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SCD93

SCD93–1 Alternatives

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

SCD93–2 Waste Management

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

SCD93–3 Waste Management

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

DOE evaluated WIPP disposal during the screening of options for disposition
of surplus weapons-usable plutonium.  This is not a reasonable alternative
because WIPP does not have sufficient capacity for the entire 50 t (55 ton) of
material, and the option would not meet the Spent Fuel Standard for disposition
of weapons-usable plutonium.  The NAS report on plutonium disposition,
Management and Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium (March 1994),
concluded that direct geologic disposal of plutonium from weapons would
not meet the Spent Fuel Standard.
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SCD47–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD98–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD15–1 Alternatives

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

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate 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 at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD27–1 MOX Approach

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Under either the immobilization-only approach or the hybrid approach, all
50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium would be processed out of the proposed
plutonium disposition facilities over a 10- to 15-year period.

NUCLEAR  INFORMATION  & R ESOURCE SERVICE  ET AL .
PAGE 2 OF 5
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Operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities is expected
to take approximately the same amount of time for either approach.  The
difference in timing for the hybrid approach is associated with the amount of
time that MOX fuel would be irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors.
However, none of the proposed reactors are expected to operate longer
under the hybrid approach than they would if they continued to use LEU fuel.

SCD27–2 MOX Approach

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

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

NUCLEAR  INFORMATION  & R ESOURCE SERVICE  ET AL .
PAGE 3 OF 5
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SCD27–3 MOX Approach

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

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

SCD27–4 MOX Approach

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

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

This comment is addressed in responses SCD27–1 and SCD27–2.
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SCD45–1 Alternatives

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

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 at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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MD022–1 Alternatives

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

MD022–2 DOE Policy

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

All of the surplus plutonium would not be made into MOX fuel because
some of it is not suitable for fabrication due to the complexity, timing, and
cost that would be involved in purifying the material.  Also, pursuing both
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approach
by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
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2

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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MD022–3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

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

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

MD022–4 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative a hybrid approach of using
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication to disposition up to 50 t (55 tons)
of surplus plutonium.  Under this alternative, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of
clean plutonium metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel,
which would be irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors.  The remaining
17 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.  Finally, use of the
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F-Canyon or FB-Line for conducting plutonium recovery operations in support
of the plutonium disposition program as suggested by the commentor would
extend their life beyond the timeframe that DOE currently intends to operate
these facilities.
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1

SCD70–1 Facility Accidents

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

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

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

SCD68–2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the MOX facility at
SRS.  As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility
because this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of
existing infrastructure and staff expertise.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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FD331–1 Alternatives

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

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

FD331–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

During the comment period for this SPD EIS, July 17 through
September 16, 1998, DOE hosted five public hearings that provided
opportunities for oral and written comments from the public.  These hearings,
which were open to all individuals and organizations, included afternoon and
evening hearings in the North Augusta Community Center in North Augusta,
South Carolina.
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SCD61

RODRIGUES, GEORGE C.
PAGE 1 OF 1
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SCD61–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SAVANNAH  RIVER  REGIONAL  DIVERSIFICATION  INITIATIVE
THOMAS J. STONE ET AL .
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD25–1 Alternatives

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

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 at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD22

SAVANNAH  RIVER  SITE  RETIREE  ASSOCIATION
TOM GREENE
PAGE 1 OF 1
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SCD22–1 Alternatives

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

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 at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SNELLING
HONORABLE  TIM  MOORE
PAGE 1 OF 2

1

SCD41–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD74

SOUTH CAROLINA , OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
HONORABLE  DAVID  M. BEASLEY
PAGE 1 OF 2

1

2

SCD74–1 Alternatives

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

SCD74–2 DOE Policy

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



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

6
5

2

SCD74

SOUTH CAROLINA , OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
HONORABLE  DAVID  M. BEASLEY
PAGE 2 OF 2

2

3

SCD74–3 Alternatives

This comment has been forwarded to the Office of Commercial Light Water
Reactor Production.
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SCD75

SOUTH CAROLINA , OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
HONORABLE  DAVID  M. BEASLEY
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD75–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Governor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD14

SOUTH CAROLINA , OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
HONORABLE  DAVID  M. BEASLEY
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD14–1 Alternatives

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

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate 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 at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SOUTH CAROLINA  TREASURER
RICHARD  ECKSTROM
PAGE 1 OF 5

1

SCD50–1 Alternatives

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

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 at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD08

SOUTH CAROLINA  DEPARTMENT  OF COMMERCE
ROBERT V. ROYALL
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD08–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SOUTH CAROLINA  PROGRESSIVE NETWORK
BRET BERSIE
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

2

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

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

PD067–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

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

PD067–2 Nonproliferation

The Allied General Nuclear Services Plant was constructed to recover
plutonium and uranium from spent nuclear fuel.  President Carter issued an
Executive Order terminating the plant’s reprocessing capability before
construction was completed.  Under the MOX approach, the use of
U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic, commercial reactors does not
involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical separation of uranium,
transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission products from spent
reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce new fresh
fuel).  Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of
plutonium, a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following
strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it
would be owned by the U.S. 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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SCD13–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Representative’s support for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised
Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has
extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SOUTH CAROLINA  HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HONORABLE  RUDY MASON
PAGE 1 OF 2

1

SCD97–1 Alternatives

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

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate 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 at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SOUTH CAROLINA  SENATE
HONORABLE  BRAD HUTTO
PAGE 1 OF 4

1

SCD42–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the pit conversion facility
at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit
conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium
processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SOUTH CAROLINA  SENATE
HONORABLE  W. GREG RYBERG
PAGE 1 OF 2
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SCD103–1 Alternatives

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

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate 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 at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SOUTH CAROLINA  SENATE
HONORABLE  W. GREG RYBERG
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SCD43–1 Alternatives

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

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 at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SOUTH CAROLINA  UNIVERSITIES  RESEARCH AND EDUCATION  FOUNDATION
CONSTANTINE  CURRIS ET AL .
PAGE 1 OF 2

1

SCD80–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for tritium production and
surplus plutonium disposition at SRS.  Tritium production is beyond the
scope of this SPD EIS, but is analyzed in the Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Tritium Supply and Recycling
(DOE/EIS–0161, October 1995).  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS
is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience
with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing missions
and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.
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MD167

SOUTHEAST ENVIRONMENTAL  MANAGEMENT  ASSOCIATION
CARL  A. MAZZOLA
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MD167–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS and appreciates the community
support.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the
proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience with plutonium
processing, and these facilities complement existing missions and take
advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SRS CITIZENS  ADVISORY BOARD
PAGE 1 OF 1
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FD206–1 Alternatives

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

FD206–2 Alternatives

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

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate 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.
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THE PRITCHARD  GROUP
CONSTANCE J. PRITCHARD
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD21–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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TRI-COUNTY ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ALLIANCE
J. CALVIN  MELTON
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD100–1 Other

DOE acknowledges the resolution that Bamberg and Edgefield Counties in
South Carolina and Burke County in Georgia be included in the SRRDI
service region.
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TRI-COUNTY ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ALLIANCE
CALVIN  MELTON
PAGE 1 OF 2

1

SCD32–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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UNITED  WAY OF THE CSRA
K EITH  BENSON
PAGE 1 OF 2
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SCD37–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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WARSHAUER, MEIRA  (MAXINE )
PAGE 1 OF 2
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FD322–1 Geology and Soils

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS due to unstable geologic
conditions.  Section 3.5.6.1 discusses the geologic conditions of the area,
noting that no substantial geologic hazards or unstable soils exist at the site.
Section 4.26.4.1 states that geology and soils would not appreciably affect,
nor be affected by, the proposed facilities.  Surplus plutonium would not be
disposed of at SRS.  This SPD EIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that
Yucca Mountain, Nevada, would be the final disposal site for all immobilized
plutonium and MOX spent fuel.  As directed by the U.S. Congress through
the NWPA, as amended, Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently
being characterized as a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent
fuel. DOE has prepared a separate EIS, Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and
High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada
(DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual
closure of a potential geologic repository.

FD322–2 Immobilization

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

FD322–3 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to reusing plutonium for
energy generation.  The use of MOX fuel in domestic commercial reactors is
not proposed in order to produce electricity.  Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
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WARSHAUER, MEIRA  (MAXINE )
PAGE 2 OF 2

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

Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium,
a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.  For
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation
would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.  Analyses provided in
Section 2.18.3 and Chapter 4 of Volume I for the alternatives that include
MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation show that potential environmental
impacts would likely be minor.
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FD319

WESTINGHOUSE SAVANNAH  RIVER  COMPANY
DONALD  L. SPEED
PAGE 1 OF 1
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FD319–1 Other

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

FD319–2 Nonproliferation

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

FD319–3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

6
9

0

SCD09

WESTINGHOUSE SAVANNAH  RIVER  COMPANY
RICHARD  TANSKY
PAGE 1 OF 2

1

SCD09–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on SRS workforce qualifications
and support for siting the pit conversion facility at SRS.  As indicated in the
revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversion facility because
the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and the pit
conversion facility complements existing missions and takes advantage of
existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost
reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to
surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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WESTINGHOUSE SAVANNAH  RIVER  COMPANY
FRAN WILLIAMS
PAGE 1 OF 4
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SCD34

WESTINGHOUSE SAVANNAH  RIVER  COMPANY
FRAN WILLIAMS
PAGE 2 OF 4

1

SCD34–1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the positive attributes of SRS.
As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed
facilities because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing,
and these facilities complement existing missions and take advantage of
existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost
reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to
surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD71

WILLIAMS , DAVID
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD71–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD60

ZACHMANN , GEORGE
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD60–1 Alternatives

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




