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SCD30–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE believes that the comment period, longer than required by CEQ’s
NEPA regulations, allowed sufficient time for public review of the
SPD Draft EIS.  Although it did not extend the comment period, DOE did
consider all comments received after the close of that period.  All
comments were given equal consideration and responded to.

Appendix J was revised to include expected radiological release quantities
from each of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  DOE’s
descriptions of the affected environment and the potential environmental
impacts in this SPD EIS are in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.15 and
40 CFR 1502.16.  These descriptions are no longer than necessary for an
understanding of the effects of the alternatives, and the analyses and
data are commensurate with the significance of the impact, the
less-important information being consolidated, summarized, or referenced.
Resources such as the data reports are available in the public reading
rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
Washington, D.C.

SCD30–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

It was not possible to hold hearings in all areas of the country; therefore,
the hearings were restricted to locations where the greatest impacts of
the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities could be expected.
DOE did, however, provide various other means for public comment on
this SPD EIS: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web
site.  During preparation of the Storage and Disposition PEIS, regional
hearings were held in locations such as Boston, Chicago, San Francisco,
and Denver.  Denver was included because the PEIS dealt with the removal
of materials from RFETS.  DOE made, and is honoring, a commitment to
get all plutonium out of RFETS.  Additional hearings in Denver were not
held because the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would
not be sited in the area.  Shipment of MOX fuel to Canada for testing is
under consideration as part of a separate EA, and is beyond the scope of
this EIS.  The Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
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Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and
FONSI (August 1999) can be viewed on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com.

DOE actively sought public comments on the SPD Draft EIS and
distributed approximately 1,700 copies of the document to all interested
parties.  All comments, regardless of how they were submitted, were
given equal consideration and responded to.

SCD30–3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Regional public hearings on the nuclear reactor sites proposed for the
irradiation of MOX fuel could not be conducted during the public comment
period for the SPD Draft EIS, as no sites had been designated by that
time.  The SPD Final EIS was not issued until specific reactors had been
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor-
specific information.  As part of the procurement process, bidders were
asked to provide environmental information to support their proposals.
This information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for
the DOE source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication
and irradiation services contract.  DOE then prepared an Environmental
Synopsis on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released
to the public as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in
April 1999.

SCD30–4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Since the inception of the fissile materials disposition program, DOE has
supported a vigorous public participation policy.  It has conducted public
hearings in excess of the minimum required by NEPA regulations to
engender a high level of public dialogue on the program.  The office has
also provided the public with substantial information in the form of fact
sheets, reports, exhibits, visual aids, and videos related to fissile materials
disposition issues.  It hosts frequent workshops, and senior staff members
make presentations to local and national civic and social organizations
on request.  Additionally, various means of communication—
mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and a Web site
(http://www.doe-md.com)—have been provided to facilitate the public
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dialogue.  It is DOE policy to encourage public input into these matters of
national and international importance.

SCD30–5 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

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

SCD30–6 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE conducted a supplement analysis for the early movement to and
storage of the RFETS surplus plutonium in Building 105–K after
modifications to enable safe, secure plutonium storage.  Based on this
analysis, DOE issued the amended ROD, referenced by the commentor, in
the Federal Register (63 FR 43392) on August 13, 1998, in fulfillment of
the letter and spirit of NEPA (40 CFR 1506.6(b)).  The decision is contingent
on a decision under this SPD EIS to locate an immobilization facility at
SRS.  A copy of the amended ROD and the supplement analysis is available
in the DOE reading rooms and on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com.
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SCD29–1 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the movement of
fissile materials from Hanford and RFETS to SRS.  In order to support the
early closure of RFETS and the early deactivation of plutonium storage
facilities at Hanford, DOE has modified, contingent upon certain
conditions, some of the decisions made in its Storage and Disposition
PEIS ROD.  Hanford and RFETS surplus plutonium would not be of a
quality suitable for use as MOX fuel in a domestic, commercial reactor.

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

SCD29–2 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the use of MOX fuel
in commercial reactors.  Commentor is correct that using MOX fuel does
not destroy all the plutonium.  However, the MOX approach does meet
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.

SCD29–3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The declassification at SRS of plutonium residues from RFETS is the
subject of the Supplement Analysis for Storing Plutonium in the Actinide
Packaging and Storage Facility and Building 105–K at the Savannah
River Site (July 1998) and amended ROD for the Storage and Disposition
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PEIS.  It is important that this limited amount of material be changed from
its current form into a form that does not allow for proliferation of the
knowledge or means of nuclear weapons fabrication to terrorists or rogue
states.  The plutonium resulting from the declassification action could be
either immobilized or used to fabricate MOX fuel.

SCD29–4 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the 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
and safely accommodate a partial MOX core.  While it is true that not all
the plutonium would be consumed during irradiation in a nuclear reactor,
the resulting spent fuel would have a radiation barrier equivalent to LEU
spent fuel, and recovery of this plutonium would be extremely dangerous,
time consuming, and costly.

The higher flux associated with MOX fuel can accelerate reactor
component aging.  However, this would be taken into account when
developing fuel management strategy, including fuel assembly placement
in the reactor core.  The proposed action anticipates partial, not full,
MOX cores in the selected reactors.  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.

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.

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
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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.

SCD29–5 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the safety of
nuclear materials transportation.  DOE is committed to safety and
safeguards for its facilities and the transport of materials.

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

Table L–6 summarizes the possibility of a LCF associated with the
radiation doses from shipping radioactive material.  Type B packages
have been used for years to ship radioactive materials in the United States
and around the world.  To date, no Type B package has ever been
punctured or released any of its contents, even in actual highway
accidents.  No Type B package has seen real-world conditions that
approach the severity level of the tests.  As described in Appendix L.3.1.6,
the Type B package is extremely robust and provides a high degree of
confidence that even in extremely severe accidents, the integrity of the
package would be maintained with essentially no loss of the radioactive
contents or serious impairment of the shielding capability.
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SCD29–6 Transportation

DOE’s SST/SGT system uses couriers that are armed Federal officers, an
armored tractor to protect the crew from attack, and specially designed
escort vehicles containing advanced communications and additional
couriers.  The evaluation of human health risks from transportation are
addressed in the Transportation sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I and in
greater detail in Appendix L.  Human health impacts of the proposed
facilities are discussed in the Human Health Risk sections of Chapter 4
and in greater detail in Appendix J.  Nonproliferation is only one factor in
the decisionmaking process for surplus plutonium disposition.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

SCD29

6
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MD177–1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the ability of the
immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard.  In the
Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives
(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), DOE identified two potential liabilities of
the immobilization alternatives relative to the Spent Fuel Standard.  These
liabilities involve ensuring sufficient radiation levels and providing
removal-resistant can-in-canister designs.  Since that time, DOE has
modified the can support structure inside the canisters and has focused
its research on the ceramic form of immobilization.  As part of the form
evaluation process, an independent panel of experts determined (Letter
Report of the Immobilization Technology Peer Review Panel, from
Matthew Bunn to Stephen Cochran, LLNL, August 21, 1997) that the
can-in-canister design would meet the Spent Fuel Standard.  In addition,
NAS is currently conducting studies to confirm the ability of the ceramic
can-in-canister immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard.
DOE is confident that immobilization remains a viable alternative for
meeting the nonproliferation goals of the surplus plutonium disposition
program.
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MD177–2 Feedstock

DOE reviewed the chemical and isotopic composition of the surplus
plutonium and determined in the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD
that about 8 t (9 tons) of surplus plutonium were not suitable for use in
making MOX fuel.  Furthermore, DOE has identified an additional 9 t
(10 tons) for a total of 17 t (19 tons) that have such a variety of chemical
and isotopic compositions that it is more reasonable to immobilize these
materials and avert the processing complexity that would be added if
these materials were made into MOX fuel.  The criteria used in this
identification included the level of impurities, processing requirements,
and the ability to meet the MOX fuel specifications.  Section 2.2 includes
a description of the forms of plutonium that would be used for MOX feed
and immobilization feed and the levels of impurities present in those
materials.  As discussed in this section, the plutonium destined for
immobilization is mainly in the form of impure oxides, impure metals,
plutonium alloys, uranium/plutonium oxide, and some alloyed reactor fuel.
Impurities present include neptunium, thorium, and beryllium.  None of
the material planned for immobilization is in the form of spent fuel, and all
of it is considered weapons usable.  A further description of the types
and amounts of plutonium currently planned for disposition can be found
in Feed Materials Planning Basis for Surplus Weapons-Usable
Plutonium Disposition (MD-0013, April 1997), which is available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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MD177–3 DOE Policy

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.  In
December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF would not
play a role in producing tritium.

MD177–4 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.
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MD177–5 Lead Assemblies

The two DOE sites, ANL–W and ORNL, proposed for postirradiation
examination conduct these types of activities on an ongoing basis.
Impacts for activities associated with the postirradiation examination of
lead assemblies are within the scope of existing NEPA documentation at
these sites and are discussed, for limited resource areas, in Section 4.27.6.
Spent fuel after postirradiation examination would be the responsibility
of the DOE spent nuclear fuel program.  As stated in the ROD for the DOE
Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management Programs Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0203-F, April 1995), interim
storage for this type of spent fuel would take place at INEEL before
eventual disposal in a geologic repository.  As described in the revised
Section 1.6, the preferred alternative for postirradiation examination
is ORNL.

MD177–6 Lead Assemblies

The SPD Draft EIS assumed up to 10 lead assemblies as a bounding
analysis based on DOE’s extensive discussions with representatives from
the commercial fuel industry.  This SPD EIS was revised to evaluate
two lead assemblies based on information from DCS, the team that was
selected to provide MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services,
although it is possible that more than two would be required.
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MD177–7 Lead Assemblies

As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on consideration of
capabilities of the candidate sites and input from DCS on the MOX
approach, DOE prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication.  LANL is
preferred because it already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not
require major modifications, and takes advantage of existing infrastructure
and staff expertise.  Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would
be used to fabricate the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at
the site.  Section 2.17.2 describes the lead assembly fabrication siting
alternatives, and Section 4.27 discusses the potential impacts of lead
assembly activities.  Decisions on lead assembly fabrication will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

MD177–8 MOX RFP

The Environmental Synopsis is a nonproprietary, publicly available
summary of the Environmental Critique, which is an internal DOE
procurement document subject to confidentiality requirements.
Procurement analyses are not subject to review and approval by offerors.

MD177–9 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Per the commentor’s recommendation, the title of Appendix B is now
“Contractor Disclosure Statement,” and the name of the contractor, Science
Applications International Corporation, appears on the revised form.
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MD165–1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the ability of the
immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard.  In the
Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives
(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), DOE identified two potential liabilities of
the immobilization alternatives relative to the Spent Fuel Standard.  These
liabilities involve ensuring sufficient radiation levels and providing
removal-resistant can-in-canister designs.  Since that time, DOE has
modified the can support structure inside the canisters and has focused
its research on the ceramic form of immobilization.  As part of the form
evaluation process, an independent panel of experts determined (Letter
Report of the Immobilization Technology Peer Review Panel, from
Matthew Bunn to Stephen Cochran, LLNL, August 21, 1997) that the
can-in-canister design would meet the Spent Fuel Standard.  In addition,
NAS is currently conducting studies to confirm the ability of the ceramic
can-in-canister immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard.
DOE is confident that immobilization remains a viable alternative for
meeting the nonproliferation goals of the surplus plutonium disposition
program.



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

3
7

4

DUKE POWER COMPANY
K. S. CANADY
PAGE 3 OF 6

MD165

2

MD165–2 Feedstock

DOE reviewed the chemical and isotopic composition of the surplus
plutonium and determined in the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD
that about 8 t (9 tons) of surplus plutonium were not suitable for use in
making MOX fuel.  Furthermore, DOE has identified an additional 9 t
(10 tons) for a total of 17 t (19 tons) that have such a variety of chemical
and isotopic compositions that it is more reasonable to immobilize these
materials and avert the processing complexity that would be added if
these materials were made into MOX fuel.  The criteria used in this
identification included the level of impurities, processing requirements,
and the ability to meet the MOX fuel specifications.  Section 2.2 includes
a description of the forms of plutonium that would be used for MOX feed
and immobilization feed, and the levels of impurities present in those
materials.  As discussed in this section, the plutonium destined for
immobilization is mainly in the form of impure oxides, impure metals,
plutonium alloys, uranium/plutonium oxide, and some alloyed reactor
fuel.  Impurities present include neptunium, thorium, and beryllium.  None
of the material planned for immobilization is in the form of spent fuel, and
all of it is considered weapons usable.  A further description of the types
and amounts of plutonium currently planned for disposition can be found
in Feed Materials Planning Basis for Surplus Weapons-Usable
Plutonium Disposition (MD-0013, April 1997), which is available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe–md.com.
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MD165–3 DOE Policy

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.  In December
1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF would not play a role in
producing tritium.

MD165–4 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.
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MD165–5 Lead Assemblies

The two DOE sites, ANL–W and ORNL, proposed for postirradiation
examination conduct these types of activities on an ongoing basis.
Impacts for activities associated with the postirradiation examination of
lead assemblies are within the scope of existing NEPA documentation at
these sites and are discussed, for limited resource areas, in Section 4.27.6.
Spent fuel after postirradiation examination would be the responsibility
of the DOE spent nuclear fuel program.  As stated in the ROD for the DOE
Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management Programs Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0203-F, April 1995), interim
storage for this type of spent fuel would take place at INEEL before
eventual disposal in a geologic repository.  As described in the revised
Section 1.6, the preferred alternative for postirradiation examination
is ORNL.

MD165–6 MOX Approach

DOE evaluated technical and environmental information provided during
the procurement process to acquire MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation
services and revised Section 4.28 accordingly.
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MD165–7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Per the commentor’s recommendation, the title of Appendix B is now
“Contractor Disclosure Statement,” and the name of the contractor, Science
Applications International Corporation, appears on the revised form.
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FD224–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE believes that the comment period allowed sufficient time for public
review of the SPD Draft EIS. Although it did not extend the comment
period, DOE did consider all comments received after the close of that
period.  All comments were given equal consideration and responded to.

DOE’s descriptions of the affected environment and the potential
environmental impacts in this SPD EIS are in accordance with
40 CFR 1502.15 and 40 CFR 1502.16.  These descriptions are no longer
than necessary for an understanding of the effects of the alternatives,
and the analyses and data are commensurate with the significance of the
impact, the less-important information being consolidated, summarized,
or referenced.  Resources such as the data reports are available in the
public reading rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex,
SRS, and Washington, D.C.

FD224–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

It was not possible to hold hearings in all areas of the country; therefore,
the hearings were restricted to locations where the greatest impacts of
the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities could be expected.
DOE did, however, provide various other means for public comment on
this SPD EIS: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web
site.  During preparation of the Storage and Disposition PEIS, regional
hearings were held in locations such as Boston, Chicago, San Francisco,
and Denver.  Denver was included because the PEIS dealt with the removal
of materials from RFETS.  DOE made, and is honoring, a commitment to
get all plutonium out of RFETS.  Additional hearings in Denver were not
held because the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would
not be sited in the area.  Shipment of MOX fuel to Canada for testing
is under consideration as part of a separate EA, and is beyond the
scope of this EIS.  The Environmental Assessment for the Parallex
Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999)
and FONSI (August 1999) can be viewed on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com.
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DOE actively sought public comments on the SPD Draft EIS and
distributed approximately 1,700 copies of the document to all interested
parties.  All comments, regardless of how they were submitted, were
given equal consideration and responded to.

FD224–3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Regional public hearings on the nuclear reactor sites proposed for the
irradiation of MOX fuel could not be conducted during the public comment
period for the SPD Draft EIS, as no sites had been designated by that
time.  The SPD Final EIS was not issued until specific reactors had been
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor-
specific information.  As part of the procurement process, bidders were
asked to provide environmental information to support their proposals.
This information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for
the DOE source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication
and irradiation services contract.  DOE then prepared an Environmental
Synopsis on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released
to the public as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in
April 1999.

FD224–4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Since the inception of the fissile materials disposition program, DOE has
supported a vigorous public participation policy.  It has conducted public
hearings in excess of the minimum required by NEPA regulations to
engender a high level of public dialogue on the program.  The office has
also provided the public with substantial information in the form of
fact sheets, reports, exhibits, visual aids, and videos related to fissile
materials disposition issues.  It hosts frequent workshops, and senior
staff members make presentations to local and national civic and
social organizations on request.  Additionally, various means of
communication—mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and a Web site
(http://www.doe-md.com)—have been provided to facilitate the public
dialogue.  It is DOE  policy to encourage public input into these matters
of national and international importance.
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FD224–5 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

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

FD224–6 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE conducted a supplement analysis for the early movement to and
storage of the RFETS surplus plutonium in Building 105−K after
modifications to enable safe, secure plutonium storage.  Based on this
analysis, DOE issued the amended ROD, referenced by the commentor, in
the Federal Register (63 FR 43392) on August 13, 1998, in fulfillment of
the letter and spirit of NEPA (40 CFR 1506.6(b)).  The decision is contingent
on a decision under this SPD EIS to locate an immobilization facility
at SRS.  A copy of the amended ROD and the supplement analysis
is available in the DOE reading rooms and on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com.


