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Commentor No. 1005:  Dave Lemak Response to Commentor No. 1005

From: Lemakpd@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:LEMAKPD@AOL.COM]

Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2000 8:34:25 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF at Hanford
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear HQ DOE

My family and I strongly support Alternative #1, the restart of the
FFTF for the production ofmedical and commercial isotopes, the
production of Pu_238 and for nuclear research. I am a
cancer patient survivor. If the option of medical isotopes had been
available, I could haveavoided some extremely painful radiation
treatments. Moreover, in 1989 my wife died of largecell lymphoma
and left me a widower with two children aged 2 and 5 (she was 36
when shedied). The research and isotopes available today could
have saved her life. Let's not let even morepeople die because
some radical environmentalists prefer ideology over science.
Restarting FFTFmeans saving lives. Let's get on with it!

Sincerely,

Dave Lemak, cancer survivor

1005-1 1005-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1006:  Ernest Empey Response to Commentor No. 1006

From: Ernest Empey[SMTP:EMPEY1@TELEVAR.COM]
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2000 11:31:41 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I believe that FFTF should be restarted. It is the newest and best
kept reactor in the DOE complex. It Would be unwise to build
accelerators because it is not proven on that large of scale and
would not be cost effective.

Ernest Empey
Ernest@Empey.com

1006-1

1006-2

1006-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s).

1006-2: See response to comment 1006-1.
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Commentor No. 1007:  Steve Chastain Response to Commentor No. 1007

From: Steve Chastain[SMTP:SMCHASTAIN@USA.NET]
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2000 11:33:29 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: smchastain@usa.net%internet
Subject: Proposed Restart of the FFTF at Hanford
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Sir,

I am sending this message to register my position regarding restart
of the Fast Flux Test Facility Reactor near Richland, Washington on
the Hanford Reservation. I believe it should be restarted to provide
medical isotopes badly needed for treatment of cancer victims.
Perhaps, there are additional missions that the FFTF could be used
for as well. For example, production of Uranium 238 for use by
NASA.

Having reviewed other options for production of medical isotopes,
the FFTF is clearly the best alternative for production of medical
isotopes for the next few decades. Thus it should be restarted.

Steve Chastain

1007-1 1007-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The commentor should note that plutonium-238, not uranium-238, fuels
radioisotope power systems.
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Commentor No. 1008:  Frank Allen Response to Commentor No. 1008

From: Frank Allen[SMTP:FRANKA@CMC.NET]
Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2000 12:46:09 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Draft PEIS Comment
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Nuclear Infrastructure Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement Draft PEIS Comment Sept 6, 2000

The Fast Flux Test Facility, FFTF is the most flexible option.
It can meet all specified elements for isotope production, nuclear_
based research and development program for the future.

a. It can be a dependable source of research isotopes for medical
and industrial uses.

b. It can produce plutonium_238 for use in advanced radioisotope
power systems for future NASA space exploration missions.

c. It can provide the Nation's nuclear research and development
needs for civilian application.

The FFTF is the perfect solution because it was designed
specifically as a testing facility and is well suited as a training
facility for workforces in the future.
..
Without the FFTF the US is dependent on others such as Russia
and Germany to meet our planned research and testing programs.
In case of hostilities, these sources may not be available. The US
should not have to rely on others for these critical needs.

The budget for restart of the FFTF should be totally separate from
and must not affect the ongoing Hanford cleanup program. The
budget must also include funds for eventual shutdown and clean up
of the FFTF.at the end of its useful life.

1008-1

1008-2

1008-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1008-2: 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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Commentor No. 1008:  Frank Allen (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1008

Anti_nuclear activists who want to dismantle the FFTF should
realize that more nuclear research will allow design of safer and
more efficient nuclear power. In the long run safe nuclear power
will reduce use of fossil fuels which will in turn reduce greenhouse
gases and save lives in the production of fossil fuels. Far more
lives have been lost in coal production for power plants than lives
lost supporting nuclear power.

Frank Allen, Chemical Engineer
18160 Cottonwood Rd. PMB 229
Sunriver, OR 97707_9317
franka@cmc.net

1008-3 1008-3: DOE notes the commentor's support for the use of FFTF to conduct
nuclear research and development.



2-818

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

Commentor No. 1009:  James Fu Response to Commentor No. 1009

From: CFU@wnp2.com%internet[SMTP:CFU@WNP2.COM]
Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2000 2:25:42 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Support Restart of FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Secretary,

As a nuclear professional, I strongly support the restart of FFTF.
FFTF can produce and supply a large quantity of isotopes for
treatment of cancer, heart disease and arthritis. It also will serve
our nation's need for Pu_238 for space batteries, for "hardening"
computer chips, and research for new non_proliferative fuels and
transmuting our nation's plutonium wastes.

Unfortunately, the decision to restart FFTF is mired in politics, with
irrational and misguided allegations from the anti_nuclear
community. I urge you to make this important decision to restart
FFTF.

James Fu

1009-1

1009-2

1009-1

1009-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1009-2: Selection of facilities and site locations for accomplishing expanded
civilian nuclear energy research and development and isotope production
missions is not a political decision.  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. 1010:  Del Senner Response to Commentor No. 1010

From: DRSENNER@wnp2.com%internet
[SMTP:DRSENNER@WNP2.COM]

Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2000 2:24:49 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: RESTART FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF. This facility is a valuable asset to our nation
and should be used to generate medical isotopes and batteries for
space exploration. I have worked at a Government production
reactor (N Reactor) and at the FFTF reactor and they are not in the
same league. FFTF was built and maintained to modern ASME
Section III, Division II standards which is very similar to the
requirements that commercial nuclear facilities were
fabricated and operated under. I am quite confident that FFTF
could easily satisfy NRC requirements and scrutiny that commercial
operating reactors are subjected to.

Del Senner
Quality Auditor

1010-1

1010-2

1010-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1010-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for the safety of the FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1011:  Scott B. Johnston Response to Commentor No. 1011

From: Scott_B_Johnston@rl.gov%internet
[SMTP:SCOTT_B_JOHNSTON@RL.GOV]

Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2000 2:25:54 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: In Favor for the Start Up of FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Ms. Colette E. Brown, U.S. Department of Energy,

It is my opinion that FFTF is a safe, state of the art facility. It would
be such a waste to shut down this reactor. This facility will help
keep the United States the leader of medical istope technology and
at the fraction of the cost. This facility will also be producing
electrical power as a byproduct, something that is growing short in
the Northwest. With all the advances in technology today, no one
can say what other discoveries and developments could be achived
through the use of this facility. But WE must have this facility
available for all this to happen. It is a shame that so many people
are uninformed, or just plain ignorant of the many uses a
facility like this could provide to the United States to the World.

Thank You,

Scott B. Johnston
Kennewick, Washington
(509)376_5462

1011-1

1011-2

1011-1 1011-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1011-2: FFTF would not be used for the generation of electrical power under the
proposed action.  The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the
environmental impacts of a range of reasonable alternatives to maintaining
and enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility infrastructure to support
production of isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses;
production of plutonium-238 for use in future NASA space exploration
missions; and U.S. nuclear research and development needs for civilian
application.
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Commentor No. 1012:  Sandra L. Nuxall Response to Commentor No. 1012

From: SLNUXALL@wnp2.com%internet
[SMTP:SLNUXALL@WNP2.COM]

Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2000 3:50:31 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Restart the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF)
Auto forwarded by a Rule

ACTION _ Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes.

FFTF can produce and supply a large quantity of isotopes for
treatment of cancer, heart disease, and arthritis. It also will serve
our nation's need for Pu_238 for space batteries, for "hardening"
computer chips, research for new non_proliferative fuels, and
transmuting our nation's plutonium wastes.

Sandra L. Nuxall
Voter in Benton County
Resident of Richland, WA

1012-1 1012-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1013:  David L. Beeches Response to Commentor No. 1013

From: DLBEECHER@wnp2.com%internet
[SMTP:DLBEECHER@WNP2.COM]

Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2000 4:02:45 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF Restart
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Whom It May Concern,

I am fully in favor of restarting the FFTF for the very important
mission of producing medical and other radioisotopes used in
industry. Humanity is in need of these products and it makes sound
fiscal sense.

Regards,

David L. Beeches
Senior Quality Services Auditor
Energy Northwest
(509) 377_4671

1013-1 1013-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1014:  kmengbarth@wnp2.com Response to Commentor No. 1014

From: KMENGBARTH@wnp2.com%internet
[SMTP:KMENGBARTH@WNP2.COM]

Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2000 4:53:44 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please start FFTF for use with medical isotopes. 1014-1 1014-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1015:  John Fleming Response to Commentor No. 1015

From: John (038) Marti Fleming
[SMTP:FLEMING12@DELLNET.COM]

Sent: Friday, September 08, 2000 1:39:47 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: cmi@gwt.com%internet
Subject: Fast Flux Test Facility
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Secretary Bill Richardson/Ms. Colette E. Brown,

I am a concerned citizen of Eastern Washington State. I truly
believe the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) located out side of
Richland, WA on the Hanford_site, should be restarted for
production of medical isotopes. As you are aware it can uniquely
provide a wide variety of high grade isotopes, some of which
cannot currently be produced in the U.S. At a minimum many
our fellow citizens are ill with cancer and doctors need the products
to help in curing or developing a cure for them.

So, lets use this operational facility to help the citizens of our
country and those of the world. Please do not throw it away as the
U.S. DOE has done with so many others projects (i.e., the
Supercollider) at the direction of our political establishment just for
the sake of political capital or in some cases lack of interest.

By golly, it may even pay for itself __ if money for the sale if
isotopes were applied to FFTF operations, payroll, and
maintenance and kept out of the general fund (the politicians
hands) ....... imagine a government project actually allowed to
operate as a real business.

Regards,

John Fleming
4201 W. Rainy Ln
Benton City, WA 99320
(509) 588_6801

1015-2

1015-1 1015-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1015-2: DOE notes the commentor's views regarding revenues from isotope
production in FFTF.  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.  According to 40 CFR
Section 1502.23, if a cost-benefit analysis exists, it must be reported and
summarized in the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 1016:  yeefoo@aol.com Response to Commentor No. 1016

From: Yeefoo@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:YEEFOO@AOL.COM]

Sent: Friday, September 08, 2000 1:56:40 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes 1016-1 1016-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1017:  lyang59854@aol.com Response to Commentor No. 1017

From: LYang59854@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:LYANG59854@AOL.COM]

Sent: Friday, September 08, 2000 1:57:55 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes 1017-1 1017-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1018:  butterfly200350@aol.com Response to Commentor No. 1018

From: Butterfly200350@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:BUTTERFLY200350@AOL.COM]

Sent: Friday, September 08, 2000 1:59:12 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Please restart FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF 1018-1 1018-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1019:  Yosen Liu Response to Commentor No. 1019

1019-1

From: Liu, Yosen[SMTP:YOSEN.LIU@PNL.GOV]
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2000 1:03:38 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF Restart
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF for producing medical isotopes.
Thanks!

Yosen Liu

1019-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1020:  clrobinson@wnp2.com Response to Commentor No. 1020

From: CLROBINSON@wnp2.com%internet
[SMTP:CLROBINSON@WNP2.COM]

Sent: Friday, September 08, 2000 1:00:33 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: RESTART FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes.
THANKS
CAL
509_377_2379

1020-1 1020-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1021:  Keith Reher Response to Commentor No. 1021

From: WebsterReher[SMTP:WEBSTERREHER@HOME.COM]
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2000 2:57:12 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Fast Flux Test Facility Restart Proposal
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Sir:

Please consider this communication as part of the public comment
on the proposal to restart the FFTF.

I strongly oppose any atempt to restart the FFTF at Hanford.

The contamination probelns at the Hanford site are HUGE enough
without creating further waste by operating the FFTF.

I urge the DOE to direct the maximum effort to control the existing
plutonium contamination at Hanford, rather than adding to the
problem with further reactor operations.

Sincerely

Keith Reher
Sammamish, WA

1021-1

1021-2

1021-3

1021-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1021-2: FFTF restart would not impact the schedule or available funding for
existing cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s)
selected.  As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart
of FFTF would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive
waste (e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous waste.  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is very small compared to waste
generated by other Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
waste 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.

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.

1021-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are a 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. 1022:  Regina Hagen Response to Commentor No. 1022

From: Regina Hagen
[SMTP:REGINA.HAGEN@JUGENDSTIL.DA.SHUTTLE.DE]

Sent: Friday, September 08, 2000 3:43:10 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Comment to Draft NI PEIS
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Mrs. Brown,

I want to limit my comment to the Draft Nuclear Infrastructre
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Draft PEIS) to the
planned production of plutonium_238. The Draft PEIS states, that
this isotope is required "for use in advanced radioisotope power
systems for future NASA space exploration missions". The Draft
PEIS lists three of these missions: Pluto_Kuiper Express (7.4 kg),
Europa Orbiter (3 kg) and Solar Probe (3 kg). In addition, approx.
0.3 kg Pu_238 are said to be needed for each of the NASA Mars
Surveyor missions in RHUs.

1. I know that DoE is not responsible for the planning of NASA but
rather supplies the isotope material requested by NASA for their
missions. When investigating into the above listed missions, I found
that there is contradictory information on the need for isotope
power sources for two of these missions. For Europa Orbiter as
well as Solar Probe, NASA departments have stated that those
missions could be done by using solar panels instead of plutonium
generators. (Pluto_Kuiper Express, however, can only be done if
RTG or the new ARPS generators are used.)

2. The German company ASE in Heilbronn developed LILT solar
cells for Rosetta, ESA's mission to comet Wirtanen. Their
development manager, Dr. Strobl, has repeatedly confirmed that
they could improve those cells to be used up to the distance of
Saturn (cold environment with little light). One NASA department
reported that solar cells are available to deal with the particular
environment close to the sun (lots of light and very hot). Therefore,
for two of the missions, not radioisotope power sources are
required.

1022-1 1022-1: 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.  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.
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Commentor No. 1022:  Regina Hagen (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1022

3. Missions that can not be done solar should be left to the next
generations. The dangers attached to the production cycle and the
launch are not acceptable. The Draft PEIS says, that RTGs and
RHUs have been used for more than 30 years. "These radioisotope
power systems have repeatedly demonstrated their performance,
safety,m and reliability in various NASA space missions." You do
not, however, mention, that out of 71 US and Russian space
missions that used RTGs or nuclear reactors, 10 had serious or
even fatal problems. If you need more details, see my report
"Nuclear Power Space Missions _ Past and Future" which may be
found at http://www.space4peace.org. The failure rate is 1:7 _ not
exactly safe and reliable. The problem is not the safety and
reliability of the RTGs (and RHUs), but the failure rate of space
launches and missions in general.

4. The production of plutonium_238 will always include the risk of
hazards. Not long ago, eight workers were exposed to above_limit
radiation doses in the course of RHU production. Plutonium
production means that the production cycle would be taken up
again, up to the point were huge amounts of radioactive wastes
must be dealt with. Currently, there does not exist a safe method to
deal with any kind of nuclear waste. And contamination of workers
and the environment can never be fully avoided in the production
cycle. History showed that the dangers related with the process
have always been underestimated and downplayed.

5. The Draft PEIS states, that considerably less plutoniun_238 has
been purchased from Russia than would have been possible
according to the appropriate contract (9 kg out of a maximum of 40
kg). "Larger individual quantities have not been purchased by DOE
due to budget constraints." This is ridiculous. Considering the costs
to take up again plutonium_production plus all costs that will result
from it (including waste management), it is ridiculous to say that
existing plutonium_238 was not purchased "due to budget
constraints".

1022-4

1022-2

1022-2

1022-3

1022-1
(Cont’d)

1022-2: Plutonium-238 processing facilities can be safely operated to support
the nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
plutonium-238 processing, including normal operations and a spectrum
of accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis
showed that the radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
plutonium-238 processing would be small.

1022-3: DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapon-grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered under this PEIS.  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.

1022-4: 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.
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Commentor No. 1022:  Regina Hagen (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1022

The nuclear legacy we leave to the next generations, for many
thousands of years, is huge already. It is fully irresponsible to add
to this burden for the sake of research space missions to the very
deep space. I fully support space exploration _ as long as it is done
sustainably. Nuclear energy is dangerous and must therefore not
be used for space missions. Not for research missions, not for
commercial missions, and not for military ones.

Sincerely
Regina Hagen

Regina Hagen
Teichhausstrasse 46
64287 Darmstadt
Germany

1022-5 1022-5: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and concern over the use of nuclear power
in military and research missions. The DOE missions to be addressed in
this NI PEIS, which include the production of medical and industrial
isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy
research and development, can currently only be met using nuclear
reactor or accelerator technologies.  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.  None of the DOE missions stated in the
NI PEIS are defense- or weapons-related.
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Commentor No. 1023:  Judson L. Kenoyer Response to Commentor No. 1023

From: Kenoyer, Judson L
[SMTP:JUDSON.L.KENOYER@PNL.GOV]

Sent: Friday, September 08, 2000 3:46:30 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

FFTF should be identified as the appropriate alternative choice.

Judson L. Kenoyer
Manager, Dosimetry Research and Technology
Battelle, PO Box 999, K3_55
Richland, WA 99352
(509) 375_4574
(509) 375_6936 (FAX)
judson.l.kenoyer@pnl.gov <mailto:judson.l.kenoyer@pnl.gov>
(email)

1023-1 1023-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



2-835

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 1024:  James and Janet Hsieh Response to Commentor No. 1024

1024-1 1024-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF
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Commentor No. 1025:  Carol Thayer Cox Response to Commentor No. 1025

1025-1

1025-2

1025-1

1025-3

1025-4

1025-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions, interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, and concern over the use of nuclear
power in space-based weapons.  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.  None of the
DOE missions stated in the NI PEIS are defense- or weapons-related.

1025-2: Plutonium-238 processing facilities can be safely operated to support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
plutonium-238 processing, including normal operations and a spectrum of
accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis
showed that the radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
plutonium-238 processing would be small.

1025-3: DOE notes the commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.

1025-4: DOE notes the commentor's concern for the use of nuclear power in
space-based weapons. The scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS is
limited to analysis of alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the DOE
missions, which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes,
the production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and
development.  The three missions are civilian nuclear energy missions and
are not defense-related.
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Commentor No. 1026:  Madeline E. Marcus Response to Commentor No. 1026

1026-1 1026-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1027:  Erik Ringelberg
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027

1027-1

1027-2

1027-4

1027-3

1027-1: DOE notes the commentor's views.  However, the purpose of the NI
PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of a range of reasonable
alternatives to maintaining and enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to support production of isotopes for medical, research,
and industrial uses; production of plutonium-238 for use in future NASA
space exploration missions; and U.S. nuclear research and development
needs for civilian application.

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 rate of growth of medical
isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1
was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify DOE’s role in
fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope production needs.

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
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Commentor No. 1027:  Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027

1027-5

1027-6
1027-51027-7

1027-9

1027-5

1027-8

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
www.nuclear.gov.

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.  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.

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
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Commentor No. 1027:  Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027

1027-10

1027-5

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.

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.  Additional discussion of how DOE's isotope program fits
into the overall U.S. and foreign isotope production capabilities was
incorporated into Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1.

1027-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concern for NASA’s use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this PEIS.  NASA establishes
the need and requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough
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NEPA evaluation for each launch.  Plutonium-238 sources are used only
when they enable the missions or enhance mission capabilities.

1027-3: Plutonium-238 processing facilities can be safely operated to support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from plutonium
238 processing, including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents
that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that
the radiological and nonradiological risks associated with plutonium-238
processing would be small.

1027-4: DOE notes the commentor's concern over DOE's past management and
safety practices and the adequacy of ongoing cleanup activities.  DOE
activities associated with this program would not impact the schedule or
available funding for existing cleanup activities at candidate sites for
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives.

The health and safety of workers and the public is a priority of the
nuclear infrastructure program, regardless of which approach is chosen.
Operation of the facilities would comply with applicable Federal, state,
and local laws and regulations governing radiological and hazardous
chemical releases.

1027-5: 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.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
activities to remediate existing contamination at INEEL and at the other
DOE sites under consideration are ongoing and independent of the
expanded programs analyzed herein.  However, public input is of
immense importance to DOE as part of a policy of encouraging vigorous
public participation on matters of regional, national and international
importance.  In doing so and 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. This has
included holding scoping meetings in communities potentially subject to
environmental, health, or economic impacts as well as in communities

Commentor No. 1027:  Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027
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removed from any direct or indirect effects but that nevertheless have a
substantial stakeholder interest in the stated missions being considered.
Based on the scoping comments received, the scope of the NI PEIS was
expanded in a number of areas as outlined in Section 1.4 of the NI PEIS.

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 Draft and Final NI PEIS have 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 does not agree with the commentor’s
characterization that the alternatives and options presented are poorly
described so as to dissuade substantive comment.  The combination of
alternatives and options were selected to provide a range of site locations
and facilities for accomplishing the stated missions in accordance with
NEPA guidelines.  The presentation of environmental consequences for
each alternative option enables clear differentiation between the
alternatives and options on the basis of potential environmental and
human health impacts.  DOE’s use of the generic site approach for
Alternatives 3 and 4 was intended to “level the playing field” with regard
to evaluating the relative merits of the accelerator and research reactor
options in the absence of any existing sites' operational constraints. In
doing so, this also results in bounding the assessment of environmental
impacts.

1027-6: The restart of FFTF or use of any of the other proposed alternative
facilities would not impact the schedule or available funding for existing
cleanup activities at Hanford, INEEL, or ORR.  DOE notes the
commentor's concern regarding waste generation.  The NI PEIS

Commentor No. 1027:  Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027
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addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and
disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action 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 applicable DOE orders.

1027-7: DOE notes the commentor's views.  Consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its 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
for 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.  Purpose and need are discussed in
Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS.

1027-8: Figures K-2 and K-3 of Appendix K highlight block groups for which the
percentage of minority and low-income residents, respectively, exceed
the national percentages of minority and low-income persons residing in
the Continental United States.  Although the maps in Figures K-2 and K-3
emphasize areas with higher concentrations of minority and low-income
residents, minority and low-income persons reside throughout the
potentially affected area surrounding Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory.  All persons potentially impacted by
radiological releases under normal and accident conditions were included
in the analyses.

As discussed in Section H.2.2.2 of Appendix H, the analyses did not
assume homogeneous dispersion of radioactive contamination.  Rather,
the dispersion was estimated from averaged annual meteorological
measurements at the candidate sites.  The meteorological data include
wind speed, direction, and stability class.  As discussed in Volume 1,

Commentor No. 1027:  Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027
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Commentor No. 1027:  Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027

Section 2.7.1.1 of the NI PEIS, radiological impacts at the candidate sites
are driven by the geographical dispersion of the  surrounding populations
and fabrication/processing activities, as well as meteorological conditions.

1027-9: The impacts to humans from hazardous chemical and radioactive
emissions result in different types of adverse health effects which cannot
be combined in a meaningful way. Conservatively, all radiation is
assumed to increase the risk of cancer fatalities.  In contrast, hazardous
chemicals can be carcinogenic and/or noncarcinogenic and exposure
need not be fatal.  Health effects associated with exposure to
carcinogenic chemicals are measured in terms of total cancers, both fatal
and nonfatal.  Noncarcinogenic chemicals have the potential to produce
adverse toxic effects, but not cancer.  The measure of health effects for
these chemicals is the hazard quotient.  If exposure to several of these
noncarcinogenic chemicals occurs simultaneously, the hazard quotients
are summed to give a Hazard Index.  If the Hazard Index exceeds unity,
adverse health effects may result.

Because of the differences in the types and characterizations of these
health effects, the magnitudes of each type are presented separately in
the NI PEIS, and are not combined. In general, one type of health effect
dominates, and no combination is even necessary.

A detailed discussion of health effects associated with exposure to
radiation is given in Section H.2.1.2 of the Draft NI PEIS; a detailed
discussion of health  effects associated with exposure to hazardous
chemicals is given in Section H.3.

1027-10: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste generation.  The
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action 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 applicable DOE orders.
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If INEEL were selected for the irradiation of targets and processing
and fabrication of irradiated targets (plutonium-238), the total radioactive
and hazardous waste generation over the 35-year period for nuclear
infrastructure operations would be about 3,340 cubic meters.  As shown
in Section 4.8.2.4 of the NI PEIS, this would represent a small amount of
additional waste in comparison to the INEEL's current site activities.

Commentor No. 1027:  Erik Ringelberg (Cont’d)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free

Response to Commentor No. 1027
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Commentor No. 1028:  Ray V. Rose Response to Commentor No. 1028

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/8/00

Ray V. Rose
4508 Riverhaven Blvd
Pasco, WA 99301
509_547_2006

Leaving a message on the FFTF. As a physician, I am quite
certain my profession is now on the verge of an exponential
increase in the use of medical isotopes, especially for cancer
therapy. Accordingly, I now strongly favor the reactivation of
the FFTF reactor at Hanford, Washington, to minimize our
dependency on importation of these isotopes. Although this
may involve a short term loss, I am certain that it will lead to
a very significant long term gain. Your consideration of
this need will be greatly appreciated. Sincerely.

1028-1 1028-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF
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Commentor No. 1029:  Jean Petty Response to Commentor No. 1029

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/7/00

Jean Petty
400 Sea Berry Drive
#5164
Bloomfield, CT 06002

I am very disturbed at the possibility of getting into production of
Pu_238. It is very dangerous stuff. If it is involved in space
exploration, it poses many threats in terms of possible accidents
with launches and so forth.

Furthermore, we should be devoting our energy to developing the
solar power. Europe does have and has been working on a
satisfactory substitute, which is far safer.

In no way should we expand and open up new plants to produce
this. It is very dangerous also to the workers in those plants. I think
it is absolutely essential that DOE not go ahead with oking
this plan to expand plutonium production. Thank you.

1029-1

1029-2

1029-3

1029-4

1029-3

1029-1: As used by NASA, 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.  In
addition, NASA prepares NEPA documentation prior to each of its deep
space missions.  The documentation evaluates radiological and other risks
that could result from the entire mission.  NASA uses radioisotope power
systems only when they enable the mission or enhance mission
capabilities.

1029-2: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this PEIS.  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.

1029-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to expanding 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 further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.

1029-4: Plutonium-238 processing facilities can be safely operated to support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
plutonium-238 processing, including normal operations and a spectrum of
accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis
showed that the radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
plutonium-238 processing would be small.
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Commentor No. 1030:  Rochelle Becker Response to Commentor No. 1030

1030-1

1030-2

1030-3

1030-1

1030-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this PEIS.  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.

1030-2: The facilities evaluated in the NI PEIS can be safely operated to support
the nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
implementation of the alternatives, including normal operations and a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental
analysis showed that the radiological and nonradiological risks associated
with each of the alternatives would be small.

1030-3: DOE notes the commentor's opinion.
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1031-1

1031-3

1031-4

Commentor No. 1031:  R. Hamilton Response to Commentor No. 1031

1031-2

1031-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1031-2: 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, Sections 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.

1031-3: FFTF and fabrication/processing facilities at the Hanford Site can be
safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential impacts that would be expected to result from
implementation of Alternative 1, including normal operations and a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental
analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
Alternative 1 would be small in the Hanford Site region and essentially
zero in Portland.

1031-4: DOE notes the commentor's views.
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Commentor No. 1032:  Alexandra Nelson Response to Commentor No. 1032

1032-1

1032-2

1032-3

1032-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1032-2: 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.

1032-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to restarting FFTF for expanding
its existing nuclear facility infrastructure.  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.  Costs of
restarting FFTF were analyzed in a separate report.
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Commentor No. 1033:  Sharon Lee Response to Commentor No. 1033

1033-1

1033-2

1033-1

1033-1: 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.

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.

1033-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1034:  Jennifer Smith Response to Commentor No. 1034

1034-1

1034-2

1034-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1034-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and 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.

No food or water restrictions are currently in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as a result of Hanford 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. 1035:  Brad Yazzolino Response to Commentor No. 1035

1035-1

1035-2

1035-3

1035-4

1035-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1035-2: 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.

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.  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.

1035-3: 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.

1035-4: See response to comment 1035-1.
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Commentor No. 1036:  Dave Frankunas Response to Commentor No. 1036

1036-1

1036-2

1036-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1036-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and potential risk of contamination to 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.

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.

No food or water restrictions are in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as a result of Hanford activities.
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Commentor No. 1037:  Phil Mitchell Response to Commentor No. 1037

1037-2

1037-1

1037-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1037-2: 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.
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Commentor No. 1038:  Joe and Beverly Walker Response to Commentor No. 1038

1038-1

1038-2

1038-3

1038-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1038-2: The restart of FFTF  would not impact the schedule or available funding
for existing cleanup activities.  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 applicable DOE orders.

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.

1038-3: The commentor’s opposition to the restart of FFTF is noted.  FFTF can
be operated safely to accomplish the stated missions. The analyses
presented in this NI PEIS reflect the proposed changes to the reactor
core (including fuel and irradiation targets) to perform the stated missions.
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. In the event that FFTF restart is selected in the
Record of Decision, a new Safety Analysis Report, including a
Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA), will be prepared and it will address
any changes in plant configuration, operating conditions and procedures.
The revised safety analyses will be subjected to a thorough independent
review process.
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Commentor No. 1039:  Jody Heatlie Response to Commentor No. 1039

1039-1

1039-4

1039-3

1039-2

1039-1

1039-1: 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.

1039-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1039-3: 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.
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Commentor No. 1039:  Jody Heatlie (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1039

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.  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.

1039-4: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 1040:  Michele Schmidt Response to Commentor No. 1040

1040-3

1040-2

1040-1

1040-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1040-2: The expressed concerns with respect to the potential health and
environmental impacts of NI PEIS Alternative 1 are noted.  The
environmental impacts associated with restart of the FFTF during normal
operations and from postulated accidents are presented in Section 4.3 of
the  NI PEIS.  The impacts to humans and also to the biosphere (air,
water, and land) are shown to be small.  No fatalities among workers or
in 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.

1040-3: 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.
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Commentor No. 1041:  Daniel E. Peterson Response to Commentor No. 1041

1041-1

1041-3

1041-2

1041-1

1041-1: 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.  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.

1041-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

1041-3: DOE notes the commentor's view.  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.

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
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Commentor No. 1041:  Daniel E. Peterson (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1041

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.

Although other 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.
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.
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Commentor No. 1042:  Roger A. Rohrbacher Response to Commentor No. 1042

1042-3

1042-2

1042-1 1042-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1042-2: DOE notes the commentor's views regarding the use of FFTF to support
international nuclear research and development.  Researchers from many
foreign countries use DOE's high-flux research reactors for materials
testing and experimentation.  These facilities have the capability to
maintain a high density of neutrons in a given test volume for materials
testing; shorten the time needed for such testing; tailor the neutron flux to
simulate the different reactor types and conditions; and instrument the
core for close monitoring of the test conditions.  Although the NI PEIS
analyzes the expansion of U.S. civilian nuclear research and development,
it is anticipated that FFTF would play a role in the continuing
international research conducted in the United States.  As described in
Section 1.2.3 of the NI PEIS, some specific areas of research identified are
advanced reactor development including materials and nuclear fuel
research for advanced terrestrial or space reactors and for the Accelerator
Transmutation of Waste system.

1042-3: The commentor's positions on restarting FFTF and the safety record at
FFTF are noted.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 1043:  Clark B. McKee Response to Commentor No. 1043

1043-1

1043-2

1043-3

1043-4

1043-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views on the necessity for reliance on
objective, factual information as the basis for sound decisionmaking.
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.
Selection of facilities and site locations for accomplishing expanded
civilian nuclear energy research and development and isotope production
missions is not a political decision.  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.

1043-2: No evaluation has been made in the NI PEIS of the health benefits
associated with treating people with the radioisotopes produced under any
of the alternatives assessed.  The purpose of the PEIS is to determine the
environmental impacts associated with each alternative being considered
for implementation by DOE.

1043-3: 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, including the waste associated with
processing and fabricating the irradiated targets.  These discussions can
be found in the Waste Management sections of Chapter 4 of Volume I.
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.

1043-4: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1043:  Clark B. McKee (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1043

1043-4
(Cont’d)

1043-2
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Commentor No. 1044:  Mikal Dobbins Response to Commentor No. 1044

1044-1

1044-2

1044-3

1044-4

1044-3

1044-2

1044-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.

1044-2: 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.  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.

1044-3: 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.  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 1/3 less plutonium as its fuel
source.  However, the Stirling technology is developmental and NASA
has requested in a September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that the
plutonium-238 needed for large RTGs may be maintained as a backup.
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.

1044-4: The commentor's concern about cancers caused by nuclear production is
noted.  Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Appendixes H through J  provide the
results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be
expected to result from implementation of any of the range of reasonable
alternatives presented in the PEIS, including  normal operations and a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental
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Commentor No. 1044:  Mikal Dobbins (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1044

1044-5

analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
each of these alternatives would be small.  Specifically at Hanford, over
the 35-year operational period no fatalities would be expected among
workers or in the general public in the vicinity of Hanford or at distant
locations.  See, for example, Sections 4.3.1.1.9, 4.3.2.1.9, and 4.3.3.1.9 in
Chapter 4 and the Summary Tables in Chapter 2 of Volume 1 of the NI
PEIS.

Additionally, the NI PEIS evaluated the maximum cumulative radiation
exposure to the public from all reasonably foreseeable Hanford Site
activities over the 35-year time-frame.  As shown in Section 4.8, less
than 1 additional latent cancer fatality would be expected to occur among
the local population as a result of radiation exposure from 35 years of
Hanford operations.

The annual doses to the public from the Hanford site and proposed
NI PEIS activities above are insignificant.  For perspective, the radiation
dose the average American receives from natural sources is about 300
mrem each year.  Based on the same 35 year time period used above,
approximately 2,000 latent cancer fatalities would be expected among the
same population as a result of this natural (non-Hanford related) radiation
exposure .  In that same 35 years, about 19,000 cancer fatalities from all
causes (non radiological causes included) would also be expected in the
same population.

1044-5: DOE provided notice of scheduled public hearings in accordance with the
requirements of CEQ and DOE regulations (i.e., 40 CFR Parts 1503.1
and 1506.6 and 10 CFR Part 1021.313, respectively).  This included
announcement of the hearings in the Federal Register as well as in the
local media.  In addition, copies of the Draft NI PEIS and/or the
Summary (including the public hearing schedule) were sent to each
individual or group listed to receive it at the address on record.  Meeting
notices were also sent to 6,459 organizations and individuals on the
NI PEIS mailing list.  Meeting minutes were mailed to 3,576 organizations
and individuals in the States of Washington and Oregon.
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Commentor No. 1045:  Bruce K. Gagnon
Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power
in Space

Response to Commentor No. 1045

1045-2

1045-1

1045-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this PEIS.  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 conducts a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch.

1045-2: The commentor's concerns about worker and environmental
contamination are noted.  Eight workers were exposed to plutonium-238
the Los Alamos National Laboratory on March 17, 2000.  Their exposure
to plutonium-238 was caused by a leaking pipe connection in a support
system serving a glovebox.  As a result of this accident, the Secretary of
Energy ordered a series of actions to increase worker safety and health
and to avoid further accidental exposures.

Plutonium-238 processing facilities can be safely operated to support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
plutonium-238 processing, including normal operations and a spectrum of
accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis
showed that the radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
plutonium-238 processing would be small.
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Commentor No. 1045:  Bruce K. Gagnon (Cont’d)
Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power
in Space

Response to Commentor No. 1045

1045-5

1045-3

1045-4

1045-3 1045-3: The commentor's concerns over the use of nuclear power in space-based
weapons and other space-based facilities are noted, although issues such
these are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS.  The nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 are unrelated to the
national defense.  Neither nuclear weapons nor components for nuclear
weapons would be produced under the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
described in Section 2.5.  The scope of this NI PEIS is limited to analysis
of alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions, which
include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production
of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and development.

1045-4: DOE notes the commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.

1045-5: DOE notes the commentor's support for the No Action Alternative 1.
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Commentor No. 1046:  Mark Darienzo Response to Commentor No. 1046

1046-1

1046-2

1046-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1046-2: 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.
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Commentor No. 1047:  C. C. Clements Response to Commentor No. 1047

1047-1 1047-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1048:  Claire Greiner Response to Commentor No. 1048

1048-1 1048-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1049:  Duane Burstad Response to Commentor No. 1049

1049-1 1049-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1050:  Lorena M. Holsten Response to Commentor No. 1050

1050-1 1050-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1051:  Vicki Y. Eddy Response to Commentor No. 1051
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Commentor No. 1051:  Vicki Y. Eddy (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1051

1051-1

1051-2

1051-1

1051-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The purpose of this NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts
of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the proposed
missions, which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes,
the production of plutonium-238, and nuclear research and development.
The Record of Decision for the PEIS will be based on a number of
factors including environmental impacts, costs, nonproliferation issues,
schedules, technical assurance, policy, and program objectives.

1051-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views and concerns.
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Commentor No. 1052:  Michael J. Sullivan
Sheet Metal Workers’ International Association

Response to Commentor No. 1052

1052-1

1052-1

1052-2

1052-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1052-2: DOE notes the commentor's viewpoint on the United States reliance on
foreign suppliers for medical isoptopes.  If DOE decides to expand its
nuclear infrastructure, this will reduce our reliance on foreign suppliers
for medical isotopes.
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Commentor No. 1053:  Lynn Lewis Response to Commentor No. 1053

1053-1

1053-2

1053-1: 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.

1053-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1054:  Sara M. Garrido Response to Commentor No. 1054

1054-1 1054-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1055:  Kim Burkland Response to Commentor No. 1055

1055-2

1055-1

1055-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, or Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational
Facilities.

1055-2: While all comments received during the scoping periods for both the
Plutonium-238 Production EIS and the NI PEIS are part of the
Administrative Record for the NI PEIS, Section 1.4 of Volume 1 and
Appendix N are intended to provide a summary of the issues and
associated trends identified during the scoping process rather than a
tabulation of comments by specific issue.  It should be noted, however,
that NEPA and CEQ regulations do not require an agency to include
and respond to each scoping comment as is required for public
comments on a Draft EIS.  In preparing the NI PEIS, DOE carefully
considered scoping comments received from the public.  Any perceived
discrepancy in the grouping of comments raising any one particular
issue or set of issues is attributable to the manner in which they were
originally categorized and counted.  For example, a number of
statements, letters, or resolutions signed by multiple persons, such as
city council resolutions mentioned by the commentor, were received by
DOE (both for and against FFTF restart) in response to the request for
scoping comments.  Each such comment document was considered and
counted as a single comment in the NI PEIS comment tracking system.
The Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology works closely
with the Office of the Secretary to keep him informed of the progress
on the NI PEIS, including stakeholder input.

1055-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to restarting FFTF for
enhancing its existing nuclear facility infrastructure.  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
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Commentor No. 1055:  Kim Burkland (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1055

1055-3

1055-4

1055-5

1055-6

1055-7

1055-6

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.

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.  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.

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
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Commentor No. 1055:  Kim Burkland (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1055

1055-8

1055-9

1055-10

1055-11

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.

There is no requirement to conduct all of the proposed actions at one
site.  In the Record of Decision process, DOE could choose to combine
components of several alternatives in selecting the most appropriate
strategy.  For example, DOE could select a low-energy accelerator to
produce certain medical, research, and industrial isotopes, and an
existing operating reactor to produce plutonium-238 and conduct
nuclear research and development.  Should FFTF be selected for restart
in support of these missions, DOE expects it could utilize a 15-year
supply of mixed-oxide fuel that would be available from Germany
under favorable economic terms (i.e., no charge for the fuel).

1055-4: 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 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
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Commentor No. 1055:  Kim Burkland (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1055

1055-14

1055-1

1055-13

1055-12

1055-11

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
www.nuclear.gov.

1055-5: See response 1055-3.  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.

1055-6: The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions are
not required by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be included in a PEIS.
DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment 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 and September 8, 2000,
respectively.  Both reports were made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms.  DOE has also provided summaries of the Cost Report
and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in
Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

1055-7: 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
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Commentor No. 1055:  Kim Burkland (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1055

programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These
programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the Record
of Decision.  It is DOE's policy that all wastes 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.

1055-8: 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.

1055-9: The discussion in the Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of Volume 1 on the
cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at Hanford was
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.

1055-10: DOE assumes that the commentor is referring to deactivation, not
decommission.  Decommission costs were not included for any
alternative.  Deactivation of FFTF is not part of implementing
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Commentor No. 1055:  Kim Burkland (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1055

Alternative 1, FFTF Restart.  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.

1055-11: 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.

Ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE.  The current inventory of wastes managed at the
Hanford Site is identified in Section 3.4.11.1 of Volume 1.  In addition,
the generation rates of wastes associated with the NI PEIS options
that use  Hanford facilities are compared with the current waste
generation rates at the site in Section 4.3 of Volume 1.  As stated in
Sections 4.3.1.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13, and 4.4.3.1.13, the generation rates of
wastes at Hanford associated with the options that utilize either FFTF,
FMEF and/or RPL/306-E would be much smaller than the current
waste generation rates at the site.  These volumes would also be small
in comparison to the existing inventory at the site (Section 3.4.11.1,
Volume 1).  These comparisons were also made for the other options
which involved INEEL and ORR facilities.  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.

1055-12: A number of facilities, including those already producing isotopes, were
considered but were dismissed from further consideration (see Volume 1,
Section 2.6). Among the reasons that some were dismissed was the



2-885

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 1055:  Kim Burkland (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1055

fact that they lacked sufficient neutron production capacity, were fully
dedicated to existing missions, were not capable of steady-state neutron
production, had insufficient power to sustain adequate steady-state
neutron production, were unable to produce a constant, reliable source
of neutrons due to dependency on operating schedules of their primary
missions, are under construction with capacity fully dedicated to other
planned mission, or have been permanently shut down.  It should be
noted that CLWRs were considered for plutonium-238 production, but
were dismissed from further consideration for medical and industrial
isotope production because facility modifications to produce isotopes
with a short half life would be significant.

The No Action alternative is required under Council on Environmental
Quality regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(d)). It provides a point of
comparison for the action alternatives.  The No Action Alternative
generally represents the status quo; that is, it includes those actions
that would normally take place without the proposed action.  Since the
status quo involves maintaining FFTF in standby and not its
deactivation, it is not appropriate to include its deactivation as part of
the No Action Alternative.  Deactivation of FFTF is included as
Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF, and as part of Alternative 2,
Use Only Existing Operational Facilities, Alternative 3, Construct
New Accelerator(s), and Alternative 4, Construct New Research
Reactor.

1055-13: PNNL is not preparing this PEIS, although it has offered technical
comments on it.  These comments have been evaluated by DOE and the
contractor preparing the PEIS.  PNNL has also previously provided
technical and cost analyses on matters related to the FFTF, which have
undergone independent scrutiny, and have helped confirm the need for
the environmental review now being independently developed.  PNNL's
work does not present a conflict of interest. Ultimately, DOE has full
control over the contents of the PEIS.

FFTF and any associated facilities remain subject to compliance with
environmental laws regardless of its future operational status.  All
Hanford activities are conducted in accordance with the 1998 Tri-Party
Agreement (Washington Department of Ecology, U.S. EPA, and the U.S.
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Commentor No. 1055:  Kim Burkland (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1055

Department of Energy), which sets milestones and schedules for
cleanup and restoration on all parts of the site.  In August 1999, these
agencies agreed to temporarily suspend FFTF M-81 series milestones
until a final decision is made on the future of the facility by the
Secretary of Energy.  If a decision is made to restart FFTF, these
agencies have agreed to consider the Agreement’s milestones deleted.
Should a decision be made to continue with shutdown of FFTF,
appropriate negotiations must be made to create an appropriate set of
new TPA milestones and target dates within (120) days of receiving
proposed changes.  FFTF restart would not affect the schedule or
availability of funding for existing cleanup activities.

The 306-E facility is not contaminated and is being proposed as a
location to conduct activities that do not involve radioactive materials.
While the 325 Building has a large inventory of radionuclides associated
with ongoing activities at the facility, the building is not contaminated
in worker accessible areas.  Operations at the 325 Building are
conducted in accordance with applicable federal and state regulations
and appropriate DOE Orders.

The 300 Area Revitalization Plan (DOE 1999) provides for continued
multi-program R&D operations in the 300 Area, including operation of
various laboratories, office facilities, and services.  It also provides for
consolidation (but not complete elimination) of radiological operations,
with support for Hanford Site facility transition and environmental
restoration efforts.  The plan does not require closure of the 325 and
306-E buildings as long as they are needed for active research projects.
Operation of these facilities would not violate any existing agreements
between DOE and stakeholders or other legal obligations, nor would it
affect ongoing or planned environmental restoration and facility
transition activities.

The need to restart FFTF is described in Chapter 1 of the Final PEIS.
In Chapter 4,  the socioeconomic impacts of restarting FFTF are
described. The economic welfare of Hanford and all DOE sites is
important to DOE. However, any economic impact is secondary to the
proper expenditure of taxpayer dollars.

As discussed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1, plutonium-238 would be
produced to support NASA’s deep space missions.  Plutonium-238 is not
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Commentor No. 1055:  Kim Burkland (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1055

used to produce nuclear weapons.  All missions considered in the NI PEIS
are for civilian purposes.

1055-14: 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.
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Commentor No. 1056:  Ivan Green Response to Commentor No. 1056

1056-1

1056-2

1056-3

1056-1

1056-1: 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.

1056-2: DOE notes the commentor's views regarding the potential use of FFTF
for expanding DOE's existing nuclear facility infrastructure.  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.  However, no
component of the proposed action is for the purpose of supporting any
defense or weapons related mission.  Section 1.2 of Volume 1 was revised
to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

1056-3: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, or Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational
Facilities.
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Commentor No. 1058:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 1058

1058-1 1058-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



2-890

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

Commentor No. 1059:  Crystal Rae Response to Commentor No. 1059

1059-1

1059-2

1059-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views on the necessity for reliance on
objective, factual information as the basis for sound decisionmaking.
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.
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.

1059-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1060:  Nathan Koenig Response to Commentor No. 1060

1060-1

1060-2

1060-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF;
however, it should be pointed out that the FFTF is a research reactor and
not an electrical power generating facility.

1060-2: 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 FFTF is not capable of producing power in the form of electricity.
The proposed activity is to produce medical and industrial isotopes,
produce plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and for research and
development.
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Commentor No. 1061:  Jeff and Lori Washburn Response to Commentor No. 1061

1061-1 1061-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.
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Commentor No. 1062:  Pam Ankrum Response to Commentor No. 1062

1062-1 1062-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1063:  Marvin Lewis Response to Commentor No. 1063

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/11/00

Marvin Lewis
3133 Fairfield Street
Philadelphia, PA 19136
215_676_1291

This is a comment for the record. Please don't send me any more
paper. I have enough.

First of all, NASA is not doing enough to develop alternative,
namely solar power sources for space missions.

Two, we have some pretty nasty problems with worker
contamination accidents at some of these production facilities. We
don't need more.

Third, expansion of the number of launches and nuclear power
space vehicles from Cape Canaveral on rockets with noticeable
failure rates, sometimes over 10 percent, will only increase
the possibility of a deadly mishap, like a few pounds of this being
smeared across Washington, D.C. and hopefully not Philadelphia
because that is my address.

The massive cost of expanded production of plutonium_238 cannot
be justified at a time when DOE admits it needs over $300 billion to
clean up it's existing problems at DOE facilities.

The military is promoting use of nuclear power in space for
space_based weapons technology. Using nuclear power for space
war will have severe environmental implications for life all over
the earth, even though I am particularly worried about the U.S.
because that is where I live.

1063-1

1063-2

1063-3

1063-4

1063-5

1063-1: DOE notes the commentor's interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS.  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.

1063-2: Plutonium-238 processing facilities can be safely operated to support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
plutonium-238 processing, including normal operations and a spectrum of
accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis
showed that the radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
plutonium-238 processing would be small.

1063-3: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions.

1063-4: DOE notes the commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.

1063-5: DOE notes the commentor's concern for the use of nuclear power in
space-based weapons.  The DOE missions stated in this PEIS are not
defense- or weapons-related.
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Commentor No. 1063:  Marvin Lewis (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1063

This whole idea is stupid. The only reason for it is to make money
for global corporations. You can say that the reasons are other
things, but I don't have to believe you and I don't.

Those are my comments, I hope you got them. I hope you got the
flavor of them too. Namely, I don't like the whole idea of
space_based weapons, specially plutonium in space, because it
has a habit of coming back. And it might miss you and hit me, and I
don't need that. Thank you.

1063-6

1063-5

1063-6: DOE notes  the commentor's views.  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.
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Commentor No. 1064:  James O. Dittmer Response to Commentor No. 1064

1064-1 1064-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1065:  Douglas J. McCarron
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America

Response to Commentor No. 1065

1065-1

1065-2

1065-1

1065-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1065-2: DOE NOTES the commentor's view. If DOE decides to enhance  its
nuclear infrastructure, this will reduce our reliance on foreign suppliers.
However, it is not the intention of the DOE to become the sole supplier
of domestic medical isotopes.



2-898

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

Commentor No. 1066:  Fred T. Matica Response to Commentor No. 1066

1066-1

1066-2

1066-1: DOE notes the commentor's interest in solar energy.  Consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is proposing this
enhancement for the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to
support the 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
for which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear energy research and development in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of the
United States’ energy portfolio.

1066-2: 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.
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Commentor No. 1067:  Vera Dafoe Response to Commentor No. 1067

1067-1

1067-2

1067-2

1067-1

1067-2

1067-1

1067-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1067-2: 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.

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. 1068:  Vincent D. Dobbin Response to Commentor No. 1068

1068-1 1068-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.
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Commentor No. 1069:  John E. Nolan Response to Commentor No. 1069

1069-1

1069-3

1069-2

1069-2

1069-1: 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.

1069-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1069-3: DOE notes the commentor's view.  DOE's Record of Decision for the
NI PEIS will be based on scientific merit and a number of other factors
including environmental impacts, costs, public input, nonproliferation
concerns, program objectives and schedules.
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Commentor No. 1070:  Brad Yazzolino Response to Commentor No. 1070

1070-1

1070-3

1070-2

1070-4

1070-5
1070-2
1070-6

1070-7 1070-8

1070-1: DOE notes the commentor's support of Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

1070-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1070-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to the use of FFTF for the
expansion of its nuclear facility infrastructure.  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.

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 of Volume 1 provides information on the nuclear energy
research and development mission.
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1070-4: 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 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.

Although the FFTF is 20 years old, it is DOE's newest reactor, it is in
excellent condition and evaluations have been performed to show that it
has sufficient life remaining to fully support the proposed 35 year
mission.

1070-5: DOE notes the commentor's opinion.

1070-6: As discussed in Section 2.3.1.1, the design of the FFTF, as described
in its Safety Analysis Report, was reviewed by both the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission and the Advisory Committee for Reactor
Safeguards prior to its operation.  While some plant modifications would
be made if DOE decides to restart the FFTF, the design of these
modifications would be subjected to a rigorous review process.  The
analyses presented in the PEIS, which show very low risk associated
with the operation of FFTF, reflect the changes needed to support the
stated missions.

1070-7: 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

Commentor No. 1070:  Brad Yazzolino (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1070



2-904

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

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.

1070-8: 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, Sections 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.

DOE has developed a draft “Waste Minimization and Management Plan
for FFTF” to incorporate pollution prevention and waste minimization
practices in its consideration of the future of FFTF.  If a decision were
made to restart FFTF, this plan would be used to ensure that optimum
opportunities are provided for characterizing potential waste streams,
identifying source reduction and recycling strategies, evaluating
disposition options, developing sustainable designs, and implementing
effective management strategies.

Commentor No. 1070:  Brad Yazzolino (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1070
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Commentor No. 1071:  R. Virgil Donovan Response to Commentor No. 1071

1071-1 1071-1: DOE notes the commentor's interest in eliminating or reducing the arsenal
of nuclear weapons.  Issues of nuclear weapons production,
dismantlement of weapons, and elimination of weapons systems are
beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  The DOE
missions addressed in this NI PEIS are civilian nuclear energy missions
and are not defense-related.
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Commentor No. 1071:  R. Virgil Donovan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1071
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Commentor No. 1071:  R. Virgil Donovan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1071
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Commentor No. 1071:  R. Virgil Donovan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1071

1071-1
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Commentor No. 1071:  R. Virgil Donovan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1071

1071-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 1072:  Franklin County Board of County
Commissioners (Sue Miller, Chair; Frank Brock; Neva
Corkrum)

Response to Commentor No. 1072

1072-1 1072-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart the FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1072:  Franklin County Board of County
Commissioners (Sue Miller, Chair; Frank Brock; Neva
Corkrum) (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1072

1072-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 1073:  Lyle H. Rath Response to Commentor No. 1073

1073-1 1073-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1074:  Anton Grambihler Response to Commentor No. 1074

1074-1 1074-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF;
however, it should be pointed out that FFTF would not have any defense
missions under the proposed action.
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Commentor No. 1075:  Archie Wilcox Response to Commentor No. 1075

1075-1

1075-2

1075-3

1075-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1075-2: The operational history of FFTF (worker exposure data, annual
radiological emissions, safety history and analysis)  was used in the
development of the human health impact assessment for all alternative
options that included the restart of FFTF.  DOE agrees that FFTF can be
safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure missions described
in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results
of the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to
result from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of
FFTF), including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that
included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF
would be small.

1075-3: No evaluation has been made in the NI PEIS of the health benefits or
monetary costs associated with treating people with medical isotopes
produced under any of the alternatives assessed.  The purpose of the
PEIS is to determine the environmental impacts associated with each
alternative being considered for implementation by DOE.
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Commentor No. 1077:  Larry Egly Response to Commentor No. 1077

From: lce@hotrmhmr.org%internet
[SMTP:LCE@HOTRMHMR.ORG]

Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2000 6:21:44 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: PEIS On Expanded Production of PLU_238
Auto forwarded by a Rule

U.S. Department of Energy
NE_50, 19901 Germantown Rd.
Germantown, MD 20874_1290

Dear Ms. Brown:

The purpose of this message is to place on the public record my
views for the draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
concerning the DoE plan to expand production of PLU_238 for
future space missions.

My thoughts are summed up in three words: don't do it.

There are a variety of reasons to not expand production of PLU_
238. Some of the more important considerations are listed below.

NASA should develop solar power sources for space missions
before utilizing more nuclear material. The European Space
Agency has already developed high_efficiency solar panels for
deep space use, so we can too.

Rockets launched from Cape Canaveral have had a ten percent
failure rate. Increasing the number of nuclear powered space
devices placed on such unreliable launch vehicles will
certainly increase the possibility of deadly accidents.

DoE has stated that it needs more than $300 billion to clean_up
existing problems at DoE sites. This should be accomplished__
to protect the public and the environment__before any funds are
expended to exacerbate the clean_up back log by
expanding production.

1077-1

1077-2

1077-3

1077-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to the DOE 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.

1077-2: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this PEIS.  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.

1077-3: DOE notes the commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.

1077-4: DOE notes the commentor's concern for the use of nuclear power in
space-based weapons, although issues such as the use of nuclear power
sources in space-based weapons systems are beyond the scope of this
Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  The scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS is limited to analysis of alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the
DOE missions, which include the production of medical and industrial
isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy
research and development.  The three missions, including the production
of plutonium-238 for civilian NASA space exploration missions, are
civilian nuclear energy missions and are not defense-related missions.
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Some of this expanded production will probably be used by the
military for space_based weapons. This could have egregious
effects on the earth and all of humankind.

Thank you for adding by remarks to the public record.

Respectfully,
Larry Egly
4400 N. 19th #254
Waco, TX 76708

IM4PEACE

1077-4

Commentor No. 1077:  Larry Egly (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1077
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Commentor No. 1078:  William E. Schenewerk Response to Commentor No. 1078

From: Edward_S_Ruff@rl.gov%internet
[SMTP:EDWARD_S_RUFF@RL.GOV]

Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2000 11:55:46 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Dr. William Schenewerk _ Letter To LA Times On Nuclear
Energy
Auto forwarded by a Rule

FYI: Forwarding copy of letter by Dr. William Schenewerk, which
discusses nuclear power and future energy needs of society.

Thanks,

Ed S. Ruff, Sr. Design Engineer
Fluor Federal Services, Hanford Spent Nuclear Fuel Project
MCO and Fuel Basket Fabrication
PO Box 1050, Mail Stop L6_58
Richland, WA 99352

509_376_2140 Phone, 509_372_0638 FAX
edward_s_ruff@rl.gov

_____Original Message_____
From: William Schenewerk
[mailto:William.Schenewerk@parsons.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2000 5:51 AM
To: cahodge@home.com; caryn.schenewerk@gte.net;
Edward_S_Ruff@rl.gov;
elkobe@yahoo.com; fred.schenewerk@redriver_ex.army.mil;
Hervitage@aol.com; jbrittin@apsc.com; JSBothwell@aol.com
Subject: Sent the following useless letter to the LA times

William E. Schenewerk william.schenewerk@parsons.com
5060 San Rafael Ave, Los Angeles CA 90042_3239
323_257_6672

1078-1 1078-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns about future energy needs.
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Commentor No. 1078:  William E. Schenewerk (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1078

Re LA TIMES, Sunday 09032000
Lloyd J. Dumas's editorial is the typical anti_technology editorial
that seems to appear on a regular schedule. The words

"arrogance" (false superiority) and "solar energy" seems to be part
of these editorials. After a large number of complaints, there is
offered the crumbs of solar and wind energy. Sometimes we get
offered hemp.

Wind energy had its day 200 years ago. Sail_powered ships
are as fast as early steam_powered ships, under optimal wind
conditions.

Today there are no sail_powered merchant ships. The 1998
California renewable energy production is half the 1988 California
renewable energy production. A random visit to the Livermore CA
wind_energy windmills will show: 1/3 running, 1/3 not running, and
1/3 in pieces.

The economics of solar energy is very bad. Base_loaded
solar_thermal power generation is best done using
ammonia_water distillation and recombination for energy storage.
Energy storage cost is roughly 1/4 total cost. All energy storage
methods lose roughly half the collected energy. As a result, any
energy storage doubles collector area. Power production is
roughly 50 W/m^2 of mirror, assuming cooling_water is available.
Annual energy production is roughly 50 kWh/m^2 of mirror, using
250 sunny days, 6 hr/day and 70% plant availability. Materials to
build a house cost over $200/m^2. Tracking mirrors will cost at
least as much, $200/m^2.

Energy storage cost, based on mirror area, is $50/m^2.
Resulting total cost is $250/m^2, based on collector area. At

15% investment and maintenance cost, power costs is a
rock_bottom 0.75 $/kWh. This is 8 to 10 times the present cost of
electricity.

This ratio has not improved in the last 30 years. Photo_voltaic
solar gives up any potential advantage over solar_thermal by
requiring batteries for energy storage. Storage battery plates
crumble after a year of deep_cycle use.

For the last 30 years natural gas was by far the cheapest
source of energy. Energy policy since 1974 is based on cheap
natural gas.
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Commentor No. 1078:  William E. Schenewerk (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1078

Existing coal and nuclear plants were built before cheap natural
gas arrived by pipeline.

Coal and nuclear plants had to charge $0.10/kWh, largely to
pay off high_interest loans. Until 2000, a jet airplane motor burning
natural gas could sell power at $0.05/kWh and make money.
Regulated utilities charged roughly $0.07/kWh to pay the average
generation cost.

Everybody got amnesia over what happened when the phone
company was broken up. Same cost and worse service. Now we
get utility deregulation. The poor (sniff sniff) utilities got stuck with
theatomic power plants and a few fossil plants. The nukes will be
nearly paid off when deregulation is complete. The utilities, except

Los Angeles DWP, were denied the responsibility of power
generation.

California gas_fired plants were scattered among independent
power producers. Cheap natural gas was supposed to make
everyone's utility bill decrease.

Now the party may be over. Expensive oil and natural gas
arrived on the heels of utility deregulation. Gas_fueled airplane
motors will have to charge $0.10/kWh for electricity. Half this
charge will be spent on natural gas at $5/1000 ft^3. Rising gas
costs and the threat of price controls may cause investors to
cancel planned generating capacity.

It gets worse. Global warming may be arriving sooner than
expected.

We are looking down the teeth of an extinction event.
Mosquitoes are already moving north, carrying pestilence. There
is war, every 20 years or so, over dwindling oil reserves.

Failure to deploy at least 1800 atomic power plants by 2020
will guarantee global warming exceeds +3 Centigrade by 2100,
with no end in sight. 28,000 breeder reactors are needed by 2080
to shut down fossil fuel consumption by 2080. This will hopefully
stop global warming at +2.5 Centigrade. A new light water reactor
is competitive at $0.10/kWh electricity cost. Correct energy policy
requires understanding machines, thermodynamics, resource
production, radiation health effects and population dynamics.

William E. Schenewerk, Ph.D., P.E.
See attached for details.
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Commentor No.  1145: Laurie Pavey Response to Commentor No.  1145

1145-1

1145-2

1145-3

1145-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1145-2: 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.

1145-3: See response to comment 1145-1.



2-921

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No.  1146: Duane H.  Freeborn Response to Commentor No.  1146

1146-1

1146-2

1146-3

1146-4

1146-2

1146-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1146-2: 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.

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.

1146-3: 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.

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
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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.

1146-4: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.  The FFTF reactor was constructed and initiated
operation in the mid 1980s, making it DOE’s newest reactor.  It has no
structural flaws that would prevent safe operations.  As stated in
Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.1.2, several upgrades would be implemented if a
decision to restart FFTF was made by DOE.  These upgrades would
improve efficiency and reliability, minimize waste, and conform to current
industry standards.  Throughout the life of FFTF, the FSAR has been
maintained via approved change control and engineering change notices.
All updates and revisions have had the required reviews and approvals.
No deficiencies in the FFTF design, analysis, facility condition, or
operations have been identified or recognized that would prevent FFTF
from meeting the safety objectives and intent of commercial nuclear safety
regulations for equivalent facilities.  If the Record of Decision concludes
that FFTF should be restarted, a Probabilistic Risk Assessment would be
completed and a new FSAR would be prepared in accordance with
applicable regulations.  With planned plant upgrades, FFTF would be able
to operate safely for the 35 year time period being considered in the NI
PEIS.

Commentor No.  1146: Duane H.  Freeborn (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No.  1146
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Commentor No.  1147: Alberta Gerould Response to Commentor No.  1147

1147-1

1147-2

1147-3

1147-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1147-2: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in reducing the arsenal of nuclear
weapons, although issues of nuclear weapons production, dismantlement
of weapons, and elimination of weapons systems are beyond the scope of
this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.

1147-3: Hanford tank waste and K Basin issues are not within the scope of this
PEIS, as none of the alternatives considered would add to these waste
volumes.  Disposition of these wastes is the subject of the ongoing
cleanup program 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 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.  1148: Wendy Bourg Response to Commentor No.  1148

1148-1

1148-2

1148-3

1148-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1148-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation.  The NI
PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage,
and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action 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 applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain
Nevada, would be the final disposal site for DOE’s high-level radioactive
waste and spent nuclear fuel.  As directed by the U.S. Congress through
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, Yucca Mountain is the only
candidate site currently being characterized as a potential geologic
repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel.  DOE
has prepared a separate EIS, “Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a
Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High
Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada” DOE/
EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and
eventual closure of a potential geological repository.

1148-3: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy sources
are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  The DOE
missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.
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Commentor No.  1149: Todd Ransford Response to Commentor No.  1149

1149-1

1149-2

1149-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1149-2: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in alternative energy sources and
concern over nuclear waste, although issues of research and development
of alternative energy sources and the cleanup of existing nuclear waste
sites are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  The DOE
missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.

As discussed in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g.  sections 4.3.1.1.13,
4.3.2.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13), waste will be generated by all of the alternatives,
including the No Action Alternative.  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.  DOE activities
associated with this program would not impact the schedule or available
funding for existing cleanup activities at candidate sites for
implementation of nuclear infrastructure alternatives.
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Commentor No.  1150: Christopher Ann Response to Commentor No.  1150

1150-1

1150-2

1150-3

1150-4

1150-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1150-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns 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 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.

1150-3: 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.

Supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available from existing
domestic or foreign sources, causing a number of medical research
programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed.  Under the NI
PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates under the Atomic
Energy Act, DOE would enhance its existing nuclear facility infrastructure
to, among other things, more effectively support production of
radioisotopes for medical applications and research.  DOE’s intent is to
complement commercial sector capabilities to ensure that a reliable supply
of isotopes is available in the United States to meet future demand, and to
encourage the commercial sector to privatize the production of isotopes
that have established applications to a level that would support
commercial ventures.  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.

1150-4: 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
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Commentor No.  1150: Christopher Ann (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No.  1150

research and development.  It is beyond the scope of this NI PEIS to
consider other site-wide issues of safety and environmental
contamination, as mentioned by the commentor, which neither affect nor
are affected by the alternatives under consideration.  Section 3.4.9.4 of
Volume 1 does provide a discussion of the accident history of the Hanford
Site as it relates to existing human health risk.  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 cumulative impacts of the alternatives evaluated at each
of the candidate sites are presented in Section 4.8 of Volume 1.
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1151-1

1151-2

Commentor No.  1151: Kimberly Anderson Response to Commentor No.  1151

1151-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1151-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF (With no Further Missions), and the 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.
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Commentor No.  1152: Rayner Ward Response to Commentor No.  1152

1152-1

1152-2

1152-3

1152-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1152-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation.  The NI
PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage,
and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action 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 applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain
Nevada, would be the final disposal site for DOE’s high-level radioactive
waste and spent nuclear fuel.  As directed by the U.S. Congress through
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, Yucca Mountain is the only
candidate site currently being characterized as a potential geologic
repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel.  DOE
has prepared a separate EIS, “Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a
Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High
Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada” DOE/
EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and
eventual closure of a potential geological repository.

1152-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to restart of the 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.  The NI PEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of a range of
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reasonable alternatives for accomplishing DOE’s mission.  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.  Potential cost impacts associated with these alternatives
are presented in an ancillary report.

Commentor No.  1152: Rayner Ward (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No.  1152
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Commentor No.  1153: John F.  Perfect Response to Commentor No.  1153

1153-1 1153-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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