzed in the SPD Final EIS.  This SPD EIS analyzes the
potential environmental impacts associated with implementing the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition activities at the candidate sites.  The results of
these analyses, presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I and summarized in
Section 2.18, demonstrate that the activities would likely have minor impacts
at any of the candidate sites.

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

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
RICHARD E. SANDERSON, WASHINGTON, D.C.
PAGE 3 of 14
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Comparison of Alternative 3 with Alternative 12A at SRS

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
RICHARD E. SANDERSON, WASHINGTON, D.C.
PAGE 4 of 14
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FD325–3 MOX Approach

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the effect of displacing normal commercial
reactor fuel with MOX fuel at the proposed reactors.  The MOX facility
would produce nuclear fuel that would displace LEU fuel that utilities would
have otherwise purchased.  If the effective value of the MOX fuel exceeds
the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then the contract provides that
money would be paid back to the U.S. Government by DCS based on a
formula included in the DCS contract.

The impacts of onsite storage of MOX spent fuel assemblies from the time
they are removed from the reactor until they are sent to a potential geologic
repository are analyzed in Section 4.28.  MOX fuel would be handled the
same as other fuels with regard to pools and dry casks.  MOX fuel assemblies
would be the same size and shape as the LEU fuel for the specific reactor.  The
only difference would be the additional decay heat from the higher actinides,
especially americium, in the MOX fuel.  Dry casks are designed and certified
for a maximum heat load, so the additional decay heat would contribute to the
total heat load and not require any redesign.  The additional heat load may
result in less spent fuel stored per cask.  A more likely option is that the MOX
fuel would be selectively packaged with cooler LEU fuel to obviate any
overall heat output restriction.  As a result, DOE does not expect any changes
in the cask design.  An amendment to the Certificate of Compliance for the
cask, and the reactor operating license, would be needed to include storage
of MOX fuel assemblies.  DCS intends to leave the MOX fuel assemblies in
the reactors for a full cycle.

The statement in Section 1.4 concerning the market viability of alternative
reactor fuels was revised to clarify the commentors’ views.  With regard to
the concern about the displacement effect of MOX fuel sold on the open
market, it is not expected to have a significant impact.  Only 6 of the
110 operating reactors in the United States are proposed to use MOX fuel.  In
those six reactors, only 40 percent of the core would be MOX fuel.

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had been
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor-
specific information.  As part of the procurement process, bidders were asked

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
RICHARD E. SANDERSON, WASHINGTON, D.C.
PAGE 5 of 14
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to provide environmental information to support their proposals.  This
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOE
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract.  DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopsis
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the public
as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in April 1999.  This
Supplement included a description of the affected environment around the
three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the potential environmental
impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of
this SPD EIS, respectively).  During the 45-day period for public comment on
the Supplement, DOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
June 15, 1999, and invited comments.  Responses to those comments are
provided in Volume III, Chapter 4.

FD325–4 Alternatives

The selection of a preferred alternative by the decisionmaker was based on a
large number of factors, including environmental impacts.  The environmental
impacts of dispositioning different amounts of surplus plutonium, using
different technologies, are among the impacts that would have to be taken
into consideration in making a decision on where to site the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities.  The cost of implementing each of the
alternatives has been determined and is available to the decisionmaker and
the public.  The nonproliferation aspects of the proposed action are also the
subject of a separate document, Nonproliferation and Arms Control
Assessment of Weapons-Usable Fissile Material Storage and Excess
Plutonium Disposition Alternatives (DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), which is
available to the decisionmaker and the public.  Section 1.6 was revised to
provide further information regarding the preferred alternatives.

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
RICHARD E. SANDERSON, WASHINGTON, D.C.
PAGE 6 of 14
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5

6

FD325–5 Facility Accidents

MACCS2 was used to estimate the consequences of the postulated accidents,
but not their frequency of occurrence.  Appendix K was revised to discuss
the basis of accident frequencies and summarizes their development in the
supporting data reports or information related to the specific reactors
proposed to use MOX fuel.

FD325–6 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges EPA’s rating of EC–2 for the SPD Draft EIS and has
revised this EIS to include additional information.
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10

FD325–7 MOX Approach

None of the ongoing R&D activities are expected to have an impact on the
proposed action or the environmental impact analyses.  This is because the
work is primarily engineering development work and not basic or advanced
research.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.8.1, these activities were
analyzed in an environmental assessment, Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Demonstration EA (DOE/EA-1207, August 1998).  After the SPD Draft EIS
was issued in July 1998, the environmental assessment and a finding of no
significant impact for the pit disassembly and conversion demonstration and
other R&D activities were issued in August 1998.

FD325–8 Waste Management

Section 4.27.4.2 was revised to discuss in further detail TRU waste management
at LANL based on information from the Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Operation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(DOE/EIS-0238, January 1999).  Section 4.32.6.3 was added to discuss the
cumulative impacts of waste management at LANL.

FD325–9 Ecological Resources

Section 3.3.8.1.1 was revised to stipulate that 30 percent of Idaho’s pronghorn
antelope winter at INEEL but do not reside there all year long.

FD325–10 Ecological Resources

Sections 3.3.8.2.2 and 4.26.2.3.1 were revised to include information on
sensitive plant species.  There are no sensitive plant species listed for Pantex,
and the agencies consulted indicated no concerns for impacts to plant
habitats.  Appendix O was added to provide the results of informal
consultations with the respective USFWS regional offices and State
equivalent offices for the candidate sites.
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13

FD325–11 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The qualitative methods used to analyze impacts on these resource areas are
documented in Appendix F and discussed in Section 4.1, with impacts
discussed in Section 4.26.  Where appropriate, analyses were incorporated
by reference from the Storage and Disposition PEIS or in the case of new
information was explained in the revised subsections of Section 4.26.

FD325–12 Purpose and Need

The decisions made in the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD are not being
revisited in this SPD EIS.  Those decisions were simply the starting point for
this site–specific environmental analysis in accordance with 40 CFR 1508.28.
The Storage and Disposition PEIS allowed DOE to focus on storage and
disposition actions that were ripe for decision while excluding other actions
(e.g., siting of the disposition facilities) that were not.  The choice of a specific
immobilization technology was one of those areas that were not ripe for
decision and therefore is included in this tiered EIS.

The Storage and Disposition PEIS did not identify SRS as the preferred site
for the immobilization facility.  Both Hanford and SRS were mentioned as
possible sites in the Preferred Alternative section.  The ROD on that document
included a statement of DOE’s expectation that the follow-on EIS (this EIS)
would identify, as one approach, immobilizing a portion of the surplus
plutonium at DWPF using the can-in-canister technology.  It was not until
the NOI for this EIS that DOE formally made this approach the
preferred alternative.

FD325–13 Alternatives

The Cover Sheet Abstract, Summary, and Section 1.6 were revised to include
a discussion of the preferred alternatives for lead assembly fabrication and
postirradiation examination sites.  As discussed in response FD325–2, the
number of reasonable alternatives for new facilities was reduced from 23
to 15.
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14

15

3

FD325–14 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

This SPD EIS reflects the change suggested by EPA; where appropriate,
potential mitigative actions are now part of the proposed action.  As discussed
in Section 4.26.4.4.1, land disturbance for the preferred alternative at SRS is
likely to impact an identified cultural resource eligible for nomination to the
National Register of Historic Places.  This section was revised to include a
statement that the extent of mitigation is being discussed with the South
Carolina SHPO, but would likely involve data recovery.  Mitigation of this
concern would be accomplished before any actions are taken as a result of
decisions made in the SPD EIS ROD that could have an adverse affect on
cultural resources at SRS.

FD325–15 Purpose and Need

In the SPD EIS ROD, DOE will clearly explain how the selected alternative
best meets its needs and will specify related environmental effects and
proliferation concerns.  This will be done in accordance with 40 CFR 1505.
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16

17

18

19

FD325–16 Transportation

There are no unique environmental or security issues involved with the
transportation of surplus pits.  Transportation of special nuclear materials,
including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT system.  As described
in Appendix L.3.2, this involves having couriers that are armed Federal officers,
an armored tractor to protect the crew from attack, and specially designed
escort vehicles containing advanced communications and additional couriers.
Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards Division
in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo over more
than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a fatality or
release of radioactive material.  The transportation requirements for the surplus
plutonium disposition program are evaluated in this SPD EIS.  The
proliferation resistance of shipping pits is addressed in a separate document,
Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable Fissile
Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives
(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), which has been provided to the public and is
available to the decisionmaker.

FD325–17 Transportation

Transportation analyses and potential cumulative impact analyses of shipping
TRU, LLW, and mixed LLW are discussed in the Transportation sections in
Chapter 4 of Volume I.  As described in response FD325–2, this SPD EIS
assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain, Nevada, would
be the final disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and MOX spent fuel.

FD325–18 Human Health Risk

This SPD EIS compares potential impacts of the proposed actions with
applicable DOE, EPA, and NRC standards.  DOE worker dose standards (e.g.,
10 CFR 835, Occupational Radiation Protection) are presented in
conjunction with all the Involved Worker Impact tables throughout Chapter 4
of Volume I.  DOE public dose standards (e.g., DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation
Protection of the Public and the Environment) are presented in Section 4.32.
EPA standards such as those established pursuant to the Clean Air Act and
the Safe Drinking Water Act are also presented and discussed in Section 4.32.
Comparisons with applicable NRC standards are given in Section 4.28 for the
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specific reactors selected to use MOX fuel.  In regard to OSHA chemical
exposure standards, there are no additional impacts of this type anticipated
for workers associated with the proposed actions.

FD325–19 Facility Accidents

As discussed in the Emergency Preparedness sections of Chapter 3 of
Volume I, each candidate site has an established emergency management
program that would be activated in the event of an accident.  Based on the
decisions made in the SPD EIS ROD, site emergency management programs
would be modified to consider new accidents not in the current program.

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
RICHARD E. SANDERSON, WASHINGTON, D.C.
PAGE 12 of 14
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20

21

22

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
RICHARD E. SANDERSON, WASHINGTON, D.C.
PAGE 13 of 14

FD325–20 Air Quality and Noise

Discussions and conclusions regarding traffic noise impacts along routes
used to access the site are based on analysis of the projected changes in
employment at the sites and the number of materials shipments associated
with each alternative.  Discussions and conclusions regarding onsite noise
sources and their effect on the public are based on the types of noise sources
prevalent during construction and operation, the distance from the facility
area to the site boundary, and construction and operation activities typical of
these sites.  DOE expects that there would be some disturbance of wildlife
during construction, especially where new facilities require the expansion of
an existing facility fence line.  Noise disturbance of wildlife during normal
operation would be similar to impacts from existing activities at these facilities,
except that impacts could be greater where new facilities require the expansion
of an existing facility fence line.  As discussed in the appropriate Air Quality
and Noise sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I, it is unlikely that any threatened
or endangered species would be affected by noise from construction or
operation of these facilities because none are known to occur within the
immediate vicinity of the proposed site locations.

FD325–21 Facility Accidents

The methodology and estimated frequency for accidents that are summarized
in Chapter 4 of Volume I are provided in Appendix K.1.5.1 and cited technical
support documents.  The methodology and estimated frequency for the
transportation accidents that are summarized in Chapter 4 are provided in
Appendix L.6.3.  These appendixes contain detailed discussions of the
analysis methodologies, summaries of the source terms used to prepare the
analyses, and listings of source documents.

FD325–22 Lead Assemblies

Section 1.6 was revised to include the preferred alternatives for lead assembly
fabrication and postirradiation examination.  Sections 3.6.3.2 and 3.6.4.2 were
revised to include information on Superfund sites at LLNL and LANL,
respectively.  Section 4.32 was revised to include a discussion of the cumulative
impacts at LLNL and LANL.
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PAGE 14 of 14

FD325–23 Cumulative Impacts

DOE considered CEQ guidance in development of the cumulative impacts
analyses.  The cumulative impacts presented include the incremental impacts
of operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities and the
impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions at or near
the candidate sites.  Those resource areas that would not be impacted as
resources of concern are not discussed in the Cumulative Impacts section;
therefore, DOE has not developed a table.  For each candidate site, past
environmental problems that bear on the proposed action are recognized and
discussed.

FD325–24 DOE Policy

The lead assembly fabrication site would provide EPA with its radionuclide
NESHAP review prior to commencing operation.




