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ORD09–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  DOE
analyzed each environmental resource area in a consistent manner across all
the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison among the alternatives and
among the candidate sites for surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  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 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.

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.  By working in
parallel with Russia, the United States can reduce the chance that
weapons-usable nuclear material could fall into the hands of terrorists or
rogue states and help ensure that nuclear arms reductions will never be
reversed.  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.

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



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

3
9

2

ANONYMOUS
PAGE 2 OF 2

ORD09

1

reactors.  Spent fuel 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.  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.
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ORD14–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition.  U.S. policy dating back to the Ford
Administration has prohibited the commercial, chemical reprocessing and
separation of plutonium from spent nuclear fuel.  The use of U.S. surplus
plutonium in existing domestic, commercial reactors does not involve
reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical separation of uranium, transuranic
elements [including plutonium], and fission products from spent reactor fuel
and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce new fresh fuel).  This
SPD EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the
MOX facility.  As presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I and summarized in
Section 2.18, potential impacts of construction and normal operation of the
MOX facility would likely be minor.

ORD14–2 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed as an
alternative energy source.  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.

ORD14–3 MOX Approach

Sections 4.17, among others, and 4.26.3 analyze impacts to the environment,
including air, soils, and Ogallala aquifer due to construction and normal
operation of the MOX facility at Pantex.  There would be no discernible
contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting from the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex, either from minute
quantities of air deposition into small water sources or from any potential
wastewater releases.  Therefore, it is estimated that no measurable component
of the public dose would be attributable to liquid pathways.  Appendix J.3
includes an analysis of potential contamination of agricultural products and
livestock and consumption of these products by persons living within an
80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex.  This analysis indicates that impacts of
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operating the MOX facility on agricultural products, livestock, and human
health at Pantex would likely be minor.

ORD14–4 MOX RFP

DOE acknowledges GE’s decision not to participate in the MOX approach.
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This is a comment on the hearings for recycling plutonium
waste.  You know, we’re opposed to it out here.  Mixing
MOX oxide and burning plutonium in commercial (reactors)
is very bad.  I personally want to see the waste vitrified and
not used in commercial reactors.  It’s a very bad idea.
Citizens are really opposed to this and the Department of
Energy simply goes on with madness and more madness.
Very bad and dangerous idea and I’m a citizen in Portland,
Oregon and I don’t want it done, period.

1

PD036–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition.  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.  To this end, surplus plutonium would be subject to
stringent control, and the 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.

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.  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.
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ORD17–1 Other

Consideration of the elimination of nuclear weapons systems and nuclear
generated power in favor of renewable energy sources is beyond the scope
of this SPD EIS.  The scope of this SPD EIS is focused on analysis of
alternatives on whether and how much U.S. surplus plutonium should be
used as MOX fuel, which technology should be used for immobilization,
where to construct the disposition facilities that are needed, and where to
perform lead assembly fabrication and testing.  By working in parallel with
Russia to reduce stockpiles of excess plutonium, the United States can reduce
the chance that weapons-usable nuclear material could fall into the hands of
terrorists or rogue states and help ensure that nuclear arms reductions will
never be reversed. 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.
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ORD17–2 MOX Approach

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.
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BLACK , GLORIA
PAGE 1 OF 1

My name is Gloria Black and my phone number is (503) 629-5495.  I
would like to urge the support of cleanup of Hanford and also to say
that I oppose the MOX and my feeling is that it’s too dangerous to
transport plutonium in the Northwest.  And also we don’t need to
create new nuclear waste.  So I strongly urge the cleanup.  Thank
you.

1

PD031–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach, and
support of cleanup at Hanford.  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.

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.  To this
end, surplus plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the 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.
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Hello, my name is Sylvia Bryant.  I’m a United States citizen
living in Oregon and I believe the MOX approach to handling
plutonium is a bad idea.  Thank you for giving me this
opportunity to express my opinion.  Bye-bye.

PD052–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  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.
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BUTTS, NATHAN
PAGE 1 OF 1

My name is Nathan Butts from Portland, Oregon and I’m
calling to comment on the disposition of plutonium and the
alternatives in the Draft EIS and I am opposed to the hybrid
alternatives which, which allow the use of plutonium in
nuclear plants for use as nuclear fuel.  I’m concerned about
the environmental effects of the waste generated from this
process.  I’m concerned about contamination in the making of
the fuel, transportation of the fuel, both here and in Russia.
There is no guarantees that they’re going to handle it
properly both during the process and after.  With the nuclear
waste will be generated and it’s not a step towards non-
proliferation.  The right steps towards non-proliferation is the
encapsulation of the plutonium and the best technology for
that as is available now, would be the best alternative.  At a
later date when we have technology for lowering the threat of
the use of this fuel as a, as nuclear weapons, then we can use
it at that time.  We will have it stored and we will have it
monitored both here and in Russia, and we can have this as
some type of international agreement between the two
countries whereas we can’t have an international agreement
on waste or at least we don’t have as firm of one as we
should, since we can’t even handle our own.  That’s the end
of my comment.  If you’d like to give me a call my number is
644-7760, area code 503 and I speak for my household of two.
Thank you.

1

PD044–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  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.

Potential waste management impacts of the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities are analyzed in this SPD EIS for each candidate site.
Detailed analysis is provided in Appendix H.  As described in Sections 2.18.3
and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel and would be produced by using MOX
fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial reactors.  Spent fuel
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.  After
irradiation, the MOX fuel would be removed from the reactor and managed
with the rest of the spent fuel from the reactor, eventually being disposed of
at a potential geologic repository built in accordance with the NWPA.
Transportation impacts of the MOX approach are summarized in Chapter 4
of Volume I and Appendix L.  As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities
from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle
emissions are expected.
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BUTZ, ANDREW D.
PAGE 1 OF 1
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2

ORD12–1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the priority of public
health and safety.  The Human Health Risk sections presented in Chapter 4 of
Volume I discuss the applicable human health risks associated with all
alternatives considered.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program will be influenced by these estimated risks.

ORD12–2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of disposition alternatives that
consider only immobilization.  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.
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RIAN  T. SMITH
PAGE 1 OF 2

1

MD009–1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s offer of support to fund R&D on
alternative uses of surplus plutonium 239.  Plutonium batteries, however, are
fabricated from plutonium 238.  The United States has conducted research
and found no current space application for plutonium 239.  Because this
material, along with Russian plutonium, poses a global proliferation threat, it
must be disposed of in a manner that reduces the risk that it can be used by
terrorists and rogue nations to build nuclear weapons.  The actions proposed
in this SPD EIS would implement current U.S. policy on nuclear
nonproliferation and disposition of surplus plutonium.
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MD295–1 DOE Policy

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.

MD295–2 Nonproliferation

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

MD295–3 Alternatives

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.
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Under the hybrid 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.  Therefore, fabricating all 50 t (55 tons)
of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable alternative and is not
analyzed; however, immobilizing all of the surplus plutonium is analyzed.
Given the variability in purity of the surplus plutonium to be dispositioned,
some of the plutonium currently considered for MOX fuel fabrication may
also need to be immobilized.  The incremental impacts that would be associated
with a small shift in materials throughput are discussed in Section 4.30.

MD295–4 Transportation

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, September 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
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.

MD295–5 MOX Approach

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

DEMARIA , GREGG
PAGE 2 OF 4
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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.  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.

MD295–6 DOE Policy

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.

DEMARIA , GREGG
PAGE 3 OF 4
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MD295–7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding open communication
and the opposition to the use of plutonium.  DOE agrees that everyone has
a stake in how plutonium is dispositioned and therefore provided various
means for submitting comments: public hearings, mail, a toll-free telephone
and fax line, and the MD Web site.  Regardless of how they were submitted,
all comments received on the SPD Draft EIS were given equal consideration
and responded to.  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.

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.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD295–2.
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ORD07–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has initiated a number of activities and events to involve and educate
the public about these very important issues.  Since the inception of the
plutonium disposition program, it has conducted public hearings in excess of
the minimum required by NEPA regulations at various locations around the
country, not just near the potentially affected DOE sites.  DOE is also active
in various supplementary public education initiatives: it continues to mail
information (e.g., fact sheets) to interested members of the public; MD has
established a Web site (http://www.doe-md.com) to provide current
information to the public; and senior staff members make presentations to
local and national civic and social organizations on request.

ORD07–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Although it was not possible to hold public hearings in all locations potentially
affected by surplus plutonium disposition actions, DOE provided various
other means for the public to express their concerns and provide comments:
mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site.  All comments,
regardless of how they were submitted, were given equal consideration and
responded to.

ORD07–3 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of surplus plutonium
disposition alternatives that consider no action (storage) or immobilization.
Continued storage of surplus plutonium, as discussed under the No Action
Alternative in Section 2.5, would not satisfy the surplus plutonium disposition
program goal.  The goal 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.  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
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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.  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.

ORD07–4 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the preferred approach
of using both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication to surplus plutonium
disposition.  As discussed in response ORD07–3, pursuing the hybrid
approach provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.

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 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.

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the environmental impacts of operating
the reactors that would use MOX fuel.  Commercial reactors in the United
States are capable of safely using MOX fuel.  Modifications would need to
be made to the fuel assemblies that would be placed in the reactor vessel to
support the use of MOX fuel, but the dimensions of the assemblies would
not change.  (Operating procedures, fuel management plans, and other
activities would also need to be modified.)  DOE has used selection criteria in
the procurement process which ensure that the reactors chosen would be
capable of safely and successfully completing the surplus plutonium
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disposition program.  In addition, NRC would evaluate license amendment
applications and monitor the operation of the domestic, commercial reactors
selected to use MOX fuel.  After irradiation is complete, the spent fuel would
be stored on the site pending eventual disposal pursuant to the NWPA.

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, and thus no additional cost.

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 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.  Issues related to a potential geologic repository for HLW and
spent nuclear fuel are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, but are being
evaluated in the 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).  Transportation of HLW or spent fuel would be
required for either the immobilization or MOX approach to surplus plutonium
disposition. 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 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
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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 RAND study cited by the commentor analyzed a NWPA repository
design that is very different from the reference repository design being
analyzed by DOE.  Moreover, the information in the study does not pertain
directly to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and thus, was not used in
the preparation of this SPD EIS.

Section 4.28 discusses the potential environmental impacts of operating the
Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna nuclear stations, the reactors that would
use the MOX fuel, should the decision be made to proceed with the hybrid
approach.  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.

ORD07–5 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

It is understood that weapons-grade plutonium has not been used to fabricate
MOX fuel.  At the time DOE issued the SPD Draft EIS, it believed the gallium
content in the plutonium dioxide feed specifications for MOX fuel could be
reached using the dry, thermal gallium removal method included in the pit
conversion process.  However, in response to public interest on this topic
and to ensure adequate NEPA review in the event that the gallium specification
could not be met with the thermal process, an evaluation of the potential
environmental impacts of including a small-scale aqueous process (referred
to as plutonium polishing) as part of either the pit conversion or MOX facility
was presented in Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS.  On the basis of public
comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performed as part
of the MOX procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing as a
component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity removal from

DON’T WASTE OREGON CAUCAS
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the plutonium dioxide.  Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, and
the impacts discussed therein were added to the impacts sections presented
for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I.  Section 2.18.3 was also revised
to include the impacts associated with plutonium polishing.  While this
additional step is expected to add to the estimated waste streams, the projected
increases would be relatively small.

ORD07–6 NRC Licensing

The commentor expresses concerns that MOX fuel will result in a lower
delayed neutron fraction, an increase of structural stresses due to higher
MOX fuel temperatures and increased accident risks.  These parameters
require that the nuclear core designers accommodate these differences using
verified and validated codes that incorporate these effects.  Such nuclear
codes have been used successfully in Europe and will be adopted and utilized
by fuel designers in the United States.  A reactor operating license amendment
will be required for each individual reactor before it can use MOX fuel.  The
regulatory process will be the same as for other operating license amendment
requests.  The reactor licensee will initiate the process by submitting an
amendment request in accordance with 10 CFR 50.90.  Safety and
environmental analyses, as required by NRC regulations, are submitted to
NRC in support of, and as part of, the amendment request.  The communities
near the reactors proposed for irradiation of MOX fuel and all other interested
parties will likely have the opportunity to submit comments during the NRC
reactor license amendment process should the MOX approach be selected.

The licensing of Russian plants that may use MOX fuel is beyond the scope
of this EIS.  The remainder of this comment is addressed in response 
ORD07–4.

ORD07–7 MOX Approach

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, 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
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(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 ORD07−4.

ORD07–8 NRC Licensing

To ensure reactor safety, NRC would evaluate license applications and monitor
operations of the MOX fuel fabrication facility, as well as the domestic,
commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel.  No change to the Price
Anderson Amendment Act has been considered and none would
be necessary.

ORD07–9 MOX Approach

The purpose of the surplus plutonium disposition program is not to provide
future energy generation but 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.

Potential waste management impacts of MOX fuel fabrication alternatives
are summarized in Chapter 4 of Volume I and discussed in detail in Appendix H.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in ORD07−4.

ORD07–10 Nonproliferation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding transportation and
MOX fuel storage.  In order to address security against terrorist-related
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incidents, all intersite shipments of plutonium for the surplus plutonium
disposition program would be made using DOE’s SST/SGT system.  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.  Further, the
three DOE disposition facilities proposed in this SPD EIS are all at locations
where plutonium would have the levels of protection and control required by
applicable DOE safeguards and security directives.  Safeguards and security
programs would be integrated programs of physical protection, information
security, nuclear material control and accountability, and personnel assurance.
Security for the proposed facilities would be commensurate with the usability
of the material in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear device.  Physical
barriers; access control systems; detection and alarm systems; procedures,
including the two-person rule (which requires at least two people to be present
when working with special nuclear materials in the facility); and personnel
security measures, including security clearance investigations and access
authorization levels, would be used to ensure that special nuclear materials
stored and processed inside are adequately protected.  Closed-circuit
television, intrusion detection, motion detection, and other automated materials
monitoring methods would be employed.  Furthermore, the physical protection,
safeguards, and security for the MOX facility and domestic, commercial
reactors would be in compliance with NRC regulations.

The implementation process for international inspection of U.S. and Russian
surplus plutonium is not fully defined.  That process is part of ongoing
sensitive negotiations being conducted to reach a bilateral plutonium
disposition agreement between the United States and Russia in accordance
with the Joint Statement of Principle, which was signed by Presidents Clinton
and Yeltsin in September 1998.

ORD07–11 Transportation

Transportation of surplus plutonium until it reaches its final disposition form
would use DOE’s SST/SGT system regardless of the approach taken.  This
system does not use a military escort, rather the SST/SGT system uses armed
Federal officers.  The cost of transportation to implement the surplus plutonium
disposition program, regardless of the approach, is dependent on the number
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of trips and the length of the various transportation segments.  Table L–3
shows the number of trips and the distance traveled for each alternative.
Some of the hybrid alternatives would require less transportation than some
of the immobilization-only alternatives.  However, the risks from transportation
for all of the alternatives would likely be minor.

The MOX fuel would be managed essentially the same way as fresh LEU
fuel.  However, there would be tighter security and potentially higher costs.
The plutonium would be received at the reactor site shortly before it would
be inserted into the reactor.  Any actual restrictions or requirements related to
the storage of fresh MOX fuel would be imposed by NRC as part of the
reactor operating license amendment.

ORD07–12 MOX Approach

If U.S. surplus plutonium is dispositioned as MOX fuel in the United States,
it would be done with the stipulation that the material could only be used
once and not reprocessed.  U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration
has prohibited the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of
plutonium from spent nuclear fuel.  The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in
existing domestic, commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing
(reprocessing is a chemical separation of uranium, transuranic elements
[including plutonium], and fission products from spent reactor fuel and the
reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce new fresh fuel).  There is no
intention to change this policy to allow reprocessing at any time in the future.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response ORD07−10.
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ORD07–13 MOX Approach
This comment is addressed in response ORD07−3.

ORD07–14 Nonproliferation

Close cooperation between the two countries is required to ensure that
nuclear arms reductions cannot be easily reversed.  Understanding the
economic dilemma in Russia, the U.S. Congress has appropriated funding for
a series of small-scale tests and demonstrations of plutonium disposition
technologies jointly conducted by the United States and Russia.  In 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.  Although the
amount appropriated by Congress is not sufficient to fund the entire Russian
surplus plutonium disposition program, the United States is working with
Russia and other nations to resolve this issue.

ORD07–15 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding health and safety
risks associated with proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  All
facilities for surplus plutonium disposition would be constructed and operated
to meet applicable health and safety standards and some facilities may be
subject to international inspection.  DOE takes into consideration pollution
reduction techniques to minimize environmental releases when designing,
constructing, and operating its facilities.  Analysis in this SPD EIS indicates
that impacts to health, safety, and waste management from routine operation
of the pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities would likely be minor.

DOE has evaluated alternatives for immobilizing all of the surplus plutonium,
however, DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.
As shown in the cost report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for
Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998),
it is expected that the hybrid approach, which includes both immobilization
and MOX fuel, would be more expensive than the immobilization-only
approach.  However, pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication
provides the United States important insurance against potential
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disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.  It is also gives the
United States more leverage in negotiations with Russia as discussed in
response ORD07−3.  Operation of the proposed facilities is expected to take
approximately the same amount of time for either the immobilization-only
approach or the hybrid 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.

While DOE prefers to minimize the transportation of plutonium, it is routinely
and safely transported in the United States. As described in Appendix L.3.3,
transportation of nuclear materials would be performed in accordance with all
applicable DOT and NRC transportation requirements.  Interstate highways
would be used, and population centers avoided, to the extent possible.

All shipments of surplus plutonium that had not been converted to a
proliferation-resistant form would use DOE’s SST/SGT system.  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 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.

ORD07–16 DOE Policy

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.

The News Release of May 28 correctly stated that the explosion did not
involve radioactive materials.  It reported: “The team has verified that no
radioactive materials were involved in the accident that blew the steel lid off
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the storage tank, rupturing the overhead fire protection water line.”  This was
reiterated in the eighth paragraph, which stated:  “No evidence of radioactivity
release during the accident has been found.”  This statement was correct and
the Summary Report of the Accident Investigation Board (July 26, 1997)
confirmed in the last sentence of the third paragraph that no radioactive
materials were involved in the explosion.  It states: “Results of extensive
sampling, contamination surveys, and stack monitoring data, show that
nondetectable airborne radioactivity was released from the facility.”  The
May 28 News Release did acknowledge the potential presence of plutonium
as part of the after-effects of the explosion.  It stated in the last paragraph
that: “analysis of water collected inside the building showed no chemical
contamination.  It contained radioactive contamination slightly
above-background levels, which is believed to have come from a prior incident
resulting from previous operations in the building.”  The investigators were
sure that this was not directly from the explosion.  However, efforts did
continue throughout the investigation to determine if the contamination had
been carried from some other part of the building by the water that flowed
from a cut in a small fire-suppression water line.  However, this survey was
complicated due to the preexisting spots of contamination in the same areas.
This included contamination surveys where water had flowed out building
doors.  The result of this was a conservative position that the very small
amount of contamination found outside, which was barely above-background
counts, “was likely” carried out by the water.  This was reported in the
accident summary report as, “Water from the cut water line flooded the
building, and some of it flowed out through various facility exit doors.
Extensive surveys conducted inside and outside the building revealed
radioactive contamination on the first floor of the facility, and a small area of
slightly above-background levels of radioactive contamination outside, that
was isolated and immobilized.  The contamination found outside was likely
the result of water flowing across walls and floors of contaminated areas of
the facility, carrying radioactive material outside the building.”  Following the
May 1997 explosion at Hanford, a review of the emergency management
response indicated that multiple programs and systems failed in the hours
following the accident.  In a letter to Secretarial Offices, Secretary of Energy
Federico Peña identified action to be taken at all DOE sites to implement
lessons learned as discussed in Section 3.2.4.5 of this SPD EIS.  It is DOE’s
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policy to place public safety above other program goals.  DOE is committed
to public and worker safety during the construction, operation, and
deactivation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, and
would implement appropriate controls and procedures to ensure compliance
with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws, rules, regulations,
and requirements.

ORD07–17 MOX Approach

This comment is addressed in responses ORD07–3, ORD07–12, and
ORD07–14.

ORD07–18 MOX Approach

This comment is addressed in response ORD07–3.
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ORD06–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE held a number of regional hearings in places such as Boston, Chicago,
Denver, and San Francisco during the preparation of the Storage and
Disposition PEIS.  To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE
conducted public hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites, and
therefore, with the most directly affected population.  To encourage
participation and comment by all interested citizens not in the vicinity of
those public hearing locations, DOE provided a number of means for
submitting comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web
site.  All comments submitted, orally and in writing, were considered equally
in the preparation of this SPD EIS.  DOE does not believe any additional
hearings are necessary.

ORD06–2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX 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.  By working in parallel with Russia to reduce stockpiles of excess
plutonium, the United States can reduce the chance that weapons-usable
nuclear material could fall into the hands of terrorists or rogue states.

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.

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

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

ORD06–3 DOE Policy

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.

DOE’s surplus plutonium disposition program is not a profit-making venture.
This SPD EIS does not consider the impacts of any of the alternatives on the
Russian plutonium disposition program.  However, DOE is working diligently
to ensure that Russia continues to pursue plutonium disposition with the
same vigor as the United States.  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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FD204–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.
Neither Hanford nor SRS has been proposed for irradiation of MOX fuel.
Both sites, however, have been evaluated as candidate sites for the fabrication
of MOX fuel.  As indicated in the revised 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.

DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services.  The selected team, DCS, would design, request a license,
construct, operate, and deactivate the MOX facility as well as irradiate the
MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors.  However, these activities are
subject to the completion of the NEPA process.  Section 4.28 was revised to
discuss the potential environmental impacts of operating Catawba, McGuire,
and North Anna, the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.

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 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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Hello, my name is Joyce Fallingstead and I’m a concerned
citizen from Portland, Oregon.  I’m calling to say that I would
like the MOX fuel, the mixed oxide fuel, to not be used in
commercial nuclear reactors.  I believe it is dangerous to
distribute plutonium to reactors around the country both in
regard to the handling involved, as well as the
decentralization, as well as the transportation.  I believe the
immobilization of surplus plutonium through vitrification
would be a much safer way of working with our surplus
plutonium.  I would like very much for the plutonium to not be
used as a mixed oxide fuel, and, thank you for taking my
comment.  Bye-bye.

PD065–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  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.

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.

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.
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PD040

1

2

Yeah, I would like a copy of the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Study.  My name is Loren Fennell
and my PO Box is 4111 Portland, Oregon  97208.  Yeah, I would
also like to make a comment on this, this disposition that,
number 1) I know for a fact that there is, like, thousands of
gallons of high and material of highly radioactive waste leaking
in, into the watershed of the Columbia River and/or at least
heading that way.

How many years do we have to wait, you know, before that’s
cleaned up and any more MOX fuel factories that will make and
utilize other waste.  I mean it’s just, it’s kind of crazy.  It’s not a
very safe concept and I don’t approve of it and I would just
you know, hope that you know, we wake up to the alternatives
to energy like wind, solar and bio-mass conversion of our
garbage waste for example.  So please take this into
consideration and I would like a copy as soon as possible.
And I thank you very much.  Bye.

PD040–1 Water Resources

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the quality of the
Columbia River.  Section 3.2.7 provides a description of water resources at
Hanford, including their present condition.  Section 4.26.1.2 summarizes the
potential impacts on surface and groundwater that would result from the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford.  Surface water
would not be used in construction or operation nor would there be direct
discharges of wastewater from the facilities.  Likewise, there would be no
direct discharge of wastewater into the groundwater aquifer.  All wastewater
would be treated prior to discharge in facilities designed to meet NPDES
permit limitations.  Therefore, no impact on surface or groundwater quality or
availability would be expected from the proposed facilities.

PD040–2 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern with the safety of the MOX
approach, and support of alternative energy sources.  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 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.

The 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
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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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PD034

1

My name is Bruce Frazier.  My address: 2012 South East
Hemlock Ave, Portland, Oregon 97214.  My telephone number:
area code 503 238-8665.  I’m calling to request a summary of
the environmental impact statement on the draft Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statement.  I
know a hearing was had here in Portland recently.  I did not
able to attend, but I want to get a copy of that and prepare
written comments.  So if you could send that off.  Also, I do
want to make the comment that I believe that the only safe
disposition of excess and surplus plutonium and waste
containing high percentages of plutonium is through
vitrification and permanent storage.  I do not favor any
disposition of excess or surplus plutonium or associated
nuclear materials through the use of MOX- mixed oxide fuel-
or for burning in any kind of reactor or test facility.  That’s my
immediate comment.  But please send me the indicated
materials.  Thank you very much.  Good bye.

PD034–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition.  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.  To this end, surplus plutonium would be subject to
stringent control, and the 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.

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.  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.
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PD039

This is my comment:  I am against the MOX and would like
the money used towards Hanford cleanup.  Thank you.

1

PD039–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach and
support of cleanup at Hanford.  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.
Furthermore, funds for the surplus plutonium disposition program and
environmental cleanup program come from different appropriation accounts
allocated by the U.S. Congress that cannot be used interchangeably.
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PD030

Hi there.  This is Jessica Hamilton.   I am a resident of Portland.  My
address is 831 Southwest Vista Avenue, Apartment 302, Portland,
Oregon 97205 and I’m calling because I want to make sure that
Hanford gets cleaned up and that you do not implement MOX.  And
I do not want to see you guys burn the weapon’s plutonium and use
it for commercial nuclear reactors.  Thank you very much for the
opportunity to comment.

1

PD030–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach, and
support of cleanup at Hanford.  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.

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.  To this
end, surplus plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the 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.
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ORD01

1
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ORD01–1 Repositories

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding waste management.
Radioactive waste cleanup is a DOE priority, and activities conducted under
the surplus plutonium disposition program would be coordinated with other
ongoing DOE programs including those associated with waste management,
as discussed in Section 1.8.2.

ORD01–2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the surplus plutonium
disposition program.  The purpose of this proposed action is to safely and
securely disposition the 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.

ORD01–3 DOE Policy

In September 1993, President Clinton issued the Nonproliferation and Export
Control Policy in response to the growing threat of nuclear proliferation.  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 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.  Toward that end, this SPD EIS analyzes a nominal 50 t (55 tons) of
surplus weapons-usable plutonium.  In addition to 38.2 t (42 tons) of
weapons-grade plutonium already declared by the President as excess to
national security needs, the material analyzed includes weapons-grade
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plutonium that may be declared surplus in the future, as well as
weapons-usable, reactor-grade plutonium that is surplus to the programmatic
and national defense needs of DOE.

Although the Chernobyl accident of 1986 led to further reviews of DOE’s
production reactors, it did not lead to the discovery of the inadequacy of
containment structures nor the decision to shut down these reactors in 1988.

ORD01–4 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding wastes associated
with the MOX approach.  Analyses presented in Appendix H indicate that
no HLW would be generated by the MOX facility and that all other waste
types would be treated, stored, and disposed of in accordance with current
site practices and procedures, WM PEIS RODs, WIPP ROD, and applicable
agreements.  Analyses presented in Section 4.28 indicate that the use of
MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors would not appreciably change
the characteristics or quantities of waste generated at the proposed reactor
sites.  The resulting spent nuclear fuel from these commercial reactors would
continue to be managed in accordance with current practice and in a manner
required by applicable regulations.

Further, 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.

ORD01–5 Cost

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the cost of the MOX
approach.  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 report, Cost Analysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition
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(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the cost and schedule 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.

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of
operating Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna, the reactors that would use
the MOX fuel.

ORD01–6 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

This SPD EIS presents the potential impacts on public health and safety of
each of the alternatives considered in the document.  The text reflects DOE’s
efforts to carefully collect comparable data on all of the alternatives, analyze
those data in a consistent manner using well-recognized and accepted
procedures, and present the results in a full and open manner.  The range of
reasonable alternatives was established using the screening criteria listed in
Section 2.3.1 and public input.  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.

ORD01–7 DOE Policy

International inspections would take place throughout the surplus plutonium
disposition process, starting at the end stages of the pit disassembly and
conversion process.  Section 2.4 discusses the sensitive negotiations taking
place between the United States and Russia to implement international
inspections.  Spent fuel storage would take place at the commercial reactors
that use the MOX fuel.  Spent fuel onsite at the reactors has been and
continues to be safely stored.  These reactors are regulated by NRC.

Use of MOX fuel in commercial reactors is not proposed in order to subsidize
the commercial nuclear power industry or produce electricity.  As discussed
in response ORD01–2, the purpose of this proposed action is to safely and
securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.
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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.

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel.  The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing commercial reactors
does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical separation of
uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission products
from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce
new fresh fuel).  The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with the
U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons.  Furthermore, the
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.

Transportation of special nuclear materials 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.  As discussed in Section 2.3.1,
minimizing transportation was a consideration in developing the alternatives.

The proposed action does consider national and global long-term
consequences of removing 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium considered surplus
from both U.S. and Russian stockpiles.  Decisions on the U.S. surplus
plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

ORD01–8 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s quotes from Senator Mark Hatfield.
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MD227–1 DOE Policy

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.

MD227–2 Nonproliferation

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

MD227–3 MOX Approach

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 MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
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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.

MD227–4 Alternatives

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.

Under the hybrid 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.  DOE has determined that 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.  Therefore, fabricating all
50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable
alternative and is not analyzed; however, immobilizing all of the surplus
plutonium is analyzed.  Given the variability in purity of the surplus plutonium
to be dispositioned, some of the plutonium currently considered for MOX
fuel fabrication may also need to be immobilized.  The incremental impacts
that would be associated with a small shift in materials throughput are
discussed in Section 4.30.

Testing is underway to confirm that the immobilized plutonium would meet
the performance criteria for disposal in a potential geologic repository pursuant
to the NPWA.
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MD227–5 Transportation

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, September 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
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.

MD227–6 DOE Policy

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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MD299–1 DOE Policy

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.

MD299–2 Nonproliferation

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

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.
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MD299–3 MOX Approach

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 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.

MD299–4 Alternatives

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.

Under the hybrid 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.  Therefore, fabricating all 50 t (55 tons)
of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable alternative and is not
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analyzed; however, immobilizing all of the surplus plutonium is analyzed.
Given the variability in purity of the surplus plutonium to be dispositioned,
some of the plutonium currently considered for MOX fuel fabrication may
also need to be immobilized.  The incremental impacts that would be associated
with a small shift in materials throughput are discussed in Section 4.30.

MD299–5 Transportation

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, September 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
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.

MD299–6 DOE Policy

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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ORD05–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition.  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.

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.  To this
end, surplus plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the 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.

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.  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.
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ORD15–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has and will continue to work toward the goal of presenting technical
information, in writing or verbally, in readily understandable language and
avoid the use of jargon (technical slang).  Specifically, our aim is to provide
information at a high school comprehension level.  Because the disposition
of surplus plutonium is a technically complex program, we must use some
scientific and technical terms in order to accurately describe how DOE proposes
to dispose of surplus plutonium, and the environmental effects of taking
those actions.  For further clarification of the issues addressed in this SPD EIS,
duplication of information is eliminated where possible, and various reader
aids (e.g., a glossary, a list of acronyms, a metric conversion chart)
are incorporated.
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ORD13–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  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.  To this end,
surplus plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the 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.  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.
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Yes, my name is Dr. Martin Donahoe.  I’m a physician on
faculty at Oregon Health Sciences University, interested in
environmental issues and I teach these issues to both our
medical students and our internal medicine residents and I
wanted to weigh in with my opinion against the MOX, mixed
oxide, fuel approach to using plutonium and uranium in
reactors.  I certainly would favor the other option being
immobilization which would be less expensive, safer for the
environment and also send a message to Russia and the rest
of the world that we think of plutonium more as a, a
dangerous waste product that it is rather than a source of
energy.  My number is (503) 494-6495.  Thank you.

PD063–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition.  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.

This SPD EIS identifies and analyzes potential environmental and human
health impacts that might result from the construction and normal operation
of proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  As described in Chapter 4
of Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, potential impacts of any of the
proposed activities would likely be minor.  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.


