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Commentor No. 234:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 234

234-1 234-1: DOE notes the commentor's views.  However, the furtherance of isotope
production and nuclear research are consistent with good stewardship of
the environment and human welfare.  The NI PEIS is a complete
evaluation of the environmental impacts of a range of reasonable
alternatives for this proposed action.  In addition to restarting the FFTF,
the NI PEIS also evaluates alternatives that would either employ the use
of existing facilities or rely on the construction of new facilities.  Section 1.2
of Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need for the proposed
action.
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Commentor No. 234:  Anonymous (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 234

234-1
(Cont’d)

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.  However,
Canada only supplies a limited number of economically attractive
commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not supply
research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial isotopes
considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian sources of
isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE's
mission requirements.  Consistent with the mandates under the Atomic
Energy Act, DOE seeks to fulfill its responsibility to ensure that there is a
reliable supply of isotopes in the U.S. to meet future demand.  DOE does
not subsidize commercial producers.  DOE encourages the commercial
sector to privatize the production of medical isotopes in certain instances,
and does this by turning over production of certain isotopes to commercial
entities once DOE has established that commercial production is
economically viable.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to
clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers' capabilities to
fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preference is to establish a domestic plutonium-238 production capability.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed action are
relatively low and are discussed in detail in Chapter 4 and Appendixes H, I,
and J in the Final NI PEIS.  The proposed action would not have an
impact on the cleanup missions at the candidate sites.

Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement
specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford
Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 235:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 235

235-1 235-1: The commentor’s opposition to nuclear reactors is noted.  This PEIS
evaluates a number of alternatives to produce radioisotopes, including
plutonium-238.  Some of the alternatives use an accelerator and not a
nuclear reactor.
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Commentor No. 236:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 236

236-1 236-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
DOE is committed to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with NEPA,
and holding public hearings is an essential and required part of the NEPA
process. DOE takes this participation seriously.  In preparing the Final
NI PEIS, DOE has carefully considered and responded to all comments
received from the public during the comment period, regardless of how or
where they were received.  DOE's responses are contained in the NI PEIS
Comment Response Document.
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Commentor No. 237:  Gay Arpan Response to Commentor No. 237

237-1 237-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 238

238-1

238-2

238-3

Commentor No. 238:  Kenneth Norris
Fluor Hanford, Inc.

238-1: DOE notes the commentor's opinion.

238-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for radioisotope production for
medical use.

238-3: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 239:  Valorie Blaser Response to Commentor No. 239

239-1 239-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 240:  Virginia J. Morrison Response to Commentor No. 240

240-1 240-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.  It
should be noted that the FFTF would be operated for 35 years under this
proposed action if selected in the Record of Decision.
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Commentor No. 242:  Patricia Sims Response to Commentor No. 242

242-1

2 242-2

242-1: DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial, and
research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal
agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities related
to development of nuclear power for civilian use."  The purpose of this
PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impacts to
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The Secretary of Energy will make the final determination on the
alternative or combination of alternatives to satisfy the NI PEIS missions.
DOE's Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number
of factors including environmental impacts, public input, costs,
nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy
and programmatic objectives.

242-2: DOE is committed to discharging its responsibilities in an open manner
and providing the public with comprehensive environmental reviews of its
proposed actions. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the environmental
impact analysis of DOE’s proposed alternatives for meeting mission
requirements.  In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered
comments received from the public.

242-3: The comment on the credibility of environmental impacts is noted.  The
environmental impacts associated with operation of the Hanford facilities
during normal operations and from postulated accidents are presented in
Section 4.3 of the  NI PEIS.  The assessments were made using well
established and accepted analytical methods, as described in Appendixes
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Response to Commentor No. 242

242-1

242-3

242-1

242-4

242-5

242-1

G through L.  The analytical methodology is conservative by nature; the
actual impacts to the environment would be expected to be less than
calculated.  All impacts have been shown to be small.  No fatalities
among workers or the general public would be expected over the full
35 year operational period.  The impacts to the biosphere (air, water, and
land) are also seen to be small.

242-4: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
 DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not
supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE's mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers'
capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's

Commentor No. 242:  Patricia Sims (Cont’d)



2-309

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 242:  Patricia Sims (Cont’d)

charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by
approximately 2005.  Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs for
the 35-year evaluation period considered in the NI PEIS.  However,
DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond what is currently available to
the United States through the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of a new contract and may require additional NEPA review.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

242-5: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

Response to Commentor No. 242
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Commentor No. 243:  Edith D. Iler Response to Commentor No. 243

243-1

From: Edith Iler[SMTP:RFC_822:EILER.TEACHERS.WRHS
@WRHS.BCSD.K12.ID.US]

Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2000 7:35:44 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: larry_craig@craig.senate.gov%internet; ask.helen

@mail.house.gov%internet; mike.simpson@mail.house.gov
%internet; governor@governor.state.id.us%internet

Subject: Comments
Auto forwarded by a Rule

to: the Honorable Senators Crapo & Craig,
The Honorable Representatives Chenoweth & Simpson,
and Ms. Colette Brown _ Dept. of Energy, Office of Space &
Defense Power Systems

RE: My political and environmental opposition to the draft
environmental impact statement for accomplishing expanded
nuclear energy research and development and isotope production
missions in the U.S. including the role of the FFTF facility at
Hanford, WA _ none of this in Idaho, please keep it at Hanford!

Please tell the Department of Energy:

a. Reprocessing is not acceptable and should not be considered at
INEEL or any other facility.

b. Building 666 is a decrepit and highly contaminated building and
should be decommissioned in a manner that is protective of
human health and the environment.

c. Plutonium_238 production is unnecessary and its use too risky.
d. Using ATR at INEEL would interfere with its current mission of

producing medical and industrial isotopes.
e. Extend the comment deadline 30 days

243-2

243-4

243-5

243-3

243-1: The commentor's position on the roles of Hanford and INEEL is noted.

243-2: DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapons grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered under this
programmatic environmental impact statement.  The alternatives do
include processing of target materials used to produce isotopes for
medical and industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space missions, and nuclear
materials research and development.  Sections 4.3.1.1.13; 4.3.2.1.13;
4.3.3.1.13; and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised to clarify the waste management
approach for waste resulting from processing of target materials for
plutonium-238 production.

Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF).  The FDPF is under
consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide, preparation
of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238 from irradiated
targets.  This facility will meet, with further analysis and/or minor
modifications, the criteria to safely conduct these operations.

243-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixes H, I, and J of Volume 2 in the
Final NI PEIS.  For almost 40 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions.  However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium
238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but would be
addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

243-4: As stated in EIS Section 2.3.1.2, ATR would continue to meet its medical
and industrial radioisotope production mission for the no action and most
other alternatives considered where ATR is not used for the production
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Commentor No. 243:  Edith D. Iler (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 243

243-6

While there is no preferred alternative in this study, which is
entitled Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
for Accomplishing Expanded Nuclear Energy Research and
Development and Isotope Production Missions in the United
States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF)
at Hanford, WA., DOE would prefer to accomplish the
aforementioned activities at the Fast Flux Test Facility
at Hanford.

I am strongly opposed to the possibility that this program may
end up in Idaho by default.

Sincerely,
Edith D. Iler
Ketchum, Idaho

243-1

of plutonium-238.  If ATR were to be used as a production facility for
plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under Alternative 2), it would
support medical and industrial radioisotope production to the extent
possible.  DOE would try to minimize the impact of the new mission on
current medical and industrial radioisotope production.

243-5: DOE notes the commentor’s request for extension of the public comment
period.  The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) "Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act" (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that a minimum of 45 days be
allowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. As stated in the
Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public comment period
began on July 28, 2000 and continued to September 18, 2000.  In
preparing the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral
and written comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public
comment period and has responded to these comments in the Final PEIS.
Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public comments received on the
NI PEIS and DOE responses to those comments.  Moreover, late comments
were considered to the extent practicable.

243-6: As outlined in 40 CFR Part 1502.14 (e), an agency is not required to
specify a preferred alternative or alternatives in the Draft EIS if one does
not exist, but must do so in the Final EIS.  Accordingly, DOE has
identified its preferred alternative in Section 2.8 of Volume 1 that includes
a discussion of DOE’s reasons for selecting it.  DOE’s Record of
Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number of factors including
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts,
schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic
objectives.
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Commentor No. 244:  Cjleech@aol.com Response to Commentor No. 244

244-1

From: Cjleech@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:CJLEECH@AOL.COM]

Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2000 7:34:31 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: (no subject)
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart the FFTF. 244-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 245:  Laura Feldman Response to Commentor No. 245

245-1

From: Laura Feldman[SMTP:LAURA@SEUL123.ORG]
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2000 8:57:18 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Hanford
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Ms. Brown,

Starting up the FFTF reactor is sheer lunacy. No kind way of
putting that. When my brother was dying of cancer I learned
that Oregon has the highest cancer stats on the West coast.
I can believe it as I've lost five family members and friends to
the disease. My Uncle who died of cancer had actually worked
for Hanford in the 50's. Firing up the FFTF reactor, creating
cancer victims in order to make isotopes to cure the cancer is
a bit like a mad dog chasing its tail (capitalism).

After last night's hearing in Portland, I really don't imagine people
in this region are going to stand by while the USDOE and its
partner corporations spend billions of tax payer dollars to add
to the nuclear waste that hasn't been safely contained or
disposed of turning the Columbia watershed into nuclear
dumpsite. Please spend our money and your agency's energies
on cleaning up Hanford. Nothing else is acceptable.

Sincerely,

Laura Feldman
817 SE 29th
Portland, OR 97214
503_236_8499

245-2

245-1: DOE notes the commentor's views and opposition to Alternative 1,
Restart FFTF.  However, a National Cancer Institute survey published in
the Journal of the American Medical Association in 1991 showed no
general increased risk of death for people living near nuclear facilities,
including the Hanford Site.  Cancers are believed to be caused by  a
combination of hereditary and environmental factors, including
radiological and chemical agents.  In ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic
radioisotopes have proven effective in treating cancers and other illnesses
while minimizing adverse side effects, making their use an attractive
alternative to traditional chemotherapy and radiation treatments.

245-2: DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial, and
research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal
agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities related
to development of nuclear power for civilian use."  The purpose of this
PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impacts to
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Wastes generated for the NI PEIS missions will be managed in
accordance with applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
appropriate DOE orders.

Commentor No. 245:  Laura Feldman (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 245
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Commentor No. 246:  Chris Francovich Response to Commentor No. 246

246-1

From: Chris Francovich[SMTP:CFRAN@MICRON.NET]
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2000 10:07:40 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: INEEL and P_238
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Ms. Colette Brown
DOE
Office of Space and Defense Power Systems

Dear MS. Brown:

Reprocessing is not acceptable and should not be
considered at INEEL or any other facility. Building 666
is a decrepit and highly contaminated building and
should be decommissioned in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment.
Plutonium_238 production is unnecessary and its
use too risky.

Using ATR at INEEL would interfere with its current
mission of producing medical and industrial isotopes.
Extend the comment deadline 30 days.

Thank you,

Chris Francovich, Ed.D.
370 W. Hughes Ln
Post Falls, ID 83854
208.777.7624

246-2

246-3

246-4

246-1: DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapons grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered under this PEIS.  The
alternatives include processing of target materials used to produce
isotopes for medical and industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space missions,
and nuclear materials research and development.  Sections 4.3.1.1.13;
4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13; and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised to clarify the waste
management approach for waste resulting from processing of target
materials for plutonium-238 production.

Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF).  The FDPF is under
consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide, preparation
of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238 from irradiated
targets.  This facility will meet, with further analysis and/or minor
modifications, the criteria to safely conduct these operations.

246-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Appendixes H, I, and J of Volume 2 in the
Final NI PEIS.  For over 30 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions.  However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing
plutonium-238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but would
be addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

246-3: As stated in EIS Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.2, ATR would continue to meet
its medical and industrial radioisotope production mission for the no action
and most other alternatives considered where ATR is not used for the
production of plutonium-238.  If ATR were to be used as a production
facility for plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under Alternative 2),
it would support medical and industrial radioisotope production to the
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extent possible.  DOE would try to minimize the impact of the new
mission on current medical and industrial radioisotope production.

246-4: DOE notes the commentor’s request for extension of the public comment
period.  The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) "Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act" (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that a minimum of 45 days be
allowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. As stated in the
Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public comment period
began on July 28, 2000 and continued to September 18, 2000.  In
preparing the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral
and written comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public
comment period and has responded to these comments in the Final PEIS.
Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public comments received on the
NI PEIS and DOE responses to those comments.  Moreover, late comments
were considered to the extent practicable.

Commentor No. 246:  Chris Francovich (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 246
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Commentor No. 247:  Brenda Goodwin Response to Commentor No. 247

247-1

From: JBCGoodwin@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:JBCGOODWIN@AOL.COM]

Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2000 10:39:10 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: larrycraig@craig.senate.gov%internet;

ask.helen@mail.house.gov%internet;
mike.simpson@mail.house.gov%internet;
governor@governor.state.id.us%internet

Subject: (no subject)
Auto forwarded by a Rule

No Plutonium at INEEL or anywhere. We need to find
alternatives to this highly dangerous substance. Our building
where the proposed site of production would be is 666. This
building is already contaminated and has not been in use for
years. The danger of a space shuttle crash releasing poundss
of this substance would kill thousands of people, when you
consider just one tiny particle is deadly.

Please consider the health of future generations and avoid
a terrible catastrophe by stopping all production of plutonium.
God is your judge and He is watching you...666.

Sincerely,
Brenda Goodwin

247-2

247-3

247-1

247-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixes H, I, and J of Volume 2 in the
Final NI PEIS.  For over 30 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions.  However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium-
238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but would be
addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

247-2: Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF).  The FDPF is under
consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide, preparation
of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238 from irradiated
targets.  This facility will meet, with further analysis and/or minor
modifications, the criteria to safely conduct these processes.

247-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions.  Through a Memorandum of Understanding
with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems, and the
plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or would be
enhanced by their use.  These radioisotope power systems have been
used for almost 40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their
performance, safety, and reliability in various NASA space missions.
NASA establishes the need and requirements for space missions and
undergoes a thorough NEPA evaluation for each launch.  As used by
NASA, the plutonium-238 is encapsulated and shielded to minimize any
hazards to personnel or to the environment, even  in the event of a
catastrophic launch accident or inadvertent earth re-entry.
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Commentor No. 248:  Jeffrey Belt Response to Commentor No. 248

248-1

From: Jeffrey Belt[SMTP:JEFFOU@SPEAKEASY.ORG]
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 1:43:20 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS comments
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I strongly favor initiative 5 (permanent shutdown of FFTF and no
new facilities) for the following reasons:

1. From an investment perspective, I don't want public funds spent
on an unsure and hugely controversial technology.

a. There's no assurance that the benefits (medical isotopes,
NASA instrument fuel) outweighs the risk (soil or groundwater
contamination, even the unlikely accident). I also find suspicious
the almost contradictory statistics and incomprehensible technical
details bandied by both the "pro" and "con" sides. Either the
technology is not well understood, or there's some hidden agenda
around the FFTF restart which muddies the details.

b. The funds may be separate from cleanup funds, but it's still
tax money, and it's money that could be spent on cleanup anyway.
Spending funds on FFTF restart now is basically saying Hanford
will need more cleanup funds later. If you can really clean up to
prove it's possible, thereby showing complete control of the entire
nuclear cycle, then I would be more favorable to the FFTF or other
facilities restarted or being built.

2. The DoE discredited its own PEIS by making verbal statements
that things as they stand now are not as they are in the EIS: the
cost report is separate, final treatment of wastes is unspecified
and probably unknown, and distinctions were made between
research vs. commercial isotopes that aren't in the EIS. This
should all be part of the EIS. I am looking forward to a second draft.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide feedback. I hope public
feedback is of use and not ignored, whichever way the final
decision goes.

Jeffrey Belt
15600 NE 8th St B1 PMB 480, Bellevue, WA 98008, (425) 641 6933

248-2

248-3

248-4

248-5

248-6

248-5

248-7

248-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

248-2: DOE notes the commentor's opinion. DOE’s Record of Decision for the
NI PEIS will be based on a number of factors including environmental
impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical
assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

248-3: There is no hidden agenda around the restart of FFTF.  Consistent with
its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and
enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary
needs: 1) to support the need for increased domestic production of
isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by
a panel of experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear
Energy Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of
the United States' energy portfolio.  Section 1.2 of Volume 1 was revised
to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

Potential environmental, health, and safety impacts associated with the
proposed action are relatively low, and are discussed in detail in Chapter 4
of Volume 1 and associated appendixes in Volume 2 of the Final NI PEIS.

248-4: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
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The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

248-5: DOE notes the views expressed but the nature and scope of the
statements referenced by the commentor are unclear.  The costs of
proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be
included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost Report to provide
additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may
make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives presented in
the NI PEIS.  Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies
are encouraged to make ancillary decision documents available to the
public before a decision is made.  DOE mailed this document to about
730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.  The report was made
available immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www.
nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has also provided a
summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final NI PEIS.

DOE does make the distinction between research and commercial
quantities of isotopes.  Although the discussion of purpose and need in the
NI PEIS  (Section 1.2 of Volume 1) is more focused on the two broad
civilian applications for isotopes (medical and industrial), the
differentiation between research and commercial isotopes is made within
the context of DOE isotope production capacity.  Specifically, Section 1.2.1
of the Final NI PEIS has been revised to better make the distinction
between the relatively small quantities of individual isotopes used in
research and development and those that have proven application and are
produced in relatively larger quantities to meet commercial demands.

248-6: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste treatment.  The
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage,
and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for all
alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and

Commentor No. 248:  Jeffrey Belt (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 248
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environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.

248-7: DOE policy encourages effective public participation in its decision
making process.  In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the NI PEIS
and the environmental impact analysis of DOE's proposed
alternatives.  DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.  In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.

Commentor No. 248:  Jeffrey Belt (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 248
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Commentor No. 249:  Joanne Witiak Response to Commentor No. 249

249-1

From: Joanne Witiak[SMTP:WITIAK@WORLDNET.ATT.NET]
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 7:09:26 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: I support the restart of the FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I support the restart of the FFTF

Joanne Witiak
500 Stony Hill Rd.
Yardley, PA 19067

249-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 250:  Eugene Johnson Response to Commentor No. 250

250-1

From: Linda (038) Eugene
[SMTP:SANIBELS@EARTHLINK.NET]

Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 8:15:04 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: support for fftf
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I support the restart of the FFTF Reactor Facility at
Hanford to meet the national needs for medical isotopes
and other peaceful nuclear materials. The FFTF is the
most economical, safe, and environmental friendly
method available to meet these needs.

_Eugene Johnson

250-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 251:  Linda Johnson Response to Commentor No. 251

251-1

From: Linda (038) Eugene
[SMTP:SANIBEL77@EARTHLINK.NET]

Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 8:34:50 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: restart of fftf
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I Support the restart of the FFTF reactor facility at
Hanford to meet the national needs for medical
isotopes and other peaceful nuclear materials.
The FFTF is the most economical, safe, and
environmentally friendly method available to
meet those needs.

Linda Johnson

251-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 252:  Jan Nissl Response to Commentor No. 252

252-1

252-2

252-1

From: Jan Nissl[SMTP:JNISSL@HEALTHWISE.ORG]
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 9:48:23 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: 'larry(u)craig(a)craig.senate.gov'; 'ask.helen(a)mail.house.gov';
'mike.simpson(a)mail.house.gov'; 'governor(a)governor.state.id.us'
Subject: Ms. Colette Brown
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please do not allow plutonium reprocessing to start again at
INEEL. It is a hazardousmaterial and and the means of generating
it has been proven to be faulty, resulting in massiveclean_ups at
Hanford and Savannah River.

No one wants this level of isotope production, especially those
of us in Idaho _ we'retrying to get INEEL cleaned_up!

It is also not acceptable that this is being pushed through
without a longer publiccomment period _ please extend the
deadline by at least another 4 weeks.

The site that is proposed is Building 666 _ how ironic that
number is thought of as being asatanic expression _ take the hint _
don't continue with this proposal. Besides that, the building
has already been classified as highly contaminated _ how do you
make it fit for people to workthere?

I doubt NASA really needs this isotope _ the government has
done little to prove to thepeople that these dangerous hazards in
any form are for the good of mankind. The Bushadministration
shut down reprocessing in 1992 __This was done to demonstrate
US willingness tostaunch the flow of plutonium and to persuade
other countries not to engage in this threateningtechnology. Let's
keep it that way. I understand the ATR at INEEL is being used to
producemedical and industrial isotopes _ that at least seems
credible _ to switch to something that is sohazardous and NASA
doesn't really need it, is foolish.

Please deny this proposal. Thank you
Jan Nissl
1115 E. State, Boise, Id 83712

252-3

252-4

252-1: DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapons grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered under this
programmatic environmental impact statement.  The alternatives include
processing of target materials used to produce isotopes for medical and
industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space missions, and nuclear materials
research and development.  Sections 4.3.1.1.13; 4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13;
and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised to clarify the waste management approach
for waste resulting from processing of target materials for plutonium-238
production.

Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF).  The FDPF is under
consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide, preparation
of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238 from irradiated
targets.  This facility will meet, with further analysis and/or minor
modifications, the criteria to safely conduct these operations.

252-2: DOE notes the commentor’s request for extension of the public comment
period.  The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) "Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act" (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that a minimum of 45 days be
allowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. As stated in the
Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public comment period
began on July 28, 2000 and continued to September 18, 2000.  In
preparing the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral
and written comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public
comment period and has responded to these comments in the Final PEIS.
Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public comments received on the NI
PEIS and DOE responses to those comments.  Moreover, late comments
were considered to the extent practicable.

252-3: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions; no viable alternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the
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potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions,
it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be
exhausted by approximately 2005.  Without an assured domestic supply
of plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future NASA space
exploration missions would be in jeopardy.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixes H, I, and J of Volume 2 in the
may be lost.  For over 30 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions.  However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium
238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but would be
addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

Unlike plutonium-239, plutonium-238 is not used in nuclear weapons.
The technology that is discussed in the NI PEIS would be used to
chemically separate plutonium-238 and neptunium from irradiated targets
and not from irradiated or spent nuclear fuel, whereas reprocessing
separates weapons grade plutonium-239 from irradiated nuclear fuel.  As
discussed in the separate nonproliferation impact assessment report, use
of this technology to produce plutonium-238 from irradiated targets will
not create a nonproliferation threat.  DOE is committed to full compliance
with and support of the U.S. policy prohibiting reprocessing.

252-4: As stated in PEIS Section 2.3.1.2 of  Volume 1,  ATR would continue to
meet its medical and industrial radioisotope production mission for the no
action and most other alternatives considered where ATR is not used for
the production of plutonium-238.  If ATR were to be used as a production
facility for plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under Alternative 2), it
would support medical and industrial radioisotope production to the extent
possible.  DOE would try to minimize the impact of the new mission on
current medical and industrial radioisotope production.  Specific future
NASA space missions which will require significant quantities of
plutonium-238 are identified in EIS Section 1.2.2.  The commentor's
opposition to the production of plutonium-238 for NASA is noted.

Commentor No. 252:  Jan Nissl (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 252
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Response to Commentor No. 253

From: Parke Burgess
[SMTP:PARKE@NORTHWESTWATCH.ORG]

Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 10:50:46 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: 'j.burgess(a)esw.org'
Subject: Do Not Restart the FFTF Reactor at Hanford
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I am writing to urgently oppose the restart of the FFTF reactor at
Hanford.

I believe that the materials produced, the manner of their
production, and the waste suchproduction entails are too
dangerous to undertake. DOE has a long_standing obligation to
cleanup Hanford, at which task DOE is woefully behind schedule.
Creating more hazards at Hanford,on our roadways, railways and
sea lanes is utterly unacceptable.

When are we going to learn that we cannot control these highly
toxic substances; that accidentsdo happen; that we do not have
sufficient understanding to take care of wastes that will be lethal
for thousands of years to come?

By the way, your safety assurances in the PEIS are laughably
optimistic: do you take us for fools?

Parke G. Burgess Jr
5316 2nd Ave NW
Seattle, WA 98107
(206) 297_0391
pjburgess@aya.yale.edu

253-1

253-2

253-3

253-2

Commentor No. 253:  Parke G. Burgess, Jr.

253-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

253-2: The comments on the production of materials, and on the safety of
operations considered under Alternative 1, have been noted.  The types
of materials produced under Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, are given in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1, Purpose and Need for Agency Actions, of the
NI PEIS.  All of the materials (mainly radioactive isotopes) have been
safely managed by DOE in the past.  The manner of their production,
including target production, processing and irradiation is described briefly
in Section 2.3 of Volume 1, Description of Facilities and in more detail
in Appendixes A through D.  The impacts associated with each of these
production activities are presented in Section 4.3.  The presentations
include the numbers of human health effects to Hanford workers and the
general public in the Hanford area, and an assessment  of the management
of radioactive and hazardous wastes generated during facility operations.
The analytical methodology (described in Appendix G through L) is
conservative by nature; the actual impacts during normal operations and
the risks associated with postulated accidents would be expected to be less
than calculated.  All impacts are shown to be small.

253-3: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.   DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

Chapter 4 of the PEIS, Environmental Consequences, evaluates the risk
from transportation activities associated with each alternative.
Transportation risks were determined to be very low.
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Commentor No. 254:  Ruthann Saphier Response to Commentor No. 254

254-1

From: Ruthann Saphier
[SMTP:RSAPHIER@SUNVALLEY.NET]

Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 12:31:25 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: No Reprocessing at INEEL PLEASE!!!!
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Ms. Colette Brown
DOE, Office of Space and Defense Power Systems

I am a resident of Sun Valley in the great state of Idaho. I am
terrified by the news of reprocessing at INEEL. Not only is
INEEL over our Snake River Aquifer is also located over a
seismic fault line. The question might be WHY with the
educated group at DOE does INEEL still exist in its present
location. Any more activity there is simply unacceptable and
hazardous to our health!

Reprocessing is not acceptable and should not be considered
at INEEL or any other facility .

Building 666 is a decrepit and highly contaminated building
and should be decommissioned in a manner that is protective
of human health and the environment .

Plutonium_238 production is unnecessary and its use too risky .

Using ATR at INEEL would interfere with its current mission
of producing medical and industrial isotopes.

254-2

254-3

254-4

254-1: The commentor's position concerning additional activities at INEEL is
noted.  Reprocessing spent nuclear fuel is prohibited by DOE policy, and
reprocessing would not occur under any of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1.  Under Alternatives 1
through 4, the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility at INEEL is a
candidate facility for processing irradiated neptunium-237 targets to
harvest plutonium-238 for use in NASA's deep space missions.
Postirradiation processing is described in Section 2.2.2.3.

The Snake River Plain aquifer and the DOE's use of the aquifer are
described in Section 3.3.4.2.1 of the NI PEIS.  An analysis of water
resource impacts that would result from selection of the Fluorinel
Dissolution Process Facility as a fabrication/processing facility for
production of plutonium-238 is given in Section 4.3.2.1.4 of the NI PEIS.
An annual increase of 23,000 liters of process wastewater would result
from plutonium-238 target processing.  Under normal operations, no
radioactive liquid effluent discharges would occur.  Selection of the
Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility as a fabrication/processing facility
would have no significant effect on the Snake River Plain aquifer.  As
discussed in Section 4.4.1.1.4, selection of the Advanced Test Reactor
for irradiation of plutonium-238 targets would not measurably alter
groundwater use or effluent discharge from the reactor.

Capable fault segments of the Lost River Fault and the Lemhi Fault are
thought to terminate near the site boundary of INEEL (see Section 3.3.5
of the NI PEIS).  However, INEEL is not located over a seismic fault
line.  Analyses shown in Sections 4.2.3.2.5, 4.3.2.1.5, 4.4.1.1.5, 4.4.2.1.5,
4.5.2.2.5, and 4.6.2.2.5 of the NI PEIS show that earthquakes pose no
significant risk to Building CPP-651, the Fluorinel Dissolution Processing
Facility, or the Advanced Test Reactor.

254-2: DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapons grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered under this
programmatic environmental impact statement.  The alternatives include
processing of target materials used to produce isotopes for medical and
industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space missions, and nuclear materials
research and development.  Sections 4.3.1.1.13; 4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13;
and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised to clarify the waste management approach
for waste resulting from processing of target materials for plutonium-238
production.
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Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF).  The FDPF is under
consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide, preparation
of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238 from irradiated
targets.  This facility will meet, with further analysis and/or minor
modifications, the criteria to safely conduct these operations.

254-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixes H, I, and J of Volume 2 in the
Final NI PEIS.  For over 30 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions.  However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium
238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but would be
addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

254-4: As stated in EIS Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.2, ATR would continue to meet
its medical and industrial radioisotope production mission for the no action
and most other alternatives considered where ATR is not used for the
production of plutonium-238.  If ATR were to be used as a production
facility for plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under Alternative
2), it would support medical and industrial radioisotope production to the
extent possible. DOE would try to minimize the impact of the new
mission on current medical and industrial radioisotope production.

254-5: DOE notes the commentor’s request for extension of the public comment
period.  The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) "Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act" (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that a minimum of 45 days be
allowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. As stated in the
Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public comment period

Commentor No. 254:  Ruthann Saphier (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 254

254-5Please extend the comment deadline 30 days. This is too
critical an issue to rush through.

Could you accomplish the activities at the Fast Flux Test
Facility at Hanford? We folks in Idaho do not want to end
up with this program.

Sincerely yours,
Ruthann Saphier
Concerned citizen from the beautiful state of Idaho

254-6
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began on July 28, 2000 and continued to September 18, 2000.  In preparing
the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral and written
comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public comment period and
has responded to these comments in the Final PEIS. Volume 3 of the
NI PEIS contains public comments received on the NI PEIS and DOE
responses to those comments.  Moreover, late comments were considered
to the extent practicable.

254-6: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to using any facilities in Idaho for the DOE missions covered in
the NI PEIS.

Commentor No. 254:  Ruthann Saphier (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 254
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Commentor No. 255:  Charles E. Weems Response to Commentor No. 255

255-1

From: Charles/Sally Weems[SMTP:FLOATING@SEANET.COM]
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 1:21:53 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Ms. Colette Brown:

I wish these comments to be placed in the record as I was
unable to give them at either the forum or to a Court reporter
during the hearings in Seattle on August 30th.

I was disappointed in the hearings for the following reasons.
(1)Your PEIS had failed to make available to us answers to
several key questions that should have been addressed prior to
the meetings. A partial completion of this job with a mailing on
the Friday before a Wednesday meeting only increases the
public's perception that the DOE is trying to withhold information
and obfuscate the issues. (2) My disappointment with the entire
tone of the meeting cannot be laid at your feet, but I greatly fault
the confrontational style of the letter read into the record from our
Senator Gorton and I will let him know of this. This tone was
continued by many speakers, however, and restricted any
meaningful debate. (3) The packing of the audience by members
of the Hanford employees makes it important that in the future
the speakers should state their affiliations or at least their name
and home address. How it occurred that the majority of them
got chosen to read their prepared statements suggests a large
number of tickets were picked up by that group and the holding
of more than one number led to their preponderance in those
allowed to speak.

255-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the timing of the
issuance of the Cost Report and the tone and format of the Seattle public
hearing.  DOE is committed to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with NEPA,
and to providing ample opportunity for public comment on those actions.
The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS.  DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Pursuant to CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before a decision is made.  DOE mailed
this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.  The
report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site
http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has also
provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final NI PEIS.

The public hearing format was designed to be fair and unbiased.  The public
hearing format used was based on stakeholder input and was presented in
the Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.) for the Draft NI PEIS.
This format was intended to encourage public participation, regardless of
the motivation for attending the hearing.  It provided an opportunity for the
participants to meet one another, exchange information, and share concerns
with DOE personnel available throughout the course of each hearing to
answer questions.  The meetings were facilitated by an independent
moderator to ensure that all persons wishing to speak had an opportunity
to do so.  Persons wishing to comment were selected at random from
the audiences rather than according to the order in which they registered.
This was accomplished by a random number drawing.  In addition to the
comment recorder stationed at the main hearing, a second recorder was
available in an adjacent room to receive comments without the need to
await selection at the main proceeding.  The hearing format used promoted
open and equal representation by all individuals and groups.

255-2: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
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Commentor No. 255:  Charles E. Weems (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 255

255-2

I was glad to hear in your prepared address some explanation
of alternatives. Your PEIS and your talk did not display any real
sign of impartiality however. These alternatives need to be
thoughtfully considered before a decision is made. Despite the
emotional rhetoric and obvious confusion about research versus
commercial production of medical isotopes, this reason for the
FFTF is neither needed nor will be cost effective. Several groups
including the American Institute of Medicine and your own group
do not feel that it will be effective or needed. The DOE loses
credibility in using this very emotional item to push their goals.
Research of medical isotopes is by your own admission not the
goal. It is for many of the known and stated reasons also
unfeasible at that facility or could be done equally well elsewhere.
I admire the pride in their role that the Hanford contingent takes
but it does not detract from a reasoned analysis of the FFTF need.

An equally troublesome aspect is the commercial production
proposed, this is not the role of government and should not be
used as an excuse to restart. The cure of cancer is not with
isotopes, any more than it is with current conventional therapy.
In sum the medical isotope use of FFTF is unneeded...
Plutonium_238 has been discussed so far in a curious way.
Statements have been made that it probably won't come through
Puget Sound but continue to come into Charlestown South
Carolina. So to get to Hanford it would cross the entire US.
This does not compute. Is there an alternative source for this
item for NASA? By both your admission and their statement
there is. I would further add that to state that Plutonium_238
because it is not used for bombs is therefore "safe" is neither
true an excuse to restart FFTF. Nuclear Energy research
as an alternative to the current "dirty" carbon dioxide emitting
sources is another reason stated for reopening the FFTF. With
all the solid information currently in on the cost effectiveness of
nuclear plants, the current and projected needs, and the other
technologies emerging this reason is clearly used to fill a
projected hope rather than a real need.

255-3

255-2

next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1
of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

DOE's production and sale of radioisotopes fall into two categories
"commercial" and "research" and both types of isotope production are
considered under the proposed actions.  Commercial radioisotopes are
those that are produced in large, bulk quantities and sold to
pharmaceutical companies or distributors, or to equipment or sealed
source manufacturers.  Examples of commercial radioisotopes produced
by DOE include strontium-82 and germanium-68 for medical applications,
and iridium-192 and californium-252 for industrial applications.  DOE only
produces commercial isotopes when there is no U.S. private sector
capability or when foreign sources do not have the capacity to meet U.S.
needs reliably.  In contrast, research radioisotopes are typically produced
and sold in small quantities in response to specialty orders from
researchers preparing experiments in the field of medicine, with small
quantities of these radioisotopes also purchased by industrial researchers.
Because small-quantity production of research isotopes is not financially
attractive to private-sector producers and is generally not undertaken,
DOE attempts to provide all research radioisotopes that are requested,
subject to production capability, inventory, and financial constraints.  As
successful application of a specific research isotope is established, the
production and  sales of that radioisotope may shift from research to
commercial status.  In recent years, over 95 percent of DOE's sales of
radioisotopes by dollar volume were commercial and 5 percent have been
for research.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
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Commentor No. 255:  Charles E. Weems (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 255

255-4

Much has been said about low risk. We have been told that
transportation is without risk, storage of waste (even without a
known final destination) is without risk, we are given levels of
radioactive elements above that found naturally occurring that
are said to be without risk. A risk must be evaluated in relation
to its statistical likelihood but also in relation to its severity. The
risks of continuing with an unnecessary FFTF are catastrophic,
the calculated risk ratios do not justify it. The only reasonable
decision should be the alternative of using only existing facilities
and permanently deactivating FFTF.

Charles E. Weems, M.D.
933 No.Northlake Way #9
Seattle, WA 98103_8874
floating@seanet.com

255-5

suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing  plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report states: "In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production."  In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions.  While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
it is unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of these facilities.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions; no viable alternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will
be exhausted by approximately 2005.  Without an assured domestic
supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future NASA space
exploration missions may be lost.  Potential health and safety impacts
associated with the proposed production of plutonium-238 are relatively
low and are discussed in detail in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Appendixes
H, I, and J of Volume 2 in the Final NI PEIS.
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DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preference is to establish a domestic plutonium-238 production capability.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

In January 1997, President Clinton tasked his Committee of Advisors on
Science and Technology (PCAST) to evaluate the current national
energy research and development portfolio and to provide a strategy that
ensures the United States has a program to address the Nation's energy
and environmental needs for the next century.  In its November 1997
report responding to this request, the PCAST Energy Research and
Development Panel determined that restoring a viable nuclear energy
option to help meet our future energy needs is important and that a
properly focused research and development effort to address the potential
long-term barriers to expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste,
proliferation, safety, and economics) was appropriate.  The PCAST panel
further recommended that DOE reinvigorate its nuclear energy research
and development activities to address these potential barriers.  Section 1.2.3
provides information on the nuclear energy research and development
mission.

255-3: Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at some point to
import mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF.  At this time, however,
DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any specific port.  If
DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it would perform a
separate NEPA analysis to select a port.  This review would address all
relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water transportation,
shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as well as
safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300 mixed
oxide fuel through a variety of specific candidate ports on the east and
west coasts.  It would consider all public comments, including local
resolutions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxide fuel into
the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
alternative.  Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.

Commentor No. 255:  Charles E. Weems (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 255
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Department of Transportation regulations.  Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements.  In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to a representative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportation to Hanford.  Also in that section, a bounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risks to the
surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipments would be small (e.g.,
less than 1 chance in a trillion for a latent cancer fatality per shipment
from severe accidents at docks and in channels and less than 1 chance in
50 billion for a latent cancer fatality per shipment from overland highway
accidents).

255-4: The environmental impacts associated with restart and operation of the
FFTF are presented in Section 4.3 of the  NI PEIS.  The impacts include
human health risks to workers and the general public associated with
operation of the FFTF, with the management of waste, and with the
transportation of reactor fuel, targets, and irradiated products to and from
Hanford.  Details of the accident assessments are  presented in Appendix
I.  It is not claimed in the NI PEIS that the activities associated with the
FFTF restart alternative are without risks.  However, it is shown that they
are small.

255-5: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 2, Use Only Existing
Operational Facilities, which includes permanently deactivating FFTF.

Commentor No. 255:  Charles E. Weems (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 255
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Commentor No. 256:  Nancy Dolan Response to Commentor No. 256

256-1

From: Nancy Dolan[SMTP:DOLANN@LYCOS.COM]
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 10:36:13 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF restart
Auto forwarded by a Rule

There is NO reason to restart this. The current waste isn't
being dealt with, so why accumulate more? There is no
shortage of medical isotopes, and putting nuclear powered
anything in space is dangerous and could lead to
militarization of space. Is that what we want?

Nancy Dolan
19319 89th Ave. N.E.
Bothell, WA 98011

256-2

256-3

256-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

256-2: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste generation.  The
restart of FFTF would not  impact the schedule or available funding for
the cleanup missions at Hanford.  The NI PEIS addressed the
environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the
waste generated by the proposed actions for all alternatives and
alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at each of the
proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste
generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.

256-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE's mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
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revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers'
capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

Potential environmental, health, and safety impacts associated with the
proposed action are relatively low, and are discussed in detail in Chapter 4
of Volume 1 and associated appendixes in Volume 2 of the Final NI PEIS.
Potential health and safety impacts associated with future launches of
spacecraft utilizing plutonium-238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS
analysis, but would be addressed in the specific NEPA documentation
prepared by NASA in support of such missions.

Commentor No. 256:  Nancy Dolan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 256
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Commentor No. 257:  John E. Cozad Response to Commentor No. 257

257-1

From: John_E_Cozad@rl.gov%internet
[SMTP:JOHN_E_COZAD@RL.GOV]

Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 1:39:18 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: restart fftf for medical isotopes
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Colette E. Brown

I think it would be great thing to restart the FFTF for medical
use and for PU 238. my father had bladder cancer 3 years
ago, went throught a couple of surgerys and took almost 2
years for him to recover from all of that he is 77 years old
now. If the FFTF had been making Isotopes back then
it would not have been as hard on him, lot less recovery time
and maybe even cost less. Lets get it restarted to help man
kind.

Thanks

John E. Cozad

257-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 258:  Irene Svete, Charles Terrill,
Garry Boyden

Response to Commentor No. 258

258-1

From: ISvet@aol.com%internet[SMTP:ISVET@AOL.COM]
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 2:49:36 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF comments
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Ms. Brown:

We are writing to oppose attempts to restart the Fast Flux
Test Facility at the Hanford Nuclear reservation. This absurd
and costly idea flies in the face of logic.

Over the past several years, it has become obvious that
neither DOE nor its Hanford contractors have found a
satisfactory way to deal with the toxic waste already on the
site. Yet DOE has simply ignored the additional waste this
proposal will create at what is already considered the most
contaminated nuclear site in the Western hemisphere.

There is already a glut of isotopes available for medical
treatment. Rather than restart the FFTF, we strongly support
the option of permanently shutting down the reactor, despite
the $281million cost. This is the responsible, sane option and
we hope you will take it.

Sincerely,
Irene Svete
Charles Terrill
Garry Boyden
11107 SE 204th St.
Kent, WA 98031

258-2

258-3

258-1: Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF) is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.   In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

258-2: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC, established
in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice regarding the future
form of its isotope research and production activities. DOE has adopted
these growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential
capability of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet
programmatic requirements.  In the period since the initial estimates were
made, the actual growth of medical isotope use has tracked at levels
consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was
revised to incorporate this information.

Although other private manufacturers produce medical isotopes, DOE
remains the key provider for a large number of isotopes that are used in
relatively small quantities by individual researchers at universities and
hospitals.  Because their application is initially experimental, these
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Commentor No. 258:  Irene Svete, Charles Terrill,
Garry Boyden (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 258

isotopes are not generally purchased in large-enough quantities to make
their production financially attractive to private industry.  The United
States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its medical
isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.  Section 1.2.1 of
Volume 1 has been revised to clarify DOE's role and other producers'
capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

258-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 259:  Pennie Stasik O’Grady Response to Commentor No. 259

259-2

259-1 259-1: The displays developed for the public meeting were not intended to
convey a preference for any alternative. The displays were developed to
address the information contained in the Draft PEIS.

259-2: DOE notes the commentor's concerns.  However, the many factors
contributing to current U.S. cancer levels and energy demands are not
within the scope of the NI PEIS.  Rather, the NI PEIS evaluates a range
of reasonable alternatives for maintaining and enhancing DOE's existing
nuclear facility infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs:

1)   to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

2)   to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source that is
required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term,
assured supply; and

3)   to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States' energy portfolio.  Section 1.2 of Volume 1
has been revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

Potential environmental, health, and safety impacts associated with the
proposed action are relatively low, and are discussed in detail in Chapter 4
of Volume 1 and associated appendixes in Volume 2 of the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 260:  Ralph Nielsen Response to Commentor No. 260

260-1 260-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 261:  Jim Montano Response to Commentor No. 261

261-1 261-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 262:  The Sierra Club Response to Commentor No. 262

262-1

262-2

262-3

262-4

262-5

262-6

262-7

262-8

262-9

262-10
262-11

262-1: DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial, and
research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal
agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities related
to development of nuclear power for civilian use."  The purpose of this
PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impacts to
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

The U.S. Congress funds Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM).  Congress
also funds FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and
Technology (NE).  The nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no
funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement. The proposed actions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

Hanford tank waste issues are not within the scope of this PEIS, as none
of the alternatives considered would add to these waste volumes.

262-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

262-3: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
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and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by
approximately 2005.  DOE does not stockpile large quantities of Russian
plutonium-238 long in advance of needs due to budget constraints and the
additional processing required to remove decay products that occur following
extended storage of the material.

The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium
238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, SRTG development efforts
were stopped in order to permit reprogramming of funds to support
development of a new radioisotope power system based on a Stirling
technology generator.  This new radioisotope power system, referred to
in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less plutonium-238 as its
fuel source.  However, the Stirling technology is developmental and
NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, letter to DOE that large
RTGs be maintained as backup.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised
to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

The major mission of FFTF would not be the production of plutonium-238.
Rather, all three missions are of equal importance; no one mission is given
priority in the NI PEIS.

262-4: The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and

Commentor No. 262:  The Sierra Club (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 262
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conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report states: "In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production."  In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions.  While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
it is unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of these facilities.

DOE has taken the Expert Panel and NERAC report recommendations
under consideration in developing the range of alternatives evaluated
in the NI PEIS.  These reports were made available to the public at
the NI PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at http://
www.nuclear.gov.

262-5: This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR
Part 1021), respectively.  The environmental impacts of reasonable
alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the missions were disclosed and
evaluated in the NI PEIS.  DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze,
and disclose all required information, including information on FFTF, to
make a decision on expanding nuclear infrastructure.  Further, DOE
evaluated each environmental resource area in a consistent, unbiased
manner across all the alternatives to allow a fair comparison among the
various alternatives.

The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Pursuant to CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before a decision is made.  DOE mailed
this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.  The

Commentor No. 262:  The Sierra Club (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 262
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report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site
http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has also
provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final
NI PEIS.

262-6: The commentor’s concern about shipments of plutonium through Puget
Sound is noted.  None of the purposed alternatives would involve the
shipment of weapons-grade plutonium to any port in the United States.
Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at some point to
import mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF.  At this time, however,
DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any specific port.  If
DOE ultimately decides to restart FFTF and to import fuel from Europe,
it would perform a separate NEPA analysis to select a port.  This review
would address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water
transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as
well as safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300
mixed oxide fuel through a variety of specific candidate ports on the east
and west coasts.  It would consider all public comments, including local
resolutions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxide fuel into
the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
alternative.  Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations.  Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements.  In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to a representative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportation to Hanford.  Also in that section, a bounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risks to the
surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipments would be extremely
small (e.g., less than 1 chance in a trillion for a latent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and less than
1 chance in 50 billion for a latent cancer fatality per shipment from overland
highway accidents).

262-7: This NI PEIS addressed wastes produced for each alternative, as well as
cumulative impacts related to waste production.  In particular,
Section 4.3.1.1.13 of Volume 1 provides information on waste that would

Commentor No. 262:  The Sierra Club (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 262
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be associated with the restart of the FFTF.  Waste minimization programs
at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.  In
most cases, wastes will be managed on the site it was generated.
Transportation of waste off site is covered by other NEPA review
specific to the site of waste generation.

262-8: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding potential impacts to
groundwater and the Columbia River.  Although beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.
Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

More specific to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS, FFTF is
located approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater.  Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the
NI PEIS (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4,
and 4.6.3.2.4) indicate that there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from normal operation of
the existing Hanford facilities in support of the stated missions.  Also, no
water quality impacts would be expected as a result of permanent
deactivation of FFTF (Section 4.4.1.2.4).

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and
support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from postulated
accidents are presented in Section 4.3 of the PEIS.  All impacts to human
health and ecological resources, e.g., wildlife, were demonstrated to be
small in the immediate area of the Hanford Site and negligible at all
distant locations.

262-9: This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE

Commentor No. 262:  The Sierra Club (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 262



2-348

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR
Part 1021), respectively.  The environmental impacts of reasonable
alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the missions were disclosed and
evaluated in the NI PEIS.  Further, DOE evaluated each environmental
resource area in a consistent, unbiased manner across all the alternatives
to allow a fair comparison among the various alternatives.  DOE made
every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose all required information to
make a decision on expanding nuclear infrastructure.  In preparing the
Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments received from the
public.

262-10: The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF are
addressed in detail in Section 4.3 of the  NI PEIS.  The impacts are
shown to be small.  These impacts specifically include the risks to human
health during normal operations and associated with postulated accidents.
Over the 35-year operational period no fatalities would be expected
among workers or in the general public.

262-11: Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy ).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration
of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

Ecology, EPA, and DOE agreed to a change in the Tri-Party
Agreement to place the milestones for FFTF's permanent deactivation in
abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on FFTF’s future.  Public
meetings were held on this formal milestone change.  The NI PEIS
missions would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

Commentor No. 262:  The Sierra Club (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 262
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Commentor No. 263:  Gary Boehnke Response to Commentor No.  263

263-1

263-2

263-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

263-2: See comment response 263-1.
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Commentor No. 264:  Bernie Patterson Response to Commentor No. 264

264-1 264-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for greater availability of medical
isotopes.

264-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



2-351

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 264:  Bernie Patterson (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 264

264-1

 (Cont’d)

264-2
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Commentor No. 265:  Sam Volpentest
TRIDEC

Response to Commentor No. 265
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Commentor No. 265:  Sam Volpentest (Cont’d)
TRIDEC

Response to Commentor No. 265

265-1

265-3

265-2

265-1: The commentor’s support for implementation of Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, is noted.  The Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based
on a number of factors including environmental impacts, costs,
nonproliferation issues, schedules, technical assurance, policy, and
program objectives.

The commentor’s position concerning FFTF capabilities is noted.
Descriptions of the capabilities of candidate irradiation facilities are
discussed in Section 2.3.1 of Volume 1.

The commentor’s positions on socioeconomic impacts and the supply of
medical isotopes that would result from implementation of Alternative 1
are noted.  Socioeconomic impacts that would result from implementation
of Alternative 1 are discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1. Section 2.7.3
of Volume 1 contains a discussion of the mission effectiveness of the
alternatives.

265-2: As discussed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1, the nuclear infrastructure
missions are unrelated to the national defense or weapons production.

The commentor’s support of FFTF for radioisotope production is noted.
As stated in Section 2.3.1.1 of Volume 1, during its operation, FFTF
successfully produced a variety of medical isotopes.  Section 2.5 of
Volume 1 describes alternatives, including the construction of one or
more accelerators, for accomplishing the nuclear infrastructure missions.
Section 2.7.3 contains a discussion of the mission effectiveness of the
Alternatives.  Accelerators are not speculative or untried.  DOE and the
U.S. have considerable experience in designing, building, and operating
accelerators similar to the accelerators that would be constructed and
operated under Alternative 3.

265-3: The commentor is correct on the separation of NI PEIS mission and
Hanford cleanup funding sources and a possible impact of deactivation of
FFTF on existing cleanup activities.  FFTF restart and operation would
not impact the schedule or available funding for existing cleanup activities.

265-4: DOE notes the commentor’s views that Alternative 1 options involving
the restart of FFTF are preferred on the basis of associated
environmental and socioeconomic impacts.  No decisions have been
made with regard to the facilities and locations evaluated to fulfill the
requirements of the stated missions, which include the production of
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Commentor No. 265:  Sam Volpentest (Cont’d)
TRIDEC

Response to Commentor No. 265

265-3
 (Cont’d)

265-3

265-4

265-1

265-5

medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238 for
NASA space missions, and nuclear research and development. In
accordance with Council on Environmental Quality regulations
(40 CFR 1502.14(e)), DOE has identified its preferred alternative in
Section 2.8 of the Final NI PEIS.  The Record of Decision for the PEIS will
be based on a number of factors including environmental impacts, costs,
public input, nonproliferation issues, schedules, technical assurance, policy,
and program objectives.

265-5: DOE notes the commentor’s views and contention that local interests
support Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.  In preparing this NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered all scoping comments received from the public, and
all comments received during the scoping periods are part of the
Administrative Record for this NI PEIS. The Record of Decision for the
PEIS will be based on a number of factors including environmental
impacts, costs, public input, nonproliferation issues, schedules, technical
assurance, policy, and program objectives.
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Commentor No. 266:  Sol Guttenberg Response to Commentor No. 266

266-1 266-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.  DOE is committed
to providing the public with comprehensive environmental reviews of its
proposed actions in accordance with NEPA, and to providing ample
opportunity for public comment on those actions.

266-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 266:  Sol Guttenberg (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 266

266-1
(Cont’d)

266-2
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Commentor No. 267:  Pat Schweiger Response to Commentor No. 267

267-1

267-2

267-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

267-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for nuclear research and
development initiatives.
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Commentor No. 267:  Pat Schweiger (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 267

267-2
(Cont’d)

267-1
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Commentor No. 268:  Robert R. Beach Response to Commentor No. 268

268-1

268-4

268-3

268-2

268-6

268-5

268-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and remarks concerning the Seattle,
Washington, public hearing.

268-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for the proposed action.

268-3: The results of analyses described and shown in the NI PEIS indicate that
from an environmental impact standpoint, each of the alternatives
assessed in the NI PEIS is acceptable.

268-4: Section 2.5 describes each alternative analyzed in the NI PEIS.  Part of
that description includes a review of the extent to which each alternative
can meet the purpose and need for agency action as described in
Section 1.2.  Volume 1, Section 2.7.3 compares the mission effectiveness
among alternatives.

268-5: DOE notes the commentor's views on costs, support for Alternative 1,
Restart FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New
Accelerator(s) and Alternative 5, Construct New Research Reactor.
DOE acknowledges that Alternative 1, 3, and 4 do not meet the mission
objectives in the same manner.

268-6: DOE notes the commentor's concern about the cost  benefit of the
Nuclear Infrastructure missions described in the Final PEIS and the
support for the stated missions.  The estimated costs of the range of
reasonable alternatives are presented in the Cost Report, summarized in
Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS.  However, the Cost Report is not a
cost-benefit analysis. While it is reasonable to believe that the benefits of
medical isotopes are substantial, the purpose of this NI PEIS is to
describe the nuclear infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), a
range of reasonable alternatives for satisfying the mission requirements
Section 2.5 of Volume 1), and the environmental impacts that would
result from implementation of the alternatives.

268-7: The commentor’s support of FFTF is noted.  Many of the commentor’s
FFTF facts are contained in PEIS Section 2.3.1.1 of Volume 1.
Evaluation of the environmental impact of restarting FFTF, denoted
Alternative 1 in the PEIS, is presented in the Summary, Section 2.7, and
Section 4.3.
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Commentor No. 268:  Robert R. Beach (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 268

268-6
(Cont’d)

268-7
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Commentor No. 269:  Shirley Breitenstein Response to Commentor No. 269
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Commentor No. 269:  Shirley Breitenstein (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 269

269-1

269-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the risk of contamination to the Columbia River.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

The DOE missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact
on Hanford cleanup activities.  FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the
Columbia River.  There are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no
radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible
impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from
operation of Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 269:  Shirley Breitenstein (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 269
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Commentor No. 270:  Greg Bergquist Response to Commentor No. 270

270-1

270-2

270-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for the proposed action.

270-2: The summary of environmental impacts (Sections 2.7.1of Volume 1) has
been completely revised and reformatted in the Final NI PEIS for the
reader to compare the environmental impacts between alternatives.
Section 2.7.3 of Volume 1, “Comparison of Mission Effectiveness Among
Alternatives,”  has been revised in the Final NI PEIS to provide the reader
a better understanding of the medical isotopes that can be produced using
accelerator technology (Alternative 3) and reactor technology alternatives
(Alternatives 1 and 4).
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Commentor No. 270:  Greg Bergquist (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 270

270-3

270-5

270-4

270-3: The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

270-4: Except for Alternative 2, the cost of implementing Alternatives 3 and 4
construction of new accelerators or new research reactor) would be at
least twice the cost of restarting FFTF, when FFTF deactivation costs are
included.  Volume 2, Appendix P contains the Cost Report Summary.

270-5: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 271:  Heidi Wills Response to Commentor No. 271

271-1

271-4

271-3

271-2

271-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

271-2: The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April, 2000, regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing  plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production.”  In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions.  While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
it is unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of these facilities.

The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium
238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, SRTG development efforts
were suspended in order to permit reprogramming of funds to support
development of a new power system based on a Stirling technology
generator.  This new power system, referred to in the subject
correspondence, similarly requires plutonium-238 as its fuel source.
Section 1.2.2 was revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

271-3: The potential health and environmental impacts associated with operation
of the Hanford facilities during normal operations and from postulated
accidents are presented in Section 4.3 of Volume 1.  All impacts to
human health and to ecological resources would be small in the immediate
area and negligible at all distant locations.
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271-4: No decisions have been made with regard to the facilities and locations
evaluated to fulfill the requirements of the stated missions.  In accordance
with Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR
Section 1502.14(e)), DOE has identified its preferred alternative in
Section 2.8 of Volume 1.  In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations,
DOE provided opportunity to the public to comment on the environmental
impact analysis of DOE's proposed alternatives for meeting the mission
requirements, and gave equal consideration to all comments, regardless of
how or where they were received.  DOE has analyzed each
environmental resource area in a consistent, unbiased manner across all
the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison among the various
alternatives.  The analysis included the effects of waste generation to
include the quantities and types of waste expected to be generated under
each alternative, expected path of disposition, and the impact on waste
management infrastructure.

The environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the
requirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the NI PEIS.
DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose all required
information to make a decision on expanding nuclear infrastructure.  The
costs of the proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS.  DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Pursuant to CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before a decision is made.  DOE mailed
these documents to more than 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.
The report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has
also provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P of the Final
NI PEIS.

Commentor No. 271:  Heidi Wills (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 271
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Commentor No. 272:  Joe Szwaja

272-1

272-2

272-1: The NI PEIS evaluates a range of reasonable alternatives for maintaining
and enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility infrastructure for the
purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to support the need for
increased domestic production of isotopes for medical, research, and
industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of experts in the medical
field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory
Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by
re-establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source
that is required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long
term, assured supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and
development needs in order to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of
nuclear power as a viable component of the United States' energy
portfolio.  However, no component of the proposed action is for the
purpose of supporting any defense or weapons-related mission.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section 1
2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium-
238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, the suspension of SRTG

Response to Commentor No. 272
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development efforts was conducted in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less
plutonium-238 as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, letter
to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup.  Section 1.2.2 was
revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

272-2: DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.”  The purpose
of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impacts to
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE
resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission and migration of
contaminants to the Columbia River.  Although beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at
Hanford are high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration
of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

Commentor No. 272:  Joe Szwaja (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 272
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More specific to the DOE missions presented in the NI PEIS, FFTF is
located approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

All workers at Hanford are free to, and in fact, encouraged to disclose
safety hazards associated with DOE activities.  Workers are protected
against reprisals by legislation applicable to the U.S. Departments of
Energy and Labor.

Commentor No. 272:  Joe Szwaja (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 272
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Commentor No. 273:  David Johnson
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 273

273-1

273-1: DOE notes the commentor's view but contends that Alternative 3,
Construct New Accelerators, is a reasonable alternative for meeting the
mission objectives.

The high-energy accelerator supports both the plutonium-238 production
mission and the civilian nuclear energy research and development mission.
The commentor concluded that there is no need for this accelerator
because the May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE
identifies that NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small
radioisotope thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does
not mean that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, the suspension
of SRTG development efforts was conducted in order to permit
reprogramming of funds to support development of a new radioisotope
power system based on a Stirling technology generator. This new
radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject correspondence,
requires 1/3 less plutonium-238 as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling
technology is developmental and NASA has requested in a
September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that large RTG be maintained as backup.
Volume 1, Section 1.1.2 was revised to clarify the plutonium-238 mission
needs.

The commentor observed that the low-energy accelerator in Alternative 3
is proposed for the production of medical isotopes.  DOE acknowledges
that this accelerator will not produce the same array of medical and
industrial isotopes produced by reactors or high-energy accelerators.
Each irradiation device evaluated in this PEIS for the production of
medical isotopes (FFTF, new low-energy accelerator, and new research
reactor) will produce an array of medical and industrial isotopes unique to
the facility.  As indicated above, the design of the high-energy accelerator
presented in the PEIS focused on supporting the plutonium-238
production mission, but as stated in Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.5.2, the
design could be refined and expanded to perform additional missions such
as the production of a select set of medical and industrial isotopes.  The
low-energy accelerator was configured primarily for the production of a
spectrum of proton enriched  medical and industrial isotopes.  The
modified high-energy accelerator and low-energy accelerator could jointly
produce a broader spectrum of medical and industrial isotopes.
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Commentor No. 273:  David Johnson (Cont’d)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 273

273-1
(Cont’d)

273-2

The commentor also concluded that based on a July 7, 1999 DOE letter,
there is no need for an accelerator to produce medical and industrial
isotopes.  The letter stated, “Given our existing accelerator facilities,
DOE does not require a new accelerator facility for the production
of isotopes.”  DOE operates two accelerators that are being
utilized for the production of medical isotopes, the Brookhaven Linac
Isotope Producer (BLIP) located at the Brookhaven National Laboratory
and the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANSCE) located at the
Los Alamos National Laboratory.  DOE is currently in the
process of upgrading the LANSCE facility with the 100 MeV isotope
production facility.  The upgrade is scheduled for completion in 2001.
After the completion of the LANSCE upgrade, the existing capability at
these two facilities will be twice the current need for accelerator
generated medical isotopes.  Thus, no new accelerator capacity is needed
in the short term.  In 1998, an Expert Panel convened  to forecast future
demand for medical isotopes estimated that the expected growth rate of
medical isotope use during the next 20 years will range between 7 to
14 percent per year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year
for diagnostic applications.  These growth projections were adopted by
DOE as a planning tool for  evaluating the potential capability of the
existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.
In the period since the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of
medical isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel
findings.  Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert
Panel Report, as it has recently, there will be a need for expanded isotope
production capacity.

273-2: The PEIS did examine a steady state spallation neutron source, the high
energy accelerator. As stated in Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.5.2, the design
of the high-energy accelerator presented in the PEIS focused on
supporting the plutonium-238 production mission, but the design could be
refined and expanded to perform additional missions such as the
production of a select set of medical and industrial isotopes.  The
modified high-energy accelerator and low-energy accelerators could
jointly produce a broad spectrum or neutron and proton enriched medical
and industrial isotopes.

The commentor stated that the capital cost of his proposed accelerator
design could be made, “with more study,” comparable to restarting FFTF.
He estimated the total program cost of the proposed accelerator to be in
the range of $420-570 million.  This estimate was based on 1985 dollars.



2-373

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 273:  David Johnson (Cont’d)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 273

273-2
(Cont’d)

This cost would escalate to $603-818 million in 2000 dollars due to an
inflation rate of 43.5 percent between 1985 and 2000 (http://www.
economagic.com/em-egi/data.exe/fedstl/gnpdef+1).  The total cost of
FFTF restart, which includes facility modifications, startup, target
development, testing, and evaluation, presented in Table S-3 of the Cost
Report, is $314 million in 2000 dollars.  The capital costs of the
commentor's proposed accelerator design would have to be decreased,
“with more study,” more than 48-61 percent to be comparable to the total
cost of FFTF restart.

The commentor stated that the annual operating cost of his proposed
accelerator should be less than FFTF.  Operating costs for the proposed
accelerator estimated at $20- 40 million per year in 1985 dollars is
$29-57 million in 2000 dollars.  The upper end of the estimated operating
cost range is slightly less than the FFTF annual operating cost,
$58.9 million.

273-3: Deactivation of FFTF is not part of implementing Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF.  Deactivation of FFTF is part of implementing Alternatives 2, 3, 4,
and 5 and including the cost of FFTF deactivation in the implementation
costs for these alternatives is appropriate.  The Cost Report was
structured to identify the implementation costs of the various alternatives
so the Secretary of Energy would have this information along with other
data for consideration.  The Cost Report did not identify the source of
funding for implementation.
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Commentor No. 273:  David Johnson (Cont’d)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 273

273-2

273-3
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Commentor No. 274:  Nancy Rising
Peace Action of Washington

Response to Commentor No. 274

274-1

274-1

274-2

274-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration
of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act to “ensure the
availability of isotopes for medical, industrial, and research applications,
meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal agencies, and
undertaking research and development of activities related to
development of nuclear power for civilian use.”  The purpose of this
PEIS is to determine the environmental  impacts to accomplishing the
proposed action.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several
existing DOE resources that was assessed.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure mission described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.  FFTF restart and operation would not impact the
schedule or available funding for existing cleanup activities.

Steady and consistent progress in restoring Hanford is documented in
annual reports.  These are available at www.hanford.gov.  Hanford has a
comprehensive waste minimization and pollution prevention program in
place as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 that controls any activity
generating waste on the site.

Workers at Hanford are free to and encouraged to disclose safety
hazards associated with DOE activities.  Workers are protected against
reprisals by legislation.
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274-2: This NI PEIS has been prepared 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).  DOE evaluated each environmental resource
area in a consistent, unbiased manner across all the alternatives to allow a
fair comparison among the various alternatives.

The acquisition and use of surplus, defense-related plutonium-238, if
available, were not considered and are outside the scope of the civilian
nuclear infrastructure missions considered in this NI PEIS.  The
commentor is correct that small radioisotope thermoelectric generators
(RTGs) using plutonium-238 are used to power electronic systems on
some strategic weapons, some of which have become surplus due to
strategic arms reductions.  Although the exact configuration of these
RTGs is classified, the amount of plutonium-238 in each unit is relatively
small and the assay of the plutonium-238 is much lower than that required
for use in NASA spacecraft.

DOE assumes that the commentor's reference to the “NASA letter”
refers to the May 22, 2000, letter from NASA Headquarters to the DOE
Office of Space and Defense Power Systems.  This letter is cited in
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 of the Draft and Final NI PEIS with regard to
the discussion of plutonium-238 needs for future space missions.  While
this letter states that NASA no longer has a need for Small Radioisotope
Thermoelectric Generator (SRTG) power systems, this letter also lists the
planned deep space probe missions which would specifically require
plutonium-238.  These missions and their planned launch dates are
outlined in Section 1.2.2 of this NI PEIS.  For reference, this letter and all
of the references cited in this NI PEIS are available in the public reading
rooms established by DOE.

Commentor No. 274:  Nancy Rising (Cont’d)
Peace Action of Washington

Response to Commentor No. 274
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Commentor No. 275:  Chris Jackins Response to Commentor No. 275

275-4

275-1

275-3

275-2

275-1: The estimated costs of the range of reasonable alternatives are presented
in the Cost Report and are summarized in Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS.
However, the Cost Report is not a cost-benefit analysis.  While it
is reasonable to believe that the benefits of medical isotopes are
substantial, the purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear
infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), a range of reasonable
alternatives for satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of
Volume 1), and the environmental impacts that would result from
implementation of the alternatives.  According to 40 CFR Section 1502.23,
if a cost-benefit analysis exists, it must be reported and summarized in
the NI PEIS.

No estimate of average cost per procedure or cost per kilogram of
plutonium-238 attributable to FFTF was made in the Cost Report.  DOE
also does not anticipate any need to subsidize the operation of FFTF.

275-2: No radioactive materials were “released” in the Hanford wildfires of
2000.  Wildfires did resuspend some materials already in the environment.
The resuspended materials were low; slightly above natural background
levels.  The very low levels required several days of analysis to quantify.
Additional information is available to the public at http://www.Hanford.
gov/envmon/index.html.  This site also provides a link to information on
the independent offsite air monitoring conducted by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency.

The utilization of radioisotopes in current Hanford wastes for medical
isotope use was not in the scope of this PEIS.  The primary reason is that
Hanford wastes contain “aged” isotopes not typically useful in medical
procedures (i.e., short-lived isotopes).  A secondary reason is that nearly
all wastes at Hanford has had a treatment and disposition determined.

275-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
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regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to
clarify DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium-
238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, the suspension of SRTG
development efforts was conducted in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less
plutonium-238 as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, letter
to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup.  Section 1.2.2 was
revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

275-4: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Commentor No. 275:  Chris Jackins (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 275
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Response to Commentor No. 276

276-1

Commentor No. 276:  Barbara Zepeda

276-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and concerns and receipt of the
referenced attachment. The purpose of this NI PEIS is to evaluate the
environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the
requirements of the DOE missions, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238 for
NASA space missions, and nuclear research and development.  As
evaluated under Alternative 1 in this NI PEIS, FFTF would be restarted
to accomplish these nondefense-related missions.  Other unrelated
nuclear energy and defense-related considerations are beyond the scope
of this NI PEIS.
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Commentor No.  277:  Roy D. Goodman Response to Commentor No. 277

277-1

277-2

277-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

277-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost-
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
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Commentor No. 277:  Roy D. Goodman (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 277

277-2
 (Cont’d)

various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing  plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production.”  In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions.  While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
it is unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of these facilities.

The commentor appears to express the concern that DOE would expose
constituents in the Seattle area to risks associated with the transport of
weapons-grade plutonium.  None of the purposed alternatives involve the
shipment of any weapons-grade plutonium to any port in the United
States.  Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at some point
to import mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF.  At this time,
however, DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any specific
port.  If DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it would
perform a separate NEPA analysis to select a port.  This review would
address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water
transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as
well as safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300
mixed oxide fuel through a variety of specific candidate ports on the west
and east coasts.  It would consider all public comments, including local
resolutions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxide fuel into
the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
alternative.  Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations.  Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
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Commentor No. 277:  Roy D. Goodman (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 277

requirements.  In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to a representative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportation to Hanford.  Also in that section, a bounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risks to the
surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipments would be extremely
small (e.g., less than 1 chance in a trillion for a latent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and less than 1
chance in 50 billion for a latent cancer fatality per shipment from overland
highway accidents).
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Commentor No. 278:  Rick Mounce Response to Commentor No. 278

278-2

278-1

278-3

278-2

278-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

278-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.  FFTF is
approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from  operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

278-3: The discussions in the Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of Volume 1 on the
cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at Hanford were
revised to clarify that the management of the existing spent nuclear fuel
at Hanford results in a dose of less than 0.1 millirem per year of the
maximally exposed member of the public.  This dose is well within the
DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5.  As discussed in that Order, the
dose limit from airborne emissions is 10 millirem per year, as required by
the Clean Air Act; drinking water is 4 millirem per year, as required by
the Safe Drinking Water Act; and the dose limit from all pathways
combined is 100 millirem per year.  DOE has committed to remove the
spent nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate disposition in a geologic
repository.
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Commentor No. 278:  Rick Mounce (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 278

278-2
(Cont’d)

278-1
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Commentor No. 279:  Sarah Schmidt Response to Commentor No. 279

279-1

279-2

279-3

279-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

279-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.

279-3: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding the proper handling and
transportation of wastes.  DOE Order 435.1 “Radioactive Waste
Management” was issued on July 9, 1999.  Per this Order, each DOE
radioactive waste receiving facility shall evaluate waste for acceptance,
including confirmation that the technical and administrative requirements
have been met including the facilities waste acceptance criteria.  A
process for the disposition of nonconforming wastes is also to be
established.  The commentor provided a few examples of when the
waste receiving facility had identified certain wastes that did not meet the
technical and administrative requirements.

FFTF restart would not impact the cleanup missions at Hanford.  With
respect to waste management and cleanup issues, the Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration
of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.
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Commentor No. 279:  Sarah Schmidt (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 279

279-3
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Commentor No. 279:  Sarah Schmidt (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 279

279-3
(Cont’d)

279-2

279-1
279-2
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Commentor No. 280:  Sally Lamson Response to Commentor No. 280

280-1 280-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.

280-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 280:  Sally Lamson (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 280

280-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 280:  Sally Lamson (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 280

280-2

280-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 281:  Brian Berglin Response to Commentor No. 281

281-1

281-2

281-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

281-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.  DOE is committed
to providing the public with comprehensive environmental reviews of its
proposed actions in accordance with NEPA, and to providing ample
opportunity for public comment on those actions.

The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing of
neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at either Hanford or
the INEEL sites.  At INEEL the tanks would not be used although
certain facilities at the Idaho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center
(INTEC) would be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing the
irradiated targets.  These are reliable systems that would process a
maximum of 1,050 cubic meters of low-level radioactive waste over the
35-year nuclear infrastructure operational period.  The higher activity
waste would be treated as a solid form via a stand-alone vitrification
system, separate from any tank waste treatment system.  At Hanford,
the existing high-level radioactive waste facilities would also not be used,
and as analyzed in the PEIS, no existing or planned high-level radioactive
waste facilities would be used to treat the wastes resulting from
processing the irradiated targets.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 281:  Brian Berglin (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 281

281-2
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 282:  Dan Arrigoni Response to Commentor No. 282

282-1 282-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations as well as those
expressed in the Oregonian newspaper article.
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Commentor No. 283:  Bill Dautel Response to Commentor No. 283

283-1 283-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.
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Commentor No. 283:  Bill Dautel (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 283

283-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 283:  Bill Dautel (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 283

283-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 284:  Raging Grannies of Seattle Response to Commentor No. 284
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284-2

284-1

Response to Commentor No. 284Commentor No. 284:  Raging Grannies of Seattle (Cont’d)

284-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the potential for contaminants in the Columbia
River.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration
of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The proposed action described in the NI PEIS would not have an impact
on Hanford cleanup activities.  FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the
Columbia River.  There are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no
radioactive or hazardous discharges to the groundwater.  As indicated in
analyses presented in Chapter 4 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4,
4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts
to groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

With respect to plutonium processing, no weapons material will be
produced under the proposed action.  All missions in this PEIS are for
civilian purposes.

Hanford tank waste issues are not within the scope of this PEIS, as none
of the alternatives considered would add to these waste volumes.

284-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.  DOE also notes the commentor’s concerns regarding
the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of
this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to
DOE.  Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.



2-399

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Response to Commentor No. 284Commentor No. 284:  Raging Grannies of Seattle (Cont’d)
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