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Commentor No. 1708: Margaret Macdonald Stewart

Response to Commentor No. 1708

Ms. Colette Brown 18 September 2000
DOE

Office of Space and Defensc Power Systems (NE-50)

19901 German town Road,

Germantown, MD 20874-1290

Dear Ms. Colette,

My name is Margaret Macdonald Stewart and the following are my comsments on the
Department of Energy’s Draft Programmatic Knvironmental Impact Statement for
Accomplishing Expanded Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Isotope
Droduction Missions in the United States, Inchuding the role of the Fast Fhox Test Facility
(FFTF) ~ otherwise known as the Infrastructure PEIS.

{ find this document completely inadequate for its lack of substantiating evidence
for the need for any additiona infrastructure for the production of PU-238 for medical or
research programs. And I am outraged about the tota) lack of cost and proliferation
ssscssments in the EIS, which I understand is a violation of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). The fact that both cost and proliferation documents were finally
published and made available to the public AF7TER public hearings clearly shows the
DOE’s “high regard” for both public comment and for non-proliferation issues.

NOT.

Why is there no mention of what to do with the high-level waste that will be the
end result of the PU-238 production process? Call it processing or reprocessing, or
anything you choose, there will still be approximately 288,000 galions of liquid high-
level waste with no place to go in your EIS. Regardless of its name, it is still liquid and
dangerously radicactive and is the most difficult of alf nuclear waste to confine and
isolate from the environment. Monstrous volumes of like liquids are the most serious and
massive environmental problem in the DOE complex today, and yet this plan calls for
even greater volumes to be added 1o at least one of the planet’s most contaminated places.
1 am confused about priorities, Perhaps cleanup should be the plan.

Twill not go into the cost analysis problem cxcept to say that it should have been
an intcgral part of the EIS, not an add-an. And it should have been publicly available
befure public hearings, Way to go, DOL, always thinking about the input flom your #
One business partner, the public. Again, [am confused about priorities.

The non-proliferation analysis should absolutely have been an integral part of the
¥)S and available with the EIS, not affer public hearings were held. What is the problem
here?? The administration in 1992 declared that the United States would no longer
engage in reprocessing nuclear materials because of the profiferation risk and the wrong
message it sends fo other countrics. Did T miss something bere? Do we no longer care

” 1708-1

1708-2

1708-3

1708-2

1708-4

1708-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to expanding DOE's existing

nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act, DOE is proposing this expansion 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, asinitialy identified by a panel of expertsin 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 sourcethat isrequired for deep space missions
and which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to
support civilian nuclear research and development needsin order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfolio. Plutonium-238
would not be used for medical or research programs; it would be used
for NASA space exploration missions.

The NI PEIS provides an estimate of waste generation impacts
associated with each of the alternatives proposed for the production
of medical, industrial and research isotopes, plutonium-238, and
nuclear research and development. Any additional wastes generated
in support of these missions would be managed (i.e., treated, stored
and disposed) in asafe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and applicable DOE orders. The proposed action would not have an
impact on the cleanup missions at the candidate sites.

A separate Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impacts
Assessment was prepared 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. The
information provided in the report is not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in the NI PEIS. For information purposes,
the Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impacts Assessment was
mailed to approximately 730 interested parties on September 8, 2000
and made available on the NE website (http://www.nuclear.gov) and
in the public reading rooms. DOE has provided a summary of the
Nuclear Nonproliferation Impacts Assessment in the Final NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 1708: Margaret Macdonald Stewart
(Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1708

about the sceurity of the world by increasing the prolifcration risks? And do we no lorger
care about sending that same message around the world - in an age when EVERYONE
watches and listens to what the United States does and says? T’ve already mentioned the
incredible environmental risks involved with this entire process. 1 am confused about the
priorities,

The need for more PU-238 is never justificd in this draft PEIS. We have been
receiving PU-238 from Russia for 10 years or so at quite 2 good price, and they have
plenty to sel). Canada is an excellent source of medical isotopes. Why does the United
States suddenly nced more than these two countries can offer? And NASA has said it
does not need — emphasis on “DOES NOT NEED” - additional PU-238 for its space
needs. Is anyone out there listening? Again, I am confused about priorities.

Concerning the restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility at the Hanford
Nuclear Reservation for this entire proposal is never justified. It is, however, quite
blatantly the reason for this whole scheme. Interesting that DOE's own advisory panet
said in an April 2000 repont that the “FFTF will not be a viable source of [medical]
research radioisolopes,” and that production would not be cost effective, Yet this report is
not included in the draft FIS, WHY? Confusing priorities, again,

There are many more issucs I have with this draft EIS, but these are among the
most serious. The glaring environmental and proliferation risks of this proposal to
produce more PU-238 are enough to stop it dead right now. 1 say, cancet the project,
we're doing & miserable job as it is, trying to clean up the mess already created for us by
the past production of nuciear materials. The last thing we need is a bigeer mess — one
created by a process that has no scicntific, medical, social, or environmental justification
at all. If you must flog this deadly proposal, then rewrite the draft PEIS and answer the
questions raised - honestly,

Sincerety,
Moot Macdometd ~Sdieat>

Margaret Macdonald Stewart
Box 24C4, Ketchum, TD 83340

=k regeck Hhis Decfy pons

o /}:Ac’eégu@fg_ .

1708-4

1708-5

1708-6

1708-1

1708-2:  Thecostsand nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions

arenot required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto beincludedina
PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide
additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy sothat he
may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented inthe NI PEIS. Such ancillary documentsneed only be
made availableto the public prior to any decision being made under
CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)). Nevertheless, DOE
mailed these documentsto more than 730 interested partieson
August 24 and September 8, 2000, respectively. Both reportswere
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.

1708-3:  Sections4.3.1.1.13; 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 materialsfor plutonium-238 production.

The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing
of neptunium-237 targetswould have no impact on schedules or
availablefunding for high-level radioactive waste programsat either
Hanford or INEEL. At INEEL, thetankswould not be used although
certainfacilitiesat theldaho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center
(INTEC) would be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing
theirradiated targets. These arereliable systemsthat would process
amaximum of 1,050 cubic metersof low-level radioactive waste over
the 35-year nuclear infrastructure operational period. Thehigher
activity waste would betreated asasolid form viaastand-alone
vitrification system, separate from any tank waste treatment system.
At Hanford, theexisting high-level radioactivewastefacilitieswould
not beused, and asanalyzed in the PEIS, no existing or planned high
level radioactive waste facilitieswould be used to treat the wastes
resulting from processing theirradiated targets.

1708-4:  Thetechnology that would be used to produce plutonium-238, medical

and industrial radioisotopes useschemical separation from targets
whereas reprocessing chemically separates weapons grade
plutonium-239 from spent nuclear fuel. As discussed in the Nuclear
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Commentor No. 1708: Margaret Macdonald Stewart
(Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1708

1708-5:

Infrastructure Nonproliferation | mpact Assessment (September 2000)
use of thistechnology to produce plutonium-238 fromirradiated

targets will not create a nonproliferation threat. DOE is committed to
full compliancewith and support of the U.S. policy prohibiting
reprocessing. The proposed action in thisEl Srepresents an example
totheworld of the U.S. supporting and enhancing civilian use of
nuclear energy such as. medica radioisotopes, industrial radioi sotopes,
and radioi sotopesfor deep space exploration.

A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has aplanned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoel ectric generator (SRTG) power systems. Thisdoesnot

mean that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, the

suspension of SRTG devel opment effortswas conducted in order to
permit reprogramming of fundsto support devel opment of anew

radioi sotope power system based on a Stirling technology generator.
Thisnew radioisotope power system, referred toin the subject
correspondence, requires 1/3 less plutonium asitsfuel source.
However, the Stirling technology is devel opmental and NASA has
requested in a September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that the
plutonium-238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as a backup.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasonsand concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preferenceisto establish adomesti ¢ plutonium-238 production
capability. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to further clarify
the purpose and need for reestablishing adomestic plutonium-238
production capability to support NASA space exploration missions.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of
itsmedical isotopesfrom foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canadaonly suppliesalimited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it
does not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and
industrial isotopesconsidered inthe NI PEIS. Assuch, relianceon
Canadian sources of isotopesto 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'sisotope production role
and other producers’ capabilitiesto fulfill U.S. isotope needs.
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Commentor No. 1708: Margaret Macdonald Stewart
(Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1708

1708-6:

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommitteefor | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
thesuitability of FFTFto produce researchisotopesin atimely and
cost-efficient manner were made in the context of thefacility
producing research isotopes asits solemission. It would not be cost
effectivetorestart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small
quantities of variousresearch isotopes. However, sustained operation
of FFTFfor the production of larger quantities of both research and
commercia isotopeswould beviableif operated in concert with
producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research
and development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report
states: “Inlimited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources,
e.g., thehigh flux of fast neutronsand largeirradiation volumein FFTF,
that could be utilized for the production of someradioisotopes, butis
best suited for commercial interestswho might consider itsusefor
isotope production.” Inrecognition of these constraintsonits
operational feasihility, the NI PEISonly evaluatesthe use of FFTF
when coupled with the other stated missions. While someexisting
reactors may possessthe potential capability or capacity to support
research isotope production, as suggested inthe NERAC report, itis
unlikely that reliable, increased production of theseisotopesto support
projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the existing
missionsof thesefacilities.

DOE has taken the Expert Panel and NERAC report recommendations
under consideration in developing the range of alternatives evaluatedin
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.
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Commentor No. 1709: U.S. Representative Deborah Pryce

Response to Commentor No. 1709

Conqress
of the
@nited States

Bouge of Representatibes

DEBORAH PRYCE

September 18, 2000 OHIO
15th DISTRICT

Coliette F. Brown

ULS. Department of Energy
WE-50

19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874-1290

Dear Ms. Brewn,

I'am writing o support the re-start of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) in ‘Washinglon

state, specifically bascd on the henefits it nffars 1o cancer patients. I | 1709-1
As yau kmow, research using medical isotopes is showing great promise in developing
trealments for childhood cancers. Tn fact, my daughter, Caraline, who was diagnosed
with nueroblastoma in 1998, participated in a clinical trial at Memorial Sioan Kettering
Cancer Center in which medical isctopes were used. Unfortumately, my daughter
suscumbed Lo her disease just more thun one yoar ago, but we simply must do al] we can
o ensure that the cutting edge research underway to help children like Caroline
continues. More than 12,000 children are diagnosed with cancer annually, and some
2.300 will lose their lives to this disease in the year 2000. This is unacceptable, The key
lo survival for these innocent victims is rescarch. The demand for medical isotopes is
increasing, It is my understanding that the FFFTT has the capacily {o praduce two to three
times more medical isetopes than all other reactors in the nation combined. Re-starting
the FFTF would stabilize the supply of medical isotopes o help ensure continued
progress toward successful treatment of cancer and other discases.

1709-1

Ihope the Department of Energy will consider the great potential to be found in medical
isotopes for the thousands of children and their famjlies whe are in the fight for their
lives. Thank you for your consideration of my views. If I can provide additiona]
information regarding my comments, please do not hesitate 1o let me know.

Sincerely,

DEBORAH PRY(E

Member of Congiess
500 $. FRONT STRE
221 CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING ROOM 1130 i
HKINGTAN, DC. 20518 LLimi HIO 43;
1202) 225-2075 e ::BEI,AD ‘65—%561? 5

Email; pryce.on15@melhalise. gov

Friniad o Ren getid Foper
Fitpiwwan house. govipryca) # a

1709-1:

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Under the proposed action and consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhanceits existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research.
Whilerestarting FFTF would result in greater availability of medical
isotopes, it would not produce two to three times more medical
isotopes than all other reactors in the nation combined, as stated by
the commentor. For nearly 50 years, DOE's use of its unique
technologies and capabilities to develop isotopes for civilian purposes
has enabled the widespread application of medical isotopes seen
today.
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Commentor No. 1710: JamesA. Lake/Andrew C. Kadak

American Nuclear Society

Response to Commentor No. 1710

AMERICAN NUCLEAR SOCIETY

Washington Qifica
805 15th Street, NW
Suite 700

Tet: 20273127400
E-Mail: dwasitis@bakerd.com
Rirpe/ /wiww.ans.arg

U
Washington, DC 20005 Fax: 202/312-2401

September 18, 2000

Secretary 8ilf Richardson
Department of Energy

1000 tndepandence Avenue, SW
Roam 7A-257

Washington, DC 20585-0117

Subject: Fast Flux Test Facility
Baar Secretary Richardson:

We have reviewed the Drafl Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Accomplishing
Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Ressarch and Development and tsotope Production Missions
in the United States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facilty. Based on this review and in
consideration of the NERAC Long Term Research and Deveioprment Plan and the Corrading
Report entitted, "The Future of University Nuclear Enginesring Programs and University
Research & Training Reaclors”. we conclude that the FFTF should bae restarted as soon as
possible.

In our latter of August 18, 1993, the American Nuclsar Society's position on the restari of FFTF
was conditional on the basis that the funding nof affect other fuiure-looking nuclaar energy
programs. Wa alsa questioned the restart of FFTF gince there was not an integrated national
research and development sirateqy in which ils missicn could be defined. Additienally, we had
concerns thal the apparent justification for restan, as identified jn the PNNL repart, was the
production of isotopes for which the economic basis was questionable.

In tha intervening yaar several important events took place. The United States has tost ancther
major research reactor facility due to the untimaly shutdown of the Brookhaven High Flux Baam
Reactar. It is also expectad that BOE will shutdown the Brookhaven medical research reactor.
This continuat erosion of the 11.S. ressarch reactor capability severely damages our ability to
davaiop tachnolagies of the fulure and maintain the infrastructure necessary tor U.S. leadarship
in nuclear science and technology. The NERAC long term R&D plan has been Issued ag has the
Corradini Report which identifies the important research work that neads to be done and how the
national jaborateries can interface with universifies to renew the interest of students in this fleld.

Based o the draft E1S, the Fast Flux Test Facility is the single facility that aready can meet the
needs of PU238 production for the space program, provide many isotopes for medical and
Industrial application, and be used for basic research for both fast and thermal flux applications.
Although facility madifieations weould be required to perform these new tasks, the facility has
unigue atiributes thal allow such modifications without significant impact in performance. The
other atiraction of the utilizaiion of the FFTF is that it already exsts and therefore wil not
negatively impact tha research missions of other faciities that are identified in the EIS.

Leuiers i the devalopment, dissewrivahin and aypiicatiom of nrienr seirver and fechnology io heusfit humaniey

1710-1

1710-1

1710-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1710: JamesA. Lake/Andrew C. Kadak
American Nuclear Society (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1710

Although costs were nol identified In the EIS for the FFTF or other alternatives, the previous PNL
report identifles costs for restering the FFTF to service. DOE has promised that these funds will
not be diverled frem other DOE missians, which is an important concern of ANS and other

commentors ragarding restart. ANS believes the restart of the FFTF, when comparad ta other 1710-2
options for satlsfying tha many missions dafined, will e the law cost alternative. Thls is based on
the assumption that building any new facility Is, in ganeral, more expensive fhan modifying an
existing factily for specific purposes.

ANS also belleves the Hanford reservation has other unigue assets that could be used in support
of the DOE mission of research and develapment and Isotope produciian which provides an
added incentive ta restad. As the DCE begins 1o lock to the long term futurs, nuclear
technalogies for sustainable energy production will undeubtedly focus of fast spectrum reactars. 1710-1
The FFTF is the only U.S. facllity that has the capabilty to perform such jarge scale research
should the naticnal political and technical consensus conclude that the fulure sustainable
technolagy reguire such reactors.

For all these reasons, the Amarican Nuclear Socisty supports restart of tha Fast Fiux Test
Facility.

Slncarsly yours,

G el Lpsbisii £ Kadak

James A. Lake Andrew C. Kadak
Frasident - 200072001 President - 1899/2000

C: James J. Dudsrstadt, Chairman of NERAC
Wiltiam Magwond, |V, Departmant of Energy
ANS Board of Direclors
Colette E. Brawn, Docurnent Manager NI-PEIS

Senator Slade Gorton

Senatar Patty Murray
Representativa Jay Robert nslee
Representative Jack Metcalf
Rapresentative Brlan Balrd
Raprasentative Richard Hastings
Rapresantative George Nethercult
Raprasentative Norman Dicks
Raprasentative Jamas McDermott
Reprasentative Jennifar Cunn
Representalive Adam Smith
Senator Pete Damenici

Senatar Harry Reid
Represantative Peter Visclosky
Representative Ron Packard
Board of Directors

1710-2:  DOE notes the commentor's view on the cost of restarting FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1711: A. Kuhaida, Jr., Mayor,
City of Oak Ridge

Response to Commentor No. 1711

sent by: CITY OF OAK RIDGE DS 4234828355 Qgs18/00 @:77PM  Job 796 Page 1/2

CITY OF
OAK RIDGE

Seplember 18 210K

M. Coletie B, Brown, NE-50
1.8, Drepartmenn of Energy
19901 Germupniown Road
Ciermaniows, MIY 20874

Commens on DOE Drafl Programmatic Knvivonmental bmpaci Stagement

{PFIS) for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Fnergy Research and

Pevelopment and Isotope Production Missions in the Lnited States, Incloding
the Rale of the Fast Flux Test Facitity (FTTT} [DOE/FEIS-03 TS, July 2004

Bear M. Brown,

I nelosed are the comments of the City of Dok Ridge Lovireanmental Qualiy Advisory Board on
the subject PEES

Ab it regular meeting today, Seplember 18, 2000, the <ak Ridge Oy Cermed ubaninushy
sita] of these comments us the ollicid comments ot the Cits o Ok Ridpe

approved the trans

Mipvon

i

Inelosure
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Commentor No. 1711: A. Kuhaida, Jr., Mayor,
City of Oak Ridge (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1711

Sent by: CITY OF OAK RIDGE DS 4234828355 08/18/00 BI16PM  Jon 795 Page 2/2

Advisory Board (EO AR Comiments su
[mpact Statement (PEIS) For

q 1 Isotope Fruduction
FTF) IDOE/LE]S-

City of Qak Ridge Environmental Quality

DOT Connnents an DOE Draft Programmatic

Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy escarch and Develop

Aissions i1 the United States, Including the Rele of the Fast Flux Test Favitice (F
QI July 2008

YISl

Due te Uie lenpth and complexaty of the PEIS, LUAB wn unable to complew o setaled review o the
ehmueal merits of fhis F18 and the prapesed wcton, Iesteid, BOAR has chesen fe olfi ondy gpeocral

ComIents

cpuel niaceusactes o U stoted Pregpse i

AN is avare that several other erpatizattons kave pebhely
Novd for Agenes Action. These issaes are not addnasead s this a
. TThes PELS appears to be unoeeessanly Jengehy and compiey Mans galles charisind moch intoomation

ys many-lunes redundant. Phis raakes the document see by Targe s dntiealt o wead. Addinongdly,
large amount of irrelevant, albeit interesting, mtbrnien has been wehnded, Formstaoes. the specif
Yocatiom of o target 1 a reactor s ot mformaie wermsne o the lope ol the Bls

e complexity conid alse e deereased by channasng some v the aptions Lscd under difierent
allerratives that are essentilly the sine. Adiliessimg the commaan msics Lanspoiiabion, mmsdation,
o et wold huve

processing - individually wnstesd of ineludig then m cacls od fhe po
suvedd the reader ume and elffort. The Gme to awsess e aptions Heen s asation e e epalenuologat
charls and camporotive disvdsson,

30 The gpadenuological assumpiuns amd asserions are anl alwiys elean, e e e vonsely stited,

vhea

Ollen, these assumptions were 1 a different locan v the document. here was nol alwiys
agsveintion Setween the arca demographics and the seerdent sisk analvses The epademolopicil

sumimaries do net appear (o be conssstent with some ol e mdividonl sadeaes

1. Cost s o mator factor i g program of this seope. s revommieneded fhat caanziied eost he presented m
the LIS rather than i an oneillacy documen

LQAR appreviates the epportumty fu contiment oo this duciment. However e ecommed that o longen
commment pettod be autematically provided fur any dosument Tan o Joneer Waan e pro-determined puather o
pages for example, S0 pages)

hese cancerns nolwitlstandaug, EQAB feels that the work descsibed inihe PEE can be safely perfiormed
v the ORR.

1711-1

1711-2

1711-3

1711-4

1711-5

1711-1: The size and complexity of the NI PEIS is attributable to the
complexity of the proposed action and the range of reasonable
aternatives. DOE included illustrative material, such astarget
locations within reactors, to help readers visualize and understand the
text. Although some options within an alternative are similar, they are
not identical and would result in different environmental impacts.
Options under the aternatives are required to present the full range of
environmental impacts for each alternative. Redundancy was reduced
by referencing earlier sections of the NI PEIS wherethe
environmental evaluation yielded similar results. In addition,
extraneous information has been eliminated and some sections of the
PEIS have been reorganized to improve readability.

1711-2: Epidemiological assumptions are stated in AppendixesH and | of
Volume 2. Asaconvenience for the reader, shorter versions of

these assumptions are stated in Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1. Inthe
Fina NI PEIS, text was added to Appendix | describing the
meteorological data, popul ation data, and evacuation information used

for eachfacility evaluation

1711-3: DOE provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P of the

Final NI PEIS.

1711-4: DOE notes the commentor's suggestion.

1711-5: DOE notes the commentor's support for those alternatives and

options that involve the use of facilities on the ORR.

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|H 1584 8yl Jo 9]0y 8y Buipnjou| ‘se1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA Uoonpo.d adojos|
pue swdopreg pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuedxT Buiysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug onewwe16old [euld



L9V1-C

Commentor No. 1712: Ray K. Robinson

Response to Commentor No. 1712

Sep 18 00 Ol:23p

e

il
CIIZENS 1o
HEDICAL
1SOTOPES

Jack Briggs
Al Corrado, M.
Ficha:d Giever, M.D:
Si:zanne Heaslon
Floyd lvay, P.S.
Mike Lawrence
‘Wandz Munr:
Haaker: Aagde, *1.0
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Ray K.

[-817-562-4594

September 18, 2000

Mr. Bill Richardson, Secretary of Energy
Department of Encrgy, Office of the Secretary
Forrestal Building

1000 Independence Avenue, 5.'W.
Washingten, DC 20585

Dcar Secretary Richardson:

1 have talked at lergth with hundreds of cancer survivors and families of
cancer victims, tao many wha were friends or mermbers of my awn or my
spouse’s family.

My company, RKRL has discussed the medical isotopes situation with
senior execatives and technology managers ol over farty (virlually all)
rajor radiopharmaceutical and medical isotopes campanies in the United
States.

I have me: with and discussed the medical isotopes situation with over 20
ol the 54 senior staffers and members of the appropriation commitiees in
the House and Senate responsible for funding the National Institutes of
ITealth and the Department of Energy and with OMB.

T have discussed the medieal isoropes situation with dozens of the leading
physicians and scientists In the world whe are a1 the cutting edge of
medicai scicnec’s interface with terminal diseases.

Onc of our medical isotopes non-profits teamed with the prestigious
Society of Nuciear Medicine and its thousands of board-certified nuclear
medicine physicians and technologists secking more federal support for
nuclear medicine/medical isotopes Ré&D.

I have given countless talks and seminars to U.5. citizens who arc
concernied about how medical isotopes might help them, thetr families and
their fricnds deal with dreaded discases such as cancer, rheumatoid
arthritis and coronary artery disease. The most recent of these talks was to
a large group Yiving and working in our siate’s capitol.

Robinson, Inc. 508-827-6141 p-1
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2/3 W182000

Based on the above interactions and inputs, T request 1hat your consider the following in your
decision making process:

1) The promise and potential of medical isotopes, and the positive impacts they can have on the
guality, effcctiveness and cost of health care in the 1.8, arc rapidly becoming mare apparent and 1712-1
better understood by patients, practitioners and politicians across the U.S. The problems 3
associated with the lack of a reliable U8, supply of medical isotopes are becoming more
apparent to thesc same groups. Suppord for restarting FFTF is widespread and increasing.

2) A critical need exists now for a highly reliable U.S. source of reactor-produced medical
isolopes with the capability to produce large, pharmacentical-quantity amounis of many different
types of high specific activity medical isotopes. This large production-volume capability must be
a UL povernment source and is vital now for the following reasons:

« The early and highrisk R&D investments necessary for major health breakthroughs
invelving medical isotopes will not be made without an assured domestic supply of large
quantities of the same isotopes proven effective in clinical research. Both private sector
and government R&T and clinical trial programs are and will continue to be severcly
constrained without an assured, bighty reliable, large U S. reactor capable of producing
large amounts of many varietics of high-quality medical isotopes.

*  The private scetor is eonstrained without a predictable path and assured capability to 1712-2
transition from R&1Y to full-scale production of radiopharmaceuticals. Without an
assurcd supply, the substantial costs, Ume and other risks inherent in bringing a
radiopharmaceutical to market are unacceptable.

# Government R&MY is constrained bocause the research community’s
motivation/capability is frequently stifled by the high vost and/or unavailability of
medical 1setopes or the concern that there is no path forward to market even if their
Tesearch is promising,

*  The private radiopharmaceutical seetor in the U.S. will buy irradiation time and space in
a government-owned/operated reactor but they will not ewn/operate reactors themsclves,
They believe that the supply of reactor-produced medical isotopes, especially for the
large quantities needed for therapy, is a critival role that the U.8. government must fulfill,
arole mandated by the 11.5. Atomic Energy Act. Note there is not a government-
competition-with-private-sector ssue here. The issue is just the opposite. The need 1s for
areliable government capability to produce for a fee the larpe quantities of medical
Isotopes that the private sector will then convert into commercial radiopharmaceuticals.

1712-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1712-2:  DOE notes the commentor's support for U.S. reactor-produced
medical isotopes.
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33 FFTFE 1s the newest, largest and best reacter the U.S. government has in its nfrastrvcture for
iong-term production of large quantities of medical isotopes. In addition, F¥TF can make high
specific-activity isotopes and has the flexibility to tailor ts irradiation characteristics to produce
the wide variety of isotopes needed. Tts unique characteristics make it the ideal candidate to
produce some research isotopes. In conjunction with other federal civilian missions, FFTF can be
eost-competitive in producing stiall amounts of many different research isotopes.

It is essential that FFTF be restarted. Please do not let the U_S. lose this tremendously valuable
asset. Many of us believe FFTF's actual and potential benefits far outweigh its costs and
potential risks, In light of our aging 1J.8. population and rising health care costs, and our aging
nueclear infrastructure, FFTF could well be one of the U.S.7s best health insurance policies.

Very truly yours,

f2, .

Ray K. Robinson, Co-Founder and
Valunteer Board Member (Co-Chair)

cc: Ms. Colette Brown, DOE

1712-1
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SEP-12-2688 11:B3 FROM LOCAL OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 7O 13p142E0145 P.@2

sLOC..

Cak Ridge Reservation
Local Oversight Committee

September 18, 2000

Ms. Colette E. Brown, NE-50

Office of Nuclear Energy. Science and
Technology

U. §. Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, MD 20874

Subject: Citizens " ddvisory Panel Comments on the Drafi Programmaric Envivonmental
Impact Statement (PELS) for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Reséarch
and Development and Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the
Role of the Fast Flwx Test Fueility (FFTF) [DOL/EIS-0310D, Jrlv 20007

Dear Ms. Brown:

The Citizens’ Advisory Panel (CAP) of the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR) Local
Oversight Committee, Inc.. {LOC) is pleased 10 submit comments on the subject draft
PEIS. However, we were hamperad in evaluaticg the PEIS due to the non-simultaneous
release of the related documents, Nuclear hifrastructure Nonproliferation Iipect
Assessmenr (DOENE-(119) nad Cost Report for Aliernatives

The need for the federal action(s) covered by this PEIS is weak. The Office of Nuclear
Energy, Science and Technelogy (NE} seerns to be paving the way to restart the FFTF
through the use of overly opliristic assumptions for growth in demand for medical '
isotopes and dismissal of realistic alteratives for their production. The projections of
isotope demand should include bounding high and low estimates. The other two
purpeses in the PEIS, piutorium-238 produgtion for space missions and nuclear energy
research and development for civilian applications, can be easily accomplished through
the use of existing facilities. Additionally, recent dze’sions by NE are inconststent with
the stated concerns adout regardiag isotope and Pu-238 production (see Commert 2 in
attached detailed comments}.

The CAP opposes the No Action Altemative based on the aou-proliferation issues that
the current course of action raises. Additionaily, the cost for indefinitely maintaining
FFTF in standby mode is unaceeptable. Meither the No Action Alternative nor
Alternative 5 addrass the national needs laid out in the PEIS.

Anderson + Meigs + Rhea * Roane » City of Oak Ridge * Knox » Loudon.» Morgan

136 $. Hlinocis Avenue, Sutte 208 » Oak Ridae, Tennesses 37830 + Phone (423) 463-1333 « Fax (423) 482-6573 » E-maik loc@icx.

17131

1713-2

1713-3
1713-4
1713-5

1713-1:

1713-2:

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021)
implementation regulations do not requireinclusion of cost and
nonproliferation studies in an environmental impact statement. The
basic purpose of the NI PEIS is to describe the aternatives under
consideration for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume 1) and the
environmental impacts that would occur if these alternatives were
implemented (Chapter 4 of Volume 1). Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40
CFR 1505.1(€)), agenciesare encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before adecisionismade. The
associated cost report and nonproliferation report were made available
to the public on August 24, 2000, and September 8, 2000, respectively.
DOE mailed this document to approximately 730 interested parties, and
these reports were made available immediately upon release on the NE
web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in public reading rooms.

DOE notes the commentor's views. Consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is proposing this expansion 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, asinitialy identified by a panel of
expertsin 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, afuel 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 devel opment needsin order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfolio. As opposed to the
commentor's assertion, these objectives are in no way inconsistent
with recent decisions by DOE's Office of Nuclear Energy, Science,
and Technology (NE).

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 committees. In 1998, an Expert Panel convened to
forecast future demand for medical isotopes estimated that the
expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the next 20 years
will range between 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by DOE's Nuclear
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SEP-18-2080 11:@3 FROM LOCAL QUERSIGHT COMMITTEE  TO 13014280145 F.E3 Energy Research Advisory Committee (NERAC), established in 1999
' : to provide DOE with expert, objective adviceregarding thefuture
: ' itsi ucti ivities.
‘ oo, i form of its isotope research and production activities. The growth
*: Page 2 of 3 projections were also adopted by DOE as a planning tool for
uati i ili isting nu ili
| evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facilit
The CAP appases the estart of F LF O e the basis of the huge cost likely 1713.6 infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. The NI PEIS
to be incurred, when significantly less funding would be required to upgrade existing = X 3 N
; fatlties a1 Ok Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) and Idaho Naticnal Engineering and analyses assume growth at the high-end of this range in order to
Emvizonmental Laboraiory. e LD or etcions fulfll realisie. bound the potential environmental impacts that could result from
rojections of national demand for medical i1sotopes. A major deficiency o i . ' i ) . o
ot existing facilities at INEEL and ORNL are not coasidered for the medical isetope implementing the proposed action. In the period since theinitial
production mission; these options should be considered in the final PEIS, 1713-7 estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use has
As noted ir: the Summary document, stakeholders in Tennessee and Idaho are suppor_tive tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Pand findi ngs.
of bringing the propossd work to their respective facilities, whils many stakeholders in
the Pacific Northwest are opposed to restarting the FFTF. From an equity standpoint, . . . .
DOE should seriously consider upgrading facilities at ORNL and INEEL in lieu of the For nG;a.f'.y 50 years, DQE suse of |t5. url[que technologies and
. FFTF restart 2t Hanford. capabilities to develop isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the
i OF the alternatives presented, the CAP prefers Altermative 2, Options 1 and 7, and widespread application of medical isotopes seen today. While it's
recammends that this alternaive be expanded to include upgrading ATR andior AFIR for market share is a small fraction of total world radioisotope production
i isotope production. This alternative is to use only existing operational facilities, and . - - ,
| thiese oprions are for use of ATR and/or HFIR for the irradiation facility and REDC for DOE remains the key provider for alarge number of isotopes that are
i the Pu-238 storage and target fabrication anld pr'ocessing fgci}iﬁcs. These are also usedinre atively small quantiti es by individual r chersat
! advantageous with respect to non-proliferarion issues as well as the cost, 1713-8 ; o A ) ) eseall s
! ‘ i universities and hospitals. Because their application isinitialy
: The CAP notes that several options involve restart of current!y non-operational facilities . ' .
L for target fabrication and processing. Restart of ejther the Fluorine] Dissolution Provess experimental, theseisotopes are not generally purchased in large
Pl Facility (FDPF) or Puels and Materials Examination Facility (FMEF ) would lavolve a enough quantities to make their production financially attractive to
o significant degree of technical risk, unlike utilization of the currently operational private industry,
facilites. .
The CAP would support Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor, as a long-term ) .
salution, should projections of medical isotope demand be met. However, Altemative 3, 1713-9 The U n ted States currently purCha$S approximately 90 percent of
Construct New Accelerator(s). Is unacosprable due to the huge expense and relatively its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably
limited types of 1sotopes ;hat M:?CEI.;I;:;IS uaPa.ble cfpro'ducmg.'th » f Canada. However, Canada only Suppli% alimited number of
The CAP is supportive of expanding 's mission, consistent with sound seientific . . N A X
and palicy desisions. ORNL has had long histerical involvernent in the production and economi Cal ly attractive commercial i .SOtOpES (primari I.y molybdenum
distribution of medical fsotopes. a mission that was cut back due 1o coneerns about 99), and it does not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of
competing with the private sector. Now ORNL's historic strength has enabled Oak Ridye . . L . X
to leI:erage such production into related industrial development. The first tenant of medi Cal and industrial |sot9p&s considered in the NI PE' S. Further,
Harizan Center, the new industrial park on DOE land leased to the Community Reuse supphes of many research isotopes are not readi |y available from
Organization of East Tennessee, is Theragenics, a company that formulates medical
iso%ope implants. Additionaily. the CAP supports bringing a new mission, that of Pu-238 existing foreign or domestic @UI’CES, causing anumper of medical
production, to ORNL, research programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed.
o The LOC is a non-profit regional organization funded by the State of Termesseeizmd As such, reliance on these other sources of isotopes to satisfy
! established to provide local government and citizen input intd the cnvironmental i . . .
! management and operation of the DOE’s ORR. The Board of Directors of the LOC 35 proj ected us. ISOtQpe needs would not meet DOE's m' ssion .
camposed of the elected and sppointed officials of the saven surrounding counties and requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify
the City of Oak Ridge, and the Chair of the CAP. The CAP has up to 20 members with DOE's isotope production role and other producers' capabi lities to

fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE
provides radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels
them, for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their
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C. Brown
09/18/00
Page 3 of 3

diverse backgrounds representing the greater ORR region; the CAP studies problems in
depth and provides advice to the LOC Board and other governmental agencies.

This letter lays out the policy considerations underpinning the atiached detailed
comments. These comments are submitted by the CAP only and have not been reviewed
or approved by the LOU Board. If you have any guestions regarding the CAP’s
comments, please feel free to contact me at (865) 483-1333.

Sincerely,

V=

Norman A. Mulveaon,
Chair, Citizens' Advisary Panel

Enclosure

c¢: LOC Document Register

LOC Board

LOC CAP
| Earl Leming, Director, TDEC DOE-O
| Jee Sanders, General Counsel, TDEC
i Par Halseyv, FFA Administrative Coordinater, DOE ORO
i Leah Dever, Manager DOE ORO
Carol Borgstrom, Director, Otfice of NEPA Policy and Assistance, DOE HQ
William Magwood. Assistam Secrerary for NE. DOE HQ)
Luther Gibson, Chair, ORSSAB
Stan Hobson, Chair, INEEL Citizens Advisory Beard
Chair, Hanford Advisory Board

1713-3:

use. Inaddition, 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. Although research
to identify other potential fuel sources to support these space
exploration missions has been conducted, no viable aternative to
using plutonium-238 has been established. Based on NASA guidance
to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems for
upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing
plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.
Without an assured domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ability
to support future NASA space exploration missions may be lost.

Clean, safe, reliable nuclear power continue as aviable component of
the United States energy portfolio. In recognition of this need, the
Administration and Congress haveinitiated nuclear energy research
and development programs to address potential long-term barriersto
expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation,
safety, and economics) and to ensure that current nuclear power
plants can continue to deliver adequate and affordable energy
supplies. An enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure is required
to support such nuclear energy research and devel opment for civilian
applications. The Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee
NERAC) Subcommittee on Long-term Planning for Nuclear Energy
Research, an independent expert panel established by DOE, has set
forth arecommended 20-year research and development plan to
guide DOE's nuclear energy programsin areas of material research,
nuclear fuel, and reactor technology development. This plan stresses
the need for DOE facilities to sustain the nuclear energy research
missionin theyears ahead. Such nuclear research and development
initiatives requiring an enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure
fall into the three basic categoriesof materialsresearch, nuclear fuel
research, and advanced reactor development.

The commentor’s opposition to the no action alternative based on
nonproliferation issues is noted.
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Citizens’ Advisory Panel (CAP) Comments cn the Draft Programnatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PEIS} for dccomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research
and Develapment and Isotope Production Missiony in the United Srates. Including rhe
Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) {DOE/EIS-03100, July 2000

1. The PEIS uses as part of the justification for need for agency action the shutdown of
the High Flux Beam Reactor at Brookhavea National Laboratory and the Cyclotron
Facility at Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL). The former facility was shut
down due to political pressure over writium contamination of groundwater, an issug
unrelated to the age or safety of the reactor. ORNL’s Isochronous Cyelotron was shut
down due to mission changes for the Holificld Radioactive [on Beam Faciliry that
made it wnnecessary. Neither of the Mcilites produced isatopes in any significant
quantity, nor were they used for nuelear encrey rescarch. [t is unclear why they are
menticned in this document.

2. The PEIS assumes a projected large increase in demand for medical isotopes, which
effectively forces the decision to resiart the FFTF, This assumption is not supported
by the following information ebtained from sznior personnel in the Research Reactors
Division at ORNL:

» The High Flux [sotope Reactor (HFIR) at ORNL projscts isotope usage to plan its
owal medical isotope production schedule. HFIR’s projections do not anticipare
significant growth in demand. :

* Other professional nuclear-related orgamizations such as the American Nuclear
Soeiery don’t project a growth rate for medical isotope demand nearly as large as
DOE has suggested.

» The Unitec States curremly subsidizes the cost of isotope preduction.

+ Russiz produces and sells many isotopes much cheaper than the United States
can. The availability of cheap Russian lzotoges bas signisicantly reduced cwment
demand for U.8.-produced isotopes. Indeed, during the same period of time when
NE was planning and preparing this PEIS for cxpansion of U §. isotape
production capacity, NE decided 1o end production of stable isotopes at the Beia 3
calutron facility at Oak Ridge's Y-12 plant due to low demand, and scheduled the
facility for transfer to Environmental Management for decentantination and ~
decommissioning. The stable isotopes produced by the Beta 3 facility are used as
sources for other medical and industrial isotopes; there Is no guaranies that Ritssia
will keep prices low or even continue o produce them.

«  DOE refused a request by the Advanced Test Reactor (ATR) at Idaho Natjonal
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL) for funding 1o upgrade the
facility for medical wotope production by adding a “rabbit™ system that wowld
allow samples 10 be inserted and retrieved while the reactor i3 ranning,

3. The altematives under consideration reject the obvious and most cost-efiective
option, that of upgrading existing facilities such as HFIR in Qak Ridge ané ATR &t
INEEL. As mentioned under comenent 2 above, ATR can be modified to produce
short-lived medical isotopes by addition of a rabbit system. HFIR can be upgraded 1o

Page I of 2

1713-10

1713-11

1713-7

1713-4:

1713-5:

1713-6:

1713-7:

1713-8:

DOE notesthe commentor'sopinion. Asstated in the Notice of
Intent (64 FR 50064), one of the purposes of the proposed actionisto
determine the future role of FFTF.

DOE notes the commentor's statement. The No Action Alternative
isrequired by CEQ regulations (40 CFR Section 1502.14 (d)). The
No Action Alternative is intended to provide a benchmark that
enables the decision-maker to better eval uate the environmental
impacts of the action alternatives; it need not meet the stated purpose
and need of the PEIS. Alternative 5 was added to the andlysisasa
result of scoping comments provided by the public.

As stated in Section 2.5.3 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS, the

currently operating DOE reactors, HFIR and ATR, cannot fully meet
the projected long-term need for medical isotope production and
nuclear research and development, with or without the plutonium-238
production mission. The Final NI PEIS, Section 2.6.1, has been revised
to discuss upgrades at HFIR and ATR that would increase their isotope
production capability. Facility modifications such as the installation of
rapid radioisotope retrieval systems and power upgrades at both HFIR
and ATR would enhance their ability to produce isotopes. This
enhancement, however, would only delay the point in time at which the
United States' reactor isotope production capacity is reached.

DOE acknowledges the commentor's view that the stakeholdersin
Tennessee and |daho are supportive of bringing the medical isotope
production work to their facilities (ORNL and INEEL) and that many
stakeholders in the Pacific Northwest are opposed to the restart of
FFTF. Asdiscussed inthe Final NI PEIS, Section 2.6.1, facility
modifications such as the installation of rapid radioisotope retrieval
systems and power upgrades at both HFIR, located at ORNL, and
ATR, located at INEEL, would enhance their ability to produce
isotopes within the limitations imposed by other missions such as
those of the DOE Office of Naval Reactors at ATR. This enhancement
at both HFIR and ATR, however, would not be adequate to meet the
future demand for isotope production.

DOE notes the comment. DOE considered and dismissed upgrading
ATR and HFIR for isotope production. Refer to discussionsin
Volume 1, Section 2.6.1. Thetechnical risksfor restart of FDPF and
FMEF are not evaluated in the NI PEIS. DOE has determined the
technical risksfor the restart of these facilities are acceptable. The
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i
| jts full design power of 100 megawatts more easily and quickly than stated in the
' PEIS. The primary requirements for upgrading HFIR involve paperwork changes to
procedures and safety documentation. HFIR management estimates the upgrade
could be accomplished with less than a month’s downtime, comparable to current 7 to
10 day outages. which would have a minimal impact on iIs seiénce mission,

4. The cost of restarting the FFTF 13 Lkels to be far In excess of thal projected. The
FFTF was built for & single mission and 15 costing about $30 million per year to keep
in standby. Its reactors have beex in standoy mode for ten years and will cost a great
deal to bring up to current standards. Experts in the Research Reactors Division at
QRNL estimate that $250 million to $30¢ million will be required to upgrade the
i equiprment and salety documentation at FFTF.

5. A technical problem that has not been adequately considered {s that although the
MOX fuel required by the FFTF can be obtained free from Germany, there is ne U5,
plant that can refabricate this fuel into elements that fit FFTF.

6. Regarding the Neptunium-237 processing to create Plutoniun-238 for space mission
fuel—ORNL has an appropriate technology to accomplish this and would be a logical
location for this mission. HFIR can irradiate sutficiant Np-237 to praduee 40% of the
amount needed annually, and the adjeining facility at Radiochemical Engineering
Developmen: Center is capabis of both the targsr fabrication. and chemical processing
required for sepazation of (he Pu-238. ATR is capable of producing up to 5 kg of Pu-
238 annually. A combined alternative with beth locations irradiating Np-237 would
satisfy projected national needs.

7. With respect to the materials irradiation missicn, the following comments apply:

s There are currently eight sites available for this purpose at the HFIR ard several
morte at the ATR. Currently most of these iradiation sites are not utilized at all or
are only partially wilized.

«  Since almost all current and future power reactors being discussed for use in the

s United Statas have a thermal spectrum, the Fast Flux Test Tacility, which uses a
[ fast newtron spectrim, is not a suitable facility for testing materials for use in

| | these reactors.

Fage 2 of 2

1713-7
(Cont’d)

1713-12

1713-13

1713-14

1713-15

risksof restarting non-operational facilities are addressed as cost,
schedule, and technical assurance uncertainties during the Record of
Decision process.

1713-9: DOE notes the comment.

1713-10: DOE notes the commentor's concern, and has modified Section 1.1 of
Volume 1. The High Flux Beam Reactor at BNL and the Cyclotron
Facility at ORNL areidentified in this section to simply highlight
recent examples of lost DOE infrastructure, as both facilities had
produced some isotopes in the past.

1713-11: The NI PEISisaprogrammatic document that |ooks at the nuclear
infrastructure across the DOE complex and addresses national needs
for medical isotope production. DOE realizes that the prediction of
precise future needs of particular isotopesis very difficult. Because
of this difficulty, DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin
the use of medical radioisotopes, and of its continuing role in this
sector, consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. In
doing s0, it has established two expert committees. Thefirst, a
thirteen-member Expert Panel convened in 1998 to forecast future
demand for medical isotopes, included academiciansfrom leading
medical universities and schools of public health, and professional
affiliations ranging from the National Cancer Institute to manufacturers
of radiopharmaceuticals. The second consists of a subcommittee of
DOE's Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee (NERAC),
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production
activities. The members of this Subcommittee were selected based upon
their expertise and experience in the production, processing,
distribution, and application of stable and radioactive isotopes in the
biological and physical sciences, and in medicine. The members
included basic and clinical scientists, administrators, and users of
isotopes from academia, industry, and the federal government.

The Expert Panel estimated that the expected growth rate of medical
isotope use during the next 20 years will range between 7 to 14
percent per year for therapeutic applications and 7 to 16 percent per
year for diagnostic applications. These findings were later reviewed
and endorsed by the NERAC Subcommittee, and adopted by DOE
asaplanning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing
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Commentor No. 1713: Norman A. Mulvenon (Cont’d)
Local Oversight Committee, Inc.

Response to Commentor No. 1713

nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmati ¢ requirements.
Inthe period sincetheinitial estimates were made, the actual growth
of medical isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the
Expert Panel findings.

For nearly 50 years, DOE's use of its unique technologies and
capabilities to develop isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the
widespread application of medical isotopes seen today. While its
market shareis a small fraction of total world radioisotope production,
DOE remains the key provider for alarge number of radioisotopes
that are used in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at
universities and hospitals. Because their applicationisinitialy
experimental, theseisotopes are not generally purchased in large
enough quantities to make their production financially attractive to
private industry.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of
its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably
Canada. However, supplies of many research isotopes are not

readily available from existing domestic or foreign sources, causing a
number of medical research programsto be terminated, deferred, or
seriously delayed. Under the NI PEIS proposed action and consistent
with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE would
enhanceits existing nuclear facility infrastructure to, among other
things, more effectively support production of radioisotopes for
medical applicationsand research.

The commentor stated that the Beta 3 calutron facility at Oak Ridge's
Y-12 plant is being transferred to Environmental M anagement

because these is alow demand for stable isotopes. It istrue that NE
decided to end production of stable isotopes at the Beta calutron
facility. However, the calutron facility does not produce radioisotopes
which isthe mission that is addressed in the NI PEIS. Stable isotope
production is not included in the NI PEIS.

The commentor's concerns about upgrading the Advanced Test

Reactor (ATR) by adding a“rabbit” system are currently being
addressed at INEEL. INEEL has privatized the production of

medical and industrial isotopes through contracting with acommercial
entity. International 1sotopes Idaho, Inc. (14) was selected in

October 1996 as the commercial business for conducting these business
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Commentor No. 1713: Norman A. Mulvenon (Cont’d)
Local Oversight Committee, Inc.

Response to Commentor No. 1713

operations. 14 specializesin producing isotopetargetsfor irradiation

in ATR and processing and distributing commercial-grade isotopesto

its customers. Incremental investments have been identified for ATR
that would make it amore versatile and capable reactor for isotope
production. 14 and another commercial company arein the discussion
phase of investing in ATR to install an isotope shuttle (rabbit) system
for the production of short-lived radioisotopes. Although INEEL
cannot justify this upgrade with government funds, it supports the
commercial investment and venture. Many of the short-lived
radioisotopes that would be produced by this system are expected to
bein growing demand for various cancer therapies.

In response to the commentor's statement that HFIR's projections do
not anticipate significant growth, HFIR's main mission is neutron
scattering research, not radioisotope production. However, a“rabbit
system” isbeing installed at HFIR, but is privately funded.

1713-12: The cost of maintaining FFTF in standby was estimated in the cost
report to be $40 million per year in 1999 dollars. Total modification/
construction and startup costs for restarting FFTF were estimated to be
$314 millionin 1999 dollars. See also Response to Comment Number
1713-1 above.

1713-13: Asstated in Section 2.3.1.1.3 of Volume 1 of the PEIS, the German
MOX fuel would be reconfigured into assemblies suitable for
irradiation at FFTF before shipment to the United States.

1713-14: DOE notes the commentor's support for the use of facilities at ORNL
(HFIR and REDC) and INEEL (ATR) for the production of
plutonium-238, that is, Option 7 of Alternative 2, Use Only Existing
Operational Facilities.

1713-15: Theavailableirradiation sitesin ATR and HFIR are factors that will
be considered in the DOE decision making process. It should be
noted that ATR and HFIR have limited available capacity due to their
current mission commitments. For this reason, they were limited to
plutonium-238 production. Whileit is true that current and future
power reactorsin the United States have a core thermal neutron
spectrum, asignificant fast neutron flux is also generated in these
reactors. Over time, this fast neutron flux affects the material
properties of reactor vessel internal components and the reactor
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Commentor No. 1713: Norman A. Mulvenon (Cont’d)
Local Oversight Committee, Inc.

Response to Commentor No. 1713

vessel itself. A fast flux nuclear reactor like FFTF can simulate the
equivalent fast neutron fluencein anuclear power plant from 40 to 60
years of operation in a much shorter time period of FFTF operation.
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Commentor No. 1714: Lee Thornton and Karen Grant

Columbia Basin College

Response to Commentor No. 1714

Pasco Campos

3 Noth b e
P W R Ry

el

A ST 1L

Mas. Colette E. Brown

NE-50, Office of Nuclear Science
Fnergy and Technology

19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MDD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

This letter is in responsc to a request for input regarding the restart of the Fast Flux Test
Facility (FFTF) located at Hanford in southeastern Washington.

We srrongly advocate the restart of FFTF. There are many arguments in favor of this, among
them being the ability of the reactor to produce plutoniwm 238 for use a3 an electrical power
source in the NASA deep space program and the use of FETF for important nuclear fuels and
materials research programs which will advance civilian power generation and other
applications. We could also mention the Jobs FFIF operation will generate in the 1ri-Citics
economy. FT'TT has also been used to study breeder reactor technology. Breeder reactors
muke their own fuel and that is a technology we may eventually need very badly in the
coming years of fossil fucl shortages, elc.

But by far and away. he most important reason to restart FETF is its capability of making 60
) or more different medical isotopes which are absolutely crucial for stopping or slowing the
X progress of many important types of cancer. for diagnosing and detecting heart disease and
15697 S36-0K1L

Latpewsew chi 2 ore

Richlauul Campas

N1 Nomihgaie

Rachlacl, ¥4 RS2 3540

telepbune.

1SR LAt

blond flow problems (especially in premature inlants), for detecting osteoporosts, for brain
imaging and treatment of schizophrenia and dementia, and for relieving pain and cven some
kinds of arthritis. There is a national urgency involved beeanse specific isotopes are used as
“magic bullets” to target very specific types of illness and the supply of these isotopes
doesn’t eome closs to meeting the need. Treatment with these isotopes is called
“radioimmunotherapy”. A moneclonal antibody is attached to the radicisotope and the
combination is then directed at a particular antigen or cancer cell. This is mucl easier on the
patient hecause the cancer colls are selectively destroyed without causing the damage to
healthy surrounding tissue that is usually secn with conventional radiation therapy. There are
fewer side effects and cancers, which do not lend themsclves to a surgical sobution (like
cancers of the liver and pzrereas), can be treated in this manmer,

The Nationa! Agsociation of Cancer Patients has said “Onc thousand five hundred cancer
patients die EVERY DAY in this country. This is the equivalent of three fully loaded Boeing
7475 crashing to the earth every single day, killing every one on hoard.™ “Medical isolopes
could be a therapy for an estimated one million of the 1.3 million Americans who will be
diagnosed with cancer this year, and who could benelit from this kinder, gentler treatment.”
Cancer palients everywhere are being refused treatment becausc the iselopes are back-
ardered. As Geral De Nardo, M. Professor, University of California at Davis School of
Medicine, has said, © It becomes impossible to look a patient in the eye when unsure whether
the isotope would arrive and in sufficient amount.”

1714-1

1714-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1714: Lee Thornton and Karen Grant
Columbia Basin College (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1714

Last year there was an American Chemical Society Speaker Meeting in which Dr. Robert
Schenter from PNINT. gave a talk on medical isotopes and radiopharmaceutical applications.
While we were not naive about some of these applications, we were astounded to sce how
many isotopes have been discovered and the diversity of illnesses for which they have been
found 1o be effective. More are being discovered every day. But there are not enough
available. FTTF is a unique facility which can generate many of these isotopes, some of
which are not available from any other source. For (his reason, Boston Children’s Hospital,
The National Association of Cancer Patients, and many other organizations and companies
have called for the restart to FFTT. The operation of the reactor will not result in the
seneration of any significant amount of high-level waste. Only very small amounts of low-
level waste thal s easily trealed will be gencrated. Beyond that, the reactor has been very
carefully monitored according to strict NRC reguolations and environmental standards.

In conclusion, we hope we have convinced you that FI'TF should definitely be restarted as

soon as possible and we appreciate your consideration of our input on this very important
matter,

Sincerely,

v / -
Lo KT L 2
Lee Thornton
President

Ross o

Karen Grant
Interim Dean
Math/Scicnee Division

1714-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 1716: Mike Steckline
Columbia Basin Manufacturing Services, Inc.

Response to Commentor No. 1716

J R R U R T T I e . LDTI-vLiR0R

Draft PEIS Comment Form

1716-1

There are several ways lo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS, These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
» returning this comment form to the registration desk 21 the meeting or to the address below
 calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-§77-; 562—4593
® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infr; S@hq.doe.gov
Name (optional): M % - =, %{
%anintion:m@w -
Home/Organization Address {circle
407 g
City: : State:. M Zip cwc&_?“—
Telephone (optional): @9 ?%j’ ’é ?7 g
E-mail {optional}:
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

U, Department of Enemy « 19901Gem'mownmaud + Gemnantown. MD 20874
froe Telephone: 1-877-552-4593 » Joll-iree Foc 1- an-soz.Asn
Bl Huckatinrosichae-Pi@ha das.

T2

1716-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1717: Diana Fassino

Response to Commentor No. 1717

Diana Fassino
PO Box 4313
Ketchum
tdaho 83340

dianafi@micron. net

September 4 2000.

Dear Ms. Brown,

Though 1 suspect that the voices of ordinary citizens go unheard and ignored in today’s
‘democracy’, conscience obliges some of us continue to write our letters and voice our
views in the faint hope that enough of us might one day make a tiny, miraculous
difference.

My letter today concerns grave concern over the proposed use of Building 666 at the
INEEL to produce unnecessary and highly dangerous Plutonium-238.

Building 666 should be decommissioned in the least hazardous way possible and this plan
should be abandoned.

Please use your influence to discourage this dangerous idea.

Y ours sincerel
Daorame

Diana Fassino.

17171

1717-2

1717-1:  DOE policy encourages effective public participationin 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 commentsreceived from the public.

1717-2:  Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility
and the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF). The FDPF is
under consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide,
preparation of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238
fromirradiated targets. DOE believesthat thisfacility will meet, with
further analysis and/or minor modifications, the criteriato safely
conduct these processes.
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Commentor No. 1718. Helen Wheeler Hastay

Response to Commentor No. 1718

1718-1

1718-1:  DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the risk of contamination to the Columbia
River. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities
to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to
DOE. DOE intends to meet its tank waste cleanup commitments
despite the departure of one contractor. The Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is
fully committed to honoring this agreement.

The DOE missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an
impact on Hanford cleanup activities. FFTF is approximately 4.5
miles from the ColumbiaRiver. There are no dischargesto theriver
from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to
groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in Chapter 4 of
Volume1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,4.5.3.2.4, 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 currently in place outside the
Hanford Reservation as aresult of Hanford activities.
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Commentor No. 1719: Wilson E. Murray

Response to Commentor No. 1719

Drafi POS Comment Form

C),o/,z/fﬁ?ﬂﬂuér/?b e Cppiig s %{ P fETE
g I polind G b ma i X et ife
pliaouny (Lol Slelies raenda ) fous adierad
/)@"&//72&4&&// N

There are several ways o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

® attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
® retumning this comment form 1o the registration desk at the meenng or to the address below
w calling toll-frez and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

 faxing your comments toll- e to: 1-877-562-4502

* commenting viaW iea.r Infr;(sl\ture -PEIS @hg.doe.gov
Name (optional )4 . /?/([M%W

O, }anuauon

@Q)rgamzauoni\ddress(c1rcleonc) /ff \H‘ ﬁw{bﬁﬂ WRL/

|
Chuy: W%M_‘ Smg# Zip Code:_iﬂzﬂL
Telephone (Gptional): 71 15 L/.S GJI

E-mail (optional}:
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Sepiember 1‘f 2000

For more Infomation coﬂlclck‘ Colefle E. Srown, NE-S0
v Dépﬂﬂmeﬂl nrf Enafgv 19901 Ganmmantown Road + Genmantown, MO 20872 [
oo Telophone: 'I 577 56245?! Toll-ree Fax: 1-877.562-4592
. Nuclearniostuc hoe-PESEDG doe gov

712/00

17191

1719-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1720: Jean MacGregor

Response to Commentor No. 1720

Jean MacGregor
533 Olmstead Lane SW
Olympia, WA 98512

September 11, 2000

Colette E. Brown, NE-50,
US Dept, of Energy
19901 Germantown Rd.
Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown,

T am writing regurding the proposed restart of the Fast Flux Test Fucility at the Hanford Nuclear
Resetvation, 1 would like to go on record supporting Option 5, “to permanently deactivate the
FFTF with no new mussions.”

It strikes me that the financial invesiment by the federal government in this unneeded facility
amounts to little more than a “jobs bill." Il the federal government wants to pump morc money
into the Tr-Cities area of Washington State, it should fund additicnal clean-up, not another
dangerous reactor of highly guestionable need. It is widely known that Hanford is the most
highly contaminated nuclear site in the western world — why not clean it up?!

Restarting FFTF would produce new high level radioactive wasic streams. Permanently showing
down the FRTF is part of the 1989 Tri-Party Agrecment between USDOE, EPA and WA
Ecology — why g0 back on that to restart the FFTF? Fust keeping the FFTF on hot standby for
four yeurs has vost over $40 million per year, money deeply needed for clean-up.

Knowledgeable groups such as The Washington State Medical Association, WA Academy of
Family Physiciuns and the Physicians for Social Responsibility/National have all passed
resolutions apposing the restart of the FFTF. Wha is the constituency who wants this FFTF and
why? No compelling case can be made for the need for it, other than “jobs.” Surcly, the federal
government can find pork barrel projects that are safer than the FFTFE.

The legal mission of Hunford is and should continue be environmendal clean-up. Any option
besides Option 5 would represent a HUGE step backward.

Sincerely,

;%’? oo ({lﬁ C{ &

Jean MacGregor

1720-1

1720-2

1720-3
1720-2

1720-4

1720-2

1720-1:

1720-2:

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

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 devel opment of
activities related to devel opment of nuclear power for civilian use.”
The purpose of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other
impactsto accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and
new DOE resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of
severa 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
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high
priority to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This
agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. A Tri-Party Agreement change was made
to place the milestones for FFTF's permanent deactivation in
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Commentor No. 1720: Jean MacGregor (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1720

1720-3:

1720-4:

abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on whether the facility
will be used to meet mission needs. Public meetings were held on
thisformal milestone change.

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 hasno
funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities. Asstatedin
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
aternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated
for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

Asidentified 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 wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic
meters of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35 year
period of nuclear infrastructure operationsand issmall in
comparison to the waste generated by current Hanford activities.
High-level radioactive waste would not be generated from merely
operating FFTF. 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.

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 aternative options. Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are al'so
addressed. These programswill be implemented for the alternative
selected in the Record of Decision.

DOE notes the commentor's opinion that there is no need to restart
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,
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Commentor No. 1720: Jean MacGregor (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1720

and industria uses, asinitialy identified by a panel of expertsin 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 devel opment needsin order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as aviable 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.
Saocioeconomic impacts associated with the restart of FFTF, including
those related to jobs, are discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 1721: Mary Susan Zotter

Response to Commentor No. 1721

Draft PEIS Cominent Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

» atending public meetings and giving your comments direct!y to DOE officials

* relurning this comment form to the registration desk at the mesting or to the addruss below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4393

* faxing vour commente toll-frog o 1-877-362-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-FEIS @hq.doe gov

/Vlaﬂj Susan  Zottey”

Name (aptional):

Organization:

@rgamza{ion Address (circle one):
oY Sw Thiwlag

ciy_ YO rHﬂwd

Telephone (optional):

Suteam Zip &mMJ_

E-mail (optional): __AS 20 an|. com
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000
For roue informction conloct; Coletis & Brawn NE-50 g@
1.5 Deparmaen of Energy + 19901 Gomaniow oo - Gamonionr, D 20874
oo Tomhona: 14T EAs AR < Tol s rom 1-877 5254892 | ?
SN

Ermail: Nuclege. nirosinuchure-PEIS@hg doe. qav -
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1721-1

1721-2

1721-3

1721-4

1721-2

1721-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart

FFTF.

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

1721-2:

1721-3:  The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for |sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
the suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely 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 beviableif operated in concert with
producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research

and development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report
states: “In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources,
e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and largeirradiation volumein FFTF,
that could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is
best suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for
isotope production.” In recognition of these constraints on its
operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF
when coupled with the other stated missions. While some existing
reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to support
research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it is
unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the existing
missions of these facilities.
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Commentor No. 1721: Mary Susan Zotter (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1721

1721-4:

The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies
that NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small

radi oisotope thermoel ectric 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 devel opment efforts was conducted in order to
permit reprogramming of funds to support development of a new
radi oisotope power system based on a Stirling technology generator.
This new radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject
correspondence, requires 1/3 less plutonium asits fuel source.
However, the Stirling technology is developmental and NASA has
reguested in a September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that the plutonium
238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as a backup.

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. 1722: K. K. S. Pillay

Response to Commentor No. 1722

Dr. Colette E. Brown Scptember 12, 2000
NE-30

Office of Nuclear Energy, Science axd Technology

ULS. Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Dr. Brown:

Subjeci: Draft NI PEIS

The Draft Programmatic Impact Siatement for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy
Research and Development and [sotope Production in the United States is a welcome sign, The
issues discussed in this document have been the topics of public discussion for the past twe
decadss and varicus Departments of DOE have conducted numerous studies that are collecting
dust. Among the most recent are a repert prepared by DOE/EM in 1999 ( Nuelear Material
Integration - Master Materials Management Plan) and another report to the U.S. Congress in
Jung 2000 by the Seerctary of Energy { “A Strategic Approach fo Integraring the Long-Term
Management of Nuclear Materials. ™} It is the acdent hope of many In the technical community
that this PEIS does net suffer the indignities of all previous efforls to get DOE to move forward
or issues identified in the title to the PEIS.

The DOE. has rightly addressed in detail the need {or isotopes {or medical applications, which is
most popular ameny the public and the problem that needs immediate attention. A judicious
combination of alternatives 1 and 4 are sensible choices and are in the best interests of the nation.
The restart of FFTF has signilicant importance to the future of nuclear science and technology in
the U.5. and it would be the proper use of investments already made in TFTF and the adjacent
“Secure Automated Fuel Fabrication Facility.. The construction of now accclerator facilities
dedicated [or isotope production at Los Alamos and Brookhaven National Laboratorics are also
appropriate measures to meet the demands of some special isotopes. However, reactor-produced
isotopes are the bulk of isotopes used in the U5, and immediate remedies are necessary to fill the
growing needs in this area. This is where a proper combinaiion of alternatives | and 4 becomes
most desirable.

In addition ta these facilities required for isotope production, the DOE should simultimeously
initiate an effort to identify and preserve a number of valuable nuclear matenials within the
weapons complex that are idenrtified as excess to national security. These include certain
medical isotopes, a variety of sealed sources (used in metrology,) and high curie-content
scparated fission product sources. Specifically, it is essential to identify and store the following
materials [or future use: (1} aged purified natural thorium, {2) aged purified 2331J, (3) aged highly
enriched 233U}, (4) 226Ra, {5) certain sealed sources and standards. (6) most of the high
curie-centent 137Cs and 90Sr.

1722-1

1722-2

1722-1:

1722-2:

DOE notes the commentor's support for a combination of Alternative 1,
Restart FFTF and Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor
Asnoted in Section 1.3 of Volume 1, DOE could choose to combine
components of different alternatives in selecting the most appropriate
strategy. The commentor should also note that if the Alternative 1 is
selected in the Record of Decision, the Fuels and Materials
Examination Facility (i.e., Secure Automated Fuel Fabrication Facility
could also be used, depending on which option is selected. The FMEF
could also be utilized for anumber of other alternatives/options

(see Table 2-3).

DOE notes the commentor's concern for identifying and preserving
valuable nuclear materials for future use, although thisissueis beyond
the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. DOE recently made a
decision to use afacility at ORNL to retain the uranium-233 inventory
to be used for extraction of useful isotopes.
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Commentor No. 1722: K. K. S. Pillay (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1722

Dr. Celette E. Brown September 12, 2000 Page-2
NE-50
Ottice of Nuclear Energy,Science and Technology

Another unmet need addressed in the PEIS is the need for a reliable source of 238Pu. The need
for 238Pu as a reliable source of thermoeleetric power for extended space missions and a variety
of terrestrial applications are mentioned in the PEIS. This problem can be selved by creatively
using two other isotopes available within the DOE complex—237Np and 241 Am—that are
considered excess to national security. Both these isotopes can be readily converted into 233Py
via neutron irradiation, FFTF or a new high-flux reactor facility are the ideal choices for meeting
this national need, Relying on patential supplies from outside the U S.is cerainly not a good
alternative or a defensible national strategy.

The Draft PEIS contains several references to opposition from the Hanford Community to
reopen FFTYE and other commanitics for establishing new fagilitics and operations. This is selely
due to the past record of DOE in not being a responsible environmental steward, Tt is also true
that during the late 80°s DOE made many negotiated agreements with the States and they are
considered obstacles ta restarting or using facilitics, Recognizing the past performance of DOE,
it is cssential to develop a new stratepy to take the comimunity iato confidence and make them an
integral part of decision making. This strategy, combined with open discussions of the benefits
of nuclear technologies can go a long way in achieving the goals of the NI PEIS.

Sincerely, Ve

Vs

(K. K. S. Pillay)
369 Chervl Avenue
Los Alamos, NM 87544

1722-3

1722-4

1722-3:  DOE notes the commentor's support of creating a U.S. capability to
produce plutonium-238 and not relying on foreign sources. DOE
prefers the use of neptunium-237 for conversion into plutonium-238
for technical and cost reasons.

1722-4:  DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations. DOE is
committed to discharging its responsibilitiesin an open and unbiased
manner and providing the public with comprehensive environmental
reviews of its proposed actions. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ
regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public to comment on
the scope of the NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of
DOE's proposed alternatives. In preparing the Fina NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered commentsreceived from the public.
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Commentor No. 1724: May Hays

Response to Commentor No. 1724

Draft PEES Comment Form

SO0,

PEIS. These include:
« apanding public meetings and giving your comments direcily to DOE officials
# renaming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or ko the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

" faxing your comments toll-free to: I-877-562.4592 "~ "7 "7 77T
» commepting via &-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name {optional):
Organization:

Home/Orgznization Address (circle one):

City: _ State:—.— Zip Code:
Telephone (optional):
E-mail (optional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more Infoemafiees conjoct Colette E. Brwr, NE-80

1.5, Daparimect of Entrgy + 19501 Gemantown Raad » Gernanltmin, MO 20074
Tol-trea Telophone: 1-877-582-4593 « Job-roo Fog 1471-5524;3

E-mal: NuckiaUnirastocture-FES@NG.doe.

Trre0

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure

1724-1

1724-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1725: Carl M. Clemons

Response to Commentor No. 1725

September 9, 2000

Colette E. Brown, NE_50 U.S. Department of Energy Office of
Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology 19901 Germantown
Road, Room A_270 Germantown, MI) 20874

To Ms. Brown, Sec. Richardson, and members of the Nuclear
Infrastructure PEIS Team:
Comments on the draft NI PEIS:

| support Alternative 5, the complete and permanent deactivation of
the FFTF, for the following reasons:

The Hanford Nuclear Reservation is already a site highly
contaminated with nuclear waste. The only mission for Hanford
should be the cleanup of the existing nuclear contamination. No
new production of nuclear materials at Hanford should be
considered in light of the past history of problems with leakage of
waste at that site; some experts have stated that Hanford can
never be completely cleaned up. Plutonium has been accidentally
released into the air twice since 1997 at Hanford; tests have
confirmed this, even though the DOE initially denied it. This poses
an unacceptable risk, especially in light of the fact that there are
major population centers downwind of Hanford.

Restarting the FFTF will undoubtedly involve draining funds from
the cleanup budget, even though some DOE officials have said that
this wont happen. The reality is that the DOE does not have an
unlimited budget, so the funds have to come from someplace.
Restarting the FFTF is by itself a violation of the Tri_Party
Agreement to deactivate, decommission, and clean up Hanford, but
if cleanup funds were used to finance the restart that would
constitute an additional violation of the agreement.

Owing to its proximity to the Columbia River and the Hanford

Reach National Monument with its rich biological diversity, including
important salmon spawning grounds, Hanford is an extremely poor
location for a nuclear facility. There are other DOE nuclear facilities

1725-1

1725-2

1725-1:  DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
1725-2:  Thecommentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at

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

DOE does not conceal releases of radioactive or hazardous materials
at the Hanford Site or any other site under DOE's authority

No radioactive materialswere “released” in the Hanford Wildfires

of 2000. Wildfiresdid resuspend some materials already in the
environment. The amount of resuspended materials were dlightly
above natural background levels. Because the amount of suspended
material was so small, several days of analysisto required to quantify
the amount. Asdiscussed in Chapter 4 of Volume 1, implementation
of the alternatives described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1 would pose
no significant risk to human health or the environment.

Hanford Site cleanup is funded through the Environmental
Management Program Office. The stated missions considered in
this PEIS would be funded through the Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technol ogy, which has no funding connection to cleanup
activities. Implementation of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, would
have no effect on funding for the Hanford Site cleanup.

A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.
Prior public meetings were held on thisformal milestone change.
FFTF restart would not impact ongoing cleanup missions at Hanford.

The commentor's concerns about the Columbia River and the
Hanford Reach National Monument are noted. Asdiscussed in
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Commentor No. 1725: Carl M. Clemons (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1725

that are much better situated and far safer, and are therefore much
better choices for the production of nuclear materials.

Many other DOE facilities are only running at 50% capacity, so
arguments that the FFTF at Hanford is needed to fill any present or
projected demand for medical isotopes, Plutonium_238 for space
missions, or any other nuclear materials, simply do not hold up.

| support NASA and the exploration of space, but not at the
expense of the environment here on Earth. If NASA had to scrap
space missions because Hanford was not producing
Plutonium_238, then so be it; however, that scenario is highly
unlikely since other DOE facilities or foreign sources can fill the
need.

Medical isotopes are commercially available and are being
produced at medical facilities and universities that have such
production capability, including many in Canada. The DOE's
projected demand for such isotopes is highly inflated, especially
considering that non_nuclear alternatives to cancer treatment are
being developed and are expected to become available very soon.

The FFTF at Hanford is poorly suited for the production of research
radioisotopes. Such isotopes are typically produced in small
quantities at irregular intervals; the FFTF cannot do this cost
effectively, since it was not designed for that type of production, but
rather for large_scale, continuous production.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft NI PEIS.
Sincerely,
Carl M. Clemons

47100 SE Pheasant Meadow Rd.
Sandy, OR_97055

1725-2
(Cont’d)

1725-3

1725-4

1725-5

1725-3:

1725-4:

1725-5:

Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and AppendixesH and |, implementation of
the Alternativeswould pose no significant threat to the Columbia
River or the Hanford Reach National Monument.

The commentor's position on using sites other than Hanford for the
production of plutonium-238 and other isotopes is noted.

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE's medical isotope
production capacity is being used. Much of the remaining medical
isotope production capacity is dispersed throughout the DOE complex
This capacity supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively
used for medical isotope production due to the operating constraints
associated with the facilities' primary missions (basic energy sciences
or defense). The 50 percent capacity does not refer to plutonium-238
production or nuclear research and devel opment needs.

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to the production of
plutonium-238 at Hanford for usein NASA space missions. As
observed by the commentor, 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 acknowledges the difficulty in reliably predicting isotopic needs
for future usesin research and medicine. DOE has sought
independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical radioisotopes, and
of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act. In doing so, it has established two expert
committees. Thefirst, athirteen-member Expert Panel convenedin
1998 to forecast future demand for medical isotopes, included
academiciansfrom leading medical universitiesand schoolsof public
health, and professional affiliationsranging from the National Cancer
Institute to manufacturers of radiopharmaceuticals. The second
consists of asubcommittee of DOE's Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee (NERAC), established in 1999 to provide DOE
with expert, objective advice regarding the futureform of itsisotope
research and production activities. The members of this
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Commentor No. 1725: Carl M. Clemons (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1725

Subcommittee were sel ected based upon their expertiseand
experiencein the production, processing, distribution, and application
of stable and radioactive isotopesin the biological and physical
sciences, and in medicine. The membersincluded basic and clinical
scientists, administrators, and users of isotopes from academia,
industry, and the federal government.

In 1998, the Expert Panel 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 adviceregarding thefutureform 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. Inthe period sincetheinitial 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'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

In ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic i sotopes have proven effective
in treating cancer and other illnesses by cell-directed localized
radiation therapy (i.e., deploying antibodies or carriers of
radioisotopes to seek and destroy invasive cancer cells). This
directed therapy can minimize adverse side effects (e.g., heathy
tissue damage, nausea, hair loss), making it an effective, attractive
alternative to traditional chemotherapy or radiation treatments.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of
its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably
Canada. However, Canada only supplies alimited 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. Assuch,
reliance on Canadian sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S.
isotope needs would not meet DOE's mission requirements.
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Commentor No. 1725: Carl M. Clemons (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1725

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 hasbeenrevised to clarify DOE'sisotope
production role and other producers capabilitiesto fulfill U.S. isotope
needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
the suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely 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 beviableif operated in concert with
producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research

and development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report
states: “In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources,
e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and largeirradiation volumein 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 feasihility, 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.

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd



96¥T-¢

Commentor No. 1726: Gene and Marilyn Derig

Response to Commentor No. 1726
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1726-1

1726-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1728: Heather Hopkins

Response to Commentor No. 1728

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways fo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
 calling roll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

» faxing your comments 1oli-free to: 1-877-562-4592

s commenting via e-mail: Nuclear. Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Heather Hopkins

Name (optional}:

Organization:

@)rganimtion Address (circle one): PO 60 & 84

ci_ Uhe Wi les, SR zip Code A HOOE

Telephone (opticnal).
E-mai (optional): ¢} 06 € hatmaii.Com

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For mare information conlact: Colefle £, Bove, NE-50
us. of Energy + 19901 Road + 1. MD 20874 {3
Toll-ree Telephone: 1-877-562-4593 - Toll-fae Fax: 1-577.562-4592
E-mail: Nucleatinfasmciure-PES@ha.dos.gov )

200

1728-1

1728-2

1728-1:  DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin 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 findingswere later reviewed and
endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert
objective advice regarding the future form of itsisotoperesearch 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
thisinformation and to clarify DOE'srole 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. Although research

to identify other potential fuel sources to support these space
exploration missions has been conducted, no viable alternative to

using plutonium-238 has been established. Based on NASA guidance
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Commentor No. 1728: Heather Hopkins (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1728

1728-2:

to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systemsfor
upcoming space missions, it isanticipated that theexisting
plutonium-238inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.
Without an assured domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ahility

to support future NASA space exploration missions may belost.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing adomesti ¢ 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. Init's
November 1997 report responding to this request, the PCAST Energy
Research and Development Panel determined that restoring aviable
nuclear energy option to help meet our future energy needsis
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.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1729: Dorothy Perry

Response to Commentor No. 1729

Dear MS Brown.

I am a long time resident of the City of Richland, WA.
I am totally in favor of restarting the FFTF reactor.
It would be a total waste of govenment funds not to

use this reactor for what ever purposes that it can
be used for. To make Medical Isotops to fight cancer

would be wonderful. Cancer is such a dreadful disease.

Chemo Threapy is almost as bad as the disease.

Sincerely,, i:?
75
_

+ 7 -
V_g’

1729-1

1729-1:  DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1730: Andrea Faste

Response to Commentor No. 1730

Andrea M. Faste
7713 11™ Ave. NW
Seattle, WA 98117

Sept. 12, 2000

Colette E. Brown

US Department of Energy
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 2¢874-1290

Dear Ms. Brown:

Please listen to the many citizens of Washington State whe are appalled at the idea of restarting the Fast
Flux Reactor at Hanford. We are very frustrated that the clean-up effort so necessary at the existing plants
keeps gelting side-tracked as plans are put forth to bring yet more high level waste to the Hanford
reservation. We are concerned that the EIS for the restart fails to take into account the availability of
nuclear isotopes from other sources for medical research, and that we have plenty of plutonium already.
What worries us is the inability of the DOE to get on with the clean-up, which was promised, even signed
into agreement with the State of Washington, years ago. Now there are reports that leaks from the old

Hanford are creeping into the ground water and heading toward the Columbia River.

Let us turn from the false hope of good jobs if the region is put in environmental jeopardy. Noone wants tc
see the future of central Washingten turn as bleak as that of the fields surrounding Chernobyl.

Sinccre{y,

Andrea Faste
(a concerned citizen west of the Cascades)

1730-1
1730-2
1730-3
1730-4

1730-2

1730-1:

1730-2:

1730-3:

1730-4:

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

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

A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.
Prior public meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change. As
stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated
for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

The 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 aso be funded by NE, which has no
funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities. Asstated 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.

Asdiscussed in Chapter 4 of Volume 1, implementation of the
alternatives described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1 would have no
significant effect on groundwater at candidate sites or the Columbia
River.

Sections4.3.1.1.13; 4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13; and 4.4.2.1.13 were
revised to clarify the waste management approach for waste resulting
from processing target materials for plutonium-238 production.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of
its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably
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Commentor No. 1730: Andrea Faste (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1730

Canada. However, Canada only supplies alimited 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. Further, supplies of many research isotopes are not readily
availablefrom existing foreign or domestic sources, causing anumber of
medical research programsto be terminated, deferred, or seriously
delayed. Assuch, reliance on these other 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.

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. 1731: Wallace P. Howell

Response to Commentor No. 1731

1507 Putnam St.
Richland, WA 89382
Sept 11, 2000

Ms. Colette Brown

DOE Office of Space and Defenge Power Systems
19801 Germantown Road

Germantown, MD 20874-1290

Dear Ms. Brown:
Re: FFTF EIS

I strongly support the rastart of the FFTF reactor facility, bobh
for the producticon of medical and space mission iscotopes. and for
whatever cther research missions might bea suitable for this, our
newest and most advanced nuclear reactor. It greatly distresses
me that we are spending so much time and money in dealing with the
lattar—-day Luddites who are opposing this.

I am a 79-year-old retired Certified Hesalth Physicist who worked
at Hanford from 1047 until 1888, Theat's 3¢ years, all of it in
operstional health physics. I was one of the original members of
bLhe Health Physics Society. T am profoundly disturbed by the sad
disuse of nuclear technology in this country, while we still have
the knowledge and a few outstanding facilities, like the FFTF,
which can bring us enormous benefits, at moderste cost. The
situation completely baffles met

as I look et the technical situations around the world, I sae
other countries busily putting into practice technology which we
invented, The vitrification and disposal of high-level nuclear

wasta readily comes Lo mind. We developed the btechnology thirty
years ago, and it has bean in use in France and Sweden since the
mid~1970s. In the meantime, we sit on our Nstional thumb,

debating what to do with ours!

It's hard toc believe theat this is the same country that developed
most nuelear tachnology, that went to the Mocn a dozen times, that
conceived and implemented the Internet, and that is now angaged
(with Russial in building an Internabional Space Station.

That's how it lcoks from here, in the real world, not Fogay
Bottom, Ms. Brown. I hope that you and your colleagues can help
to bring the vigion of the people in Foggy Bottom somewhat rnisarar
to that of the real world, and help to get us back into real
accomplishment in the nuclear field.

¥Yours Truly,

DA U weld.

Wallace P. Howell, CHP

” 1731-1
Il 1731-2

1731-1:
1731-2:

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

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns. It is DOE policy to
encourage public input on matters of regional, national and
international importance as part of its commitment to facilitate a
public participation process that is open and unbiased.
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Commentor No. 1732: Carol Sinclair

Response to Commentor No. 1732

Heart of America Northwest

From: Carol Sinclair <carolsin@kcls.org>
To: <office@heartofamericanorthwest.org>
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2000 4:23 PM

Subject:  Attn: Danielle

T want to add my voice to those at the hearing on Angust 30
calling for the Department of Energy to abandon its latest plans in regard
to the Hanford nuclear facility.

1) There is not a need to restart the FFTF. There is danger in the
plutonium already found in the soil, and in trace amounts found in
firefighters after the recent wildfire.

2) It is too risky to transport large amounts of nuclear waste by truck
through the densely-populated urban area around Seattle. Do you know how
impossible our traffic congestion is right now?

Please do the right thing, which is to put the safety concerns of our
citizens first.

Sincerely,
Carol Sinclair
Seattle, WA

| 1732-1
Il 1732-2
” 1732-3

1732-1:

1732-2:

1732-3:

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF. The need for the proposed action is addressed in Section 1.2
of Volume 1 of the PEIS. Therole of FFTF in fulfilling that need is
addressed in Section 2.5.2 of Volume 1.

No radioactive materialswere“released” in the Hanford Wildfires of
2000. Wildfiresdid resuspend some materials already in the
environment. The resuspended materials were low, sightly above
natural background levels. The low levelsrequired several days of
analysis to quantify.

No firefighters working the Hanford wildfires of 2000 tested positive
for radioactive material uptakes.

It is not anticipated that wastes from the proposed facilities would be
transported through the Seattle area. However, any waste
transported from candidate sites would be subject to regulation by the
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC). Population densities and traffic
congestion are factors that were considered during the devel opment

of the DOT and NRC regulations that apply to transportation of
radioactive and hazardous materials.
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Commentor No. 1733: Jean T. Carpenter

Response to Commentor No. 1733

September 12, 2000

Colette Brown

Office of Space & Defense Power Systems
US Dept of Energy

19901 Germantown Rd

Germantown MD 20874

Dear Colette Brown,

| realize that there have been hearings about the sibility of rastarti
FFTF in Hanford, WA, " oSSty g e

I realize, too, that there is & great need for jabs, the economic situation in
Centrat Wa is perhaps far from great -- we're certainly struggling greatly with lack of
work & business opportunities hera in Okanogan Cty -- but the LAST way | seg as
doing anyihing positive is creating still more polsonous wastes in a place that is
alrgady so poiluted that it seems no one has the knowledge or the wifl or whatever it
takes 1o really 1ake hold and do something about it

i ask that you use your position for the wall-being of not only this entire area, but
of the whole community of Iife, to prevent the FFTF from being restarted, to keep any
kind of polluting wastes from being stored and Hanford, and to put whatever resources
are needad to clean up once and for all a place that threatens the health of us all,

Thank you for doing your best to act on this urgent issue.

Sincerely,

;/ﬂf"f""’*T Ca’\a’w\/-(&
Jean T Carpenter
514 $ Ash

Omak WA 98841
500-826-6742

|| 17331
|| 17382

1733-1:

1733-2:

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

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

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of
the Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and

the FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and
Technology (NE). The nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no
funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities. Asstated 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.

More specific to the DOE missions in the NI PEIS, the environmental
impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and support facilities
at Hanford during normal operations and from postul ated accidents
are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS.
All impacts to human health and to ecological resources would be small
intheimmediate area of the Hanford Site and negligible at all distant
locations.

In regards to waste, the NI PEIS addresses the environmental impacts
due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated 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 aternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 1734: Catherine Pearsall

Response to Commentor No. 1734

@«heme EPEG[S&“

711 Riverside Drive
West Richland, Washington 99353

September 8, 2000

Ms. Colette Brown
Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Washington DC 20874

Dear Ms. Brown;

RESTART OF FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY (FFTF) FOR PRODUCTION CF
MEDICAL ISOTOPES

t am a constituent in Eastern Washington State. { truly believe the Fast Flux Test
Facility (FFTF) sheuld be restarted by the Departmeant of Energy (DOE) for
productior: of medical isotopes. It can uniquely provide a wide variety of high-
grade isotopes, some of which cannot currently be produced inthe U.S. In
additicn, FFTF has the capacity to produce 2-3 times more medical isctopes than
all other reactors in the nation combined. We need to be ready to supply large
quantities of medical isotopes to cancer centers around the nation, Ata
minimum many of our fellow citizens are suffering with cancer and doctors need
these products to heip in curing or developing a cure for cancer.

So, lets use this operational facility, not throw it away as we have done so many
others (i.e. the Supercollider} just for the sake of political capital. | know there is
much opposition from Western Washington State, however, | believe much of
what they don’'t want has to do with the fact they are making judgements based
on inaccurate publicity and not sound science.

Please restart the FFTF. It would be a great tragedy if we allowed this resource
te be permanently shutdown.

Sincarely,

.
gt{f//ém; i%zﬁ%{/

Catherine Pearsall
Richtand, WA

1734-1

Il 17341

1734-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The commentor should note that while the FFTF has alarge volume
available for the production of isotopes, it cannot produce 2 to 3 times
more medical isotopes than al other reactorsin the nation combined.
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Commentor No. 1735: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1735

September 15, 2000

Ms, Colette Brown,

PEIS Document Manager,

Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology,
U.S. Department of Energy

NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

Please accept the attached document for the record of the PEIS on isotope production.
Canadian production of isotopes and the ability of Canadian sources to meet U.S. needs
should be fully discussed in the final PEIS and should bear on any decision to restart the
FFTF, a reactor not designed for efficient production of medical isotopes.

As the U.8, Department of Energy, via Argonne National Laboratory, is working with
MDS Nordion to convert i1s medical production reaciors at Chalk River, Canada from
highly enriched uranium (HEU) to low-enriched uranium (LEUY), the role of Argonne in
isotope production worldwide should be included in the final PEIS. Arpenne’s work with
Nordion and Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd. has a direct bearing on U.S. isotope use and
should be fully discussed in the final PEIS.

For further information on MDS Nordion, go to http://www.nordion.com.

17351

1735-1:

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of
its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably
Canada. However, Canada only supplies alimited 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
requirement. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 hasbeen revised to clarify
DOE's isotope production role and other producers' capabilities to
fulfill U.S. isotope needs. DOE's assistance to Canada in reactor
conversions is not within the scope of the NI PEIS.

DOE acknowledges that the FFTF'slarge size and configuration are
not particularly well suited for the singular purpose of producing small
quantities of various research isotopes. However, sustained operation
of the FFTF for the production 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. Asthe NERAC report,
“NERAC Subcommittee for |sotope Research and Production
Planning Final Report, April 2000,” states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons
and largeirradiation volumein 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 feasihility, the

NI PEIS only evaluates use of the FFTF when coupled with the other
proposed 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 disturbing the existing missions of
thesefacilities.
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Commentor No. 1737: Richard B. Parkin
U.S. EPA

Response to Commentor No. 1737

ST UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
2 A% 3 REGION 10
3 1 1200 Sixth Avenua
i%;m & Seattle, WA 98101

e
SEP 19 20
Reply To
Aten Of: ECO-088 Ref: 00-004-DOE

Colette E. Brown, NE-50
U.5. Department of Fnergy
19901 Germantown Road
Germanlown, MD 20874

Dear Ms, Brown:

We have reviewed the draft programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
Accemplishing Fxpunded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Tsotope
Production Missions in the United Stales, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Faciliy (CEGH
(00258) in accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act and
$309 of the Clean Air Act. The draft EIS addresses a mission 1o increase the availability of medical
and industdal tsetopes Lo accommodate luture projected needs in diagnostic and therapeutic
medicing, the space program, and civilian energy research and development. Alternatives presented
in the draft E1S in¢lude the no action, restarting the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) at Hanford, using
existing DOE facilities, constructing new accelerator(s), constructing a new research reactor, and
permanemtly deactivating the FFTF.

‘We have rated the draft EIS, EC-Z {Enviranmental Concemns-Insufficient Informalion) We
have attempted to weigh the benefits that would arise from adopting action alternatives against the
environmental consequences occurring with their adoption when assigning our raling. To a large
extent, a tack of information in the draft EIS was the basis for our environmental concerns.
Information we found lacking in the EIS includes
. a compelling case that a need will arise in the future for plutonium-238 and medical and

industrial isotopes;

. site-specific impacts from proposals 1o construct and operate acecierator(s) or a rescarch
roactes {the absence of this information prevents us and other readers teom judping the
environmental acceptability of these propesals);

a demonstration that proposed action would be consistent with achieving the fiture land use

designations that are directing Superfumd clean-up efforts, especially in the 300 arca in

Hanford;

assurances that funding for these proposals would not be from monies presently earmarked

for clean-up; and

. the rationale for including an alternative for decommissioning the FFTF sin¢e it dees not
appedr to address the staled purpose and need.

We are also concerned that the cost and nen-proliferation reports were not made available to
the public until well into the comment period on the draft EIS. We believe that the Department of
Encrgy (DOE} should have released this information as part of the dralt EIS and that its latc releasc
limits the ability ol the public to comment on elements important to this decision. Moreover, we arc
concerned that DOE released cost and non-proliferation reports late in the draft EIS process on its

ammmhu:ychdﬂnpar

1737-1

1737-2

1737-3

1737-4
1737-5

1737-6

1737-1:

The commentor’s views are noted. Sections 1.2.1 and 1.2.2 of

Volume 1 provide a description of the need for production of medical
and industrial isotopes and plutonium-238, respectively. DOE could
purchase plutonium-238 from Russia to satisfy its near-term
responsibility to supply NASA with plutonium-238 to support future
space exploration missions. Under the current contract set to expire

in 2002, the United States is authorized to purchase up to 40
kilograms of plutonium-238, with the total available for purchasein
any one year limited to 10 kilograms. However, DOE does not
stockpile large quantities of Russian plutonium-238 long in advance of
needs due to budget constraints and the additional processing required
to remove decay products that occur following extended storage of

the material. To date, DOE has purchased approximately 9 kilograms
of plutonium-238 under this contract. The environmental impacts
associated with procurement of plutonium-238 from Russia are
evaluated as an element of the No Action Alternative.

Nonproliferation issues are addressed in a separate report, “Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment,” September 2000.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE
provides isotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels
them, for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their
use. In addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the

Office of Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and
consistent with DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is
responsible for maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238
needed to support these missions. There are approximately 9
kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory
available to support future NASA space missions; no viable
aternative to using plutonium-238 to support these missions currently
exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of

radioi sotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic supply of
plutonium-238, DOE's ahility to support future NASA space
exploration missions would be in jeopardy.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
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Commentor No. 1737: Richard B. Parkin (Cont’d)
U.S. EPA

Response to Commentor No. 1737

last EIS, The Freatment and Management of Sodivm-Bonded Spent Nuclear Fuels. We recommend 1737-6
that this information accompany the release ol the draft EIS for tuture DOL projects. (Cont, d)

Qur rating and a summary of our comments will be published in the Federal Register. [
have enclosced a copy of the rating system used in our review for your reference. 1 have enclosed a
copy of the raling sysiem used in our review for your reference and our detailed comments. [
encourage you to contact Chris Gebhardt of my stafl at (206) $53-0233 il you have any questions.
Thank you tor the opportunity to review this draft EIS,

Richard B. Parkin, Manager
Geographic Implementation Unit

enclosures

mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. In doing so, it established
two expert committees. In 1998, an Expert Panel convened to
forecast future demand for medical isotopes estimated that the
expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the next 20 years
will range between 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by DOE's Nuclear
Energy Research Advisory Committee (NERAC), established in 1999
to provide DOE with expert, objective advice regarding the future
form of itsisotope research and production activities. The growth
projections were also adopted by DOE as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period
sincetheinitial 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% of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
Although other manufacturers produce medical isotopes, DOE

remains the key provider for alarge number of isotopes that are used
inrelatively small quantities by individual researchers at universities
and hospitals. Because their application isinitially experimental, these
isotopes are not generally purchased in large-enough quantities to
make their production financially attractive to private industry.
However, supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available
from existing domestic or foreign sources, causing anumber of

medical research programsto 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 isotopes for medical applications
and research. DOE'sintent isto compliment commercial sector
capabilities to ensure that areliable supply of isotopesis availablein
the U.S. to meet future demand, and to encourage the commercial
sector to privatize the production of isotopes that have established
applications to alevel that would support commercial ventures.

1737-2:  DOE notes EPA's concerns. DOE used the generic site approach
for Alternatives 3 and 4 in the absence of specific siting alternatives.
Thislevel of analysisis appropriate for a PEIS. Projected
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Commentor No. 1737: Richard B. Parkin (Cont’d)
U.S. EPA

Response to Commentor No. 1737

EPA’s Detailed Comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and
Isotope Production Missions in the U.S., Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility

Consistency of Alternatives with Land Use Designations

We understand that the Hanferd 300 area and the majority of potential sites for the
proposed accelerator(s) and research reactor arc on Superfund's National Priority List (NPL) and
are undergoing clean-up. Clean-up activitics ar¢ oriented toward meeting future land use
designations. EPA, as overseer of Superfund activities on these sites, is concerned that proposals
may inhibit efforts to clean-up Hanford's 300 area or other sites on the NPL to standards
consistent with their designated fature land uses. We strongly recommend that the EIS state
whether alternatives.occur in sites on the MPL, describe future use designations divecting clean-
up activities, and demonstrate that action altermatives are consistent with existing Superfund
efforts to meet future land uses.

Budget Concerns

EPA is concerned about restarting the FFTF and building and operating an accelerator(s)
or a research reactor because funds uscd for these new activities could potentially reduce the
level of funding for clean-up at DOE sites. EPA fears that funding to operate the FFTF, and to an
even greater extent, to construct and operate a new accelerator(s) or research reactor could divert
clean-up funds from DOE’s limited funding base. EPA, therefore, recommends that the EIS
demonstrate that sufficient funding exists outside the clean-up budget to fund action alternatives
one through four and that the Record of Decision commit to not using funds allocated for clean-
up to implement action alternatives one through four.

Not Siting Proposed Accelerator and Research Reaclor Prevents Assessing Impacts

The draft EIS does not specify where the proposed accelerator(s) and research reactor in
alternatives three and four, respectively, would be located and the document consequently lacks
an assessment of impacts to ground water, surface water, and air resources, among others. We
believe that the absence of site specific information for these two alternatives prevents DOE from
considering them as viable options when the type and extent of environmenial and health impacts
is unknown. We therefore recommend that the final EIS drop alternatives three and four or
specify a location for siting the proposed accelerator(s) and research reactor and include a full
discussion of impacts with their adoption.

No Compelling Demonstration of the Need for the Project

The EIS does not present a compelling case that a need exists to ensure the production of
plutonium-238 for space missions, and to a lesser extent, the isotopes for medical and industrial
purposes in 5-10 years. Currently, DOFE is purchasing needed plutonium-238 from Russia and
isotopes for medical and industrial purposes from other sources, including Canada. The EIS does
not demenstrate that DOE cannot continue 1o meet the demand for these materials in the future.

1737-3

1737-4

1737-2

1737-1

construction and operational dataon nonradiological air emissions,
water use, radiological and chemical releases, and waste generation
areprovided at alevel of detail commensurate with that provided for
the existing facilities under consideration. Should one of these
aternatives ultimately be selected on the basis of itstechnical merit
for accomplishing the stated missions and the assessment of
environmental impacts, subsequent NEPA reviews would be
conducted to include an analysis of siting alternatives and associated
site-specific impacts.

1737-3:  Information on the NPL statusis provided in the NI PEIS Waste
Management sections of Chapter 3 (i.e., Sections 3.2.11.1, 3.3.11.1,
and 3.4.11.1). In addition, as noted in the Land Use sectionsin
Chapter 4 for each of the proposed alternatives, the proposed
activities are consistent with the current land use plans for those
facilities under consideration in thisNI PEIS.

1737-4:  DOE shares the EPA's concern about adequate funds for the cleanup
of Hanford and other DOE sites. 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). Thenuclear
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. Asstated in Section N.3.2 of Volume 2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

1737-5:  DOE acknowledges that Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate
FFTF with No New Missions, does not meet the purpose and need of
the proposed action. This alternative was added to the analysisas a
result of stakeholder input, and specifically focuses on the permanent
deactivation of FFTF coupled with no new missions.

1737-6:  CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021)
implementation regulations do not require inclusion of cost and
nonproliferation studies in an environmental impact statement. A
basic purpose of the NI PEIS is to describe the alternatives under
consideration for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume 1) and the
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Commentor No. 1737: Richard B. Parkin (Cont’d)
U.S. EPA

Response to Commentor No. 1737

Mereover, the current practice ol purchasing pluteninm-238 from Russia is not only more
cost effective than restarting the FFTF or constructing and operating new accelerator(s) or a
research reactor, it also appears to address nonproliferation concerns. This practice places
Russian-produced nuciear material in U,S. bands which, in light of the political scene in Russia,
is currcntly a more sccurc option and it gives Russia much needed funding to manage the nuclear
stockpiles that exist there.

Decommissioning the FETF Appears to be Quiside the Purpese and Need

Although we support decommissioning the FFTF and recognizc it as consistent with the
Hanford Agreement, we question how this alternative meets the purpose and need included in the
EiS of producing plutonium-238 and isotopes for medical and industrial purposes. This
alternative does, however, addresses the question of what DOE should do with inactive reactors
and accelerators (especially the FF'TF) at its sites. We recommend that the EIS rewrite the
purpose and need statement to refleed the larger question of what to do with inactive reactors and
accelerators if this is the case.

More Detailed Comments

1. In Table 5-10, impacts are described by comparison with applicable air environmental
standards, We recommend a similar approach be used in Table S-11 to describe radiological
impacts {dose) by comparison with the applicabie Clean Air Act standard (10 mrem/year).
Separate comparisons should be made with Safe Drinking Water Act ¢riteria. This would help in
providing a more consistent basis for comparing radiological to nonradiolegical impacts and
would also make clear what (if any} of the radiological impact is due to releases to groundwater.

2. We recommend that the EIS present cancer risks from chemical, radiologic, and the
combination of both on the same page and in the same format. For example, readers of the EIS
could more easily detect that the chemical cancer risk in Table 4-76 is much greater than the
associated radiological risk. More direct comparison would add clarity to this usefui information.

3. On Page 4-274, Table 4-140 is explained with “Hazard indexes for the toxic chemicals were
al! far below one, and cancer risk values are well below acceptable risk values. Thus, there would
be no hazardous chemical impacts from the operation of the new reactor”. It is not clearly stated
what “acceptable risk values” are. The hazardous chemical cancer risk in Table 4-140 is
approximately 0.000000001 which is a small number but is not zero. The basis for dismissing
this level of risk is not stated. If the same logic were applied to the radiolegical risks in Table 4-
138, the radiolegical risks might also be “no impact”. Nonradiological cancer risks should be
carricd through the analysis in the same way as radiological risks including, where appropriate,
the calculation of population-scale “Latent Cancer Fatalities™. :

4. In Appendix [, hazardous chemical risks are not evaluated where quantities do not exceed
Threshold Planning Quantities, or where quantities are bounded by the quantities currently stored
in the facility. As a consequence, hazardous materials risks from serious accidents such as Jon
Exchange Explosion or Dissolver Tank Failure are evaluated for radiclogical consequences, but

1737-1

1737-5

1737-7

1737-8

1737-9

1737-10

environmental impacts that would occur if these alternatives were
implemented (Chapter 4 of Volume 1). Pursuant to CEQ regulations
40 CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary
decision documents available to the public before adecision is made.
The associated cost report and nonproliferation report were made
available to the public on August 24, 2000 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.

1737-7:  Thetext associated with Table S-11 in the Draft NI PEIS (Table S-15
inthe Final PEIS) providesthe Clean Air Act and Safe Drinking
Water Act standards for radiological impacts.

1737-8:  Cancer incidencerisksfrom chemical and radiological agentsare
presented separately in Chapter 4 of Volume 1. However, Table 2-6
of Section 2.7.1.1 provides side-by-side comparisons of radiological
and chemical risks. Ingeneral, combining the population radiological
latent cancer fatality risk with the chemical cancer incidencerisk is
not appropriate. Section H.3 (Assumptions) has been revised to
provide adiscussion of the differencesin the risk measures for
radiologica and chemical risk.

1737-9:  Thereferenceto acceptablerisk valuesfor the carcinogenic
chemicals has been removed from the text in the Final NI PEIS. The
cancer risk listed for Propylene in Table 4-140 of the Draft NI PEIS
Table 4.147 of the Final PEIS) meansthat the likelihood of an
individual contracting cancer from exposure to 0.000173 micrograms
per cubic meter of propylene over 35 years would be less than
approximately 1 in 1.5 billion. For perspective, that risk is
approximately six orders of magnitude less than therisk of the
individual contracting afatal cancer from 35-years of exposureto
cosmic radiation. Nevertheless, since “acceptablerisk values’ isopen
to interpretation, the phrase “acceptable risk values’ will be removed.

Theradiological risk to the maximally exposed offsiteindividual
shown in Section 4.6.1.2.9 means that the likelihood of the individual
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Commentor No. 1737: Richard B. Parkin (Cont’d)
U.S. EPA

Response to Commentor No. 1737

not for associated chemical risks. This approach limits comparisons of alternatives and also of
radiological to nonradiological risks. From the standpoint of providing an equitable basis for
comparison, Threshold Planning Quantities and quantilies on hund are not pertinent. The
important consideration {s to compare impacts (including both chemical and radiological ones)
amonyg alternatives.

3. In summary tables of risks, hoth radiological and nonradiological nisks should be included for
comparison.

1737-10

|| 1737-11

becoming alatent cancer fatality due to the radiation exposure that
would result from implementation of this alternative islessthan
approximately 1in 22 million. That risk is approximately four orders
of magnitude less than therisk of the individual contracting afatal
cancer from 35-years of exposure to cosmic radiation. Neither risk is
voluntary, and the radiological risk to the maximally exposed offsite
individual due to the former radiation sourceis essentialy zero.

Some care should be exercised in comparing the cancer risk from
hazardous chemicals with the latent cancer fatalities used to quantify
radiological risk to populations because the two risks have different
physical interpretations. The cancer risk from hazardous chemicals
shown in tables throughout Chapter 4 of Volume 1 is a probability of
cancer incidence (not fatality) for anindividual that is continuously
exposed to the specified concentration of the chemical over the 35
year program duration. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
EPA) has not developed cancer mortality risk factors for
carcinogenic chemicals. Therefore, itisnot possibleto providea
latent cancer fatality estimate for exposure to these chemicals.
Additionally, the impacts from exposure to multiple carcinogens are
not necessarily additive. Exposure to multiple carcinogens may result
in either synergistic or antagonistic effects. The expected number of
latent cancer fatalities, from aradiological exposure, amongthe
population is a statistical average that considers the variability in
radiological exposurethat arises from the geographical distribution of
the population and prevailing weather conditions. Based on wind
direction, wind speed, atmospheric stability and distance from the
radiation source, some personsin the area at risk are exposed to
more radiation than others. Whileit is possible to develop population
cancer incidencefiguresusing similar modeling techniquesto those
used in the radiological assessment; that has not been donein this
analysis. The EPA recommends using an iterative approach when
performing risk analysisfor chemical exposures, progressing from the
simple to the more complex analysis depending upon the perceived
need for more detail in the analysis. Based upon the information
available and the results of the chemical risk analysis, it was
determined that the analysis provided in the PEIS provides an
appropriate measure of the chemical risks. Careisalso requiredin
comparing the cancer risk from hazardous chemicalsto the
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Commentor No. 1737: Richard B. Parkin (Cont’d)
U.S. EPA

Response to Commentor No. 1737

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Impact Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Environmental Tmpact of the Action
LO - - Lack of Objections

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential
environmental Impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have
disclosed opporlunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with
no more than minor changes ta the proposal.

EC - - Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to
fully protect the environment. Corrective measures may reqguire changes to the preferred
alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce these impacls.

EQ - - Envirenmental Objections

The EPA revicw has identified significant envirenmental impacts that should be avoided
in order to provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require
substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative
{including the no-action alternative or a new altemnative). EPA intends to work with the lead
agency 1o reduce these impacts.

EU - - Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of T_Il’ﬂ'lgu:m_/—ﬁ
magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpeint-of-pubtic eanii of Welfare or

environmental guality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts, If the

patential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be

resemmended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adequacy of the Tmpact Statement
Category 1 - - Adequaie

EPA believes the draft E1S adcquately sets forth the environmental impaci(s) of the
preferred alternative and those of the alternalives reasonably available to the praject ot action.
No further analysis of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of
clarifying language or information.

radiological risk to the maximally exposed offsiteindividual. The
cancer risk for hazardous chemicalsis a probability of cancer
incidence, whiletheradiological risk to the maximally exposed offsite
individual isarisk of cancer mortality.

1737-10: The NI PEIS analyses included the determination of the incremental
hazardous chemical accident risks for the proposed actions under
each aternative. Therefore, hazardous chemical accident riskswere
not evaluated at facilities that would not be altered by the proposed
action. Thisallows an equal comparison of the proposed action
among alternatives.

1737-11:  Section 2.7 of Volume 1 contains a summary table that includes both
theradiologica and nonradiological risksfrom normal operations and
radiological risksfrom accidentsfor usein making comparisons
among adternatives. The nonradiological hazardouschemical
accidents evaluated in the NI PEIS resulted in no risk to health and
safety at distances well within the site boundaries of each facility.
Therefore, the nonradiol ogical accident riskswere not included in the
summary table.
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Commentor No. 1737: Richard B. Parkin (Cont’d)
U.S. EPA

Response to Commentor No. 1737

Category X - - Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess
environmental impacts that shoald be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the
EPA reviewer has identified new reasonaby available altematives that are within the spectrum of
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the
action. The identified additional infonnation, data, analyses or discussion should be included in
the final EIS.

Category 3 - - [nadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft ELS adequately assesses potentially significant
environmental impacts of the aclion, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably
available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS.
which should bc analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impaets.
EPA helieves that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such
amagnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that
the draft BIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental Pelicy Act and or
Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment
in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved,
this preposal could be a candidate for referral (o the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting

the Environment. Fcbruary, 1987.

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd



VTST-¢

Commentor No. 1738: John Feldman

Response to Commentor No. 1738

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/18/00

John Feldman
3722 SE Taylor
Portland, OR 97214

Yes, | am against the reactivation of the Hanford nuclear
power systems. | don't think it's a good idea. They should
think twice. So please reconsider. My name is John
Feldman, my address is 3722 Southeast Taylor, Portland,
Oregon 97214.

1738-1

1738-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1739: Laura Berger

Response to Commentor No. 1739

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00

Laura Berger
408_2609

Hi. My name is Laura Berger and | oppose the restart of the
FFTF nuclear reactor at Hanford. | don't know if | need to
say anything more but if you need to contact me my number
is 408_2609.

Thank you.

1739-1

1739-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1740: Martin Lewis

Response to Commentor No. 1740

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00

Martin Lewis

3133 Fairfield Street
Philadelphia, PA 19136
215 676_1291

My name is Martin Lewis. I'm sending this to Colette Brown
concerning the DOE plans to expand production of plutonium 238
for future space missions. Please do not send me the draft

PEIS. Keep it. There's no need to expand the existing nuclear
infrastructure. Space nuclear power is a good way to destroy this
earth. Every entry accident of some kind, on the path accidents for
that matter, and we could wind up with plutonium 238 in
Philadelphia, which I'm strongly against as | live in Philadelphia,
my name is Martin Lewis, 3133 Fairfield Street, Philadelphia, PA
19136, 215_676_1291. | don't know if I'm being recorded. | hope |
am. It's just ridiculous that we are still pushing for more plutonium
238. We've been lucky so far. Although our children may not be
lucky the way we're poisoning the earth. | don't have any

children but | still do not want the effects of my being on this earth
poisoning future generations. Please do not promote in any way
the use plutonium 238 into space business and please stop
promoting the use of nuclear power in space. Thank you.

I‘ 1740-1

1740-2

1740-1:  DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin 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 findingswere later reviewed and
endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert
objective advice regarding the future form of itsisotoperesearch 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
thisinformation and to clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research
and commercial isotope production needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope 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. Although research
to identify other potential fuel sources to support these space
exploration missions has been conducted, no viable alternative to

using plutonium-238 has been established. Based on NASA guidance
to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems for
upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing
plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.
Without an assured domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ahility
to support future NASA space exploration missions may be lost.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose
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Commentor No. 1740: Martin Lewis (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1740

1740-2:

and need for reestablishing adomestic plutonium-238 production
capability to support NASA spaceexploration missions.

In January 1997, President Clinton tasked his Committee of Advisors
on Science and Technology (PCAST) to evaluate the current national
energy research and devel opment 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. Init's
November 1997 report responding to this request, the PCAST Energy
Research and Devel opment Panel determined that restoring aviable
nuclear energy option to help meet our future energy needsis
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 reinvigorateits nuclear energy research and
development activities to address these potential barriers. Section 1.2.3
providesinformation on the nuclear energy research and

development mission.

DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions, although this issue is 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
amost 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 athorough NEPA evaluation for each launch.
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Commentor No. 1741: Angel Kelly

Response to Commentor No. 1741

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00

Angel Kelly
Portland, OR

Hi. My name is Angel Kelly. 1 live in Portland, Oregon. I'm
calling to say that | disagree with the restart of the Fast Flux
Facility at Hanford. I think that the priority of the Department
of Energy should be to clean up existing nuclear messes
which they're not currently doing adequately and to not do
anymore creation of radioactive waste until there is proper
way to deal with the waste that's already created and any
future waste that is generated. The Environmental

Impact Statement doesn't take into account that this waste
will last for hundreds of years and that it will contaminate the
water and the land. Thank you.

1741-1

1741-2

1741-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF.
1741-2:  Therestart of FFTF or any of the other proposed aternative facilities

would not impact the schedul e or available funding for existing
cleanup activities at Hanford, INEEL, or ORR. 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 alternativesin the

NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe
and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federa and state laws and regul ations and applicable DOE
orders.
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Commentor No. 1742: Sonia Wilson

Response to Commentor No. 1742

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00

Sonia Wilson

9505 NE Campaign
Portland, OR 97220
503_253_0191

Hi. | would like to call to state my opinion. I'm opposed to
the restart of the FFTF nuclear reactor at Hanford. If you
have any questions, or you need to make sure that I'm a

voter or whatever, my name is Sonia Wilson and | live at

9505 NE Campaign in Portland, 97220. My

phone is 503_253 0191. Thank you. Bye_bye.

I ‘ 1742-1

1742-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1743: Mrs. Birdwell

Response to Commentor No. 1743

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00

Mrs. Birdwell
White Salmon, WA

You're wrong to restart any nuclear reactors near Hanford
or any other place near the Columbia or any waterway
flowing into it. Now you've got to clean up that mess at
Hanford and refrain from this happening there again. Keep
it away from the country. Put it away from here. Put it

out in the middle of the desert where there's no water to
flow into it. You have to figure out something better. I'm
Mrs. Birdwell at White Salmon, right on that Columbia. |
don't like it. Don't like to have that beautiful, beautiful river
spoiled. It's the second largest river in the United States
and look what you're doing to it.

1743-1

1743-2

1743-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1743-2: Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup

activitiesareahigh 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).
Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all
parts of theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

FFTFisapproximately 4.5 milesfromthe ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in Chapter
4 of Volume1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,4.5.3.2.4, 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. 1744: John Shumacher

Response to Commentor No. 1744

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00

John Shumacher
503 408 2651

| oppose the restart of the nuclear reactor at Hanford.
Please don't do it. My name is John Shumacher, area code
503_408_2651, if you want to get a hold of me, but do not
start the reactor again. Thank you.

” 17441

1744-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1745: John McCarthy

Response to Commentor No. 1745

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00

John McCarthy
White Salmon, WA

Hi, my name is John McCarthy. I'm a resident of White
Salmon, Washington and | just want to voice my opposition
to the startup of the reactor at Hanford in the state of
Washington.

I've been to all the Department of Energy meetings out
here and the message from the people that live here

is very clear. Please clean up the mess that is out there
before you start adding to it. It is just beyond belief that
you want to add to this cesspool that by your own
admission you cannot clean up.

So this is another citizen voicing very, very strong
opposition to the startup of the nuclear reactor at Hanford.

Thank you.

1745-1

1745-2

1745-1

1745-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF.
1745-2:  DOE was tasked by Congressin 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 devel opment of
activities related to devel opment of nuclear power for civilian use.”
The purpose of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other
impactsto accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and
new DOE resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of
severa existing DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

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 al parts of the Hanford
Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The stated
missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on
Hanford cleanup activities.
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Commentor No. 1746: Cal Roberts

Response to Commentor No. 1746

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00

Cal Roberts

504 NE 139th Avenue
Vancouver, Washington 98684
360_892 1985

My name is Cal Roberts | live at 504 Northeast 139th
Avenue, Vancouver, Washington 98684.

My telephone number is 360_892 1985. | am totally
opposed to the restart of the nuclear reactor at Hanford.
Things need to be cleaned up before you even think about
doing this kind of stuff. You've already got enough
problems over there which means | have enough problems
over there and since all stuff comes down_river, guess
what? So, | would love to be able to talk with

somebody about this if you think this is something you
need to do. | just oppose it so much and |

really would like to have somebody contact me. All right,
thank you very much.

1746-1

1746-2

|| 1746-1

1746-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart

FFTF.

1746-2:  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 devel opment of
activitiesrelated to devel opment 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.

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 isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE
missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on
Hanford cleanup activities.

The DOE missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an
impact on Hanford cleanup activities. FFTF is approximately 4.5
milesfrom the Columbia River. There are no dischargesto theriver
from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to
groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in Chapter 4 of
Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,4.5.3.2.4, 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. 1747: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1747

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00
Anonymous

Good afternoon. | would just like to go on record as saying
that I'm opposed to the restart of the FFTF nuclear reactor at
Hanford. It's my understanding that the waste generated by
this plant will take somewhere in the neighborhood of
hundreds of thousands of years to become non_toxic.

| just don't see anyway that the planet can afford nor needs
to spend what is required to generate electricity through
nuclear energy. Thank you very much.

1747-1

1747-2

1747-3

1747-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart

FFTF.

1747-2:  DOE notesthe commentor's concern regarding the long-term storage
reguirements for the waste generated by the proposed action. 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
programswill be implemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of the proposed
alternativesin the NI PEISwill 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.

1747-3:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to nuclear power generation.
It isthe current United States policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear
power continue as a viable component of the United States' energy
portfolio. In recognition of this need, the government has initiated
nuclear energy research and development programsto address
potential long-term barriers to expanded use of nuclear power (e.g.,
nuclear waste, proliferation, safety, and economics) and to ensure
that current nuclear power plants can continue to deliver adequate
and affordable energy supplies. An enhanced DOE nuclear facility
infrastructure is required to support such nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications.
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Commentor No. 1748: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1748

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00
Anonymous

Don't start any nuclear reactors near Hanford or any other
place on the mainland of America. Stop all waste being
delivered at Hanford or any other place that is on our
mainland. Build it someplace out on an island, and where it
won't hurt the people, and prove to us that it is safe.

|| 1748-1
” 17482
” 1748-1

1748-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, aswell as Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor,
unlessit were built on anisland.

1748-2:  DOE notesthe commentor's concern regarding waste generation and
the existing cleanup mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope
of thisNI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto remediate existing
contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE. The Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is
fully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford
cleanup activities.

Both government and commercial waste disposal sites are operated
within the Hanford site. These are permitted by the State of
Washington.

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd



9¢ST-¢

Commentor No. 1749: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1749

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/16/00
Anonymous

Yes, DOE claims that it does have a preferred alternative
among the five proposals in the PEIS released on July 21,
2000 but will identify one in the final PEIS. This creates a
big credibility gap for those of us who have found that
because of the failures of the DOE to identify, to include
in the PEIS facts such as:

1. The DOE's own Blue Ribbon Medical Advisory
Committee recommended last April that the FFTF not be
considered as a viable long_term source of research
radioisotopes.

Also, the claim that it's needed for NASA research. NASA
informed the DOE on May 22nd 2000 that missions can
utilize alternative technologies with lower cost, potentially
much lower environmental impact than start up of FFTF for
production of Plutonium 238.

And another thing that was missing from the PEIS was the
cost report for alternatives. Also the Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment was not included. So |
would say that this PEIS is a completely faulty matter and
that there must be some hidden agenda. We in the Pacific
Northwest want to have you fulfill commitment to close down
FFTF and clean up Hanford, the most polluted place in the
United States. Thank you.

1749-1

1749-2

1749-3

1749-4

1749-5

1749-1:  The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for |sotope
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 isotopeswould be viable if operated in concert with
producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research

and development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report
states: “In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources,
e.g., thehigh flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volumein FFTF,
that could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is
best suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for
isotope production.” In recognition of these constraints on its
operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF
when coupled with the other stated missions. While some existing
reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to support
research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, itis
unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the existing
missions of these facilities.

1749-2:  DOE notes the commentor's views about FFTF and the production of
plutonium-238 for use in future NASA space exploration missions.
The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies
that NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small

radi oisotope thermoel ectric 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

radi oisotope power system based on a Stirling technology generator.
This new radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject
correspondence, requires 1/3 less plutonium asits fuel source.
However, the Stirling technology is developmental and NASA has
reguested in a September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that the
plutonium-238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as a backup.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
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Commentor No. 1749: Anonymous (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 1749

1749-3:

1749-4:

1749-5:

need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability
to support NASA space exploration missions.

The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions
are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto beincludedina
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. Such ancillary documents need only be
made available to the public prior to any decision being made under
CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(€)). Nevertheless, 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.huclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE hasaso
provided summaries of the Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in Appendixes P and Q,
respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. 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. With respect to previous commitments to
deactivate FFTF, a change to the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA)

removed the planned milestone for total deactivation of the FFTF until
its ultimate fate was assessed. That proposed TPA milestone change
was the subject of previous public meetings.

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
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high
priority to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This
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Commentor No. 1749: Anonymous (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 1749

agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. The DOE missions delineated in the

NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities. A
previous change to the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) removed the
planned milestone for total deactivation of the FFTF until its ultimate
fate was assessed. That proposed TPA milestone change was the
subject of previous public meetings.
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Commentor No. 1750: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1750

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/16/00
Anonymous

We feel betrayed by DOE failing to live up to the Tri_Party
Agreement which assured the people of the Northwest that
you, as DOE, would be responsible for cleaning up
Hanford's toxic waste.

Also in 1995, DOE added the agreement for FFTF to be shut
down and cleaned up. Shut it down and clean it up without
further delay.

1750-1

1750-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at
Hanford and the risk of contamination to the Columbia River.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted
in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford
Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE
missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on
Hanford cleanup activities.

A previous change to the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) removed the
planned milestone for total deactivation of the FFTF until its ultimate
fate was assessed. That proposed TPA milestone change was the
subject of previous public meetings.
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Commentor No. 1751: Roberta Carlson

Response to Commentor No. 1751

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/17/00
Roberta Carlson

Hello. This is Roberta Carlson and I'm calling to say that |
want to have the Tri_Party Agreement followed for the Hanford
cleanup. I'm very, | feel very strongly about this and |

really want to have the nuclear reactor shut down in the whole
process moving forward for the

cleanup. Thank you.

1751-1

1751-2

1751-1: 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 al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. Waste management activities, such
as treatment, storage, and disposal, are conducted via permits from the
Washington State Department of Ecology.

1751-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1752: Yolanda Domond

Response to Commentor No. 1752

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/17/00

Yolanda Domond
Portland, OR

Yes this Yolanda Domond from Portland Oregon. | totally
oppose the restart the FFTF nuclear reactor in Hanford. |
think it's insane to create more waste when we haven't even
cleaned up the

other waste.

‘ 17521

1752-2

1752-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1752-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions delineated in
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.
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Commentor No. 1753: Janelle Spain

Response to Commentor No. 1753

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/17/00

Janelle Spain
509 722 3046

| have comments. My name is Janelle Spain and telephone
number 509 722 3046. And this is my comment:

The Department of Energy Nuclear Infrastructure should by no
means be expanded for future research and development.
Research and production. This is about the stupidest idea I've ever
heard. Already we have a nuclear contamination crisis in our
backyard. Already the Hanford nuclear reservation is filled with
leaking tanks of toxic nuclear waste. Already taxpayers are
spending billions in an attempt to clean up the mess and there exist
no credible solution for rendering the materials harmless. When is
enough, enough? The uranium is best left underground and
Hanford is best left in a purely clean up mode. It would be a grave
error to expand production at Hanford and produce more plutonium
regardless of any perceived need to meet future demands of
nuclear products. It's simply not worth it because workers and
civilians are exposed to harmful ionizing radiation at every stage of
the nuclear fuel cycle. From mining the uranium, to operating the
reactors, to storing and transporting the end product and waste.
Plutonium is perhaps the most toxic substance on the planet. It has
a half life of 24,400 years. Once created it remains dangerous in
human terms forever and leaves a poisonous legacy to future
generations. Atomic radiation is an invisible killer that causes
cancers and birth defects. Every dose is an overdose. We must
not allow any expansion or new production at Hanford. We

must not allow the Department of Energy to further pollute our state.

1753-1

1753-2

1753-3

1753-4

1753-5

1753-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opinion that there is no need to expand its
nuclear infrastructure for nuclear research and development missions.
Clean, safe, reliable nuclear power has arole today and in the future for
our national energy security. Inrecognition of this need, nuclear energy
research and devel opment programs have been initiated to address
potential long-term barriers to expanded use of nuclear power (e.g.,
nuclear waste, proliferation, safety, and economics) and to ensure that
current nuclear power plants can continue to deliver adequate and
affordable energy supplies. Becauseit isunlikely that existing facilities
could fully and effectively support these nuclear energy research and
development initiatives without disturbing their existing missions, DOE is
proposing to enhance its nuclear facility infrastructure to also support
these activities. Information on the need for nuclear energy research and
development is provided in Section 1.2.3 of Volume 1.

1753-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missionsdelineated in
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

1753-3: DOE notes the commentor’s views about FFTF and the production of
plutonium-238. 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. Although research to identify other
potential fuel sources to support these space exploration missions has
been conducted, no viable alternative to using plutonium-238 has been
established. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of
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Commentor No. 1753: Janelle Spain (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1753

1753-4:

1753-5:

radioi sotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic supply of
plutonium-238, DOE's ahility to support future NASA space
exploration missionsmay belost. 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.

The commentor’s positions concerning exposure to ionizing radiation, the
nuclear fuel cycle, plutonium, and radiation dose are noted. Risksdueto
uranium mining are outside the scope of this PEIS. Chapter 4 of Volume 1
and Appendixes H through J discuss the radiological risks and waste
generation that would result arange of reasonabl e alternatives and includes
the impacts from operation of reactors and fabrication processing
facilities, target storage, transportation activities, waste generation, and
waste management. Radiological risksthat would result from production
of plutonium-238 and medical/industrial isotopes were found to be small.
Waste that would be generated under each of the nuclear infrastructure
aternatives would place no significant burden on existing waste
management systems at the candidate sites.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding environmental impacts
associated with potential expansion or new production at Hanford. The
environmental impacts associated with nuclear infrastructure operations at
Hanford are addressed in detail in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS. All air
emissions and wastewater discharges would bein accordance with
applicable permit and regulatory requirements. Therelease of criteriaair
pollutants would result in concentrations well below Federal and state air
standards (Table 4-13). The release of radioactivity and hazardous
chemicalsinto the atmosphere would have anegligible effect on human
health (Tables 4-17 and 4-19). There would be no discernible impactsto
groundwater or surface water quality (Section 4.3.1.1.4). Itisconcluded
that nuclear infrastructure operations would result in small impacts to the
biosphere and would not contribute to polluting Washington or any other
State.
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Commentor No. 1754: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1754

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/17/00

Anonymous

I'm calling to say that | do not want the nuclear reactor

restarted in Hanford. Please make sure that it does not get
re_started. Thank you.

1754-1

1754-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1755: Jim Morrison

Response to Commentor No. 1755

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/17/00

Jim Morrison
Seattle, WA
206_624 6524

Yes, hello this Jim Morrison. I'm calling from Seattle,
Washington. My number is 206_624 6524. I'm calling to
register my opposition to any restart of the Fast Flux Test
Facility at Hanford and to urge option number 5. There
should be a complete shutdown of operations there

and thorough and responsible clean up the messes that exist
already. | appreciate you taking time to consider these
opionions and | hope that the majority of residents who have
spoken on this issue will be listened to and the mess will be
cleaned up, and the facilities will not be used to generate
more toxic hazardous nuclear waste.

1755-1

| 1755-2

1755-3

1755-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1755-2:  Seeresponse to comment 1755-1.

1755-3: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions delineated in
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.
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Commentor No. 1756: Margaret McLean

Response to Commentor No. 1756

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/17/00

Margaret McLean
8728 Jason Avenue, North
Seattle, Washington 98103

This Margaret McLean calling from Seattle, Washington. I'd
like to leave a message for Ms. Colette Brown. My
message regards the restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility at
Hanford, Washington. | would like to express my opposal to
this restarting of this facility. My address in Seattle is 8728
Jason Avenue North, Seattle, Washington, 98103. And
once again | do oppose the restart of the Fast Flux Facility
at Hanford. Thank you. Bye_ bye.

1756-1

1756-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1757: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1757

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/17/00
Anonymous

Hi, I'm calling from Tulsa, Oklahoma. I'm terribly concerned,
terribly opposed, concerned about, opposed to, what is it?
Fabricating more plutonium 2387 Are you talking about
making more of it on purpose? | thought we were killing
ourselves trying to get rid of it. | understand that they're
planning to make more of it for the space program. We don't
want that. We don't want to be sending plutonium into space
and we certainly don't want to be making more of the

damn stuff. Somebody up there is crazy to come up with this
idea. Well we don't want it.

1757-1

1757-1: Plutonium-238, used to support NASA space missions, is hot weapons
grade plutonium (i.e., plutonium-239). Whereas the United Statesis
currently planning for the disposition of tons of surplus plutonium-239
that is not needed to support the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile, there
are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the
U.S. inventory available to support future NASA space missions.
Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope 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. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of
radioi sotope power systems for upcoming space missions, DOE
anticipates that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by
approximately 2005. 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. 1758: Nicki Stash

Response to Commentor No. 1758

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/18/00

Nicki Stash
360 733 6121

Hi. | would to leave a comment. My name is Nicki Stash. My
number is 360_733_6121. | would like you to shut down the
FFTF reactor and | would prefer that you please focus on
cleanup. OK,

Thanks, Bye.

|| 1758-1
|| 1758-2

1758-1:

1758-2:

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste management activities are the
primary missions at Hanford. FFTF restart would not impact the cleanup
missions at Hanford.
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Commentor No. 1759: Maureen Dorney

Response to Commentor No. 1759

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/18/00

Maureen Dorney
Boynton Beach, FL

Good Morning. | am calling to register my comments about
the Department's plan to expand their plutonium
development. | am strongly opposed to developing any
further use of plutoniumbecause it's so extremely toxic and |
am sure that the department could find alternative sources of
power for the space exploration, as the Europeans have
been doing, particularly using solar panels. | do know from
personal experience about the contamination, accidents, and
as | look at today's date, September 18th, I'm reminded that
this would be my oldest brothers birthday, he, sad to say died
of a result of a nuclear accident at the age of 29. He was
working on development of nuclear energy for the Baney
Corporation under contract to Atomic Energy Commission.
So | know of the hazards of some of this. And I've been
following some of the other more recent very tragic
accidents. We cannot afford to take this risk and to expose
our people on this planet to the deadly hazards of plutonium.
It is one of the most toxic elements known. Please
reconsider. My name is Maureen Dorney and | live in
Boynton Beach, Florida. Thank you.

1759-1

1759-2

1759-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views about the production of
plutonium-238. Potential health and safety impacts associated with
normal operations, facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the
proposed production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are
discussed in detail in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixes H, I, and J of
Volume2intheFinal NI PEIS.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with future launches of
spacecraft utilizing plutonium-238 are not within the scope of the

NI PEIS analysis, but would be addressed in the specific NEPA
documentation prepared by NASA in support of such missions. Issues
of research and development of alternative energy sources are beyond the
scope of this NI PEIS. The stated missions to be addressed in this PEIS,
which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238, and nuclear research and development, can
currently only be met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technol ogies.

1759-2: The commentor’s concerns about plutonium are noted. Radiological risks
that would result from production of radioisotopes, including
plutonium-238, are described in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Appendixes H
and |. The evaluation showed that plutonium would be the primary
contributor to health impacts associated with processing of irradiated
neptunium targets at candidate processing facilities. However, the
analysis showed that no radiological or chemical fatalitieswould be
expected to result from implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
aternatives. See, for example, Sections4.3.1.1.9, 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.
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Commentor No. 1760: Mildred McElhaney

Response to Commentor No. 1760

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/18/00

Mildred McElhaney
5806 247th Street, SW
Mount Lake Terrace, WA 98043

I would like to express my opinion about the Hanford
cleanup. | think that we should go ahead with the Hanford
cleanup with all due speed and do not start some new
production. | feel that starting up the FFTF would produce a
radioactive waste and | don't want anymore workers'

health and safety put into jeopardy. So that's my opinion and
| am a voter and my name is Mildred McElhaney and my
address is 5806 247th Street SW, Mount Lake Terrace, WA
98043.

Thank you.

1760-1

1760-2
1760-3

1760-4

1760-1:

1760-2:
1760-3:

1760-4:

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

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

Asidentified 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 wastes, Thiswould 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 small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. It is DOE’s policy that all wastes
be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe 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 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.

Worker safety (radiological protection) isakey element of DOE's
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996).
This policy states in part that DOE facilities must “conduct radiological
operations in amanner that controls the spread of radioactive materials
and reduces exposure to the workforce and the general public and that
utilizes a process that seeks exposure levels as low as reasonably
achievable.” Each DOE site, including Hanford, isrequired toimplement a
radiological control program with the intent to meet this policy goal.
Based on the assessment of worker health impacts for al of the
alternatives and options that make use of Hanford facilities, the most
likely impact of the use of these facilitiesisnoincreasein cancer fatalities
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Commentor No. 1760: Mildred McElhaney (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 1760

among the facility workers. For examplein Alternative 1 option 3, all of
the activities (target irradiation and processing) occur at Hanford
facilities. Asshownin Section 4.3.3.1.9, the expected consequences are
less than one additional fatal cancer among the workforce; that is, no
additional fatal cancersare expected.
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Commentor No. 1761: Harvey G. Spencer

Response to Commentor No. 1761

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/18/00

Harvey G. Spencer
143 Emeral Drive
Quinn, WA 98382

| received a card postmarked September 7th from Germantown
about two reports related to the Draft NI PEIS. Now I've had the
summary of the NI PEIS but | wanted to review the cost report

on the alternatives as well as the Nonproliferaton Assessment
before making a comment. | hardly had time to make a comment
by the 18th, by the way which is today, without reviewing

these reports. After all the summary doesn't say very much except
that various things will work. It doesn't give you the basis for
making any kind of a comment.

| tried to review those on the Internet several times and | was not
able to make your search engine work. You card that you sent out
should indicate the links to use on the Internet with which to

locate those reports. | couldn't even locate the base Draft
Programmatic Impact Statement itself on the Internet. | think you
better work on your search engine and your identification of these
reports. | protest not being able to make a comment on this PEIS
by virtue of the unavailability of the important reports on it and |
suggest you that you should extend the comment period.

Thank you. This Harvey G. Spencer at 143 Emerald Drive, Quinn,
Washington 98382, phone number 360_681_2338. Thank you
very much.

1761-1

1761-1: DOE regretsthe difficulties encountered by the commentor in obtaining
copies of the Cost Report, Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment, and the Draft NI PEIS from the Internet and inability

to fully comment on the NI PEIS. The NI PEIS could be directly accessed

from a hyperlink at the bottom of the DOE'’s Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technology homepage (http://www.nuclear.gov) that provides
linked access to the Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment. DOE concedes that access through
the DOE home page (http://www.doe.gov) may have been more
problematic. Inthe future, DOE will endeavour to make electronic access
viathe Internet to posted documents on its servers as efficient and direct
as possible.
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Commentor No. 1762: Marjorie Westman

Response to Commentor No. 1762

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/22/00

Marjorie Westman
123 McKinley
Burleith, WA 98233

My name is Marjorie Westman. | live at 123 McKinley in
Burleith, Washington 98233, and I'm deeply perturbed about
the idea of starting up that facility. | remember Einstein's
comment many years ago that we were asking for it not
keeping up with our technology. We're pressed for that

now. We know we have not solved the nuclear waste I‘ 1762-1
problem. Please, please do not consider
starting this thing up again. Thank you. || 17622

1762-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding waste management. The
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all
aternatives 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 alternativesin 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.

1762-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

sasuodsey 0@ Pue SjuBLLLOD UeNw—z Jeideyd



144514

Commentor No. 1763: Laura Houston

Response to Commentor No. 1763

NI PEIS_Toll Free Telephone
9/18/00

Laura Houston
4031 SE Madison
Portland, OR 97214
503 232 7117

| was just calling in response to saying no on reactivation of ‘ 1763-1
the Hanford site. | personally have thyroid cancer and | know
that people living in that area were definitely impacted by 1763.2

thyroid cancer and other cancers. So itis very much a
hazard to people, and our water, and our animals.

So absolutely not. My name is Laura Houston. My address
is 4031 SE Madison, Portland, Oregon 97214. | can be
reached at 503_232_7117. Again, no reactivation. Thanks,
bye.

1763-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1763-2: The commentor’s concern about the Hanford Site as a potential hazard to
people, water, and animals in the Portland areais noted.

Asdiscussed in Section 3.4.9.3 of Volume 1, the question of whether the
population surrounding the Hanford Site is subject elevated rates of cancer
incidence or cancer mortality isunresolved. Existing studiesand data
suggest that cancer mortality and cancer incidence ratesin counties
adjacent to the Hanford Site are not elevated. Radiological impacts of the
Hanford Site on the Portland areawould be much smaller than the
impacts on counties adjacent to the site.

Chapter 4 of Volume 1 presents the analysis of impacts to human health
and water resources that would be expected under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. Radiological risks to human health for
people residing within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the Hanford Site were
found to be small. Because Portland is further than 80 kilometers

(50 miles) from the site, radiological impactsto personsin Portland would
be smaller than those listed in Chapter 4. There are no radiological liquid
effluent pathways to the environment from FFTF, so that implementation
of Alternative 1 would not be expected to contaminate the Columbia
River. Prevailing winds at Hanford blow toward Grant County,
Washington from the south to south-southwest directions. Grant County
would be expected to bear the major burden of wind borne contamination
from the Hanford Site. Environmental impacts on the Portland area that
would result from implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1 would be essentially
zero.

Implementation of the alternatives described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1
would not be expected to adversely impact wildlife in areas surrounding
the Hanford Site or Portland. According to an International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) publication (IAEA Technical Report Series No.
332, Effects of lonizing Radiation on Plantsand Animals at Levels
Implied by Current Radiation Protection Standards), a dose rate of 100
millirem per year to the most exposed human will lead to dose rates to
plants and animals of less than 0.1 rad per day. The IAEA concluded that
adoserate of 0.1 rad per day or lessfor animalsand 1 rad per day or less
for plants would not affect these populations. The largest individual dose
for any of the nuclear infrastructures alternatives under normal operations
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Commentor No. 1763: Laura Houston

Response to Commentor No. 1763

would be lessthan 0.1 millirem, which is three orders of magnitude less
than the IAEA threshold for adverse effects. Therefore, as aresult of
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives, all impacts to
ecological resourceswould be small in theimmediate area of the Hanford
Siteand negligibleat al distant locations.
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Commentor No. 1764: Rosemary Sirellia

Response to Commentor No. 1764

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/18/00

Rosemary Sirellia
206_522_7075

This is message is directed to Colette Brown. | would like the
FFTF nuclear reactor shut down and the focus back to the
clean up at Hanford. My name is Rosemary Sirellia and the
telephone is 206_522_ 7075. Thank you. Good_bye.

I‘ 1764-1
|| 1764-2

1764-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

1764-2: Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste management activities are the
primary missions at Hanford. FFTF restart would not impact the cleanup
missions at Hanford.
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Commentor No. 1765: Mary Sanderford

Response to Commentor No. 1765

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/18/00
Mary Sanderford

Hello. This is Mary Sanderford. I'm calling with regard to
the restart of the FFTF. | certainly am against it and | hope

that along with the others, calling that will have some effect.

Please take note of it and not have that reactor start at
Hanford.

1765-1

1765-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1766: Thomas Wright

Response to Commentor No. 1766

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/18/00

Dr. Thomas Wright
Portland, OR 97213

I'm calling. My name is Dr. Thomas Wright. Again, Dr.
Thomas Wright and I'm from Portland, Oregon, my zip code
is 97213. | am calling to oppose the restart of the FFTF
nuclear power plant at Hanford. So along with the other
thinking individuals, | oppose that. OK, again my

name is Dr. Thomas J. Wright, Portland, Oregon 97213. |
opposed to the restart of the FFTF nuclear power plant at
Hanford. Bye.

1766-1

1766-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1767: Aniska Kaus

Response to Commentor No. 1767

NI PEIS Toll Free Telephone
9/18/00
Aniska Kaus

Yes my name Aniska Kaus, and I'm an Oregon voter and I'm
worried about the Hanford nuclear reactor whose waste
products seep into the Columbia River and | want the
Tri_Party Agreement to be upheld. Please clean the Hanford
up and get the nuclear reactor shut down. Thank you.

1767-1

1767-2

1767-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup

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

The DOE missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact
on Hanford cleanup activities. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the
ColumbiaRiver. There are no dischargesto the river from FFTF and no
radioactive or hazardous dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4,443.1.4,45.3.2.4, 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.

1767-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

sasuodsey 0@ Pue SjuBLLLOD UeNw—z Jeideyd



0GST-¢

Commentor No. 1768: James Granland

Response to Commentor No. 1768

NI PEIS_Toll Free Telephone
9/18/00

James Granland
206 282 9472

Hello my is James Grandland. My telephone number is
206_282_9472. I'm calling just to get my comment in at the
very end of the comment period concerning the restart of the
Fast Flux reactor at Hanford. | want to voice my opinion, as a
citizen, that | prefer that this reactor not be restarted. | think
the reasons that are being put forth for the medical isotopes, |
believe it's economically not viable to produce them that way
and that's just a smoke screen. By the way, these comments
are directed to Colette Brown, if that's applicable, and I'm
happy to receive a phone call back along regarding that. But
| think the government or the management of the

Hanford facility has not proven that they're capable of
maintaining the facility in a safe matter and producing more
radioactivity there is not a wise move until we're better able to
deal with what we've got. Please call me back at

206 286 9166 if you have any further questions about

how | feel about this.

1768-1

1768-2

1768-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1768-2: FFTF operated safely for more than 10 years with no impact to health or
safety of onsite workers or the public and no discernible impact to the
environment. FFTF meets all safety requirements established by DOE
and the DOE requirements are consistent with those established and
applied by other regulatory agencies such as the Nuclear Regulatory
Agency. Analyses presented in the PEIS show that the risks associated
with operation of the FFTF are extremely small.

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 al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. Wastes are safely managed in
accordance with applicable federal and state regulations and appropriate
DOE Orders.
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Commentor No. 1769: Joan Chantler

Response to Commentor No. 1769

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/18/00

Joan Chantler
509 748 2551

Hi. My name is Joan Chantler. My daytime number is

509 748 2551. I'd like to register opposition to the idea of
reactivating Hanford. | just think we haven't got the first mess
cleaned up. Let's not work on making another one. So thank
you very much. | appreciate the opportunity to state my
opinion. Bye.

” 1769-1
|| 1769-2

1769-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1769-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions delineated in
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.
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Commentor No. 1770: Marlyee

Response to Commentor No. 1770

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/18/00
Marlyee

Hi my name is Marlyee my number is 503_872_8747 and
I'm just calling to let you know that | completely disagree
with the restart of the Fast Flux Testing Facility. It's sounds
like it's going to be extremely harmful to the environment as
well as the people of the Northwest. So | my vote

is to not start it. | feel passionate about it and | hope you
guys think twice about it. It's my understanding that it is an
unnecessary step, for apparently NASA is needing it and
it's completely unnecessary. So they're saying this as well.
So please take my comments into consideration and do the
right thing.

I ‘ 1770-1

1770-2

1770-3

1770-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1770-2: DOE notes the concern expressed in the comment on the potential

impacts of FFTF and support facility operations described in the

NI PEIS. The environmental impacts associated with operation of the
FFTF and support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and
from postul ated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of
the NI PEIS. All impactsto human health and to ecological resources
would besmall intheimmediate area of the Hanford site and negligible at
all distant locations.

1770-3: 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 RTG may be
maintained as abackup. 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. 1771: Anderson Marie

Response to Commentor No. 1771

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/18/00

Anderson Marie

I'm worried about the Columbia River and | want the Tri_Party

agreement to be upheld. My name is Anderson Marie and
please shut the Hanford reactor down. Thank you.

I‘ 17711
|| 1771-2

1771-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford. Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto remediate existing
contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE. The Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to
place the milestones for FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until
the DOE reaches a decision on whether the facility will be used to meet
mission needs. Public meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change.

The DOE missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact
on Hanford cleanup activities. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the
ColumbiaRiver. There are no dischargesto the river from FFTF and no
radioactive or hazardous dischargesto groundwater. Asindicatedin
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4,4.43.1.4,4.5.3.2.4, 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.

1771-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

sasuodsey 0@ Pue SjuBLLLOD UeNw—z Jeideyd



114

Commentor No. 1772: Sasha Seyavitz

Response to Commentor No. 1772

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/18/00

Sasha Seyavitz

Hi. I'm calling with my public comments for the EIS. My
name is Sasha Seyavitz. I'm calling to ask you to shut down

the FFTF reactor and focus on cleanup at Hanford. Thank
you very much. Bye.

|| 1772-1
Il 17722

1772-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

1772-2: Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste management activities are the
primary missions at Hanford. FFTF restart would not impact the cleanup
missions at Hanford.
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Commentor No. 1773: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1773

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/14/00

Anonymous

I'm calling to dissuade the powers that be to close the Hanford

nuclear facility. It is a matter of environment and health for the
whole region. Thank you very much.

1773-1

1773-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1774: William Stratton

Response to Commentor No. 1774

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00

William Stratton

2 Akima Lane

Los Alamos, NM 87544
505 (672) 3706

My name is William Stratton, 2 Akima Lane, Los Alamos, NM
87544. My telephone 505 (672) 3706. | would like to receive the
summary of the Programmatic Nuclear Infrastructure
Environmental Impact Statement (NIPEIS). | just learned that
there's now another scheme to shut down the Fast Flux Test
Facility. The Fast Flux Test Facility is the only sodium cooled
reactor operating in the United States. For the future it is certainly
vital to keep this going. In the mean time it is useful in producing
isotopes for medical applications and probably for industrial
applications. | think it should be considered more widely, more
broadly than the small number of hearings that you've outlined to
me. There is no hearing in the Southwest where we at Los
Alamos might have commented or people from Sandia or
Albuquerque. We are a rather significant part of the nuclear family
in this country. So please send me the summary volume

and record the fact that | object to shutting down the FFTF. | think
we need to have all the isotope production in this country that we
can obtain. We've been dependent upon Canada for a

long time. | think we should have our own sources. We should
have our own long range development program for future electric
power reactors. Please send this summary as soon as

possible. My letter will follow shortly. Certainly for something of this
magnitude, the comment period should be longer. Thank you.

1774-1

1774-2

1774-3

1774-4

1774-1

1774-2:

1774-3:

1774-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and

opposition to Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

DOE notes the commentor’s request for an additional public hearing in the
Southwest United States and extension of the public comment period.
During the public comment period, July 28 through September 18, 2000,
DOE hosted seven public hearings. In accordance with NEPA, hearings
were held in appropriate localities including near the locations potentially
affected by the proposed actions as well as in locations where the public
had expressed a substantial interest in the decisionsto be made. These
locationsincluded Oak Ridge, Tennessee; Idaho Falls, Idaho; Hood River,
Oregon; Portland, Oregon; Seattle, Washington; Richland, Washington; and
Crystal City, Virginia (outside Washington, D.C.). For persons unable to
attend these hearings or living outside of the areas, the public aso had the
opportunity to comment on the Draft NI PEIS through the U.S. mail,
e-mail, atoll-freefax number, and atoll-free phone number.

The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) “Regulationsfor
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 commentsin 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.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and support for isotope production in the United
States. The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent
of its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
Under the NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhanceits 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 commercia sector capabilitiesto ensure that a
reliable supply of isotopesis availablein the U.S. to meet future demand,
and to encourage the commercial sector to privatize the production of
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Commentor No. 1774: William Stratton (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1774

1774-4:

isotopes that have established applications to alevel that would support
commercial ventures. FFTF operation would not eliminate the need to
acquireisotopesfrom foreign sources, including Canada.

DOE notes the commentor’s opinion about the need for development of
future electric power reactors. Asdiscussed in Section 1.2.3 of the

NI PEIS, the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee (NERAC)
Subcommittee on Long-Term Planning for Nuclear Energy Research has
set forth arecommended 20-year research and devel opment plan to guide
DOE'snuclear energy programsin areas of material research, nuclear fuel,
and reactor technology development. This plan stresses the need for
DOE facilities to sustain the nuclear energy research mission in the years
ahead. Such nuclear research and development initiativesrequiring an
enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructurefall into three basic
categories: materialsresearch, nuclear fuel research, and advanced reactor
development. Further information on the need for nuclear energy research
and development is provided in Section 1.2.3 of Volume 1.
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