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I would like to comment that I do not wish that this
plutonium dump site be at Hanford, Washington.  I don’t
think that they have proved that they can clean up the mess
that they already have out there.  Let’s do that first and then
project to the future.  But right now I do not think Hanford is
ready is ready for this.

PD010–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities 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.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Storage
and Disposition of Fissile Material.  I would like to go on
record stating that action should be conducted at Hanford
utilizing the FMEF, Feed Material Examination Facility.  I
think that any other place in the United States would be a
total disregard of the capabilities of the Hanford Site and
would result in excessive of costs to do the project.  Also all
the hype about Hanford is exactly that, it is hype relative to
what the anti-nuclear activist are saying.  There is no shred
of proof in anything that they are saying.  And I think that it
is incumbent upon the Department of Energy to take a
strong stance and to tell them where they can put their
opinions.  It is about time the Department of Energy stands
up, does the right thing rather than the politically correct
easy way out.  Thank you for your time and again FMEF is
the name of the game.

1

PD009–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities using FMEF 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, especially in regard to the use of
existing facilities.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  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 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.
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I believe you should select the Hanford Site as the place to
bring the stuff.  We have had it out here for years.  We
know how to handle it.  We’ve never had an accident
involving a fatality out here in regards to nuclear radiation
or any of the material involved.  I believe with an existing
structure to house the stuff and handle it you will save
yourselves a lot of money. Thank you.

1

PD007–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities 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, especially in regard to the use of existing
facilities.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  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 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.
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WAD07–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the hybrid approach.

WAD07–2 Cost

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

WAD07–3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities 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.
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WAD07–4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

No decisions on the siting of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities have been made.  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.  All comments, regardless of how or from whom received,
were given equal consideration and responded to.  Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program will be based on public input, environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, and national policy and
nonproliferation considerations.
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FD338–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  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.  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.
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MD289–1 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.

MD289–2 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.

MD289–3 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.  DOE has determined that 17 t
(19 tons) of the surplus plutonium would be immobilized due to the complexity,
timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials
to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel.  Therefore, fabricating all 50 t
(55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not considered a reasonable
alternative at this time 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.

MD289–4 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.

MD289–5 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
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by

CHANTLER , JOAN
PAGE 2 OF 4



C
om

m
ent D

ocum
ents and R

esponses—
W

ashington

3
–

1
0

3
9

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.

MD289–6 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.

CHANTLER , JOAN
PAGE 3 OF 4
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MD289–7 Water Resources

As described in Section 4.26.1.2, surface water would not be used in
construction and operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities at Hanford.  Due to the dilution capability of the Columbia River, as
well as FMEF’s location relative to the Columbia River, there would be no
discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting
from the proposed facilities at Hanford, either from minute quantities of air
deposition into the river or from any other potential wastewater releases.
Therefore, no discernible impacts on the Columbia River would be expected.
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1

Hi, my name is M. B. Condon.  I’m leaving a comment for the
Surplus Plutonium Draft EIS.  This comment is for myself
and for Tim Young.  Our address is 380 Ilsa Way,
Goldendale, Washington, 98620.  Our phone number is (509)
773-6991.  And I’m going to read a statement we prepared.
We tried to fax it into this number according to your
message but were not able to get through and we are aware
that the deadline is today, September 16.  So I’m going to
read a long statement in and we’re also going to mail it, but I
want this included in the public record.  We want the
following questions, concerns, and assumptions addressed
in the Surplus Plutonium Draft EIS.

What classified toxic elements are contained in nuclear
warhead pits and how much toxic pollution is going to be
created by the separation of those elements from plutonium?
Where are the toxic waste products going to be stored and
how are they going to be  handled?

Which specific reactors in the United States are going to be
licensed to burn plutonium?  How are reactors that were
never designed for this fuel going to be tested and certified
before allowing plutonium radiation to be generated by
them?  How are the safety records of commercial reactor
operators going to be factored into the decisions to allow
them to use plutonium as a reactor fuel?  Why should
reactors that are scheduled for decommissioning be allowed
to continue operating beyond their scheduled life span and
then be allowed to utilize a fuel they were never designed to
burn?

2

PD062–1 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

A pit is made of plutonium, which consists mainly of the isotope plutonium
239.  Pit plutonium can contain trace amounts of a variety of hazardous
impurities such as beryllium and lead.  These contaminants are expected to
remain entrained in the plutonium dioxide material.  The very low levels of
contaminants do not adversely affect the MOX and immobilization
approaches, and inclusion of the polishing step in the MOX facility would
remove a good deal of the contaminants.  Some pits may also be contaminated
with tritium, a radioisotope of hydrogen, which can be removed by heating
the pit material in a vacuum furnace to drive off the tritium gas.  Another
element, which may be present in pit plutonium at low levels, but above trace
amounts, is gallium, which is added as an alloying agent.  Because high
levels of gallium may adversely affect MOX fuel performance, it would be
removed during the plutonium polishing process, as discussed in
Section 2.4.3.2.  The pit conversion process would generate some LLW and
TRU waste and a very small amount of mixed LLW and hazardous waste.
These wastes include spent filters, used containers and equipment, paper
and cloth wipes, protective clothing, shielding, solvents, and cleaning
solutions.  In general, these wastes contribute to less than 4 percent of the
existing wastes at all the candidate sites and would be handled as part of the
site waste management practice.  A description of waste generation and
management is provided in Appendix H.

PD062–2 MOX Approach

Although no U.S. commercial reactors are licensed to use plutonium-based
fuel, several are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can easily accommodate
a partial MOX core.  Therefore, DOE conducted a procurement process to
acquire MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services.  As a result of this
procurement, DOE identified Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna as the
reactors proposed to irradiate MOX fuel as part of the proposed action in this
SPD EIS.  In accordance with a stipulation of its RFP for MOX Fuel
Fabrication and Reactor Irradiation Services, these are new reactors, that
is, reactors whose operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the
surplus plutonium disposition program.  The selected team, DCS, would
have to apply for a reactor operating license amendment for each individual
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reactor before it can use MOX fuel.  For this amendment, the licensee would
have to demonstrate that all safety, testing, and environmental impacts have
been addressed as well as complete the public hearing process.  In addition,
NRC would evaluate license applications and monitor the operations of both
the MOX facility and the commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel to
ensure adequate margins of safety.  Section 4.28 was revised to provide
reactor-specific analyses and discuss the potential environmental impacts of
using a partial MOX core during routine operations and reactor accidents.

CONDON, M.B., ET AL .
PAGE 2 OF 6
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Specifically, how much radioactive waste will be created by
each step of plutonium reprocessing from the removal of
plutonium oxide from bomb cores, the creation of MOX
fuels, the transportation of all radioactive materials,
including the waste products to the generation of
electricity and possibly the production of tritium?  How
much more radioactive waste will be generated by each
reactor that will be allowed to operate beyond its
decommissioning date compared to amount of radioactive
waste created if the reactor were retired on schedule?

How are DOE and the commercial reactor operators going
to protect the public and the environment from the
radioactive hazards posed by the generation of more
nuclear waste from the burning of MOX fuels, when both
the DOE and commercials operators have no idea of how to
protect the public and the environment from the radiation
hazards presently posed by the burning of uranium in
reactors?

What specific transportation means and routes will be used
to transport the weapons grade plutonium, MOX fuels, and
the resulting nuclear and toxic waste?  How will the public
be notified so there elected officials can participate in the
creation of disaster plans in the case of a mishap?  What
specific plans are in place for nuclear mishaps along the
transportation routes and are they adequate to protect the
public, crops, livestock, and the environment from
exposure in the case of an accident or intentional
destructive act?

4

5

CONDON, M.B., ET AL .
PAGE 3 OF 6

PD062–3 Waste Management

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding waste generation
and management.  Waste streams that would be generated by the pit
conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities are detailed in the Waste
Management sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix H.  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.

The transportation requirements for the surplus plutonium disposition
program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS.  The shipment of waste will be
done 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 production of tritium in a commercial light water reactor is being evaluated
in a separate DOE EIS, Final EIS for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial
Light Water Reactor (DOE/EIS-0288, March 1999).

In choosing reactors to use the MOX fuel fabricated under the surplus
plutonium disposition program, DOE looked at the criteria of reactor age.
DOE chose only reactors whose planned operating life extended through the
full life cycle of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

PD062–4 Human Health Risk

DOE and NRC are committed to protecting the health and safety of the
public.  This includes designing, constructing, and operating DOE- and
NRC-regulated facilities (e.g., domestic, commercial reactors) in such a way
as to continually provide a level of safety and reliability that meets or exceeds
established standards.  DOE and commercial reactors also have plans and
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programs for the safe management and ultimate disposal of their nuclear
waste.  Section 4.28 addresses the issue of waste generation by those
domestic, commercial reactors designated to irradiate MOX fuel.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response PD062–3.

PD062–5 Transportation

DOE anticipates that transportation of plutonium pits, nonpit plutonium,
MOX fuel, and HEU (i.e., special nuclear materials) required to disposition
surplus plutonium would be done through the DOE Transportation
Safeguards Division using SST/SGTs as described in Appendix L.3.2.  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.  For emergency response
planning, all shipments are coordinated with appropriate law enforcement
and public safety agencies.  If requested, DOE will assist these officials with
response plans, and, if necessary, with resources in accordance with DOE
Order 5530.3, Radiological Assistance Program.  DOE has developed and
implemented a Radiological Assistance Program to provide assistance in all
types of radiological accidents.  Through this coordination and liaison
program, DOE offers in-depth briefing at the State level.

The transportation of depleted uranium oxide and waste (i.e., non-special
nuclear materials) would be done using commercial carriers.  Nuclear material
shipments must comply with both NRC and DOT regulatory requirements.
Appendix L.3.3 provides details on the transportation of this type of materials
and the transportation route selection process.  DOT routing regulations
require that shipments of radioactive material be transported over a preferred
highway network including interstate highways, with preference toward
bypasses around cities, and State-designated preferred routes.

The dates and times that specific transportation routes would be used for
special nuclear materials are classified information; however, the number of
shipments that will 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.

CONDON, M.B., ET AL .
PAGE 4 OF 6
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We, M.B. Condon and Tim Young, are totally opposed to the
reprocessing of weapons-grade plutonium into MOX fuel to
be burned in commercial nuclear reactors.  Furthermore, we
believe there should be no taxpayer subsidies to commercial
operators to allow them to use MOX fuels in reactors that
were never designed to do so and to allow the life of reactors
to be extended beyond their scheduled decommissioning
date.  The DOE and the commercial nuclear industries should
not be allowed to initiate any programs that will create more
radioactive and toxic wastes when the technology doesn’t
exist to deactivate and neutralize the waste created over the
last 50 years by industry and the Government.  We support
the isolation and vitrification of  weapons-grade plutonium.
Although this is an inadequate solution to the radioactive
waste problem, it at least offers some assurance that these
materials won’t find their way into nuclear weapons in the
future.

Finally, we have no confidence in the DOE’s ability to safely
and securely transport weapons-grade plutonium and MOX
fuel to reactor sites.  The public and their elected
representatives are totally uninformed and unprepared for
any nuclear mishaps that could result.  And we don’t think
that the DOE or the nuclear industry has the will or the
resources to adequately prepare the public for the possible
dangers that these materials represent to their communities.
We are also unwilling to give up any of our rights so that
these materials can be moved “securely” through our
communities.  Thank you and we will be sending our
comments through the mail.  We would like to be submitted
in the public record as we have recorded them on this
message of September 16, 1998.  Thank you.

7

CONDON, M.B., ET AL .
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PD062–6 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach and
support for the immobilization 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).  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.

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.

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
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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.

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.

PD062–7 DOE Policy

It is DOE’s policy that plutonium shipments must comply with applicable
DOT and NRC regulatory requirements.  The highway routing of nuclear
material is systematically determined according to DOT regulations 49 CFR 171
through 179 and 49 CFR 397 for commercial shipments.  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.  As indicated in Section 2.18, no
traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological
exposures or vehicle emissions would be expected for any of the surplus
plutonium disposition alternatives proposed at the candidate sites.  A
description of the transportation activities is given in Section 2.4.4.
Transportation risks and steps to mitigate the risks are analyzed in Chapter 4
of Volume I and Appendix L.

CONDON, M.B., ET AL .
PAGE 6 OF 6
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MD123–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of Alternative 4B for surplus
plutonium disposition.  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.

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.  In the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD, DOE committed to
immobilizing at least 8 t (9 tons) of surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium.
Since the ROD was issued, however, DOE has identified that an additional 9 t
(10 tons) of low-plutonium-content materials would require additional
processing, and would therefore be unsuitable for MOX fuel fabrication due
to the complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those
plutonium materials.

MD123–2 Alternatives

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

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
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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.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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MD276–1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s view on cleanup of former weapons
production sites.  Weapons production was necessary for national security
in the past, and now cleanup is necessary to provide a better environment for
future generations.

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.

MD276–2 Nonproliferation

An objective of the arms reduction is to make sure that the weapons materials
declared surplus would not be used for weapons again.  Converting the
surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial reactors
is an effective way to accomplish this objective.  Turning surplus plutonium
into highly radioactive spent fuel would make reuse of this plutonium
technically difficult, time consuming, and very costly.

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.
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MD276–3 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition.  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 impacts would likely be minor.

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.

MD276–4 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 the surplus plutonium would be immobilized due to the complexity,
timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials
to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel.  Therefore, fabricating all 50 t
(55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not considered a reasonable
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alternative at this time 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 under way to confirm that the immobilized plutonium would meet
the performance criteria for disposal in a potential geologic repository pursuant
to the NWPA.

MD276–5 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.

MD276–6 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.



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

1
0

5
2

WD007

HANFORD ATOMIC  METAL  TRADES COUNCIL
KEITH  A. SMITH , JR.
PAGE 1 OF 3

I am concerned that the U S Department of Energy may not
give cost the importance it deserves when selecting  a site at
which Pu pit disassembly will occur and MOX fuel
fabrication takes place.  The Hanford Atomic Metal Trades
Council believes the FMEF at Hanford to be the best location
at which to perform pit disassembly and MOX fuel
fabrication and should be placed high on the options list for
these operations. Siting these operations elsewhere to
Hanford would materially add to the taxpayer burden by
necessitating the construction of an entire new facilicty in
which to perform the the pit disassembly and MOX fuel
prouduction.  Costs to upgrade Hanford facilities would cost
much less. Much more less than  to what the DOE now gives
credence. That is due to the way the DOE estimates costs,
the result of creative perspectives designed to put the best
light on the preconceived notions of certain out of touch
officials.

The Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council would like to
propose an independent review and some cost-benefit
analyses of the different Sites which have been or are now
lacking in honesty and candor.

The Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council requests the
decision for Siting the MOX fuel program and Pit
disassembly operation to be reexamined and the FMEF be
given full consideration for implementation in the forseeable
future. To fail that and wind up spendiing hundreds of
millions of dolllars more than necessary would seem to the
Council to result in more reductions in available clean up
dollars and put the entire clean up program in jeopardy.

1

2

WD007–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities in FMEF 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, especially in regard to the use of existing facilities.

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
(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.

WD007–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has 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 the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities.

Funds for the surplus plutonium disposition program and the environmental
cleanup program come from different appropriation accounts allocated by
the U.S. Congress that cannot be used interchangeably.  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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1

In the interest of saving dollars the Council also offers the
represented work force at Hanford as a source of
experienced workers and those who are trained to handle
fissile material for the MOX fuel and pit disassembly
activity. The Council is fully prepared to engage any new
employer in a cooperative spirit and to facilitate the
movement of experienced and trained workers into new
missions with new, private employers, even as we are doing
now with Johnson Controls. British Nuclear Fuels, the
Vitrification Plant contractor has already expressed and
interest in forming a working relationship with the Council
and that willingness has been reciprocated.

The lastest edition of the Scientific American contains the
report of a study which asserts that an organized work
force is sixteen percent above the baseline in efficiency
while a non-union work force is eleven percent below the
baseline in efficiency.  That should clearly place the
Hanford Workforce at an advantage for cost effectiveness
and thereby free up dollars for clean up.

Budget crunch at Hanford has already begun to stretch the
existing work force beyond reasonable limits. It has come to
the place where in some cases if two people are lost due to
vacations or illness, no work can be done. We do not need
further cuts and to irresponsibly site the MOX fuel
production and pit disassembly somewhere beside Hanford
will surely result in fewer dollars for cleanup.
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1

The Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council represents over
2,600 workers on the Site. These are the people who do the
work and bear the greatest risk and responsibility on a daily
basis, for working with and around nuclear materials of evey
type. The U S Department of Energy would not regret siting
the disassembly of Pu pits and the manufacture of MOX fuel
at the FMEF at Hanford.
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WAD04–1 Cost

Funds are not being taken from DOE’s budget for environmental cleanup in
order to support surplus plutonium disposition.  Funds for the surplus
plutonium disposition program and the environmental cleanup program come
from different appropriation accounts allocated by the U.S. Congress that
cannot be used interchangeably.

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

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
(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.

WAD04–2 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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WAD04–3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for collocating pit disassembly
and conversion and MOX fuel fabrication in FMEF at Hanford.  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.

WAD04–4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

For this SPD EIS, DOE carefully obtained comparable data on all of the
alternatives, analyzed the data in a consistent manner using well-recognized
and accepted procedures, and presented the results in a full and open manner.
To properly address this comment, DOE again reviewed the subject critique
together with the source material on the Hanford and SRS sites.  The review
indicated that all information from Hanford and SRS had been evaluated and
used in a consistent, unbiased manner.

WAD04–5 NRC Licensing

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford.  An NOI statement on a preferred
alternative is not a decision.  The DOE statement regarding the potential
difficulty of NRC licensing one of a number of facilities collocated in one
building was based on DOE’s understanding of NRC’s regulatory
requirements at the time of the Richland scoping hearing.  Because a number
of attendees at the Richland hearing indicated that there were precedents for
NRC licensing collocated facilities, DOE met with NRC to discuss the issue,
and included several alternatives (4B, 6B, and 6D) in the SPD Draft EIS that
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collocate the MOX facility with one of the other proposed facilities in FMEF
at Hanford.  The decision that all three facilities would not be collocated in
FMEF was made not because of potential NRC licensing issues, but rather
because there is not enough space in FMEF to accommodate all three facilities.
While no specific issues were identified for FMEF, NRC indicated that overall
regulation of a collocated facility may be complicated and burdensome,
depending on the degree of integration of the MOX facility and other nuclear
facilities that would not be regulated by NRC.

WAD04–6 Cost
This comment is addressed in response WAD04–3.

WAD04–7 NRC Licensing
This comment is addressed in response WAD04–5.

WAD04–8 NRC Licensing

Collocation alternatives continue to be considered that involve the use of
FMEF at Hanford.  Alternatives 2 and 11A include collocating the
immobilization and pit conversion facilities; Alternative 4B, the immobilization
and MOX facilities; and Alternative 6B, the MOX and pit conversion facilities.
The only alternative eliminated for consideration in this SPD EIS was
collocating all three proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities in FMEF
based on space requirements.  The most current data available shows the
size required for each of the three proposed facilities preclude the use of
FMEF.

WAD04–9 Cost
This comment is addressed in response WAD04–3.
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WAD04–10 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

As discussed in response WAD04–1, DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts
should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission.  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.

WAD04–11 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Close coordination with the Richland Operations Office was maintained
during the preparation of this SPD EIS to ensure that the best possible
information was used.  Furthermore, personnel from that office participated
in detailed reviews and revision of the EIS prior to its approval and release.
Liaison with the Richland Operations Office on the disposition of surplus
plutonium would continue until such time as all of the surplus plutonium at
Hanford had been dispositioned.
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WAD02–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Because of scheduling conflicts, it was not possible for the Director to attend
all public hearings.  Please be assured, however, that MD will review and
consider all public comments made on the SPD Draft EIS regardless of how
they were submitted: public hearings, mail, a toll-free telephone or fax line, or
the MD Web site.

WAD02–2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program 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.
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WAD02–3 MOX RFP

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for using MOX fuel in FFTF at
Hanford and in the Washington Public Power Supply System reactor.  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.  DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire MOX fuel
fabrication and irradiation services.  As a result of this procurement process,
DOE identified Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna as the reactors proposed
to irradiate MOX fuel as part of the proposed action in this SPD EIS.
Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific analyses and discuss
the potential environmental impacts of using a partial MOX core during
routine operations and reactor accidents.

WAD02–4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The purpose of this SPD EIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
siting and operating the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at
the candidate sites.  Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking
process, this EIS contains environmental impact data and does not address
the costs associated with the various alternatives. Because cost issues are
beyond the scope of this 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 (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.

WAD02–5 NRC Licensing

This DOE statement regarding the potential difficulty of NRC licensing facilities
collocated in one building was based on DOE’s understanding of NRC’s
regulatory requirements at the time of the Richland scoping hearing.  Because
a number of attendees at the Richland hearing indicated that there were
precedents for NRC licensing collocated facilities, DOE met with NRC to
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discuss the issue.  As a result, DOE included several alternatives (4B, 6B, and
6D) in the SPD Draft EIS that collocated the MOX facility with one of the
other proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities in FMEF at Hanford.
The decision that all three facilities would not be collocated in FMEF was
made not because of potential NRC licensing issues, but rather because
there is not enough space in FMEF to accommodate all three facilities.  While
no specific issues were identified for FMEF, NRC indicated that overall
regulation of a collocated facility may be complicated and burdensome,
depending on the degree of integration of the MOX facility and other nuclear
facilities that would not be regulated by NRC.

WAD02–6 Alternatives
This comment is addressed in response WAD02–2.

HANFORD COMMUNITIES  GOVERNING  BOARD
HONORABLE  LARRY HALER
PAGE 3 OF 4
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WAD02–7 Alternatives

Based on all available data, DOE determined that the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities can not be located in FMEF because there is
not enough space, even if common support functions were shared.  See
Sections 2.4.1.1, 2.4.2.1, and 2.4.3.1 for design layouts and the amount of
space required for each facility is discussed in Section 2.6.  Because of space
limitations, two facilities would be located in FMEF—in the case of Alternative
2, pit conversion and immobilization.  The MOX facility would be located in
a new building.

WAD02–8 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding DOE’s assessment
of Hanford’s capabilities relative to the other candidate sites.

WAD02–9 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

For this SPD EIS, DOE carefully obtained comparable data on all of the
alternatives, analyzed the data in a consistent manner using well-recognized
and accepted procedures, and presented the results in a full and open manner.
To properly address this comment, DOE again reviewed the subject notebook
together with the source materials provided by the Richland Operations
Office.  The review indicated that all information from Hanford and SRS had
been evaluated and used in a consistent, unbiased manner.

WAD02–10 Cost
This comment is addressed in response WAD02–4.

WAD02–11 DOE Policy

Funds for the surplus plutonium disposition program and the environmental
cleanup program come from different appropriation accounts allocated by
the U.S. Congress that cannot be used interchangeably.
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HAUS, BARRY
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

My name is Barry Haus.  I am a resident of Richland, WA.  I
am calling and commenting on your plans for processing
spent fuel, specifically the plutonium and processing it into
commercial fuel.  My comment is that Hanford, the Hanford
Site would be more suited for one of the missions which
should be, although it is probably not currently planned to
reprocess the N Reactor fuel.  As I understand, it is probably
1600 tons of spent fuel in the K Reactor basins that needs to
be processed, at least  handled.  I believe if you check into it
you will find that approximately 2% of the weight of the fuel
is fissile material  which would just as well be used for
commercial spent fuel, excuse me, new spent, new commercial
fuel elements.  Anyway you might factor in your thinking
that particular problem the 1600 tons of N Reactor fuel that
has to be dealt with somehow.  Thank you very much.

PD011–1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of reprocessing N Reactor
spent fuel.  However, the U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration
has prohibited the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of
plutonium from spent nuclear fuel.  Therefore, reprocessing would not be an
option for disposing of the N Reactor spent fuel.
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1

Hello.  My name is Ted Holtz and I live along the Columbia
River.  I built a house there and I would like to express my
concerns about (being) directly affected by Hanford not
being cleaned up.  Express my concerns about how the issue
seems to be confounded by corporate interests in creating
this MOX uranium or MOX fuel.   I think the focus should be
on clean up and just cleanup, and proper storage and
disposal of the waste and not trying to make a corporate kind
of welfare system that will support the failing nuclear
industry by creating a sort of taxed corporate welfare system
for that industry.  So I just want to express that and a
household of five and everybody in my household agrees
with this statement.  Thank you very much.  My phone
number is (360) 837-3022 if there is any response or
questions directed towards me.  Thank you very much.  Bye.

PD035–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach and
to siting the MOX facility at Hanford.  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.

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.
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WAD01–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the MOX approach.  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 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.

WAD01–2 Alternatives

DOE evaluated the use of existing facilities and identified potential facilities
at Hanford (FMEF) and INEEL.  Of the alternatives considered, only Hanford
had existing facilities suitable for MOX fuel fabrication.  After further
evaluation of space requirements, DOE concluded that there is not enough
space in FMEF to accommodate all three of the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities.  Therefore, the alternatives include siting one or two of
the three proposed facilities in existing facilities at Hanford, and the pit
conversion facility in an existing facility at INEEL.

WAD01–3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Siting of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities is not a political
decision.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be
based on technical and cost reports, environmental analyses, national policy
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
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KILBURY , CHARLES D.
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

WAD05–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities 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, especially in regard to the use of
existing facilities.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  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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MD288–1 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.

MD288–2 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.

MD288–3 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
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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 the surplus plutonium would be immobilized due to the complexity,
timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials
to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel.  Therefore, fabricating all 50 t
(55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not considered a reasonable
alternative at this time 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.

MD288–4 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.
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MD288–5 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
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.

MD288–6 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.

MD288–7 DOE Policy

As described in Section 4.26.1.2, surface water would not be used in
construction and operation of proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities at Hanford  Due to the dilution capability of the Columbia River, as
well as FMEF’s location relative to the Columbia River, there would be no
discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting
from the proposed facilities at Hanford, either from minute quantities of air
deposition into the river or from any other potential wastewater releases.
Therefore, no discernible impacts on the Columbia River would be expected.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD288–1.
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FD114–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities 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, especially in regard to the use of
existing facilities.
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MADISON, JIM
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

Hello, this is Jim Madison from West Pasco. Of course, I
grew up as a kid in Richland and stuff like that and spent
most of my life there.  I personally see no problem with
bringing the material back here to dispose of it or whatever.
I don’t see any problems with transportation and stuff like
this, that some of the worry warts are really concerned about
because after all the majority of that material originated here.
The biggest majority of it got shipped out OK to wherever it
went.  And I would assume it could be shipped back here
the same way with the  same care and accident free manner.
So I know that some of the hand wringers are going to be all
fluttered and everything else, but I hope you really don’t
pay too much attention to them because most of them really
don’t know anything about anything anyway except they do
make noises on the media.  But practically speaking, its the
only place to take it.  And you will be foolish to take it
somewhere else and then have to stockpile it somewhere and
build, reduplicate the money for building a building like in
the 400 Area that is equipped to do that plus the lead time to
wait for the building to be designed and built.  So that would
push any disposal process several years down the road.
And that I think is probably not the best process, not the
best procedure either.  So all in all, the only thing that makes
any sense is to use what you got where it is, which is here.
Thank you.

PD008–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities 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, especially in regard to the use of
existing facilities.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  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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I believe that it would be a travesty to bury this very valuable fuel
source.  DOE would spend billions to prepare it for storage when it
could be processed into fuel for commerical nuclear reactors,
benefiting all Americans.  Various MOX projects are ready to go
and should be used to turn weapons materials into electricity.  In
concept, this is no different than the demobilization of ships, tanks,
and planes into commercial materials after WW2.

1

WD004–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the MOX approach.  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 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.

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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WAD22–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the MOX facility 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.

Although the education base of the community is not a factor in facility
siting selection, site workforce expertise and the existence of complementary
activities and missions are considered.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Hanford will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

WAD22–2 Cost

Power requirements at each of the candidate sites were taken into
consideration, and it was determined that the sites under consideration had
sufficient available capacity to cover the needs of the proposed MOX facility.

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
(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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Hello my name is David M. Merrill.  I live at 513 Wagon
Court, Richland WA 99352.  I’m interested in the MOX
facility and in the documentation of that MOX facility.  I
would like to attend the meeting scheduled for tomorrow
evening at the Hotel here in Richland.  I have some opinions
about the plutonium mixed oxide fuel fabrication facility and
feel it should be located on or near the Hanford Site for the
following reasons:  First, as a chemist and member of the
American Chemical Society, ACS, I am familiar with the talent
and skills of many of my colleagues who live in this area.
Many of these chemist have had experience working with
plutonium and know the safety in handling procedures for
both the chemical hazards and criticality safety issues.
Please consider the talent base from which to draw
employees when considering where to locate the MOX
facility.  Second, as co-president of the Citizens Advisory
Committee to the Richland School Board, I am familiar with
the educational concerns and desires of many of the Richland
parents.  We love this area and would like to see our children
given a broad base education, however, we have a large
percentage of parents very interested in providing their
children with mathematical, engineering, and scientific skills.
We would like  to see challenging jobs provided for them
here and we see the MOX facility as an opportunity for our
children to work in an industry we believe in.  Please consider
the education base of the future employees when considering
where to locate the MOX facility.  Third, as a quality control
chemist, I know how important a dry climate is when working
with various hygroscopic materials.  I realize all facilities
handling plutonium use extensive air conditioning systems.

1

2

PD006–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the MOX facility 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.

Although the education base of the community is not a factor in facility
siting selection, site workforce expertise and the existence of complementary
activities and missions are considered.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Hanford will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

PD006–2 Cost

Power requirements at each of the candidate sites were taken into
consideration, and it was determined that the sites under consideration had
sufficient available capacity to cover the needs of the proposed MOX facility.

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
(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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But a dry climate provides a much better starting point for
which, for facilities which require large amounts of
conditioned air.  It makes physical sense to locate MOX
facility in this dry climate area where power is less expensive
than say down south.  As an example, the Seiman’s Facility
requires over a million dollars per year in electricity to
operate.  A similar MOX facility here would require close to
that same amount.  But in the south where electricity is more
expensive and air conditioning more severe, I would guess
you are looking at three times the cost in electricity.  Please
consider these types of technical details as a review for
location for a new MOX facility.

2
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WAD09–1 Alternatives

The range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in this SPD EIS were developed
using criteria listed in Section 2.3.1.  The alternative suggested by the
commentor was considered and eliminated because it involves placing the
three proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at three
different sites.

WAD09–2 DOE Policy

The end of the Cold War has resulted in unprecedented reductions in nuclear
arms in both the United States and Russia.  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.  Further agreements
on disarmament between the two nations may increase the amount of surplus
plutonium in the future.

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.  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.  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.
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WAD06–1 Alternatives

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



C
om

m
ent D

ocum
ents and R

esponses—
W

ashington

3
–

1
0

7
9

WAD21

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST NATIONAL  LABORATORY
WALT  APLEY
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

2

3

WAD21–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s reviews on the importance of this
SPD EIS.

WAD21–2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program 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,
especially in regard to the use of existing facilities.

WAD21–3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of using MOX fuel to restart
FFTF at Hanford.  As discussed in Appendix D of the SPD Draft EIS, DOE
did consider FFTF in the Storage and Disposition PEIS, but it was eliminated
from further study because it was in a standby status and it could not satisfy
the criterion of completing the disposition mission within 25 years using the
historic FFTF plutonium enrichment specifications.  Further, compared with
the 2-3 percent plutonium content of spent fuel from commercial reactors, the
spent fuel from FFTF would contain approximately 35 percent plutonium by
weight.  It is questionable whether this greater concentration of plutonium in
the FFTF MOX spent fuel would meet repository acceptance criteria.  Also,
the FFTF liquid-metal reactor would not produce electricity, whereas using
commercial light water reactors to dispose of surplus plutonium would
generate revenues from the sale of electricity, which in turn would help defray
the overall cost of using the MOX approach.  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.
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MD296–1 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.

MD296–2 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.

MD296–3 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.  DOE has determined that 17 t
(19 tons) of the surplus plutonium would be immobilized due to the complexity,
timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials
to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel.  Therefore, fabricating all 50 t
(55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not considered a reasonable
alternative at this time 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.

MD296–4 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.
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MD296–5 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
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.

MD296–6 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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MD296–7 DOE Policy

DOE is implementing the President’s nonproliferation policy by converting
surplus plutonium to forms that cannot be reused in nuclear weapons again.
Cleanup of DOE’s former weapons production sites including research and
development has continued to receive substantial funding allocations from
the U.S. Congress every year.  Funds for the surplus plutonium disposition
program and the environmental cleanup program come from different
appropriation accounts allocated by the U.S. Congress that cannot be
used interchangeably.

MD296–8 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for alternative energy sources.
The purpose of the surplus plutonium disposition program is not to provide
an alternative source of energy but to disposition plutonium in an
environmentally safe and timely manner.  Further, DOE acknowledges and
supports the importance of public education.  DOE has established reading
rooms near DOE sites to provide easy access to information about DOE
programs and encourages the use of this source of information.  DOE has
numerous Web sites, including one for MD (http://www.doe-md.com), that
also provide up-to-date information about DOE programs.  Likewise, a number
of utilities also have their own Web sites with educational material.

MD296

7

8
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1

WAD16–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges and appreciates the commentor’s continued interest in
the surplus plutonium disposition program, and support for siting the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities 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, especially in regard to the use of
existing facilities.

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  The
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of proposed
surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potential
environmental impacts.  DOE has 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.  The use of FMEF in the surplus plutonium disposition
program is considered in this EIS under Alternatives 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 11.
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 attachments to the commentor’s letter represent comments previously
submitted and reviewed by MD, and thus addressed in separate responses
at that time.
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MD241–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the announced preference
for siting immobilization and MOX facilities at SRS rather than at Hanford.
The preferred alternative was chosen based on the best information and
analyses available; all sites were equally considered based on this information.
DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard
to the use of existing facilities.

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
(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.

MD241–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  The
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of proposed
surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potential
environmental impacts.  DOE has 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 proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities.
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2

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.  Cost impacts are addressed in the
reports identified in response MD241–1.
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1

FD143–1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to nuclear material
management.  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.  This would require the handling and transportation
of the surplus plutonium.  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.
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SEYER, SAUL
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

FD330–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  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 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.
With immobilization or MOX, the material would be disposed of in the same
potential geologic repository.

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.
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1

2

FD320–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  The
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of proposed
surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potential
environmental impacts.  DOE has 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.

As discussed in Section 2.3.1 of the SPD Draft EIS, the range of reasonable
alternatives analyzed was developed using equally weighted screening
criteria.  Over 64 options were evaluated, yielding a range of 23 reasonable
alternatives that met all the criteria.  Options that involved siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at three different sites were eliminated
because the goals of minimizing worker and public exposure to radiation,
minimizing proliferation concerns associated with transportation, and reducing
infrastructure costs would not be met.

FD320–2 Cost

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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3

FD320–3 Alternatives

DOE does not plan for facility site contractors to have a significant role in the
construction and operation of the MOX facility.  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 entered into a contract with DCS to construct and operate the MOX
facility at one of the four candidate sites evaluated in this SPD EIS.  This
contract was awarded through a competitive procurement process.  Since
the MOX facility would use existing site services and infrastructure, the site
contractor would be responsible for supporting the construction and operation
of the facility to the extent required to ensure availability of those services.
The DOE field office would also be involved to a limited extent, in its oversight
role for the entire DOE site, and for services such as those identified by
the commentor.
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1

MD088–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges commentor’s opposition to the use of MOX fuel in
domestic, commercial reactors.
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1

FD301–1 Cost

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for involving existing facilities
such as FMEF at Hanford to disposition surplus plutonium.  However,
according to a technical review of available facilities and an independent
cost study, constructing new facilities is the option involving the least risk
and the best use of DOE’s limited resources.  Frequently it is more expensive
to try to retrofit for a particular mission a building that was originally designed
for another mission.  While it is true that FMEF was originally designed to
produce MOX fuel for FFTF, it was not designed to accommodate a pit
conversion facility as well.  Space requirements would make it extremely
difficult to use the facility for two missions.

Location of the MOX facility in FMEF by itself was never considered because
locating a single proposed facility at three different sites would not meet the
screening criteria of minimizing worker and public exposure to radiation,
minimizing proliferation concerns associated with transportation, and reducing
infrastructure costs.

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 Pantex will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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FD301–2 Alternatives

DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard
to the use of existing facilities.
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WAD18–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges commentors’ support for 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.

WAD18–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  The
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of proposed
surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potential
environmental impacts.  DOE has 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.

WAD18–3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  In
accordance with CEQ Section 1502.14(e), DOE identified its preferred
alternative in the SPD Draft EIS so the public could understand DOE’s
orientation and provide comment.  Prior to the SPD Draft EIS being published,
DOE indicated using the can-in-canister technology at SRS would be part of
DOE’s preferred alternative for immobilization.  Although SRS has been
identified as the preferred site for the immobilization facility, this is only
DOE’s preference; it is not a decision.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at INEEL will be based on public input, environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, and national policy and nonproliferation
considerations.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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WAD18–4 Alternatives

For immobilization alternatives, modification of FMEF at Hanford was
considered, with construction of new immobilization facilities considered
only at SRS.  In addition, this SPD EIS analyses assume that either the
SRS DWPF or the Hanford HLWVF would be available to support
canister-filling immobilization operations associated with the surplus
plutonium disposition program.  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.

WAD18–5 Cost

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
(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.

WAD18–6 Alternatives

The preferred alternative for siting the MOX facility at SRS was chosen
based on the best information and analyses available; all sites were equally
considered based on this information.
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WAD18–7 MOX Approach

Depleted uranium dioxide is required for the ceramic immobilization of
plutonium, and can be used for the fabrication of MOX fuel.  It could be
produced at a commercial site by the conversion of uranium hexafluoride
shipped from one of DOE’s storage areas at a gaseous diffusion plant in
Kentucky, Ohio, or Tennessee.  The GE Nuclear facility in Wilmington, North
Carolina was used for the purpose of determining the potential environmental
impacts of the conversion of uranium hexafluoride to uranium dioxide as part
of the surplus plutonium disposition program (see Section 1.5).  Results of
the environmental analysis indicate that the radiological risks of shipping
either depleted uranium hexafluoride or depleted uranium dioxide would likely
be minor, and would contribute little to the total risk of any alternative.  The
decision on the source of uranium dioxide will depend on DCS, the team
selected by DOE to provide the MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services.

WAD18–8 Cost

Funds for the surplus plutonium disposition program and the environmental
cleanup program come from different appropriation accounts allocated by
the U.S. Congress that cannot be used interchangeably.

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.  The remainder of this comment is
addressed in response WAD18–5.

WAD18–9 Alternatives

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

TRI-CITY  INDUSTRIAL  DEVELOPMENT  COUNCIL
PAGE 3 OF 6
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WAD18–10 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities using FMEF at Hanford.  Of all the alternatives analyzed
in this SPD EIS, none include siting the pit conversion facility at Hanford and
the MOX facility at SRS.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response WAD18–5.

WAD18–11 Cost

This comment is addressed in response WAD18–5.

WAD18–12 Transportation

DOE recognizes that there is not a significant difference in the number of
intersite truck shipments if all of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities were located at one site, either Hanford or SRS.  However, there are
larger differences, but still not significant, between some of the other
alternatives analyzed in this SPD EIS.

WAD18–13 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s position on the lack of significant
differences in the environmental impacts of the alternatives reflected in this
SPD EIS.  A separate report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for
Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998),
analyzes the cost and schedule estimates for each alternative, and the
Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment
Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), covers recent life-
cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative.  These reports,
along with the SPD EIS and other relevant documents, will be available to the
decisionmaker and the public.  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.

WAD18–14 Alternatives

DOE agrees that both the pit conversion and MOX facilities could be
collocated in FMEF at Hanford, and has analyzed this scenario as
Alternative 6B (see Sections 2.10.2 and 4.11).  Also analyzed, as
Alternative 6A, is a scenario that involves siting the pit conversion facility in
FMEF and the MOX facility in new construction adjacent to FMEF.



C
om

m
ent D

ocum
ents and R

esponses—
W

ashington

3
–

1
0

9
9

WAD18

TRI-CITY  INDUSTRIAL  DEVELOPMENT  COUNCIL
PAGE 5 OF 6

8

7

9

11

9

13

12

11

2

8



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

1
1

0
0

WAD18

TRI-CITY  INDUSTRIAL  DEVELOPMENT  COUNCIL
PAGE 6 OF 6

2



C
om

m
ent D

ocum
ents and R

esponses—
W

ashington

3
–

1
1

0
1

MD326

TRI-CITY  INDUSTRIAL  DEVELOPMENT  COUNCIL
SAM VOLPENTEST
PAGE 1 OF 3

1

2

3

4

MD326–1 Cost Report

Neither the SPD Draft EIS nor the SPD Final EIS contain cost estimates.  It is
assumed the cost estimates referred to were observed in the associated cost
analysis report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998).  This
comment has been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration.
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, is 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 information presented in the cost report was based
on the best information available from the candidate sites at the time it was
published.  DOE continues to gather information on the costs associated
with constructing the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities and
has prepared the life-cycle costs document to address changes in the expected
costs as well as respond to public comment.

Responses to the issues identified in the August 4, 1998, statement can be
found under the comment identification code WAD18.

MD326–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  The
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of proposed
surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potential
environmental impacts.  DOE has 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 FMEF in the surplus plutonium disposition
program is considered in this SPD EIS under Alternatives 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 11.
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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MD326–3 Cost Report

The cost analysis report and the life-cycle cost 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.
The cost analysis report was posted on the Internet for public review shortly
after its release.

MD326–4 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has been
forwarded to the cost analysis team.
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