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Commentor No. 1708:  Margaret Macdonald Stewart Response to Commentor No. 1708

1708-1

1708-3

1708-2

1708-4

1708-2

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, as initially identified by a panel of experts in the
medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration
missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for deep space missions
and which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to
support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States' energy portfolio.  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 a safe 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.



2-1459

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 1708:  Margaret Macdonald Stewart
(Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1708

1708-4

1708-5

1708-6

1708-1

1708-2: The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions
are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be included in a
PEIS.  DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide
additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so that he
may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS.  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(e)).  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.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: Sections 4.3.1.1.13; 4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13; and 4.4.3.1.13 were
revised to clarify the waste management approach for waste resulting
from processing of target materials for plutonium-238 production.
The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing
of neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or
available funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at either
Hanford or INEEL.  At INEEL, the tanks would not be used although
certain facilities at the Idaho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center
(INTEC) would be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing
the irradiated targets.  These are reliable systems that would process
a maximum of 1,050 cubic meters of low-level radioactive waste over
the 35-year nuclear infrastructure operational period.  The higher
activity waste would be treated as a solid form via a stand-alone
vitrification system, separate from any tank waste treatment system.
At Hanford, the existing high-level radioactive waste facilities would
not be used, and as analyzed in the PEIS, no existing or planned high
level radioactive waste facilities would be used to treat the wastes
resulting from processing the irradiated targets.

1708-4: The technology that would be used to produce plutonium-238, medical
 and industrial radioisotopes uses chemical 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

Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment (September 2000)
use of this technology to produce plutonium-238 from irradiated
targets will not create a nonproliferation threat.  DOE is committed to
full compliance with and support of the U.S. policy prohibiting
reprocessing.  The proposed action in this EIS represents an example
to the world of the U.S. supporting and enhancing civilian use of
nuclear energy such as: medical radioisotopes, industrial radioisotopes,
and radioisotopes for deep space exploration.

1708-5: 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 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.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of
its medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it
does not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and
industrial isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on
Canadian sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs
would not meet DOE's mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of
Volume 1 has been revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role
and other producers' capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.
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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 Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
the suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and
cost-efficient manner were made in the context of the facility
producing research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost
effective to restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small
quantities of various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation
of FFTF for the production of larger quantities of both  research and
commercial isotopes would be viable if operated in concert with
producing  plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research
and development for civilian applications.  As the NERAC report
states: “In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources,
e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volume in FFTF,
that could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is
best suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for
isotope production.”  In recognition of these constraints on its
operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF
when coupled with the other stated missions.  While some existing
reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to support
research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it is
unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the existing
missions of these facilities.

DOE has taken the Expert Panel and NERAC report recommendations
under consideration in developing the range of alternatives evaluated in
the NI PEIS.  These reports were made available to the public at the
NI PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at
www.nuclear.gov.
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Commentor No. 1709:  U.S. Representative Deborah Pryce Response to Commentor No. 1709

1709-1

1709-1

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 enhance its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research.
While restarting 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:  James A. Lake/Andrew C. Kadak
American Nuclear Society

Response to Commentor No. 1710

1710-1

1710-1

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

Response to Commentor No. 1710

1710-2

1710-1

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

Response to Commentor No. 1711

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
alternatives.  DOE included illustrative material, such as target
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 alternatives are required to present the full range of
environmental impacts for each alternative. Redundancy was reduced
by referencing earlier sections of the NI PEIS where the
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 Appendixes H and I of
Volume 2.  As a convenience for the reader, shorter versions of
these assumptions are stated in Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1.  In the
Final NI PEIS, text was added to Appendix I describing the
meteorological data, population data, and evacuation information used
for each facility 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.
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Commentor No. 1712:  Ray K. Robinson Response to Commentor No. 1712
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Commentor No. 1712:  Ray K. Robinson (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1712

1712-1

1712-2

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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Commentor No. 1712:  Ray K. Robinson (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1712

1712-1
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Commentor No. 1713:  Norman A. Mulvenon
Local Oversight Committee, Inc.

Response to Commentor No. 1713

1713-1

1713-2

1713-3
1713-4
1713-5

1713-1: 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.  The
basic purpose of the NI PEIS is to describe the alternatives 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(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before a decision is made.  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.

1713-2: 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, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to
produce plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for deep space
missions and which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and
3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States' energy portfolio.  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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Commentor No. 1713:  Norman A. Mulvenon (Cont’d)
Local Oversight Committee, Inc.

Response to Commentor No. 1713

1713-6

1713-7

1713-8

1713-9

Energy Research Advisory Committee (NERAC), established in 1999
to provide DOE with expert, objective advice regarding the future
form of its isotope 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.  The NI PEIS
analyses assume growth at the high-end of this range in order to
bound the potential environmental impacts that could result from
implementing the proposed action.  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.

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 it's
market share is a small fraction of total world radioisotope production,
DOE remains the key provider for a large number of isotopes that are
used in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at
universities and hospitals. Because their application is initially
experimental, these isotopes are not generally purchased in large
enough quantities to make their production financially attractive to
private industry.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of
its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably
Canada.  However, Canada only supplies a limited number of
economically attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum
99), and it does not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of
medical and industrial isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  Further,
supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available from
existing  foreign or domestic sources, causing a number of medical
research programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed.
As such, 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.

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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Commentor No. 1713:  Norman A. Mulvenon (Cont’d)
Local Oversight Committee, Inc.

Response to Commentor No. 1713

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 ability
to support future NASA space exploration missions may be lost.

Clean, safe, reliable nuclear power continue as a viable component of
the United States' energy portfolio.  In recognition of this need, the
Administration and Congress have initiated nuclear energy research
and development programs 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.  An enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure is required
to support such nuclear energy research and development 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 a recommended 20-year research and development plan to
guide DOE's nuclear energy programs in 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
initiatives requiring an enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure
fall into the three basic categories of  materials research, nuclear fuel
research, and advanced reactor development.

1713-3: The commentor’s opposition to the no action alternative based on
nonproliferation issues is noted.
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Commentor No. 1713:  Norman A. Mulvenon (Cont’d)
Local Oversight Committee, Inc.

Response to Commentor No. 1713

1713-10

1713-11

1713-7

1713-4: DOE notes the commentor's opinion.  As stated in the Notice of
Intent (64 FR 50064), one of the purposes of the proposed action is to
determine the future role of FFTF.

1713-5: DOE notes the commentor's statement.  The No Action Alternative
is required 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 evaluate 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 analysis as a
result of scoping comments provided by the public.

1713-6: 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.

1713-7: DOE acknowledges the commentor's view that the stakeholders in
Tennessee and Idaho 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.  As discussed in the 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.

1713-8: DOE notes the comment.  DOE considered and dismissed upgrading
ATR and HFIR for isotope production.  Refer to discussions in
Volume 1, Section 2.6.1.  The technical risks for restart of FDPF and
FMEF are not evaluated in the NI PEIS.  DOE has determined  the
technical risks for the restart of these facilities are acceptable.  The
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Commentor No. 1713:  Norman A. Mulvenon (Cont’d)
Local Oversight Committee, Inc.

Response to Commentor No. 1713

1713-7
 (Cont’d)

1713-12

1713-13

1713-14

1713-15

risks of 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 are identified 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 PEIS is a programmatic document that looks 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 isotopes is very difficult. Because
of this difficulty, DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in
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.  The first, a
thirteen-member Expert Panel convened in 1998 to forecast future
demand for medical isotopes, included academicians from 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 its isotope 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
as a planning 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 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.

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 share is a small fraction of total world radioisotope production,
DOE remains the key provider for a large number of radioisotopes
that are used in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at
universities and hospitals. Because their application is initially
experimental, these isotopes are not generally purchased in large
enough quantities to make their production financially attractive to
private industry.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of
its medical 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 programs to be terminated, deferred, or
seriously delayed.  Under the NI PEIS proposed action and consistent
with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE would
enhance its existing nuclear facility infrastructure to, among other
things, more effectively  support production of radioisotopes for
medical applications and research.

The commentor stated that the Beta 3 calutron facility at Oak Ridge's
Y-12 plant is being transferred to Environmental Management
because these is a low demand for stable isotopes.  It is true that NE
decided to end production of stable isotopes at the Beta calutron
facility.  However, the calutron facility does not produce radioisotopes
which is the 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 a commercial
entity.  International Isotopes Idaho, Inc. (I4) 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.  I4 specializes in producing isotope targets for irradiation
in ATR and processing and distributing commercial-grade isotopes to
its customers.  Incremental investments have been identified for ATR
that would make it a more versatile and capable reactor for isotope
production.  I4 and another commercial company are in 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
be in 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” is being 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 million in 1999 dollars.  See also Response to Comment Number
1713-1 above.

1713-13: As stated 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: The available irradiation sites in 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.  While it is true that current and future
power reactors in the United States have a core thermal neutron
spectrum, a significant 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



2-1477

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

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 fluence in a nuclear 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

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

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

Response to Commentor No. 1716

1716-1 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

1717-1

1717-2

1717-1: DOE policy encourages effective public participation in its decision
making process.  In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations,
DOE provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of
the NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE's
proposed alternatives.  DOE gave equal consideration to all
comments.  In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully
considered comments received from the public.

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
from irradiated targets.  DOE believes that this facility will meet, with
further analysis and/or minor modifications, the criteria to safely
conduct these processes.
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Commentor No. 1718:  Helen Wheeler Hastay Response to Commentor No. 1718

1718-1

1718-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the risk of contamination to the Columbia
River.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing 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 all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is
fully committed to honoring this agreement.

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

No food or water restrictions are currently in place outside the
Hanford Reservation as a result of Hanford activities.
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Commentor No. 1719:  Wilson E. Murray Response to Commentor No. 1719

1719-1 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

1720-1

1720-2

1720-3

1720-2

1720-4

1720-2

1720-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

1720-2: DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of
activities related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.”
The purpose of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other
impacts to accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and
new DOE resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of
several existing DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission 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.  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

abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on whether the facility
will be used to meet mission needs.  Public meetings were held on
this formal 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 has no
funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated
for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

1720-3: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of
FFTF would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive
waste (e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic
meters of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35 year
period of nuclear infrastructure operations and is small 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 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.

1720-4: 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 industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of experts in the
medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration
missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for deep space missions
and which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component
of the United States' energy portfolio.  Section 1.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.
Socioeconomic 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

1721-1

1721-2

1721-3

1721-4

1721-2

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

1721-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This
agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts
of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.  The DOE missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not
have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

1721-3: The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
the suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and
cost-efficient manner were made in the context of the facility
producing research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost
effective to restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small
quantities of various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation
of FFTF for the production of larger quantities of both  research and
commercial isotopes would be viable if operated in concert with
producing  plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research
and development for civilian applications.  As the NERAC report
states: “In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources,
e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volume in FFTF,
that could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is
best suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for
isotope production.”  In recognition of these constraints on its
operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF
when coupled with the other stated missions.  While some existing
reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to support
research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it is
unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the existing
missions of these facilities.
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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
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 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

1722-1

1722-2

1722-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for a combination of Alternative 1,
Restart FFTF and Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor
As noted 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 a number of other alternatives/options
(see Table 2-3).

1722-2: DOE notes the commentor's concern for identifying and preserving
valuable nuclear materials for future use, although this issue is beyond
the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  DOE recently made a
decision to use a facility 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

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 responsibilities in 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 Final NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered comments received from the public.



2-1491

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 1724:  May Hays Response to Commentor No. 1724

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:

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

1725-2: The commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at
Hanford are noted.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This
agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

DOE does not conceal releases of radioactive or hazardous materials
at the Hanford Site or any other site under DOE's authority
No radioactive materials were “released” in the Hanford Wildfires
of 2000.  Wildfires did resuspend some materials already in the
environment.  The amount of resuspended materials were slightly
above natural background levels.  Because the amount of suspended
material was so small, several days of analysis to required to quantify
the amount.  As discussed 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 Technology, 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 this formal 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.  As discussed in



2-1493

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

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.

I 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

Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Appendixes H and I, implementation of
the Alternatives would 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.

1725-3: 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 development needs.

1725-4: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to the production of
plutonium-238 at Hanford for use in 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.

1725-5: DOE acknowledges the difficulty in reliably predicting isotopic needs
for future uses in research and medicine.  DOE has sought
independent analysis of trends in 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.  The first, a thirteen-member Expert Panel convened in
1998 to forecast future demand for medical isotopes, included
academicians from 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 its isotope
research and production activities.  The members of this
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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.

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 advice regarding the future form of its
isotope research and production activities.  DOE has adopted these
growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential
capability of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet
programmatic requirements.  In the period since the initial estimates
were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use has tracked at
levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1 of
Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

In ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic isotopes 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., healthy
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 a limited number of
economically attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum
99), and it does not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of
medical and industrial isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such,
reliance on Canadian sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S.
isotope needs would not meet DOE's mission requirements.

Commentor No. 1725:  Carl M. Clemons (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1725
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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.

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

Commentor No. 1725:  Carl M. Clemons (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1725
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Commentor No. 1726:  Gene and Marilyn Derig Response to Commentor No. 1726

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

1728-1

1728-2

1728-1: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established
two expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the
Expert Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical
isotopes, estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope
use during the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per
year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for
diagnostic applications.  These findings were later reviewed and
endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert
objective advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and
production activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a
planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing
nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In
the period since the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of
medical isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert
Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate
this information and to clarify DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S.
research and commercial isotope production needs.

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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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.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability
to support NASA space exploration missions.

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

1728-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

Commentor No. 1728:  Heather Hopkins (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1728
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Commentor No. 1729:  Dorothy Perry Response to Commentor No. 1729

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

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

1730-2

1730-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF.

1730-2: The commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at
Hanford are noted.  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.

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 this formal 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 also be funded by NE, which has no
funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated
for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

As discussed 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.

1730-3: Sections 4.3.1.1.13; 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.

1730-4: The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of
its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably
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Canada.  However, Canada only supplies a limited number of
economically attractive commercial isotopes (primarily
molybdenum-99), and it does not supply research isotopes or the
diverse array of medical and industrial isotopes considered in the
NI PEIS.  Further, supplies of many research isotopes are not readily
available from existing foreign or domestic sources, causing a number of
medical research programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously
delayed.  As such, 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.

Commentor No. 1730:  Andrea Faste (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1730
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Commentor No. 1731:  Wallace P. Howell Response to Commentor No. 1731

1731-1

1731-2

1731-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1731-2: 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

1732-1

1732-3

1732-2

1732-1: 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.  The role of FFTF in fulfilling that need is
addressed in Section 2.5.2 of Volume 1.

1732-2: No radioactive materials were “released” in the Hanford Wildfires of
2000.  Wildfires did resuspend some materials already in the
environment.  The resuspended materials were low, slightly above
natural background levels.  The  low levels required several days of
analysis to quantify.

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

1732-3: 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 development
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

1733-1

1733-2

1733-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF.

1733-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and  schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

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

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 postulated 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
in the immediate 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 alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 1734:  Catherine Pearsall Response to Commentor No. 1734

1734-1

1734-1

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

1735-1

1735-1: The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of
its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably
Canada.  However, Canada only supplies a limited number of
economically attractive commercial isotopes (primarily
molybdenum-99), and it does not supply research isotopes or the
diverse array of medical and industrial isotopes considered in the
NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian sources of isotopes to satisfy
projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE's mission
requirement.  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's assistance to Canada in reactor
conversions is not within the scope of the NI PEIS.

DOE acknowledges that the FFTF's large 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.  As the NERAC report,
“NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope 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 large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the
production of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial
interests who might consider its use for isotope production”.  In
recognition of these constraints on its operational feasibility, the
NI PEIS only evaluates 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
these facilities.
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Commentor No. 1737:  Richard B. Parkin
U.S. EPA

Response to Commentor No. 1737

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 purchase in
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
alternative to using plutonium-238 to support these missions currently
exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of
radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005.  Without an assured domestic supply of
plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future NASA space
exploration missions 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

1737-6
 (Cont’d)

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 its isotope 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
since the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical
isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel
findings.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90% of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
Although other manufacturers produce medical isotopes, DOE
remains the key provider for a large number of isotopes that are used
in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at universities
and hospitals. Because their application is initially 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 a number of
medical research programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously
delayed. Under the NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhance its
existing nuclear facility infrastructure to, among other things, more
effectively  support production of isotopes for medical applications
and research.  DOE's intent is to compliment commercial sector
capabilities to ensure that a reliable supply of isotopes is available in
the U.S. to meet future demand, and to encourage the commercial
sector to privatize the production of isotopes that have established
applications to a level that would support commercial ventures.

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.
This level of analysis is 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

1737-3

1737-4

1737-2

1737-1

construction and operational data on nonradiological air emissions,
water use, radiological and chemical releases, and waste generation
are provided at a level of detail commensurate with that provided for
the existing facilities under consideration.  Should one of these
alternatives ultimately be selected on the basis of its technical 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 status is 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 sections in
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 this NI 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).  The nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would
also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2 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 analysis as 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

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 a decision 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: The text associated with Table S-11 in the Draft NI PEIS (Table S-15
in the Final PEIS) provides the Clean Air Act and Safe Drinking
Water Act standards for radiological impacts.

1737-8: Cancer incidence risks from chemical and radiological agents are
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.  In general, combining the population radiological
latent cancer fatality risk with the chemical cancer incidence risk is
not appropriate.  Section H.3 (Assumptions) has been revised to
provide a discussion of the differences in the risk measures for
radiological and chemical risk.

1737-9: The reference to acceptable risk values for 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) means that 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 the risk of the
individual contracting a fatal cancer from 35-years of exposure to
cosmic radiation. Nevertheless, since  “acceptable risk values” is open
to interpretation, the phrase “acceptable risk values” will be removed.

The radiological risk to the maximally exposed offsite individual
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

1737-10

1737-11

becoming a latent cancer fatality due to the radiation exposure that
would result from implementation of this alternative is less than
approximately 1 in 22 million.  That risk is approximately four orders
of magnitude less than the risk of the individual contracting a fatal
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 source is essentially 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 an individual 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, it is not possible to provide a
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 a radiological exposure, among the
population is a statistical average that considers the variability in
radiological exposure that 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 persons in the area at risk are exposed to
more radiation than others.  While it is possible to develop population
cancer incidence figures using similar modeling techniques to those
used in the radiological assessment; that has not been done in this
analysis.  The EPA recommends using an iterative approach when
performing risk analysis for 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.  Care is also required in
comparing the cancer risk from hazardous chemicals to the
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Commentor No. 1737:  Richard B. Parkin (Cont’d)
U.S. EPA

Response to Commentor No. 1737

radiological risk to the maximally exposed offsite individual.  The
cancer risk for hazardous chemicals is a probability of cancer
incidence, while the radiological risk to the maximally exposed offsite
individual is a risk 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 alternative.  Therefore, hazardous chemical accident risks were
not evaluated at facilities that would not be altered by the proposed
action.  This allows an equal comparison of the proposed action
among alternatives.

1737-11: Section 2.7 of Volume 1 contains a summary table that includes both
the radiological and nonradiological risks from normal operations and
radiological risks from accidents for use in making comparisons
among alternatives.  The nonradiological hazardous chemical
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 nonradiological accident risks were 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
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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, I am against the reactivation of the Hanford nuclear
power systems. I 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 I oppose the restart of the
FFTF nuclear reactor at Hanford. I don't know if I 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 I live in Philadelphia,
my name is Martin Lewis, 3133 Fairfield Street, Philadelphia, PA
19136, 215_676_1291. I don't know if I'm being recorded. I hope I
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. I don't have any
children but I 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.

1740-1

1740-2

1740-1: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established
two expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the
Expert Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical
isotopes, estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope
use during the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per
year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for
diagnostic applications.  These findings were later reviewed and
endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert
objective advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and
production activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a
planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing
nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In
the period since the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of
medical isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert
Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate
this information and to clarify DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research
and commercial isotope production needs.

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 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.
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

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

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

1740-2: 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
almost 40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their performance
safety, and reliability in various NASA space missions.  NASA
establishes the need and requirements for space missions and
undergoes a thorough NEPA evaluation for each launch.
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NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/15/00

Angel Kelly
Portland, OR

Hi. My name is Angel Kelly. I live in Portland, Oregon. I'm
calling to say that I 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.

Commentor No. 1741:  Angel Kelly Response to Commentor No. 1741

1741-1

1741-2

1741-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF.

1741-2: The restart of FFTF or any of the other proposed alternative facilities
would not impact the schedule 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 alternatives in the
NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe
and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.
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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. I 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 I live at
9505 NE Campaign in Portland, 97220. My
phone is 503_253_0191. Thank you. Bye_bye.

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

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in Chapter
4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and
4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or
surface water quality at Hanford from operation of Hanford facilities that
would support the nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2
of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 1744:  John Shumacher Response to Commentor No. 1744

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/15/00

John Shumacher
503_408_2651

I 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.

1744-1 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 I 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 Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of
activities related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.”
The purpose of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other
impacts to accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and
new DOE resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of
several existing DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

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 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 I live at 504 Northeast 139th
Avenue, Vancouver, Washington 98684.
My telephone number is 360_892_1985. I 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 I have enough problems
over there and since all stuff comes down_river, guess
what? So, I would love to be able to talk with
somebody about this if you think this is something you
need to do. I just oppose it so much and I
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 development of
activities related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.”
The purpose of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other
impacts to accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and
new DOE resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of
several existing DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

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.

The DOE missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an
impact on Hanford cleanup activities.  FFTF is approximately 4.5
miles from the Columbia River.  There are no discharges to the river
from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to
groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in Chapter 4 of
Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and
4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or
surface water quality at Hanford from operation of Hanford facilities
that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 1747:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 1747

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/15/00

Anonymous

Good afternoon. I 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.
I 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 notes the commentor's concern regarding the long-term storage
requirements 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
programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision.  The waste generated from any of the proposed
alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and applicable DOE orders.

1747-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to nuclear power generation.
It is the 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 programs 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.  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

1748-2

1748-1

1748-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, as well as Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor,
unless it were built on an island.

1748-2: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste generation and
the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope
of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing
contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.  The Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is
fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The 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.
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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 I
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

1749-3

1749-2

1749-4

1749-5

1749-1: The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
the suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and
cost-efficient manner were made in the context of the facility
producing research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost
effective to restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small
quantities of various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation
of FFTF for the production of larger quantities of both  research and
commercial isotopes would be viable if operated in concert with
producing  plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research
and development for civilian applications.  As the NERAC report
states: “In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources,
e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volume in FFTF,
that could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is
best suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for
isotope production.”  In recognition of these constraints on its
operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF
when coupled with the other stated missions.  While some existing
reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to support
research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it is
unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the existing
missions of these facilities.

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
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 a backup.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
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need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability
to support NASA space exploration missions.

1749-3: The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions
are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be included in a
PEIS.  DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide
additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so that he
may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS.  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(e)).  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.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.

1749-4: 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.

1749-5: 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
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

Commentor No. 1749:  Anonymous (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1749
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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.

Commentor No. 1749:  Anonymous (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1749
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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 concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at
Hanford and the risk of contamination to the Columbia River.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted
in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford
Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The DOE
missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on
Hanford cleanup activities.

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 I
want to have the Tri_Party Agreement followed for the Hanford
cleanup. I'm very, I feel very strongly about this and I
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 all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
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. I totally
oppose the restart the FFTF nuclear reactor in Hanford. I
think it's insane to create more waste when we haven't even
cleaned up the
other waste.

1752-1

1752-2

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

1752-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  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.
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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

I 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

1753-4

1753-5

1753-3

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 a role today and in the future for
our national energy security.  In recognition of this need, nuclear energy
research and development 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.  Because it is unlikely 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 notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  The DOE missions delineated 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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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.  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.

1753-4: The commentor’s positions concerning exposure to ionizing radiation, the
nuclear fuel cycle, plutonium, and radiation dose are noted.  Risks due to
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 a range of reasonable alternatives and includes
the impacts from operation of reactors and fabrication processing
facilities, target storage, transportation activities,  waste generation, and
waste management.  Radiological risks that 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
alternatives would place no significant burden on existing waste
management systems at the candidate sites.

1753-5: 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 be in accordance with
applicable permit and regulatory requirements.  The release of criteria air
pollutants would result in concentrations well below Federal and state air
standards (Table 4-13).  The release of radioactivity and hazardous
chemicals into the atmosphere would have a negligible effect on human
health (Tables 4-17 and 4-19).  There would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality (Section 4.3.1.1.4).  It is concluded
that nuclear infrastructure operations would result in small impacts to the
biosphere and would not contribute to polluting Washington or any other
state.

Commentor No. 1753:  Janelle Spain (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1753



2-1534

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 1754:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 1754

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/17/00

Anonymous

I'm calling to say that I 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. I appreciate you taking time to consider these
opionions and I 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: See response to comment 1755-1.

1755-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.   DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  The 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. I 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 I 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 238? Are you talking about
making more of it on purpose? I thought we were killing
ourselves trying to get rid of it. I 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 not weapons
grade plutonium (i.e., plutonium-239).  Whereas the United States is
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
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.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of
radioisotope 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. I would to leave a comment. My name is Nicki Stash. My
number is 360_733_6121. I would like you to shut down the
FFTF reactor and I would prefer that you please focus on
cleanup. OK,
Thanks, Bye.

1758-1

1758-2

1758-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

1758-2: 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. 1759:  Maureen Dorney Response to Commentor No. 1759

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/18/00

Maureen Dorney
Boynton Beach, FL

Good Morning. I am calling to register my comments about
the Department's plan to expand their plutonium
development. I am strongly opposed to developing any
further use of plutoniumbecause it's so extremely toxic and I
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. I do know from
personal experience about the contamination, accidents, and
as I 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 I 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 I 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
Volume 2 in the Final NI PEIS.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with future launches of
spacecraft utilizing plutonium-238 are not within the scope of the
NI PEIS analysis, but would be addressed in the specific NEPA
documentation prepared by NASA in support of such missions.  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 technologies.

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 I. 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 fatalities would be
expected to result from implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives.  See, for example, Sections 4.3.1.1.9, 4.3.2.1.9, and 4.3.3.1.9
in Chapter 4 and the Summary Tables in Chapter 2 of Volume 1 of the
NI PEIS.
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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. I think that we should go ahead with the Hanford
cleanup with all due speed and do not start some new
production. I feel that starting up the FFTF would produce a
radioactive waste and I don't want anymore workers'
health and safety put into jeopardy. So that's my opinion and
I 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: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  The DOE missions delineated in
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

1760-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1760-3: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is 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 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 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.

1760-4: Worker safety (radiological protection) is a key 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 a manner 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, is required to implement a
radiological  control program with the intent to meet this policy goal.
Based on the  assessment of worker health impacts for all of the
alternatives and options that make use of Hanford facilities, the most
likely impact of the use of these facilities is no increase in cancer fatalities
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among the facility workers.  For example in Alternative 1  option 3, all of
the activities (target irradiation and processing) occur at  Hanford
facilities.  As shown in Section 4.3.3.1.9, the expected  consequences are
less than one additional fatal cancer among the  workforce; that is, no
additional fatal cancers are expected.

Commentor No. 1760:  Mildred McElhaney (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1760
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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

I 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 I wanted to review the cost report
on the alternatives as well as the Nonproliferaton Assessment
before making a comment. I 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.

I tried to review those on the Internet several times and I 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. I couldn't even locate the base Draft
Programmatic Impact Statement itself on the Internet. I think you
better work on your search engine and your identification of these
reports. I protest not being able to make a comment on this PEIS
by virtue of the unavailability of the important reports on it and I
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 regrets the 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.  In the future, DOE will endeavour to make electronic access
via the 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. I live at 123 McKinley in
Burleith, Washington 98233, and I'm deeply perturbed about
the idea of starting up that facility. I 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
problem. Please, please do not consider
starting this thing up again. Thank you.

1762-1

1762-2

1762-1: DOE notes the 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
alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at each
of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will
be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

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



2-1544

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 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

I was just calling in response to saying no on reactivation of
the Hanford site. I personally have thyroid cancer and I know
that people living in that area were definitely impacted by
thyroid cancer and other cancers. So it is 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. I can be
reached at 503_232_7117. Again, no reactivation. Thanks,
bye.

1763-1

1763-2

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 area is noted.

As discussed 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 is unresolved.  Existing studies and data
suggest that cancer mortality and cancer incidence rates in counties
adjacent to the Hanford Site are not elevated.  Radiological impacts of the
Hanford Site  on the Portland area would 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 impacts to persons in 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 Ionizing Radiation on Plants and 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
a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day or less for animals and 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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would be less than 0.1 millirem, which is three orders of magnitude less
than the IAEA threshold for adverse effects.  Therefore, as a result of
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives, all impacts to
ecological resources would be small in the immediate area of the Hanford
Site and negligible at all distant locations.

Commentor No. 1763:  Laura Houston Response to Commentor No. 1763



2-1546

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 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. I 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.

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. I certainly am against it and I 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. I am calling to oppose the restart of the FFTF
nuclear power plant at Hanford. So along with the other
thinking individuals, I oppose that. OK, again my
name is Dr. Thomas J. Wright, Portland, Oregon 97213. I
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 I 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 notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the risk of contamination to the Columbia River.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

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

1767-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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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. I want to voice my opinion, as a
citizen, that I prefer that this reactor not be restarted. I think
the reasons that are being put forth for the medical isotopes, I
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
I 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 I 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 all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
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. I just think we haven't got the first mess
cleaned up. Let's not work on making another one. So thank
you very much. I 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 notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  The 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 I 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 I my vote
is to not start it. I feel passionate about it and I 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.

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 postulated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of
the NI PEIS.  All impacts to human health and to ecological resources
would be small  in the immediate 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 a backup.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further
clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238
production capability to support NASA space exploration missions.
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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 I want the Tri_Party
agreement to be upheld. My name is Anderson Marie and
please shut the Hanford reactor down. Thank you.

1771-1

1771-2

1771-1: 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 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.  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 meetings were held on this formal 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
Columbia River.  There are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no
radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible
impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from
operation of Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

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

1772-2

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. I would like to receive the
summary of the Programmatic Nuclear Infrastructure
Environmental Impact Statement (NIPEIS). I 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. I 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 I object to shutting down the FFTF. I 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. I 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

1774-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1774-2: 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 decisions to be made.  These
locations included 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 also had the
opportunity to comment on the Draft NI PEIS through the  U.S. mail,
e-mail, a toll-free fax number, and a toll-free phone number.

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

1774-3: 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 enhance its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research.  DOE’s
intent is to complement commercial sector capabilities to ensure that a
reliable supply of isotopes is available in the U.S. to meet future demand,
and to encourage the commercial sector to privatize the production of
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isotopes that have established applications to a level that would support
commercial ventures.  FFTF operation would not eliminate the need to
acquire isotopes from foreign sources, including Canada.

1774-4: DOE notes the commentor’s opinion about the need for development of
future electric power reactors.  As discussed 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 a recommended 20-year research and development plan to guide
DOE’s nuclear energy programs in 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 initiatives requiring an
enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure fall into three basic
categories: materials research, 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.

Commentor No. 1774:  William Stratton (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1774


	Volume 3 Book 2 (Cover)
	Readers Guide
	Table of Contents
	List of Tables
	List of Commentors
	Public Officials, Organizations, and Interest Groups
	Individuals

	Chapter 2 (Continued)
	Alphabetical List of Commentors (Book 2)
	A
	a.snodgrass@mciworld.com  
	Acker, Brad  
	Agnew, Barbara  
	Albers, Ian  
	Allan, Linda  
	Allardale, Melanie  
	Allen, Cain  
	Allen, Paul M.  
	Altschuler, Sid  
	Ameo, Dana Gerome  
	American Nuclear Society  
	Andrew C. Kadak
	James A. Lake

	Anderson, Aaron  
	Anderson, Harold L.  
	Anderson, Jan W.  
	Anderson, Sherril  
	Andrade, Heidi A.  
	Andrade, Jesse  
	Anonymous (16)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16

	Anttila, Everett  
	Arnone, Melinda  
	Ayarra, Domonique  

	B
	Bailey, Bruce  
	Ballard, Paul  
	Banehama, Elan  
	Barbee, Lydia  
	Barbieri, Laurel  
	Barley, W. H.  
	Bauknecht, Heidi  
	Bayus, Nicholas G.  
	Beck, Brian  
	Bee, Robin  
	Beirne-Ryan, Celeste  
	Bell, Sue  
	Benedict, Rich  
	Bennett, Amanda  
	Benoth, E.  
	Benton PUD  
	Robert G. Graves

	Berger, Laura  
	Bergeron, Thomas  
	Bernet, Maurita  
	Bickett, Gary  
	Birdwell, Mrs.  
	Bjorner, Carolyn  
	Bjur, Dave  
	Blair, Barbara A.  
	Blair, Michael  
	Boden, Brook  
	Boese, Bill  
	Bollinger, Marcel  
	Bono, Shayne R.  
	Boyer, Karen  
	Boyle, Robert E.  
	Bradshaw, Barbara  
	Brady, Mary Jean  
	Braudt, William H.  
	Bray, Gene E.  
	Brown, Cara  
	Brown, Chelsea  
	Brown, Susan M.  
	Browne, J. H.  
	Browne, John, Jr.  
	Bryant-Stanek, K.  
	Bullington, Darryl  
	Bulme, James  
	Burke, Lewis D.  
	Burkholde, Reed  
	Busch, Mishel Vanden  
	Butz, Andrew  

	C
	Caldwell, Kelly  
	Call, Beth  
	Campbell, Derek  
	Campbell, Evelyn  
	Caprio, Melissa  
	Carlson, Roberta  
	Carocca, Jeff  
	Carpenter, Jean T.  
	Cashman, Kim  
	Cecil, Ronda  
	Cellarius, Doris  
	Chantler, Joan  
	Chelini, Joe  
	Christiansen, Beth J.  
	Citizens Advisory Board INEEL
	Stanley Hobson
	U.S Mail
	E-mail


	Citizens for Medical Isotopes
	Ray K. Robinson 

	City of Oak Ridge, Tennessee
	Kuhaida, A., Jr., Mayor,

	City of Pasco, Washington
	Michael L. Garrison, Mayor,

	City of West Richland, Washington
	Ken Dobbin, Councilman

	Clark, Patricia L. (2)
	1
	2

	Clemens, Chad  
	Clemons, Carl M.  
	Clifford, Bob  
	Clifford, Cynthia  
	Cline, Scott  
	Coalition-21  
	John Commander

	Colbelt, B. Kathleen  
	Colton, Angel Tyse  
	Colton, Mary R.  
	Columbia Basin College  
	Karen Grant
	Lee Thornton

	Columbia Riverkeeper  
	Cyndy deBruler

	Conatser, Jeff  
	Conlan, Mike  
	Connor, Donna  
	Contini, Michael J.  
	Conway, Mary  
	Cook, Kim  
	Cooper, Charlene G.  
	Corbett, Lisa  
	Cornwell, Lewis W.  
	Coth, Joseph  
	Cove, Sabine  
	Covey, John F.  
	Cresswell, Dennis L.  
	Crockett, Dennis  

	D
	Dan, Mark  
	Darden, Joe  
	Darienzo, Mark  
	Dattle, Kathy  
	Davenport, Betty  
	Davenport, Les  
	Davidson, Tom  
	Davis, Barbara J.  
	Davis, Debra Pennington  
	Davis, Kimberly  
	Davis, Mary A.  
	Davis, Paul and Tonya  
	Davis, Rebecca  
	Day, Timothy R.  
	DeJardins, Chris  
	Del Signore, Sheila  
	Demartini-Sooboda, Jana  
	Derig, Gene and Marilyn  
	Dewey, Mark A.  
	Dilweg, Gary T.  
	Dinwiddie, Julie  
	Doley, Brad  
	Dominick, Alane  
	Domond, Marc-Daniel  
	Domond, Yolanda  
	Donaldson, Susan Kay  
	Donnelley, Betty Lou  
	Donnelley, Bruce  
	Donnelly, Michael E.  
	Doran, Kate  
	Dorney, Maureen  
	Dornfest, Hilda  
	Doucette, Arthur  
	Douka, Keith G.  
	Dunn, Charlotte  
	Dunn, Pat  
	Dwyer, Molly  
	Dyson, Mary and Gregory  

	E
	East, Misty  
	Eckezberger, Michael  
	Eddy, Ellen M.  
	Eddy, Paul A.  
	Eide, Christine  
	Eiden, Max  
	Eisenhauer, David  
	Eisman, Andrew  
	Elliot, Andrew  
	Elsis, Mark  
	Elton, Peter  
	Ennis, Eric D.  
	Estep, Connie  
	Estey, Lorie  
	Evans, Amy  
	Evans, Martin  

	F
	Fantin, Donald W.  
	Farmer, Laura  
	Fassino, Diana  
	Faste, Andrea  
	Feldman, John  
	Feldman, Laura  
	Felton, Mark  
	Fenn, Nancy W.  
	Fenwell, Loren  
	Fereday, Meg  
	Fernandez, Lourdes  
	Fick, Chris  
	Fiege, Phyllis E.  
	Finfrock, Scott  
	Fix, Jack J.  
	Flinn, Alicia  
	Flynn, Karolynn  
	Follingstad, Laura  
	Former Members of Congress; Honorable Sid Morrison/Honorable Mike McCormack  
	Framatome Cogema Fuels  
	Thomas A. Coleman

	Freeborn, Duane H.  
	French, John  
	Frisk, Lori  
	Fritchman, Leslie  
	Fritzman, J. M.
	Lewis and Clark College  

	Frost, Karen  
	Fuess, Chris  

	G
	Galpin, Greg  
	Gambliel, Maria Carmen  
	Gambrell, Grace  
	Gambrell, Matthew  
	Gantt, Douglas A.  
	Gardiner, Jonathan  
	Gardiner, Lori  
	Gardner, Jonathan  
	Gaska, Paul Damien  
	Geary, Richard C.  
	Gehin, Jess C.  
	Gehring, Danna  
	Gelband, Jennifer  
	Gilmore, Tabitha  
	Gooden, Maria  
	Goodstein, Eban  
	Gordon, Augusta  
	Grace-Kelly, Arika S.  
	Granland, James  
	Grebauier, Marian  
	Greenfield, Del  
	Greenup, Chris  
	Greenwall, William  
	Greenwell, R. K.  
	Greer, Janet  
	Gregoire, Judith L.  
	Griggs, Jen  
	Grow, Kayla  
	Guidry, Annette  
	Guinn, Carl, Jr.  
	Guinn, Steve  
	Guse, Judith A.  
	Gustafsen, Kenny  

	H
	Hagen, Sara  
	Hall-Hart, Gemma  
	Halvorson, Carol  
	Hamilton, Susan  
	Hammer, Alethea  
	Hammer, Crystal  
	Hammer, J. I.  
	Hansen, Robert  
	Hanson, Carol  
	Hanson, Mary  
	Harig, Corrie  
	Hastay, Helen Wheeler  
	Haven, Sylvia  
	Hayres, Jesse  
	Hays, May  
	Hazard, Staci  
	Hazaw, K. M.  
	Heart of America Northwest  
	Hyun Lee

	Henderson, Eltona L.  
	Henderson, John R.  
	Henry, Marilee  
	Henry, Sue  
	Herrera, Daniel Anthony  
	Herring, Steve  
	Hess, Karen  
	Hickman, Darlene  
	Higen, Sarah  
	Hildebrand, Nate and Andrea  
	Hill, Leonard  
	Hill, Paula  
	Hiller, Steve  
	Hillius, Stephanie  
	Hippert, Dona  
	Hirano, R. T.  
	Hobatch, Robert  
	Hodges, Alison and Bob  
	Hoeft, Keith  
	Hoff, Marie D.  
	Hoffman, Russell D. (3)
	1
	2
	3

	Holmsham, Claire R.  
	Holton, Chad  
	Hondo, Carolyn  
	Honey, David  
	Hopkins, Heather  
	Hormel, J. Christopher  
	Horn, Maurice  
	Hornbein, Andrea  
	Hotesman, Chris  
	Houghton, Lani  
	Houston, Laura
	Howell, Wallace P.  
	Hudson, Holly  
	Hurst, James J.  
	Husting, Virginia  
	Hutson, Thomas F. and Dixie R.  

	I
	Isley, Ida  
	Israel, Tobiah  

	J
	Jakra, Rona K.  
	Jarsky, Seth  
	Jeanine  
	Jobe, Jayson M.  
	Johns, Linda  
	Johnson, Chris  
	Johnson, David Leon  
	Johnson, Susan and Dean  
	Johnson, Tammy  
	Jones, Errol D.  
	Jones, Warren  

	K
	Karow, Hans  
	Kathren, R. L.  
	Kaus, Aniska  
	KDDNEP@aol.com  
	Kelly, Angel  
	Kent, Leslie D.  
	King, Karen  
	Kingsbrook, Bob  
	Kinnear-Williams, Barbara  
	Kinsella, William J.
	Lewis and Clark College  

	Kirkpatrick, Joanna  
	Klein, Andrew C.
	Oregon State University  

	Klene III, Fred  
	Kline, Galena  
	Kluge, Wolfgang F.  
	Knechtel, Jane  
	Kneeland, Suzanne C.  
	Knight, Lawrence  
	Knuter, Norm  
	Koester, Janelle  
	Kraft, Susanna  
	Kreiger, Anna  
	Kun, Rebecca  
	Kuskie, Kathryn  
	Kyllo, Paul  

	L
	Labbee, Misty  
	LaGrange, J. E.  
	Lahr, Jonathan  
	Laib, Amanda  
	Lamb, Lorene  
	LaMorticella, Barbara  
	LaMorticella, Robert  
	Lannotz, Andrea  
	Larson, G.  
	LaVassar, Daniel  
	Laverty, Kent J.  
	Laverty, Suzanne  
	Lebou, Rick  
	Lecut, Eric  
	Legault, Steve  
	Lemle, Florence  
	Lenkersdorfer, Howard D.  
	Levinger, Matthew  
	Lewellan, Art  
	Lewis, Martin  
	Lindsay, Richard W.  
	Lishka, Randy  
	Local Oversight Committee, Inc.  
	Norman A. Mulvenon

	Long, Carl  
	Lupkes, Dennis  
	Lynch, Deauna J.  
	Lyons, Barbara  

	M
	MacGregor, Jean  
	Maddox, Edward A. and D. S.  
	Maddux, Cyndi  
	Madewell, Jennifer  
	Mahnken, Jody L.  
	Maples, Cyndy  
	Marchbanks, J. Brent  
	Marie, Anderson  
	Mark, Jonathan  
	Marlyee  
	Martin, Lyle  
	Martin, Pam  
	Martindale, Torrie  
	Mathias, Barry  
	Mathiason, Kara  
	Matica, Fred T.  
	Maxwell, Tatiana  
	McCarthy, Gail Hudson  
	McCarthy, John  
	McCarthy, John W.  
	McClain, Gabe  
	McCluskey, Jan  
	McElhaney, Mildred (2)
	NI PEIS Toll-Free Telephone
	U.S. Mail

	McFadden, Evan  
	McFadden, Lee  
	mcfadden@email.msn.com  
	McFarlane, Karen A.  
	McGilligan-Sands, Anthony J.  
	McGilligan-Sands, Melora  
	McGrath, James R.  
	McNally, Dale  
	McNary, Janet  
	McPherson, Eddie U.  
	McVicar, Tod  
	Mecey, Colin  
	Mendenhall, Dave  
	Members of Congress
	Deborah Pryce, U.S. Representative  

	Mercer, Chuck  
	Merepeace-MsMere, Reverend  
	Meyer, L. L.  
	Mialkovsky, Al  
	Middlemas, Jeffrey A.  
	Mikelson, Joyce A.  
	Millard, Wm David  
	Miller, Sunny  
	Mitchell, Sandy  
	Mockert, Carl  
	Montgomery, Mike  
	Moon, Jodie R.  
	Morales, Adriana  
	Morbeck, Chas  
	Morrison, Jim  
	Morsette, Joel R.  
	Moser, Steve  
	Murdoch, Brandy  
	Murray, Wilson E.  
	Murray-Hansen, Sheryl  
	Murry, Rene T.  

	N
	Nafziger-Meiser, Gary  
	Nally, Mary  
	National Association of Cancer Patients  
	National Organization for Women  
	Thalia Syracopoulos

	Nematollahi, Roxanna  
	Nester, Dennis F.  
	Newhouse, Angela  
	New Medical Technology  
	Marlene G. Oliver

	Noble, Ethel  
	Noble, Stan and Sun  
	Noordhoff, Bruce H.  
	Nordling, Craig  
	Nordling, George  
	Nordling, Jo Anne  
	Nuclear Control Institute  
	Tom Clements

	Nuclear Information Service  
	Tanja Ziegler

	Nuclear-Weapons-Free America
	Norm  Buske

	Nuxoll, Cathy  

	O
	Oathot, Rick  
	Olson, Marion  
	Oltman, Ron  
	Oregon Office of Energy
	Mary Lou Blazek (2)
	1
	2


	Orren, Dennis  
	Oster, Karen R.  
	Owens, Erik  
	Owens, Mary  
	Owren, Robert L.  

	P
	Padille, Carrie  
	Palmer, Norris  
	Pappel, David and Karen  
	Parameswaran, G..  
	Paul, Elizabeth  
	Pearsall, Catherine  
	Perez, Mary  
	Perrine, Andrea  
	Perry, Dorothy  
	Peters, Diane  
	Petrowicz, Eunice and Bill A.  
	Phelan, Debbie  
	Phillipson, Andy  
	Piippo, Laurel  
	Pillay, K. K. S.  
	Pinter, R. B.  
	Plonk, Martha A.  
	Polehn, J. L.  
	Powell, Esther  
	Praegitzer, Michelle  
	Presley, Elizabeth N.  
	Prestridge, Joy  
	Prick, Amanda  
	Public Safety Resources Agency  
	W. P. Mead


	R
	Rachetto, Suzan  
	Rambeau, Raeleen  
	Rankin, Stephanie  
	Rasmussen, Dan  
	Read, David H.  
	Reinhart, Robert  
	Rieck, Marjorie  
	Rittmann, Paul  
	Robbins, David B.  
	Roberts, Cal  
	Robinson, Pat  
	Rogers, Barbara Z.  
	Rogers, Mike  
	Rooprai, Tiffany  
	Roper, Paul  
	RosenOn@aol.com  
	Roseth, Bob  
	Rottschaefer, William A.
	Lewis and Clark College  

	Ruberry, Chip  
	Rudnick, Michael J.  
	Ruff, Sandra J.  
	Ruge, George N.  
	Runciman, Donald A.  
	Russell, Amy  
	Russell, Monica  
	Ryan, John R.  
	Ryder, Mary Ellen  
	Ryder, Peter  
	Rylee, Jennie G.  

	S
	Sanderford, Mary  
	Sanders, Ann  
	Sanders, J.  
	Sankey, Christy  
	Sasso, Leslie  
	Saumpty, Phillip  
	Savage, Andy  
	Scanlin, Steven T.  
	Schenter, Bob  
	Scheppke, J.F. and Dorothy  
	Schmieman, Eric  
	Schmitz, Brad  
	Schmoe, Agnes  
	Schroeder, Jerrilynn  
	Schsinky, Sarah  
	Schurger, Angela  
	Schuster, Steven  
	Schwarz, Randy  
	Schwinkendorf, Kevin N.  
	Scott, Barbara A.  
	Seattle Audubon Society  
	Chuck Lennox

	Semer, Aaron A.  
	Serra, Mildred  
	Setzler, Brian  
	Severance, Darrell  
	Severson, John  
	Sevier, Carol M.  
	Sevier, Richard G.  
	Seyavitz, Sasha  
	Shaw, Jason  
	Shaw, P. F.  
	Shelly  
	Shepherd, Brett  
	Sholtz, Gary E.  
	Shultz, Lisa  
	Shumacher, John  
	Siebertsen, Mary  
	Simmons, Ariel  
	Simon, Maria  
	Simonson, Tamera  
	Simpson, Bette  
	Sims, Dale  
	Sims, Lynn  
	Sinclair, Carol  
	Sirellia, Rosemary  
	Skar, R.  
	Slack, Sue  
	Smirnow, Bill  
	Smith, Betsy  
	Smith, Carmen  
	Smith, James F., III  
	Smith, Laurie  
	Smith, Matalee L.  
	Smith, Pamela  
	Smith, Steve  
	Smith, Tamara  
	Smith, Theresa  
	Snake River Alliance
	Steve Hopkins (2)
	(NI PEIS Toll-Free Telephone)
	(E-mail)

	David Kipping
	Gary E. Richardson (2)
	1
	2


	South Dakota Peace & Justice Center
	Jeanne Koster

	Spain, Janelle  
	Spencer, Harvey G.  
	Spinrad, Lois R.  
	Springer, Poonne  
	Stallings, Jeffrey  
	Stanger, David  
	Stanger, Nancy  
	Starbuck, Judith  
	Stash, Nicki  
	State of Oregon  
	John A. Kitzhaber, Governor

	State of Tennessee, Department of Environment and Conservation
	Earl C. Leming

	State of Washington, Department of Ecology  
	Rebecca J. Inman

	Steckline, Mike
	Columbia Basin Manufacturing Services, Inc.  

	Stephens, Jill  
	Stevens, Alexander R.  
	Stevens, Scott  
	Stevenson, John  
	Stewart, Margaret Macdonald  
	Stiefel, Nancy  
	Stockman, Allan  
	Stokes, William J.  
	Stone, Hawk  
	Strand, Paul  
	Strasser, Josh  
	Strategic Energy Resources, Inc.  
	Gary S. Carter

	Strator, Jeff  
	Stratton, Joe  
	Stratton, William  
	Stricker, Lynn  
	Stringer, Camille  
	Stubbs, Leslie J.  
	Sullivan, Mary Beth  
	Sullivan, Patricia  
	Svoboda, Tomas  
	Sweeney, Suzanne  
	Swenoig, Casey  
	Sykes, Frank  

	T
	T, Kimberly  
	Talley, Leslie  
	Taylor, George  
	Taylor, George T.  
	Taylor, Nate  
	Tesoro, Ann  
	Thomas, Chairish  
	Thomas, James  
	Thomason, Karen  
	Thorson, Jeffrey  
	Tran, Hoi  
	Trapp Family  
	Tubanavau-Salabula, Losena  
	Tucker, E. A.  
	Twitchell, Alvin  

	U
	UFCW Local 367  
	Ultican, Joseph G.  
	The University of Texas at Austin  
	Floy Lilley

	U.S. EPA  
	Richard B. Parkin

	Unzicker, Saundra  
	Unzicker, Stephanie  

	V
	Van Buswira, Thomas  
	Vanatto, Will  
	Vertrees, T. H.  
	Voyles, Gale S. F.  

	W
	Wade, G. Andre, II  
	Walter, Karla  
	Walton, Barbara A.  
	Walton, Joyce  
	Walton, Mark  
	Wandler, Shelly  
	Warren, Charlie  
	Washburn, Nancy M.  
	Washburn, Robert L.  
	Washerman, Hanna  
	Washington Environmental Council  
	Crooks, Joan

	Wasson, Elizabeth  
	Webster, Dylan  
	Weidig, Carol Jane  
	Weinstein, Grace  
	Weir, Brooklynn  
	Wells, Cliff  
	Wells, Jim and Susan  
	Welsh, Kevin  
	Werner, Briana  
	Wester, Martin  
	Westman, Marjorie  
	Whitlock, Elon  
	Wiggins, David  
	Wildwood, Annie  
	Wilkins, Max  
	Williams, Leonard  
	Williams, Todd  
	Wilmes, Keith  
	Wilmoth, Gordon  
	Wilson, Christopher  
	Wilson, Sonia  
	Witherell, Carol  
	Witt, Matthew  
	Wood, Donald E.  
	Woodcock, Gerald  
	Wright, Irene  
	Wright, Thomas  
	Wrsew@aol.com/Kitt  
	Wrsew@aol.com/Theresa  
	Wuhl, Barbara  
	Wwdenny@aol.com  
	Wyers, Lucile  

	Y
	Yarrow, Ruth  
	Yavoh, Ris  
	Yocum, Sally  
	York, Sharon  
	Young, Arlene  
	Young, Barzilla E.  

	Z
	Zimmerschied, Maura  
	Ziring, S. M.  
	Zolton, Marc  
	Zotter, Mary Susan  
	Zubizarreta, Rosa  



