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FR001–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE regrets any inconvenience by the INEEL CAB in obtaining copies of
the SPD Draft EIS and the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS and has taken
measures to ensure documents will be sent in a timely fashion to individual
members.  Response to the consensus on a recommendation on the
SPD Draft EIS by the INEEL CAB is provided in Volume III, Chapter 3.

Although it did not extend the comment period, DOE did consider all comments
received after the close of that period for the Supplement.  All comments
were given equal consideration and responded to as presented in Volume III,
Chapter 4.

Since the inception of the U.S. fissile materials disposition program, DOE has
supported a vigorous public participation policy.  The office has 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
public dialogue.
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FR001–2 Alternatives

DOE conducted a procurement process in accordance with DOE NEPA
regulations 10 CFR 1021.216.  The selected team, DCS, would design, request
a license, construct, operate, and deactivate the MOX facility as well as
irradiate the MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors.  However, these
activities are subject to the completion of the NEPA process.  The purpose of
the Supplement was to give the public the opportunity to comment on the
reactor-specific information that was not available at the time the SPD Draft EIS
was published.  The Supplement also included information from DCS.  As
stipulated in DOE’s phased contract with DCS, until and depending on the
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition are made and announced in the SPD EIS ROD, no substantive
design work or construction can be started by DCS on the MOX facility.
Should DOE decide to pursue the No Action Alternative or the immobilization-
only approach, the contract with DCS would end.  The contract is phased so
that only nonsite-specific base contract studies and plans can be completed
before the ROD is issued, and options that would allow construction and
other work would be exercised by DOE if, and only if, the decision is made to
pursue the MOX approach.

Both the draft and final SPD EIS analyze immobilization-only alternatives
where all 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium would be immobilized at either
Hanford or SRS, with pit disassembly and conversion taking place at either
Hanford, Pantex or SRS.  A total of four immobilization-only alternatives
(Alternatives 11A, 11B, 12A, and 12B) are analyzed, all of which will be given
full consideration prior to making a decision on the approach to surplus
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

At this time, 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
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that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons
again.  Because the Russians have expressed concern that immobilization
would not destroy any plutonium, it is conceivable that the Russians would
not disposition their surplus plutonium stockpile if the United States were to
implement an immobilization-only approach.  Sensitive negotiations between
the two countries have indicated that the Russian government accepts the
technology of immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing
materials, but that the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity
feed materials.
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1

FR019–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Although it did not extend the comment period, DOE did consider all comments
received after the close of that period for the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS.
All comments were given equal consideration and responded to as presented
in Volume III, Chapter 4.
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FR019–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Since the inception of the fissile materials disposition program, DOE has
supported a vigorous public participation policy.  Approximately 1,300 copies
of the Supplement were mailed, and Notice of Availability postcards were
mailed to an additional 5,800 members of the public.  Various means of
communication—public hearing, mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and a
Web site (http://www.doe-md.com)—were provided to facilitate the public
dialogue.  The channels of communication were open to all interested
individuals and organizations.

FR019–3 Alternatives

The purpose of the Supplement was to give the public the opportunity to
comment on the reactor-specific information that was not available at the
time the SPD Draft EIS was published.  The Supplement included the
Environmental Synopsis (prepared on the basis of the Environmental Critique
which DOE also prepared for the source selection board to consider prior to
the award of the MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services contract), a
description of the affected environment around the three proposed reactor
sites, and analyses of the potential environmental impacts of operating these
reactors using MOX fuel (Appendix P and Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of this
SPD EIS, respectively).  Comments on the SPD Draft EIS and their responses
are presented in Volume III, Chapter 3.

Both the draft and final SPD EIS analyze “full immobilization alternatives”
where all 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium would be immobilized at either
Hanford or SRS, with pit disassembly and conversion taking place at either
Pantex or SRS.  In this SPD EIS, a total of four “full immobilization alternatives”
(Alternatives 11A, 11B, 12A, and 12B) are analyzed, all of which have been
given full consideration.

FR019–4 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
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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 the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  As discussed in Section 2.1, the
disposition facility alternatives, immobilization technology alternatives, and
MOX fuel fabrication alternatives evaluated are consistent with the decisions
given in the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS.  Impacts for both
technologies and all alternatives are summarized in Section 2.18 and Chapter 4
of Volume I, and complete analyses are provided in the appendixes.
Alternatives 11 and 12, the 50-t (55-tons) immobilization cases, are
fully analyzed.

DOE conducted a procurement process in accordance with DOE NEPA
regulations 10 CFR 1021.216.  The selected team, DCS, would design, request
a license, construct, operate, and deactivate the MOX facility as well as
irradiate the MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors.  However, these
activities are subject to the completion of the NEPA process.  As stipulated
in DOE’s phased contract with DCS, until and depending on the decisions
regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition are
made and announced in the SPD EIS ROD, no substantive design work or
construction can be started by DCS on the MOX facility.  Should DOE decide
to pursue the No Action Alternative or the immobilization-only approach,
the contract with DCS would end.  The contract is phased so that only
nonsite-specific base contract studies and plans can be completed before
the ROD is issued, and options that would allow construction and other
work would be exercised by DOE if, and only if, the decision is made to
pursue the MOX approach.

FR019–5 Immobilization

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, increased space requirements were incorporated
into this SPD EIS to accommodate several refinements to the immobilization
and MOX facilities designs analyzed in the SPD Draft EIS.  Changes to the
immobilization facility design include lengthening the process gloveboxes;
doubling the material conveyor length; changing to a vertical ceramification
stack; increasing the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems and
electrical support to correspond with the increased process space; enlarging
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the space required for maintenance activities; and increasing the size of the
canister loading facility.  These design changes correspond with increased
operating workforce requirements of approximately 24 to 33 percent, on
average, at Hanford and SRS.

The increased space requirements associated with the revised MOX facility
design reflect additional space proposed by DCS; incorporation of a
plutonium-polishing capability; and incorporation of administrative space
that had been proposed within separate support facilities in the SPD Draft EIS.
Although the size of the MOX facility has increased, DCS proposes to operate
the facility with approximately 11 percent fewer workers.

None of these modifications are associated with increasing (or decreasing)
the total capacity or throughput of either facility; rather, they simply reflect
refinements to each facility’s proposed dimensions, process design, and
associated workforce.  As stated in Section 2.4, the immobilization facility
would still disposition up to 5 t (5.5 tons) per year over a ten-year period to
accommodate alternatives for immobilizing all 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium.
The same facility would immobilize an average of 1.7 t (1.9  tons) per year
over a ten-year period under the hybrid alternatives.  Similarly, the MOX
facility would still process an average of 3.3 t (3.6 tons) per year over a
ten-year period under all hybrid alternatives.

FR019–6 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.

CITIZENS  ADVISORY BOARD, INEEL
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PAGE 1 OF 1

Coalition 21 has previously whole heartedly supported the
MOX strategy for disposing of surplus-weapons-useable
plutonium.  Nothing in the Supplement to the DEIS causes us
to waver in that support.  MOX not a bomb project but a true
example of the Atoms for Peace concept visualized by
President Eisenhower.  Of all forms of plutonium, surplus
weapons-useable plutonium presents a threat to proliferation
of nuclear weapons second only to theft of existing nuclear
weapons by terrorists.  The nuclear fuel produced by the
MOX process would be used “once-through” in commercial
nuclear power reactors.  This step would eliminate much of
the plutonium.  The remainder would achieve the standard
recommended by the National Academy of Science to make
plutonium unattractive for use in weapons.  The end product
from this use would merely replace an equivalent amount of
spent nuclear fuel that meets the same standard.  The
argument by MOX opponents that this strategy furthers a
“plutonium economy” is at the least overblown.  Russian
scientists argue that immobilization (the alternative preferred
by MOX opponents) leaves the plutonium in a weapons-
useable form that can be chemically retrieved.  Simply put,
immobilization might deter terrorists from attempting to
retrieve the plutonium but it would not discourage a
government (including our own in Russia’s eye) from doing
so.  We see merit in that argument.

1

WR008–1 Alternatives

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

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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Subject:  Plutonium disposition via electric power reactor
Comments:  In over thirty years of environmental activism as
a private citizen (in probably a hundred formal public hearings
in the Western U.S.)  I have learned several almost immutable
facts.  Bear in mind these hearings were primarily on natural
resource issues regarding dams, timber cuts, mining, fish and
game issues, etc. but a small percentage were also DOE
hearings.

1)  There are those whose call themselves
“environmentalists,” and assume this fasle identity when
attending DOE hearings.  They apparently cloak themselves
in this assumed identity to provide a false a false mantle of
respectability and responsibility.  The rest of the time they
refer to themselves in such terms as “nuclear watchdogs” or
“peace and …..” advocates.

2)  In these hundred or so hearings, NOT ONCE did I hear
even one representative of these ad hoc “environmental”
groups appear, and provide a statement when natural
resource issues were the subject of the hearing.  These ad
hoc “environmentalists” only seem to “come out of the wood
works” to belabor the DOE whenever the Department has
proposals to accomplish something.

3)  Although some representatives of these groups are expert
at pointing picayune details and minor flaws in DOE plans
(which some might consider a useful service) I have yet to
hear them provide even ONE significant constructive
comment that would help resolve the issue being discussed.

1

WR005–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

It is DOE policy to encourage public input into these matters of national and
international importance.  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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HUEBNER, MARTIN
PAGE 2 OF 2

4)  There are a few of these groups that apparently have any
people with credentials in the issues being discussed; the
representatives are long on rhetoric and pitifully meager in
specifics or in related facts.  I have been a representative of a
venerable (since 1932) environmental organization at recent
regional and national “stakeholder” meetings on nuclear
waste sponsored by the League of Women Voters.  Although
the LOWV meetings were well organized, I found few
attendees of the “environmentalists/nuclear watchdog”
variety who wanted to even hear facts about nuclear wastes,
much less discuss them.

5)  I understand that a coalition of some 100 international
non-government groups have gone on record opposing the
plans to convert former weapons-grade plutonium into
nuclear reactor fuel for commercial nuclear nuclear power
plants.  When viewed objectively, as well as from a realistic
environmental perspective, the opposition to such plans that
directly support international peace objectives is mystifying.
I do not understand why such construction plans are
opposed by any rational person or group.

In view of the above facts and observations, I recommend
that the DOE respectfully review the statements of those
opposed to ridding the world of weapons grade plutonium in
nuclear reactors, then dismiss them for the demagoguery and
untruths that they truly are.

1
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K ENNEY, RICHARD  A.
PAGE 1 OF 1

Subject: Solve the Problem

Comments:  The use of surplus weapons grade PU in the
production of MOX and the burning of that MOX fuel in
commercial reactors is the only proposed alternative that rids
the earth of weapons grade PU.  Vitrified weapons grade PU
can safely be converted back to a weapons usable PU in a
bath tub.  Thus, the non MOX alternatives require storage
and heavy security protection for thousands of years.  I and
all my family, associates, and friends strongly support the
MOX alternative.

1

WR009–1 MOX Approach

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


