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CD1700

CD1700–1 Alternatives

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry.  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
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 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.

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 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.

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.

CD1700–2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex.  The analyses presented in
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Section 4.26.3.2.2 indicate that there would be no discernible impacts on the
quality of water in the Ogallala aquifer from normal operation of these facilities.
Other sections show, moreover, that the normal operation of these facilities
would likely have minor impacts on human health, agriculture, and livestock:
Sections 4.17.1.4 and 4.17.2.4 address the potential radiological and hazardous
chemical effects of the maximum-impact alternative on workers and the public
at Pantex; Appendix J.3, the potential contamination of agricultural products
and livestock, and consumption of these products by persons living within
an 80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex.

CD1700–3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  DOE
has analyzed the potential environmental impacts of waste management,
human health risks, and facility accidents associated with the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities as discussed in Appendixes H, J, and
K, respectively.

CD1700–4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

This comment is addressed in responses CD1700–2 and CD1700–3.
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CD1701

CD1701–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex.  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.

CD1701–2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the safe storage of
plutonium pits at Pantex.  DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of pits
and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to address
plutonium storage requirements.  Evaluation of repackaging Pantex pits into
a more robust container is documented in the Supplement Analysis for:
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of the
Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components—
AL–R8 Sealed Insert Container (August 1998).  This document is on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.  Based on this supplement analysis,
the decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL–R8 sealed
insert container and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the
AT–400A container.

CD1701–3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of new missions at Pantex that
don’t endanger people or the environment.  The analyses presented in
Section 4.26.3.2.2 indicate that there would be no discernible impacts on the
quality of water in the Ogallala aquifer from normal operation of the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  Other sections show, moreover, that
the normal operation of these facilities would likely have minor impacts on
human health, agriculture, and livestock; Sections 4.17.1.4 and 4.17.2.4 address
the potential radiological and hazardous chemical effects of the
maximum-impact alternative on workers and the public at Pantex; Appendix J.3,
the potential contamination of agricultural products and livestock, and
consumption of these products by persons living within an 80-km (50-mi)
radius of Pantex.
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MD325–1 NRC Licensing

Under the National Defense Authorization Act (fiscal year 1999), Congress
directed that any facility under contract with and for the account of DOE that
is used for the purpose of fabricating mixed plutonium-uranium oxide nuclear
fuel for use in a commercial nuclear reactor obtain a license from NRC.  In this
act, Congress also exempted facilities that are used for research, development,
demonstration, testing, or other analysis purposes from the
licensing requirement.

Early in the preparation of the Storage and Disposition PEIS and this SPD EIS,
DOE invited NRC to be a cooperating agency for the surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials program.  NRC declined the offer in favor of being a
commenting agency.  DOE is conducting regular meetings with NRC on the
MOX approach, including fuel design and qualification.

As directed by Congress, NRC will be the regulatory authority for the MOX
facility and will continue to be responsible for licensing the reactors, and as
such would have to approve the use of MOX fuel through the license
amendment process.  The lead assemblies would be fabricated at DOE facilities
that are not licensed by NRC, but the lead assemblies would meet licensing
requirements for irradiation in selected reactors.

MD325–2 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about the transportation route
selection process.  The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium)
using commercial carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation
plans in which routes and specific processing locations would be discussed.
These plans are coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials.  The shipment
of waste would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final
Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous
Waste (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, November 1997).  The transportation
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE’s
Transportation Safeguards Division.  The dates and times that specific
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classified
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information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by
location, has been included in this SPD EIS.  Additional details are provided
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation
Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web
site at http://www.doe-md.com.

MD325–3 Air Quality and Noise

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s input.  Air quality impacts from
construction and normal operation of facilities at LANL for lead assembly
fabrication would likely be minor as discussed in Section 4.27.4.1.
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MD331–1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns.  However, the impact of
radiation on uranium miners is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.  If MOX
fuel is used in domestic, commercial reactors as proposed in this EIS there
would be less uranium needed to fuel these reactors and therefore less uranium
mined.  This comment was forwarded to the Department of Health and Human
Services to whom it was originally addressed.


