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From: "Marci Culley" <psymrc@langate.gsu.edu>
To: <hearingdocket@nrc.gov>, <mxc7@nrc.gov>, <pah@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Oct 31, 2007 1:58 PM
Subject: MOX fuel intervention / limited appearance statement

Hello,

I am writing today to offer comments on the MOX fuel intervention (and more specifically, the contention
regarding analysis of terrorism).

As you know, Nuclear Watch South, Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, and the Nuclear
Information Resource Service (NIRS) have requested that the NRC consider acts of insider sabotage and
terrorism in the EIS for the proposed plutonium factory which aims.to process into MOX fuel at least 34
tons of weapons grade plutonium. The attached memorandum from the U.S. EPA to the NRC
underscores the importance of analysis of potential acts, of terrorism (in this case, specific to another EIS
focused upon the Indian Point reactor relicensing that is currently under NRC review).

I am respectfully requesting that you consider point #4 in the attached memo during your deliberations
regarding the MOX case and hope that you will require such an analysis be completed. The Savannah
River Site (SRS) represents a unique facility in the U.S., particularly given the recent decision to ship all
surplus plutonium there.

For many reasons, it is my sincere hope that your decisions will lead to the MOX program being
abandoned altogether. In my opinion, shared by many other Americans, this program is a waste of
taxpayer monies, presents unacceptable environmental and health risks, and exacerbates existing
problems associated with nuclear wastes and proliferation.

Respectfully,
Marci R. Culley

Marci R. Culley, Ph.D
Assistant Professor of Community Psychology
Department of Psychology
P.O. Box 5010
Georgia State University
Atlanta, GA 30302-5010

(404) 413-6266 (office)
(404) 413-6218 (fax)
mculley@gsu.edu
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UNITED b fATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 2

290 BROADWAY
NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866

"" pRo -'0"

OCT 10 2007
Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
Division of Administrative Services
Mailstop T-6D59
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

RE: Indian Point Nuclear Generating Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal

Dear Sir or Madam:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the environmental report contained in
the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 - License Renewal Application, attended
the afternoon environmental scoping meeting on September 19,2007, and is providing the
following scoping comments. Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC and Entergy Nuclear Indian
Point 3, LLC has prepared an application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to
renew the operating licenses for Indian Point Units 2 and 3 (IP2 and 1P3) for twenty years beyond
the end of the current license terms. Unit 1 is not operational, and is in a safe storage mode. The
Indian Point Nuclear Generating Station is located on the Hudson River in Buchanan, New York.
EPA requests that the following issues be discussed in the environmental impact statement for
these license renewals:

1. A full discussion of the purpose and need to relicense Indian Point Units 2 and 3,
quantifying energy demand and the need for such facilities in the region.

2. A managaement plan for the spent fuel pools, and other means of storage of spent fuel that
will span the relicensing period.

3. Arn evaluation of the leaks from the spent fuel pools. including the possible impacts to
groundwater, and future actions to -1enSwe that the leakage is stopped.

4. An analysis of the-impacts of intentional destructive acts (e.g., terrorism). The
requirement to consider such acts is based. on the Ninth District Court's decision in San
Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace v. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (June 2006).

5. The inclusion and analysis of all new seismological data on the project area gathered
since the Indian Point Generating Station was constructed.

6. An evaluation of the alternatives to the proposed project., including reasonable
alternatives not within thejurisdiction of the lead agency. As the facility impacts aquatic
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life by impingement and. entrainmentof fish and shellfish in cooling water, EPA
recommends that several cooling alternatives be explored within the draft SEIS.

7. A comprehensive evaluation of cumulative, indirect, and secondary impacts. The
cumulative impacts analysis should consider the environmental impacts of the project as a
whole, and, if any, as one of a number of the other proposed and/or approved actions in
the area that would have the potential to impact the sa me resources.

8. In 1993. the Council of Environmental Quality guldance Pollution Prevention and the
National Environmental Policy Act, encouraged .fede ral agencies to include the concepts
of pollution prevention in EISs during the scopingalternatives analysis, mitigation
measuredecson- maki ng processes.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions concerning this letter,
please contact Lingard Knutson of my staff* at (21.2) 637-3747.

Sincerely yours,

Grace Musumeci, Chief
Environmental Review Section
Strategic Pl anning and Multi-MediaPrograms Branch


