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Commentor No. 1898: Daniel Anthony Herrera

Response to Commentor No. 1898

Draft PLCIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS, These include:

® attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

 remming this comment form 1o the registration desk at the meeting or 10 the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

« commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name {optional):

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

Ciry: State:. Zip Code:
Telephone (opticnal):
E-mzil {optional):

I
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 34, 2000

For more: Informetion caroct: Coleite E. Brown. NE-50

11,5, Démortment of Energy + 19901 Gemmardown Road « , MD 20874
Tok-lree Talepnone: 1-877-542-4693 « Tol-Hmes Fox 1-877-562-45¢2
E-mail: Nuckeas iInfrasucture-PES@h. dos.gov

T2H00

1898-1

1898-2

1898-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1898-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with each of arange of reasonable aternatives
(including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidentsthat included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated each aternative analyzed and with
restarting FFTF would be small. As stated in Appendix H of the EIS,
other human health impacts (non-fatal cancers and genetic mutations)
occur with alower frequency for the same level of exposureto low levels
of radiation. Since the most likely impact on the population from all of
the alternativesis no additional fatalities, it follows that the expected
result for these other health impactsis no additional impact.
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Commentor No. 1899: Jeanine

Response to Commentor No. 1899

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

+ attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

= returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» cailing toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing your corments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuckar.Ixfrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name (opticnal): \e 24N

Oreanization:

anjzation Address (circle one): 5 ?EO\ Ve VB3

arRarnand state: 0¥ 2ip Coter A T30

Telephone (optional):

E-mail (opticnal):

1%
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Sepiember}'lf 2000

For mom corract: Cobethe €, Brwn, NE-50

L3, Daparmment of Evergy + 19901 Genmartawn RO = Grnarmicen, MO 20874
Tol-re Telephona; 1-877-562-4503 + Tolee Fax; 1-477-562-4502

E-mal: Nucearniosiuchae-PES@hG.dov. gav

200

1899-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1899-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with arange of reasonable aternatives (including
the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical uses,
research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power
systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic results
based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of
radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the PEIS, other human health impacts
(non-fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with alower frequency for
the samelevel of exposureto low levels of radiation. Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternativesis no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
isno additional impact.
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Commentor No. 1900: G. Andre Wade, |1

Response to Commentor No. 1900

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

+ aitending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

# retumning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting o o the address below

» cailing toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-5624593

* faxing your comments woil-free to: 1-877-5624592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear. Infrastruceure-PEIS @hg.doe gov

Name (optlunal?. /.4 ’leﬁdj”( a ,ﬁ(((ﬂ
Organization: /D(lkl{ f_O<( ')j/‘/(ﬁ‘ A’f/'(/"/
Home/Organization Address (circle one): !EL/ /!/5 Al IC/(IHL(; ¢ AW A

ciy_ B2 hand
FH G 05

State: 2R Zip Codes_Y 7217

Telephone (optional):

E-mail {opdonat):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September}‘l’ 2000

Fox more: contact: Colette E. Brown, NE-50
u.5. Department of Enrgy ¢ 19901 Road + Gernariown, WD 20874
0d-we Felenhone: 1-877-562-4593 + Tolkme Fox 1-877-562-4592
Enal; Nuctecs irastruciure-PESEha.dos. gov

Rl ]

I ‘ 1900-1

1900-2

1900-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1900-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with arange of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidentsthat included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the PEIS, other human health impacts
(non-fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with alower frequency for
the samelevel of exposureto low levels of radiation. Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternativesis no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
isno additional impact.
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Commentor No. 1901: Stephanie Rankin

Response to Commentor No. 1901

Draft PC1S Comment Form

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

» anending public mestings and giving your comments directly to DOE officiais

® returming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
s cailing toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing yeur comments toll-free 10: 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuciear Infrastructure-PEIS @ hq.doe. gov

Name {optional):

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

cry EDCRCLA A

Telephone (optional}:

st O 7ip coce 42 225

E-mail {cptional): ’g
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September, 11, 2000

For mom contact Cokthg €. Brin,

U.5. Departmant of Engrgy - 19901 Gannarown Road » Gemarown. MD 20874
Tol-Tee Tolephone: 1-877-562-4503 - Tolkoe Far, 1-377-562-4592

200 E-moil: NuCHOn INEOSUCTU-PESENG. 208007 8

|| 19011

1901-2

1901-3

1901-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1901-2: ThisPEIShas provided an estimate of theincremental potential human
health impacts associated with each of arange of reasonable alternatives
(including therestart of FFTF) for the production of isotopesfor medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sourcesfor radioisotope power
systems. The methodology used isintended to providerealistic resultsbased
upon our current knowledge of the healthimpact of low doses of radiation.
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 providestheresults of the eval uation of potential
health impactsthat would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (whichincludesrestart of FFTF), including normal operations
and a spectrum of accidentsthat included severe accidents. The
environmental analysisshowed that radiol ogical and nonradiological risks
associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

The NI PEISidentifies (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species
that live on or near all of the candidate sites, aswell as aguatic and
wetlands areas that may be impacted by operations at candidate locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
publication (IAEA Technical Report Series No. 332, Effects of lonizing
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. ThelAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or lessfor animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations. Thelargest individual dose for any of the nuclear
infrastructures alternatives under normal operations would be less than
0.1 millirem, which isthree orders of magnitude less than the IAEA
threshold for adverse effects. Therefore, implementation of any of the
range of reasonable nuclear infrastructure alternatives analyzed would
not be expected to result in adverse impacts on plants and animals living
in potentially affected areas around the candidate sites.

Worker safety (radiological protection) isakey element of DOE's
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P441.1, April 26, 1996). This
policy statesin part that DOE facilitiesmust “ conduct radiol ogical operations
in amanner that controlsthe spread of radioactive materials and reduces
exposureto the workforce and the general public and that utilizesaprocess
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Commentor No. 1901: Stephanie Rankin (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1901

1901-3:

that seeks exposure levels aslow as reasonably achievable.” Each DOE
site, including Hanford, isrequired to implement aradiological control
program with the intent to meet this policy goal. Based on the assessment
of worker healthimpactsfor all of the aternatives and optionsthat make
use of Hanford facilities, the most likely impact of the use of thesefacilities
isnoincreasein cancer fatalitiesamong thefacility workers. For example
inAlternative 1 option 3, al of theactivitiestarget irradiation and
processing) occur at Hanford facilities. Asshownin Section4.3.3.1.9, the
expected consequences are less than one additional fatal cancer among the
workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancers are expected.

No food or water restrictions arein place outside the Hanford
Reservation as aresult of Hanford activities.

DOE worker and public health and safety are of paramount and primary
importance to the Department. There have been no serious safety
related accidents causing significant injury or harm to workers, or posing
any threat or harm to the offsite public at FFTF during itslifetime. The
environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF are
addressed in detail in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS. The
impacts are shown to be small. These impacts specifically include the
risks to human health during normal operations and associated with
postulated accidents. Over the 35-year operational period no fatalities
would be expected among workers or in the general publicin thevicinity
of Hanford or at distant locations.
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Commentor No. 1902: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1902

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These inciude:

# anending public mestings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

# retumning this comment ferm 1o the registration desk at the meeting or to the address bejow
» calling toli-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing yeur comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

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

Name (optional):

Organization:

Home/Orgenization Address (circie one):

City: State:____ Zip Code:

Telephone {optional):

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September,l—( 2000

SOt Corihe E. Brown, NE-50

L.5. Depariment of Energy « 19901 Gamaniown Road + Gemmantown. MD 20874

Tol-rew Telepnona: 1-877-542-4551 + Toi-iree Fox: 1-877-542-4502

i Nuchr nFasTACIS-PRS@h 008 Gov G,

TH200

1902-1

1902-2

1902-3

” 1902-4

1902-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1902-2: DOE notesthe concern expressed in the comment on the potential health
and environmental impacts of FFTF startup. All air emissions and
wastewater discharges would be in accordance with applicable permit
and regulatory requirements. The releases of air pollutants and
contaminated liquid are addressed in Section 4.3 of theNI PEIS. The
release of air pollutants would result in concentrations well below Federal
and state air standards (Table 4-13). Therelease of radioactivity and
hazardous chemicalsinto the atmosphere would have anegligible effect
on human health (Tables 4-17 and 4-19, respectively). There would be
no discernibleimpactsto groundwater or surface water quality (Section

4.3.1.1.4). All impactson ecological resources, including animalsand fish,
associated with operation of the FFTF would be small (Section 4.3.1.1.6).

It is concluded that operation of the FFTF would have small adverse
effects on the environment.

1902-3: DOE notes the commentor's views. Consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its

infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel of
expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee;

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

3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of

Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed
action.
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Commentor No. 1902: Anonymous (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 1902

1902-4: ThisPEIShasprovided an estimate of theincremental potential human

health impacts associated with arange of reasonable aternatives

including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical

and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the PEIS, other human health impacts
(non-fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with alower frequency for
the samelevel of exposureto low levels of radiation. Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternativesis no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
isno additional impact.
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Commentor No. 1903: Carl Guinn, Jr.

Response to Commentor No. 1903

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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I ‘ 1903-1

1903-2

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

» attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officiais

# remurning this comment form 1o the registration desk at the mesting or to the addeass below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

+ faxing your comments toll-free 1o: 1-877-562-4592

s commenting viz ¢-mail: Nuclear. Infrastrucnure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Guipgn JE

Name {optional): Carl

Organization:

Heme/Crganization Address {circle one):

ciy. Lo rtland sue:CR_ Zip Code: J722Q
Teiephone (optional): {5 @3 RiT~2323
E-mail {optional):

%
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For oy GO CHRTGT: Cotte £ Grown, NE-50

U5, Deparment of Energy + 199G1 Gemantown Rood + MD 2674
To8-ro Iolephone: 1-577-562-4597 = Tob-tee For 1-877-542-4552

E-mai: Nucleariniosinciune-PES@hG.doe.gov ¢

TH2Z00

1903-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1903-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with arange of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the PEIS, other human health impacts (non
fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with alower frequency for the
same level of exposureto low levels of radiation. Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternativesis no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
isno additional impact.

The PEISidentifies (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species that
live on or near all of the proposed sites, aswell as aquatic and wetlands
areas that may be impacted by operations at all of the proposed locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

publication (IAEA 1992), adose 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 lessfor animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations. The largest individual dose for any of the aternatives
evaluated isbelow 0.1 millirem, three orders of magnitude lessthan the
IAEA identified threshold level. Thisiswell below the IAEA benchmark.
Therefore, al of the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed would

have no effect on the plants and animal's around the proposed sites.
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Commentor No. 1904: lan Albers

Response to Commentor No. 1904

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nucfear infr.
astr
PEIS. These include: wetre

* attending public meetngs and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

 returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562 4593

 faxing your comments wll-freg to; 1 §77-5624592

® commentiag via e-mail: Nuglear Infrastnicure-PEIS @hg.doe gov

Name {optional): £ o A'fbﬁ re
Organization: )"%)erifo‘;t‘, /‘f’lqu"l S hoeo [’

anizaticn Address (circle onc): _?)6 / fl/E /") lher Fiq

ity 200 hand sue 2R zipcote: A7 O

Telephone {optional): 50 2-2R5- QY7

E-mail (optionaly: MU S fand SE0aal, comn o
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Seplember,ii‘tf 2000

For mory
4.5, Dapartmant of Ena gy = 19901 Gamantown - . MO Z0874 @
Tol-k5e Teephone: 1-877-542-4592 + Tal-nes Fax: 1-877-562-4572 £
200 Emai; Nucloarinastnucune-RESEng, dos.gov

1904-1

1904-2

1904-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1904-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human

health impacts associated with arange of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidentsthat included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the EIS, other human health impacts (non
fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with alower frequency for the
same level of exposureto low levels of radiation. Sincethe most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternativesis no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
isno additional impact.

The PEISidentifies (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species that
live on or near all of the proposed sites, as well as aquatic and wetlands
areas that may be impacted by operations at all of the proposed locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

publication (IAEA 1992), 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 lAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or lessfor animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations. The largest individual dose for any of the alternatives
evaluated is below 0.1 millirem, three orders of magnitude lessthan the
IAEA identified threshold level. Thisiswell below the IAEA benchmark.
All impactsto human health and to the ecological resources would be
small intheimmediate area of Hanford and negligible at all distant sites.
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Commentor No. 1905: Raeleen Rambeau

Response to Commentor No. 1905

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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PEIS. These include:

. cal]_ing toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4503
* faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592
* commenting Vi%ﬂl? uclear. Infiastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (cptionaly L) 7%//77;%&4///{

There are several ways lo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure

- anendfng pl._lblic meetings and giving your covments direcily wo DOE officials
# rerumning this comment form (o the registration desk ar the meeting or to the address below

Organization: MW /’/ijh SC}"{M/ @Cf)

Home/Organization Address (circle oney:

Telephone (optional):
E-mil {optionai):
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1905-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1905-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with each of arange of reasonable alternatives
(including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the PEIS, other human health impacts
(non-fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with alower frequency for
the samelevel of exposureto low levels of radiation. Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the aternativesis no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
isno additional impact.
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Commentor No. 1906: J. Sanders

Response to Commentor No. 1906

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

® attending public meetings and giving your comments ditectly to DOE officials

# returning this comment form 1o the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» czlling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

* faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

® commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrascucture-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name (opticnal): d o Sendeye

Organization:

Home/QOrganization Address (circle one):

Cityjaac ¥ lown d

State: O R ZipCode: A TR RC

Telephone (optional):

E-mail (optional): j%’
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000
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I‘ 1906-1

1906-2

1906-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1906-2: ThisPEIShasprovided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with arange of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
dosesof radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 providestheresults of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidentsthat included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the EIS, other human health impacts (non
fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with alower frequency for the
same level of exposureto low levels of radiation. Sincethe most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternativesis no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
isno additional impact.

ThePEISidentifies (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered speciesthat
live on or near all of the proposed sites, as well as aguatic and wetlands
areas that may be impacted by operations at all of the proposed locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

publication (IAEA 1992), 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 lessfor animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations. The largest individual dose for any of the alternatives
evaluated isbelow 0.1 millirem, three orders of magnitude lessthan the
|AEA identified threshold level. Thisiswell below the IAEA benchmark.
Therefore, al of the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed would

have no effect on the plants and animals around the proposed sites.
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Commentor No. 1907: Joel R. Morsette

Response to Commentor No. 1907
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Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways 1o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS, These inciude:

. altend.ing public mestings and giving your comments directty 10 DOE officials

® returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting of to the address below
» calling woll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free 1o: 1-§77-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastucture PEIS @ha.doe.gov

Name (optional): TUCl Q\ Movse e
Onganization: - 12 A CF « AMer npdive  Sp ool

Home/Organization Address (circle one): | 2. 312 NE 3ra 2ee™

City: iiD(x(“ ’H&\mcﬂ State: ;’l& Zip Code: L7220
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E-mail (optional):
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1907-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1907-2: DOE notes the commentor's viewpoint. DOE is very concerned about
the health and safety of the public and its workers. The NI PEIS
provides an estimate of the incremental potential human health impacts
associated with each of the alternatives proposed for the production of
isotopes for medical uses, research and development, and as heat sources
for radioisotope power systems. The methodology used is intended to
provide realistic results based upon our current knowledge of the health
impact of low doses of radiation. The radiological risk has been
determined to be low. In al cases, the analysis shows that the most likely
impacts from the proposed actions are no additional cancer fatalities
among the population surrounding the irradiation and processing facilities.
See Chapter 4 and summary tablesin Chapter 2 for the analysis resuilts.

1907-3: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with arange of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 1908: Shelly

Response to Commentor No. 1908

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

* attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officiais

s returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing your comments 1oll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

& commenting via e-mai]: Nuclear. Infraswucture PEIS@hq.doe. gov

Mame (opticnal): \5 l. tk{
Organrzation:
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I ‘ 1908-1

1908-2

1908-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1908-2: DOE notesthe commentor’sopposition to therestart of FFTF. ThisNI
PEIS provides an estimate of the incremental potential human health
impacts associated with each of the alternatives proposed (including the
restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical uses, research
and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.
The methodology used is intended to provide realistic results based upon
our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation.
Over the 35-year operational period no fatalities would be expected
among workers or in the general public in the vicinity of Hanford or at
distant locations. [ See for example Tables 4-17, 4-30, 4-41 etc. in
chapter 4 and the summary Tablesin Volume 1, Chapter 2 of the
NI PEIS]

The NI PEISidentifies (in Volume 1, Chapter 3) endangered species

that live on or near all of the candidate sites, as well as aquatic and
wetlands areas that may be impacted by operations at candidate locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
publication (IAEA Technical Report Series No. 332, Effects of lonizing
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 lessfor 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 would be less than
0.1 millirem, which is three orders of magnitude lessthan the IAEA
threshold for adverse effects. Therefore, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives would not be expected to result in adverse
impacts on plants and animals living in potentially affected areas around
the candidate sites.

Worker safety (radiological protection) isakey element of the DOE's
Radiologica Heath and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26, 1996). This
policy statesin part that DOE facilitiesmust “ conduct radiol ogical operations
in amanner that controlsthe spread of radioactive materialsand reduces
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Commentor No. 1908: Shelly (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1908

exposureto the workforce and the general public and that utilizesaprocess
that seeks exposure levels aslow as reasonably achievable.” Each DOE
site, including Hanford, isrequired toimplement aradiol ogical control
program with theintent to meet this policy goal. Based on the assessment
of worker healthimpactsfor all of the alternatives and optionsthat make
use of Hanford facilities, the most likely impact of the use of thesefacilities
isnoincreasein cancer fatalitiesamong thefacility workers. For example
inAlternative 1 option 3, al of theactivitiestarget irradiation and
processing) occur at Hanford facilities. Asshown in Table 4-42, the
expected consegquences are less than one additional fatal cancer among the
workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancers are expected.
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Commentor No. 1909: Chairish Thomas

Response to Commentor No. 1909

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuciear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

# attending pubtic meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officiais

* returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
# calling toil-free and Jeaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

* faxing your comments toll-free 10: 1-877-562-4592

# commenting via e-mail: NuclearInfrastrucure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name {optional): (P AAL 1S5 Thicivacs

Organization: /{ /DMO

Home/Qrganization Address (circle one): SLINNTG A Df RO

APL =0

Cit}‘fEx\ W(S - State@_E_ Zip Code:_q.;mﬁ\.J

Telephone (optional):

E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE FOSTMARKED BY Sephembeu-( 2000
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1909-1

1909-2

1909-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1909-2: ThisPEIShasprovided an estimate of theincremental potential human
health impacts associated with arange of reasonable aternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide redlistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

The PEISidentifies (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered speciesthat
live on or near all of the proposed sites, as well as aguatic and wetlands
areas that may be impacted by operations at all of the proposed locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

publication (IAEA 1992), 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 lAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or lessfor animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations. The largest individual dose for any of the aternatives
evaluated isbelow 0.1 millirem, three orders of magnitude lessthan the
IAEA identified threshold level. Thisiswell below the IAEA benchmark.
Therefore, al of the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed would

have no effect on the plants and animals around the proposed sites.
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Commentor No. 1910: Jennifer Madewell

Response to Commentor No. 1910
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Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways 1o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrasiructure
PEIS. These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

¢ retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting ar to the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEES @hq.doe.gov

Name (optiohal): —\‘J-an'l /b(a‘(]ﬂé%t Cf@ﬂ
Organization: D H ( [:
Home/Organization Address (circle one): ﬁEﬂS /L) é |l Om

ciny_roctlewn of sl zip cote A1)

Teiephone (optional):
E-mail {oprional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September,i-'l’ 2000
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tree TeleThons: |-!77 5&2-&91 Tol-mee R 1-877-562-48597
Nuciecs. nirasiuchure-PESEhg.dos.
711200 =

1910-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1910-2: Thecommentor's position regarding restart of FFTFisnoted. ThisPEIS
has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human health
impacts associated with arange of reasonable alternatives, including the
restart of FFTF, for the production of isotopes for medical uses, research
and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.
The methodology used is intended to provide realistic results based upon
our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation.
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential
health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF), including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical and honradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small. Asstatedin
Appendix H of the EIS, other human health impacts (hon-fatal cancers
and genetic mutations) occur with alower frequency for the samelevel
of exposureto low levels of radiation. Since the most likely impact on the
population from all of the alternativesis no additional fatalities, it follows
that the expected result for these other health impacts is no additional
impact.
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Commentor No. 1911: Kayla Grow

Response to Commentor No. 1911

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

= arrending public meetings ard givieg your comments directly to DOE officials

& reuming this comment form 1o the regisiration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and ieaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-§77-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastracrure-PEIS @ hq.doe. gov
Name (opuomj):\L P &N O
Onganization: = 1
E&gamzauon Address (circle one): \d%(\\)}o ﬁ@ Q\(MU
YOT SN
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1911-1

” 1911-2

1911-1: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with arange of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidentsthat included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks (including the risksto children) associated with
restarting FFTF would be small. As stated in Appendix H of the EIS,
other human health impacts (non-fatal cancers and genetic mutations)
occur with alower frequency for the same level of exposureto low levels
of radiation. Since the most likely impact on the population from all of
the alternativesis no additional fatalities, it follows that the expected
result for these other health impactsis no additional impact.

1911-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1912: Ann Sanders/LewisW. Cornwell

Response to Commentor No. 1912
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1912-1

1912-2

1912-3

1912-4

1912-5

1912-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

1912-2: DOE notesthe commentor's concernsabout bringing radioactive fuel
into the state. Use of the FFTF to support the proposed action would
require, after onsitefuel was spent (approximately 6 years of operation),
domestic highly enriched uranium fuel or foreign mixed-oxidefuel to be
transported to Hanford. However, the radioactivity of thisincoming fuel
isrelatively low. The potential impacts associated with transportation
activities to support the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4,
Volume 1 and Appendix J, Volume 2 of the NI PEIS.

1912-3: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding wastes. The NI PEIS
addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and
disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all aternatives
and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at each of the
proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be implemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. Thewaste
generated from any of the proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

1912-4: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

1912-5: Noradioactive materialswere “released” in the Hanford Wildfires of
2000. Wildfiresdid resuspend some materia s already in the environment.
The resuspended material swerelow, dightly above natural background
levels. The low levelsrequired severa days of analysisto quantify.
Very low, environmental levels are not detectable with real-time
measurement techniques. Monitoring results were reported to the public
asthey became available.
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Commentor No. 1913: Barbara Z. Rogers

Response to Commentor No. 1913

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

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

 returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-837-562-45393

& faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

® commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name {(optional): _ Dampatia L. fda Z7r

Organization:

rganizalion Address (circle one): [/ A/ K. 36
Parco WA 9430/

Zip Code:.

City: State:

Telephone (optional):

E-mail {opticnal):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Septemnber 11, 2000

For motg inlommation contock, Colalte E. Srown, KE-50

U.5. Department of Energy + 19901 Gemnantown Road + Germantown, MD 20874
Tol-iree Telephone: 1-871-552-4593 - Tol-fiae Fax: 1-877-562-4592

E-mal: Nuclecrinkastucure-PEIS@ha.dog gov

F1LI00

1913-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1914: J. M. Fritzman
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 1914
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There are savaral ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

¢ attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® returning this comment form 1o the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

» calling tell-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

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

Name(optional}:\:r- n. FP":erﬂ an
.quis d— 5/‘4»"1{ Col‘/(gg -

P il‘osop% ¥ D{pnrfmcnf

Organization

Hom@@(cimle oney: 0815 SW Paletige ﬁ/;” Byud
%

City: oortiand State:_(O1K Zip('ndz-‘r 21%
Telephone {optional):

Comtpai PERIOD EXTEADED
E-mail toptionaly: (i Farnan @l lirk, ed L |
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Sephember)%zuoo
. For more: Ieformahion 3
us. “d-km"'%,,-mwmﬂm 17 7-5A2-4502
2112000 £l Nuclear Inrastucure-PESEhG .doe gov

1914-1
1914-2

1914-3
1914-4

1914-5

1914-3

1914-1
1914-2

1914-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1914-2: Seeresponse to comment 1914-1.

1914-3: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to restarting FFTF for expanding

its existing nuclear facility infrastructure. DOE has sought independent
analysis of trendsin the use of medical isotopes, and of its continuing role
in this sector, consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.
In doing s0, 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. Thesefindingswerelater reviewed and
endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert,
obj ective adviceregarding the future form of itsisotope 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
sincetheinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical

isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information
andto clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial
isotope production needs.

Through aMemorandum 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
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Commentor No. 1914: J. M. Fritzman (Cont’d)
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 1914

1914-4:

1914-5:

aternativeto using plutonium-238 has been established. Based on NASA
guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems for
upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238
inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005. Without an assured
domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ahility to support future
NASA space exploration missions may belost. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1
was revised to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.

In January 1997, President Clinton tasked his Committee of Advisorson
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 needsfor the next century. InitsNovember 1997
report responding to this request, the PCAST Energy Research and
Development Panel determined that restoring aviable nuclear energy
option to help meet our future energy needs is important and that a
properly focused research and devel opment effort to address the potential
long-term barriersto 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 devel opment activities to address these potential barriers. Section
1.2.3 providesinformation on the nuclear energy research and
development mission.

The Fast Flux Test Facility was not designed to be a breeder reactor. It
was originaly intended to support production of nuclear fuel for usein
breeder reactors; however, it will not be used for this purpose, if restarted.
Thereis no breeder reactor program in the United States at thistime.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and
support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from postul ated
accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS. All
impactsto human health and to ecol ogical resourceswould besmall inthe
immediate areaof the Hanford siteand negligibleat all distant locations.

DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding wastes. The NI PEIS
addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and
disposal of thewaste generated by the proposed action for all alternatives
and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at each of the
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Commentor No. 1914: J. M. Fritzman (Cont’d)
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 1914

proposed sitesare also addressed. These programswill beimplemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. Thewaste
generated from any of the proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 1915: William A. Rottschaefer Response to Commentor No. 1915
Lewis and Clark College

Draft PEIS Comment Form

T beleye Hhat |
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1915-1 1915-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

{a\j T3 sdedtd A shit dlewn @mm&f || 10152 1915-2:  Seeresponse to comment 1915-1.

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:
» attending public meetings and giving your conumenss direedly to DOE officials
» retrning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting o to the address below
# calling tol}-free and Jeaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593
® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592
* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear. Infras -PEIS@hg.doe.gov
Name {optional): bJLUM.m 5( . / Wy (J\ u./.,!-«,
Organization: lelv\'} woaf rf PMNW

t
Home/Organization Address {circle one): \ilu N U‘-* £ C‘FU/ b

Ciry: I)”\"u el sraed 2 Zip Code] 1L il
Teteph (optional): ‘LCOMI\'JE»T PeRta BXTERED
E-mmail (optional):

)
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 34, 2000

?wﬁwwmmz.mm &

5. Depariment of Energy + 19901 Gemcrsown Roed = Germeriown. MD i

oA e 1ehana: 1-77-562.5573 - Joktiee Fax. 1.877-561-4502
£mal: Nucleaminfrstruchurs-PEEX2ha 008 gov

3)

i

1712400

sasuodssy 30 pUe SHuBLILIOD UeRIN— eideyDd




2891-¢

Commentor No. 1916: Susan Kay Donaldson

Response to Commentor No. 1916

10311 Park Avenue South
Tacoma. Washington 98444-3857
15 September 2000

Colette E. Brown

NE-50

.5, Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, Maryland 20874

re; Hanford nuclear facilities

Dear Ms. Brown:

I am wtiting 10 express my fears of renewed production activitics at the highly contaminated Hanford plant

and my epposition to such renewal.

"The Fast Flux Test Facility should simply be shut down—for the safety of the people of the immediate

area, for the safety of the people of Washington, for the present and long-term safety of the earth.

We on the earth are all one people. No nation has the right to endanger all the planet, as A:n_u:_lear waste
does. There can be no arguments, in my opinicn, that outweigh our comnumal responsibilities to preserve
the earth for siher human beings. Qur forays into muclear bombs and power have already created hogs

amounts of waste, whose half-lives are far longsr than written haman hisiory.

Therefore, please simply shut down the Fast Flux Test Facility and continue with the clean-up there.

Yours sincercly,
-
Susan Kay Donaldson

[ S. Gorten
P. Murray
A. Smith
R. Yarrow

1l 1916-1
1l 1916-2

|| 1916-1 || 1916-4

1916-3

1916-1:

1916-2:

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

ThisPEIS hasprovided an estimate of theincremental potential human
health impacts associated with arange of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide readistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the EIS, other human health impacts (non
fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with alower frequency for the
same level of exposureto low levels of radiation. Sincethe most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternativesis no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
isno additional impact.

The PEISidentifies (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered speciesthat
live on or near all of the proposed sites, as well as aquatic and wetlands
areasthat may beimpacted by operationsat all of the proposed |ocations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) publication
(IAEA 1992), adoserate of 100 millirem per year to the most exposed
human will lead to dose ratesto plants and animals of lessthan 0.1 rad per
day. ThelAEA concluded that adose rate of 0.1 rad per day or lessfor
animalsand 1 rad per day or lessfor plantswould not affect these
populations. Thelargestindividual dosefor any of the alternatives evaluated
isbelow 0.1 millirem, three orders of magnitudelessthanthe |AEA
identified threshold level. Thisiswell below the |AEA benchmark.
Therefore, all of the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed would have
no effect on the plants and animals around the proposed sites.

Chapter 4 of Volume 1 of the PEIS provides a comprehensive assessment
of the environmental consequences of each of the proposed alternatives.
(The results of these assessments are also summarized in Chapter 2.)
These analyses include assessments of the impacts on land resources,
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Commentor No. 1916: Susan Kay Donaldson (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1916

1916-3:

1916-4:

water resources, air quality, geology and soils (in addition to the human
health impactsdiscussed in the preceding paragraph). For the alternatives
that consider the use of facilities at Hanford, the environmental impact on
all of theseresourcesisnegligible.

The commentor's positions on nuclear waste are noted. The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 are unrelated to the national
defense and none are concerned with the production of nuclear weapons.
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g. 4.3.1.1.13, 4.3.2.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13) describes
the generation and disposition of nuclear waste that would occur under
implementation of the alternatives described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.
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Commentor No. 1917: E. Benoth

Response to Commentor No. 1917

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS, These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

» returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-§77-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nucleas Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Narme (optional): ’/_ﬁ._),&—k—-«f‘ Lt
Organi : ion
@rganizaﬁon Ad.d‘Ess (cin:l_e (me):w
/g/é fa/ [ Bir( Sy phatrmn cp (@;%}7&
City: / @-,,,Zf cemn ot
Telephone (optional):
E-mail (optional): I
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Seplember)g2000

Smtc:ol;(' Zip Code: L2

‘Lc:onmz-ﬁ PeRod EXTEsdED

1200

1917-1

1917-2

1917-3

1917-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1917-2: Seeresponse to comment 1917-1.

1917-3: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

DOE worker and public health and safety are of paramount and primary
importance to the Department.

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 impactsto human health and to ecological
resources would be small in the immediate area of the Hanford Site and
negligibleat all distant locations.
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Commentor No. 1918: Barbara A. Scott

Response to Commentor No. 1918

Barbara A. Scotl
75 Benton Way

Sarn Luis Ohispa, Califorria 83405
(805) 544-8883

Collete E. Brown

US Dept of Energy
NE-50

19901 Germantown Rd.
Germantown, MD 20874
(877) 562-4592

September 12, 2000
Dear Ms. Brown,

| are writing to request that NASA be required to develop alternative
(solar) power sources for space missions. The technology is workable
and has been developed in Europe.

| strongly feet the current path of increased Plutonium production is
not justified by the health risks to workers or the safety risks to the
public at large. Nor is the astronomical costs of phi-238 which drains
the economy for decades to come.

Please push forward a space program that our country can be proud of and

will not increase possibilities for massive environmental pollution of
our earth.

Sincgrely,

T L R

Barhara Scott

1918-1

1918-2
1918-3

1918-1

1918-1:

1918-2:

DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear

materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this PEIS. Through a
Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope
power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space
missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. These

radioi sotope 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.

Worker safety (radiological protection) isakey element of the DOE's
Radiologica Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996) This
policy statesin part that DOE facilitiesmust “ conduct radiol ogical operations
inamanner that controlsthe spread of radioactive materialsand reduces
exposureto the workforce and the general public and that utilizes aprocess
that seeks exposure levels aslow as reasonably achievable.” Each DOE
site, including Hanford, isrequired to implement aradiological control
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Commentor No. 1918: Barbara A. Scott (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1918

1918-3:

program with theintent to meet this policy goal. Based on the assessment
of worker health impactsfor the range of reasonabl e alternatives and
optionsthat make use of Hanford facilities, the most likely impact of theuse
of thesefacilitiesisnoincreasein cancer fatalitiesamong thefacility
workers. For examplein Alternative 1 option 3, all of the activities (target
irradiation and processing) occur at Hanford facilities. Asshownin Section
4.3.3.1.9 the expected consequences are less than one additional fatal
cancer among the workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancersare
expected.

ThisPEIS hasprovided an estimate of theincremental potential human
health impacts associated with each of the aternatives proposed
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide readistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding the cost of expanded
plutonium-238 production. However, the costs of proposed actions are
not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto be included in a PEIS.
DOE prepared a separate Cost Report to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an informed
decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 1919: David B. Robbins

Response to Commentor No. 1919

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

& attending public mestings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

» caliing wii-fiee ad icaving your couadcuis: 1-877-552-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-362-4592

# commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.dee.gov

Name (optional): ﬂﬁ‘mﬂ 6: ﬂﬂﬁ%
O ization
w Organization Address (cirele one).

[FI38 st Lawe V. A8 B304

State: WA Zip Code: E&Lf__M_"

City: Pl ans

Telephone (aptianaly;_S =76/ ~FHT

E-mail (cptional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

Formuve nfonmation conlﬁc? Cotafte E. Brown, NE-SO
us. t of Enengy - oad = MD 20874
'lnl\ fee hbphme I 577! 562-4593 Tol-froe Fax: 1-877-562-2552

E-mall: Nuciearinfrosiruchee-PEIS@ha.doa.gov

T1208

1919-1

1919-2

1919-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1919-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s views regarding anti-nuclear groups and

appreciation for DOE’s conduct at the Seattle, Washington public hearing.
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Commentor No. 1920: Barbara A. Walton

Response to Commentor No. 1920

§5 North Claymore Lanc
Oak Ridge. TN 37830
Septerber 15, 2000

Ms. Colerte E. Brown, NE-30

Office of Nucicar Energy, Science and Technology

L}, §. Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, MD 20874

Subject: Diaft Programunatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian
Muclear Encrgy Rescarch and Development and Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the
Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) [DOE/EIS-0310D, July 2000]

Dear Ms, Brown:
1 will refer to the subjeet dacument in the remainder of this leter a8 the Nuclear Tnfrastructure (NI) PEIS.
1 roccived the Cost Report for Alternatives Presented in the NI PEIS on September 1 and the NI
Nonproliferation Impact Asscssiment (DOE/NE-D119) on Seprember 12, Evon though the time frame was short, T
have considered the material in them in preparing these conuments:

1. The requiremcnt for this action is fuzzy at best, a stronger case should be made. [t now sounds like an excusc
to restart FFTF. Tn addition, futurs isotope demand should be bounded by a lo and a high estimate. Existing
facilitics at INEEL and ORNL arc NOT considered for the Medical and Industnal Isotopes Production and
Nuclcar Research and Development Mission. Sec Table 2-1 (pape 2-3) or Table 8-1 (page §12). This 1s, n my
opinion, the worst flaw in this document. Please correct this in the Final PEIS!

1. Alternative 5 and the No Action Alternative must be rejected as unresponsive to the needs of the nation
us well as fur reason of nanproliferation concerns. Asa NASA retircs, | recogmizy the importance of Pu-238
for future space exploration. An assured, domestic supply is prefcrable. Medical nceds are discussed below.

3. Alternative 1 must be rejected for reasons of cost and equity. From the scoping meetings, it socms that
most folks in the Northwest deo NOT want the FFTF resiarted. Promises were made about the future use of this
aren; therefore, these wishes should be honored.  Additionally, the surrounding arca is now a National Monument
(Hanford Reach). Since folks in daho and Tonnessee are generally suppertive of the production of Pu-238 for
future: space missions and of the production of medical isctopes, 1t 1s alse unnecossary to select this alternative.

4 Alternative 3 should be rejected for reasons of cost and unsuitability for many isotopes.

5. Alternative 4 should be considered only as a long-term solution.

6. The best solution is to expand the scope of Alternative 2 and sclect it for the ncar tem. The cxpansion of
alternative 2, upgrading ¢xisting facilities, namely EIFIR in Oak Rulue and ATR at INEEL, is the most cost-
effective option. ATR can be modificd to producs short-lived medical 1salopes by addition of a tabbit sysiem.
HFIR can be upgraded to its fuil design power of 10U megawatls easily and quickly.

TNEEL, in partncrship with 14, and ORNL arc currently producing medical isotopes, as noted n pages 2-

19 thry 2-23. ORNL also has potential for commercial/government pattnership for such preduction. This has cost
saving potential. An additional advantage for isolope production at ORNL is location, with a ncarby
transportation hub (LIPS in Nashwille) as well as the proximity of a high percentage of isotope asers (East Coast
population centers).

7. The REDC is the only Pu-238 Target Fabrication and Processing Facility that is currently opcrational {Table
7-1, page 7-1 in the N1 Nonproliferation Impact Assessment). Use of CLWR requires additional cost to produce
stainless steel-clad targets. Therefore Options 7 and 1 of Alternative 2 sheuld be preferced.

Additional commerts are attached. Ploase melude me in your distribution of the Final PETS and ROD.
Sincerely,

By o G WalEor

Barbara A. Walton
bwalton‘i’ kormel.org

1920-1

1920-2

1920-3

1920-1: DOE notes the commentor's views. Consistent with its mandates under

the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhanceits
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel of
expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee;

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

3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
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.

While some existing reactors, such as ATR at INEEL and HFIR at
ORNL, may possess the potential capability or capacity to support
medical and industrial isotope production and/or nuclear research and
development missions, it isunlikely that reliable, increased support of
these missions to the extent needed to fulfill projected needs could be
accomplished without disturbing the existing missions of thesefacilities.
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Commentor No. 1920: Barbara A. Walton (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1920

Page 2 Barbara A. Wallon
Additional comments:

a. The addition of Commereial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) 1o Allernative 2 since the Pu-238 Production
Scoping Meetings is noted: this is a good change

b. Table 4-155 on page 4-307 is misleadmg,  Scveral of these decisions have alrcady been made so some of the
X3 should be removed. For example, line 1 SRS was chosen so delete X from INEEL and Hanford.  Likewiss
ling 4, INEEL & SRS were chosen for SNF -- delete X for ORR and Hanford
1920-4
c. For Section 4.8, Cumulative Iimpacts, an cstimate of the impacts for Alternatives 3 &4 for the threc sites
concerned i this action would be helpful while recognizing that a fiture EIS weuld soll be needed. This is
because the bounding case for ORR {option 7, Alternative 2) and INEEL (option 2, Altemative 2) do NOT
mclude isotope production

d. The ORNL facilities under censideration were designed to produce medical isotopes. In fact, the erigination of
wsotope production and distribution was at ORNL. It has continucd invelvement; however, the velume diminished
when competition with the private sector became contrary to DOE pelicy.

¢. You may remember the related 1996 EIS for the produclion of Molybdenum-89. The ROD selected the

Annular Core Research Reacter(ACRR) and Hot Cell Facility at Sandia National Laboratory in Los Alamos and

the Chemistry and Metallurgy Rescarch facility at Los Alames National Laboratory. Facilities in Oak Ridge and

Idaho wete not seriously considered. The ACRR is shown in Table 2-4 as fully dedicated to cxisting missions. 1920-5
Guess what! Tn responsc to questions at the 8/28 megting, | found out that they never produced any Mo-99 but

have been preducing 1-13 1, Thus is, in part, my reason for stating in itera | on the previous page that this action

appears to be an excuse to rostart FFTF — your track record appears to be highly influcneed by politics.

1920-2: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 2, Use Only Existing
Operational Facilitieswith the upgrade of HFIR and ATR, for the near term
and Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor, for the long term and
her oppositionto all other aternatives, including the No Action Alternative.

1920-3: Seeresponseto comment 1920-2.

1920-4: Thetableisbeing changed to reflect the commentor's observations.

The commentor's concern regarding the cumulative impacts at ORR and
INEEL isnoted. However, as stated in Section 4.8.5 and 4.8.6 of the NI
PEIS, site specific cumulative analyses would be prepared for Alternative
3 (New Accelerator(s) and Support Facility) or Alternative 4 (New
Reactor and Support Facility) only if either of these alternatives were
selected for implementation. Prior to those analyses, however, siting
studies would be prepared to identify the preferable locations for the
various facilities. The specific locations so identified would affect the
magnitude of impacts associated with their operations. Only then could
assessments be performed that would be of comparable accuracy to
those presented in the PEIS for the existing facilities at Oak Ridge and
INEEL.

In addition to the above, the cumulative impacts presented in Section 4.8
are based on the impacts that have been evaluated earlier in Chapter 4, to
which are added existing siteimpacts and impacts from reasonably
foreseeable actions. However, for Oak Ridge and INEEL, impacts
associated with the production of medical and industria isotopes and with
research and development activities have not been evaluated in the earlier
Chapter 4 sections because the action alternatives assessed (Alternatives 1
through 4) call only for plutonium-238 production at those sites.

1920-5: DOE notes the commentor's views. Asdiscussed in Volume 1, Section
1.7 of the NI PEIS, the “Final Environmental Impact Statement, Medical
I sotopes Production Project: Molybdenum-99 and Related |sotopes’
analyzed the proposed establishment of a domestic capability to produce
molybdenum-99 and related medical isotopes such asiodine-131,
xenon-133, and iodine-125. At the time this review was conducted, the
U.S. supply of molybdenum-99 depended on the production capacity of
one aging reactor in Canada, so DOE proposed this action to ensure a
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Commentor No. 1920: Barbara A. Walton (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1920

reliable domestic sourcefor thisvital isotope. Therange of reasonable
aternativesevaluated in thisElSincluded facilitiesat SNL, LANL,
ORNL, and INEEL. In the subsequent Record of Decision, DOE
selected the ACRR and the Hot Cell Facility at SNL for the production of
molybdenum-99 and the related isotopes, with target fabrication to be
conducted at LANL. However, since that time, the diversity and
reliability of world supply of molybdenum-99 have increased. DOE has
determined that, because the vulnerability in supplies of molybdenum-99
has sufficiently diminished, the selected SNL facilities should be further
developed for molybdenum-99 production using private funds.
Negotiationstoward that end are ongoing. Until an agreement isreached,
thereactor and hot cell facilitiesare available for emergency
molybdenum-99 production should the need arise. The reactor isaso
being used for the production of other isotopes, for example iodine-125,
and has been made available on aservices basisto serve defense
missions. As such, the ACRR is currently configured to support DOE
Office of Defense Programs pulse testing missions. Thisconfigurationis
compatible with reactor operations for the production of some isotopes.
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Commentor No. 1921: Gary Bickett

Response to Commentor No. 1921

September 1, 2000

Colette E. Brown, NE-50

Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
US Department of jEnergy

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, MD 20874

Re: Hanford FFTF Restart
Ms. Brown:

1 can net find strong enough adjectives to express how much res

Fast Flux Test Facility located at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation in the State of
Washingfon! Your reasons for needing to restart this facility are not credible as the
materials 1t would produce can be either produced else where or purchased on the
international market. Gur lives have been negatively impacted enough from the idiotic
past practices at this site. We are sick and tired of the slick side shows and half truths!
We're real people here — quit treating us like we're not! Enongh is enough!!

1t’s time your Department makes a complete change in it's policies and goals. Geton
with trying ta clean up this ridiculous mess we have been left with as Hanford is one of
the most contaminated sites on this planet. The Draft EIS for the restart of the FFTF is
inadequate. It fails to properly address the waste issue if it was to go into production.
The last thing we need is to generate more low and high level nuclear waste!

1f you need more to do spend your time and resources developing and encouraging the
development of alternative energy sources other than fossii fuels and nuclear pewer.
Much of it is already available it just needs cemmitment on the part of the federal
government.

T am not normally this antagonistic towards government agencics and am not one of those

anti government extremist or even close. But I and many others have a complete lack of
trust with your agency. We have been deceived too many times. Please restore your
credibility and do the right thing. Listen to common sense and the majority of the public
who care about this planet. Choose altemative 5 and permanently deactivate FFTF.

Sincerely,
“/{laz 1 J:f‘é/gy%
Gary B/ickett

15105 Twin Fir Road
Lake Oswego, OR 97035

1921-1
1921-2

1921-3

1921-4

1921-5

1921-6

1921-7

1921-1:

1921-2:

1921-3:

DOE notesthe commentor'sopposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies alimited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily Molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS. Further, supplies of many research
isotopes are not readily available from existing foreign or domestic
sources, causing anumber of medical research programsto 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

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

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF are
addressed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS. Theimpactsare
shown to be small. These impacts specifically include the risks to human
health during normal operations and associated with postul ated accidents.
Over the 35-year operational period no fatalities would be expected
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Commentor No. 1921: Gary Bickett (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1921

1921-4:

1921-5:

among workersor inthegenera publicinthevicinity of Hanford or at
distant locations.

Steady and consistent progress in restoring the Hanford Siteis
documented in annual reports. These are available at www.hanford.gov.

DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds
designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactive waste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF. 1t 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 Federa 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.

DOE notes the commentor's interest in aternative energy sources. Itis
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 hasinitiated nuclear energy
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Commentor No. 1921: Gary Bickett (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1921

research and devel opment programsto address potential long-term
barriersto expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste,
proliferation, safety, and economics) and to ensure that current nuclear
power plants can continue to deliver adequate and affordable energy
supplies. An enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructureis required to
support such nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.

1921-6: DOE notes the commentor's concern.

1921-7: Seeresponse to comment 1921-1.
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Commentor No. 1922: Former Members of Congress,

Honorable Sid Morrison/Honorable Mike McCormack

Response to Commentor No. 1922

Scptember 5, 2000

Ms. Colette Brown
DOE Office of Space and

Defense Power Systcms NE-50
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

Dear Ms. Browm:

We urge the DOE to restart the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce radio isotopes for
much needed special pharmacguticals.

As members of the Congressional Committee that oversaw and authorized funding for the
construction and operation of the FFTF, we are especially aware of its unique and valuable
ability to preduce a variety of isotopes as they are needed.

We believe that abandoning the FFTF would constitute a mindless waste of a significant
national resource. 'We must not let the fears associated with inaction on the handling of
nuclear waste blind us to this opportunity to take advantage of an investment we have already
made.

We wish to emphasize that producing medical isotopes at the FEFTF would in no way impede
the clean up of the military waste at Hanford. Nor would FFTF operations contribute to
waste management challenges.

This exceptional reactor was built with emphasis on safely and flexibility. While the mission
has changed, so have the medical needs of our nation. FFTF is uniquely capzble of
producing a promising array of isotopes for cancer research and therapy, both now and well
inte thegpew century.

The Honorable Sid Morrison (R-Wash-4)  The Honorable Mike MeCormack (D-Wash-4)
Member of Congress 1981-1993 Mermber of Congress 1971-1981

1922-1

1922-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1923: Robert G. Graves
Benton PUD

Response to Commentor No. 1923

BENTON

AUD
Ms. Colette E. Brown

NE-50, Office of Nuclear Science
Energy and Technology

19901 Germantown Road
Germantewn, MD 20874

September 12, 2000

RE:  Support for the Fast Flux Test Facility
Dear Ms, Colette:

The Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) located in Richland/Hanford, Washinglon, is a significant naticnal
asset as the most advanced and newest reactor that has established unmatched international records for
performance, safety and elficiency. Because of its design and the large number of neutrons it can
produce, FFTF provides the only full sized test facility for specialized leading edge research in
international programs, fusion and medicine.

There are no mililary or weapons production progeams planned for the FFTF. The programs proposed
in the EIS include medical and industrial isotope production, production of isotopes for NASA spacc
mission electrical power supplies, nuclear energy research, and development of programs for civilian
applications.

The FFTY has the capability to produce a wide varicty of isotopes for medical and industrial uses
which are not available in adequate quantities anywhere. More than iwenty urgenily needed
scarce radioisotopes of unusvally high quality can be produced by FFTT for medical research,
treatment. and diagnosis. The United States currently imports 90% of its medical isotopes,
virtually all of which could be produced at the FFTF.

The FFI¥ had an outstanding performance record and was built to strict NRC safety standards.
The reactor is inherently safe and has no significant cnvironmental releases. Operation of the
reactor will not result in the generation of any additional quantities of high-level waste and only
very small amounts of low level, casily treated wastc materials,

We support the restart and the continued utilization of the Fast Flux Test Facility. The FFTF is
clearly the preferred altemative for the programs considered based on availability, capacity for
multi product missions, demonstrated technology, cost effectiveness. safety and minimal
environmental impact.

Sincerely,

P s AR
Roﬁ G. Graves
President of the Commission

2721 West 10" Avenie « P.O. Box 6270 « Kennewick, Wi 99336-0270 » (509) 582-2175 Tal » (508) 586-1710 Fax

1923-1

1923-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1924: Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper

Response to Commentor No. 1924

COLUMBIA

oy e S 8

-
RIVERKEEPER
September 14, 2000

Colette Brown

NE-50 UUSDOE
BOARD OF 19901 Germantown Rd
DIRECTORS

Germantown, MD 20874

Lir Anederacni

Dear Ms. Brown:

Please accept the [ollowing comments regarding the PEIS draft on FFTF
restart on behalf of Columbia Riverkeeper, a public interest group located
fun GGl in the Columbia River Basin. As a member of the international Water
Keeper Alliance we hold the support of tens of (housands of citizens
across this nation. Please weigh these comments as representing thosc
interests and more directly the intercsts of the approximately 2200
members and supporters in the Northwest,

Flizabeti Firae

Tone

Foter M

+ Your compilations of prior public comment are serionsly lacking and show your
Failure to listen to the public. You fail to give any numerical breakdown for the 7000
comments received. You only say “Many of the commentors who attended the meetings
in Seattle, Portland and Hood River were strongly opposed to the restart of FFTE.”
Then you go on o say “Most of the comments received at the Richland meeting were in
support of restart.” Y ou need to state the numbers on these comments so Sec.
Richardson is clear on where the people of the Northwest stand.  You put the numbers in
when it is to your advantage and leave them out when they are opposcd. You need lo
note that every person at the Hood River hearings was opposed except the peeple who
came to lecture us [rom the TriCities. You also failed to mention the § City Council
Reselutions opposing FFTF restart which means you have representatives of entire cities
opposing it and their numbers should be included. You must also note the opposition of
an entire state as Governot Kirtzhaber has taken a position opposing restart.

Nievy White

« You've failed to demonstrate a compelling need for the production of 1) plutonium
for space, 2) medical or research isotopes or 3) nuclear energy rescarch. Neither is there
adequate justification for the need to produce all of them at one site. Neither is there
justification for the need to produee them domestically {other than refercnee t some -
DOE policy} which makes no sense when we would continue to buy foreign nuclear fuel
to run FFTF.

« You must include the recommendations of your own blue ribbon pancl (Subcommittee

al. O PIED FUE Hos 1252 Lol River QR YT
7. 2550 Phones 1) T30

Pou Bas U12 Binpen, WA 93603 B0 Buoa #2723
Plancdtng 5] 00280 Pisame 1,

ermuil: erk @ columbiatin ek eeperorg » weh: ww wouluinliariverkespesing

1924-1

1924-2

1924-3

Il 1924-4

1924-1: Inpreparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE has carefully considered and
responded to all comments received from the public during the comment
period, regardless of how or where they werereceived. All pertinent
information and public input will be provided to the Secretary so that he
may make an informed and unbiased decision with respect to the

alternatives presented in this NI PEIS.

1924-2:  Opportunities for public involvement in the NEPA process occur during
the scoping process and the Draft PEIS public comment period in
accordance with requirements and guidelines of CEQ and DOE
regulations. Asstated in Section N.1, one of six major purposes of the
scoping process includes “... obtaining input from the public and other
concerned entities on significant issues that should be evaluated” in the
PEIS. Towardsthisend, all comments received were compiled and
grouped in the NI PEIS comment tracking system to determine the major
issues and public concernsto be addressed in the NI PEIS. Section 1.4
identifies the issues raised during the scoping process. Any numerical
compilation of comments was done only for the purpose of determining
the significant issues, whether expressed by individuals, organizations or
publicofficials.

Comments received during the Draft NI PEIS public comment period
were carefully reviewed and served as a basis for revisions to the Draft
NI PEIS which appear inthe Final NI PEIS and identified therein with a
vertical bar in the right hand margin of the page. Volume 3 of the Final
NI PEIS, referred to as the comment response document, contains a
verbatim compilation of all comments received on the Draft NI PEIS
along with DOE's response to each comment which will be used along
with other factors by the Secretary of Energy as input to the Record of
Decision.

As aresult of the scoping and the Draft NI PEIS public hearing
processes, the Final NI PEIS adequately and accurately addresses the
public’s concerns on the proposed actions.

DOE's responses to Oregon Governor Kitzhaber’s letter are contained
under Commentor No. 1648 in this volume.

1924-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to restarting FFTF for enhancing

its existing nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent with its mandates

AlljoeS 1831 Xn|4 154 ay) Jo 8]0y 8yl Buipn|ou| ‘sarels paliun 8yl Ul SUuoissIiy Uoonpold adoios|
pue uawido preq pue Yosessay ABjeug JeaonN uel|IAID papuedxg Buiys ooy Jo) JUslisIels 10edll| [elusluuo.Inug olewe J6old feuld



L69T-¢

Commentor No. 1924: Cyndy deBruler

Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924

for Isotope Research and Production Planning) that advised against the use of
FFTF for medical isotope production. Furthermore, FIS Isotope demand projections
are outdated and inadequate, They also fail to lake into account possible cancer cures like
gene therapy that could make medical isotopes unnecessary. In addition, medical isotopes
can be adequately produced at ofther DOE siles if they are a high priority as implied.
Current isotope production levels for DOT reactors arc misstated in the EIS al near
capacity when most are only at around 50%.

« You must include the current demand estimates from NASA for Plutonium 238
which are considerably lower than your nced projections and could easily be met under
the currenl contract with Russia. A discussion ol alternatives to plutonium fuel must be
included. A renepotiated contract with Russia (at double the current cost) could meel
future NASA needs at 1/3 the cost of FFTF restart.

» It is improper to relcase the draft EES for public comment without the critical
information requested by the public in the scoping meetings including:

« cost analysis of restarl and all altermatives with reasonable review time (FFIF
will be much more expensive (han reasonable allernatives by at least 32 Billion.)

« studics on treatment of wastes al all proposcd sites and

« nenproliferation itnpacts from FFTE and the importation of its necessary
radioactive fuel from Europe. (Yiolation of the Nenproliferation Agreement by use of

High! iched Uranium fyel alone is ye nough to stop restart of FETF!

« You have failed to adequately characterize environmental impacts from FFTF
restart. An example is the statement , “Environmental impacts associated with the
existing inventory of spent fuel at Hanford site are minimal.” To imply that the existing
spent nuelear fuel inventery poses no prablems is massively incorrect, More than 2100
tons of corroding spent fucl sites in aging water-filled basins ncar the Colurhia River
posing ane of the Targest problems for cleanup and an expected cost of more than $1.6
bilkion, You must address all impacts on waste management and the environment at
Ilanford not dismiss them with erroneous slatements.

» You must include the cost of FFTF and all companion facilities decontamination
and decommissioning in the restart nol just every other alternative. All fucilities used
in all other altematives must show the cost of decontamination and decomumissioning as
well.

» You have failed to assess all existing contaminant sources at Hanford and all other
sites before adding additional waste. You must assess current wasle inventories and then
asscss the addition of any new waste to existing waste sources.

1924-4
(Cont’d)

1924-5

1924-6

1924-7
1924-8
1924-6
1924-9

1924-10

1924-11

1924-12

1924-4:

under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is proposing this expansion for the
purposes of addressing three primary needs:

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

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel sourcethat 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 in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfalio.

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

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. Indoing 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
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Commentor No. 1924: Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924

= You fail to adequately consider use of the Advanced Test Reactor (ATR) in ldahe and
the High Flux Tsotope Reactor (HFIR) in Oakridge for medical isotopes while acquiring
Plutonium 238 from anather source. You also fail to analyze lower cost alternatives
such as subsidizing university reactors or buying time from private accelerators or
reactors.

+ The No Action Alternative must include the shutdown of FFTF not maintaining it
on stand-hy based on prior commitments of Secretaries O'Leary and Watkins and TPA
milestones.

« You failed to address the conflict of interest of using PNNL’s evaluations when
Ihey are a proponent of testart and stands to pain financially.

= You fail te aceess the legality of introducing new programs and wastes into the
highly contaminated 306 ¢ or 325 buildings at Hanford that would be used with
FFTF.

* You must admit that the real reasons to restart FETF are in a hidden agenda that
includes preserving jobs and starting new weapons research or other classified
missions.

+ The draft EIS must state the preferrcd alternative for adequate public review.

= You must include the impact on demand for medical and research isotopes of the
new facility being built at Los Alamos. Why is this not even mentioned??

USDOE should choose Alternative 5- SHUT DOWN FFTF, or Alternative 2-
Produce at existing sites with shutdown of FFTF.

Thank you for this opportunity lo comment. We hope you will begin to listen to the
people of the Northwest and tequest thai these comments be forwarded to the Secrelary
of Energy who has unfortunately been kept in the dark about the massive opposition to
the restart of this reactor in the Northwest.

Tt s
f s
yildly deBrufer

Director

1924-13

1924-14

1924-15
1924-16

1924-17

1924-1

evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial 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'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both research and commercial isotopes
would beviable if operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and devel opment for civilian
applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
largeirradiation 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,
itisunlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of thesefacilities.

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

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’sisotope production
capability isbeing used. Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex. This capability
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Commentor No. 1924: Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924

1924-5:

supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used dueto the
operating constraints associated with thefacilities primary missions

(basic energy sciencesor defense). DOE is currently meeting most of its
short-term requirements. However, in the long-term (next 5 to 10 years)
there will be ashortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
asit hasrecently, or if DOE's market share increases, therewill bea

need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short-term (less
than 5 years).

Asdiscussedin Section 1.2.2, through aMemorandum 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 Nationa 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 isresponsible for maintaining the capability to provide the
plutonium-238 needed to support these missions. The selection of power
systemsfor space missionsistheresponsibility of NASA. Thereare
approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S.
inventory available to support future NASA space missions. Based on
NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power
systems for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing
plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.
Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase
plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation
period considered in the NI PEIS. However, DOE recognizes that any
purchase beyond what is currently available to the United States through
the existing contract would likely require negotiation of anew contract
and may require additional NEPA review.

The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, SRTG
development effortswere stopped in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less
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Commentor No. 1924: Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924

1924-6:

1924-7:
1924-8:

1924-9:

plutonium-238 asitsfuel source. However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, letter to
DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2 of Volume

1 wasrevised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

The environmental impacts of reasonable aternativestofulfill the
reguirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the NI PEIS.
DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose al required
information to make adecision on expanding nuclear infrastructure. The
costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions are not
required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto beincluded in aPEIS. DOE
prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear 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.nucl ear.gov)
and in the public reading rooms. DOE has also provided summaries of the
Cost Report and Nuclear Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in
Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

DOE notes the commentor's opinion. See response to Comment 1924-6.

This 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 aternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

In the event that adecision is madeto restart FFTF, thefirst six years of
operation would use existing onsite mixed oxide fuel. DOE expectsthat
an additional 15-year supply of mixed oxide fuel in Europe, owned by
Germany, would be available for FFTF. The Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment for the NI PEIS aternatives,
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Commentor No. 1924: Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924

1924-10:

published in September, 2000, indicated that using thetwo different
sources of existing mixed oxide (MOX) fuel for FFTF (existing FFTF fuel
and German MOX fuel) would result in significant mitigating factors,
indicating that substantial nonproliferation benefits could be gained by
disposing of this inventory as spent fuel. During the period of MOX fuel
use, in support of U.S. nonproliferation policy directives, DOE's Office of
Nonproliferation and National Security would undertake a study under the
Reduced Enrichment Research and Test Reactor (RERTR) program to
consider the technical feasibility of using low enriched uranium to fuel the
FFTF. Under this nonproliferation protocol, if use of low enriched
uranium fuel isfound infeasiblein FFTF for meeting assigned missions,
policy would allow DOE to subsequently procure highly enriched uranium
fuel for usein FFTF. Again, this approach is consistent with U.S.
nonproliferation policy.

DOE notes the concern expressed in the comment on the potential health
and environmental impacts of FFTF startup. All air emissions and
wastewater discharges would be in accordance with applicable permit
and regulatory requirements. The releases of air pollutants and
contaminated liquid are addressed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1. The
release of air pollutants would result in concentrations well below Federal
and state air standards (Table 4-13). The release of radioactivity and
hazardous chemicalsinto the atmosphere would have anegligible effect
on human health (Tables 4-17 and 4-19, respectively). There would be
no discernibleimpactsto groundwater or surface water quality (Section
4.3.1.1.4). All impactson ecological resources, including animalsand fish,
associated with operation of FFTF would be small (Section 4.3.1.1.6).

It is concluded that operation of FFTF would have small adverse effects
on the environment.

The discussion in the Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of Volume 1 on the
cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at Hanford was
revised to clarify that the management of the existing spent nuclear fuel
at Hanford results in a dose of less than 0.1 millirem per year of the
maximally exposed member of the public. Thisdoseiswell within the
DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5. Asdiscussed in that Order, the
dose limit from airborne emissionsis 10 millirem per year, as required by
the Clean Air Act; drinking water is4 millirem per year, asrequired by
the Safe Drinking Water Act; and the dose limit from all pathways
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Commentor No. 1924: Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924

1924-11:

1924-12:

1924-13:

combined is 100 millirem per year. DOE hascommitted to removethe
spent nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate dispositionin ageologic
repository.

Decommissioning FFTF, including associated costs and cleanup, is not
within the scope of the NI PEIS. Before decommission activities were
undertaken, DOE would prepare the appropriate environmental
documentation to address the associated environmental impacts. Cost
assessments would also be prepared.

DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecol ogy,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifiesmilestonesand

schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

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

Under the No Action Alternative, ATR and HFIR would continue to
produce medical isotopes and plutonium-238 could be purchased from
Russia. ATR and HFIR would continue to produce medical isotopes
under theremaining alternatives The addition of a CLWR option under
Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational Facilities, for plutonium-238
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Commentor No. 1924: Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924

1924-14:

production would permit the medical isotope mission at existing reactors
to grow. However, this growth was not analyzed in the PEIS because it
isnot anew mission.

With regard to the commentor's second concern, DOE did consider the
use of irradiation facilities other than those addressed under Alternatives
1 through 4. However, their use was dismissed for a variety of reasons
asdiscussed in Section 2.6.1.

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

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

Asdiscussed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1, plutonium-238 would be
produced to support NASA's deep spacemissions. Plutonium-238is

not used to produce nuclear weapons. All missions considered in the

NI PEIS arefor civilian purposes.

PNNL is not preparing this PEIS, although it has offered technical
commentson it. These comments have been evaluated by DOE and the
contractor preparing the PEIS. PNNL has also previously provided
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Commentor No. 1924: Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924

1924-15:

1924-16:

technical and cost analyses on mattersrelated to the FFTF, which have
undergone independent scrutiny, and have hel ped confirm the need for
the environmental review now being independently developed. PNNL's
work does not present a conflict of interest. Ultimately, DOE has full
control over the contents of the PEIS.

At the time the Draft NI PEIS was completed and published, DOE did
not have a preferred dternative. DOE used the environmental evaluation
in the Draft NI PEIS, and also other reports on cost and nonproliferation
impacts, as well as input from the public to develop its preferred
aternative. Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR
1502.14(€)) do not require theinclusion of a preferred alternative in a draft
EISif one has not been identified at that time. However, the regulations
do requireidentification of apreferred alternativein the final document.
DOE hasidentified apreferred alternative in Section 2.8 of the Final

NI PEIS.

The Isotope Production Facility (IPF) at Los Alamos National Laboratory
produces radioi sotopes using the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center's
LANSCE) half-mile accelerator that delivers medium-energy protons.
Among other isotopes, the | PF's three major products include
germanium-68, strontium-82, and sodium-22. Asaresult of changing
DOE missions, the production of radioisotopes at target area“A” of the
LANSCE has been rendered inoperable. In order to replacethelevel of
production lost due to this change, DOE is completing a new and more
efficient IPF that would allow DOE to continue to produce most of these
same isotopesin an effort to meet existing demand. Asaddressed in
Section 2.6.1 of the NI PEIS, IPF at LANSCE was considered but
dismissed from further evaluation because, although it can be usedin
tandem with the Brookhaven Linac I sotope Producer (BLIP) located at the
Brookhaven National Laboratory to supply near-term isotope
requirements, it isunlikely that these facilities could accomplish reliable,
increased isotope production at the level needed to support projected
needs.

In 1998, an Expert Panel convened to forecast future demand for

medical isotopes estimated that the expected growth rate of medical
isotope use during the next 20 years will range between 7 to 14 percent
per year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for
diagnostic applications. These growth projections were adopted by DOE
asaplanning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing
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Commentor No. 1924: Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924

1924-17:

nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. Inthe
period sincetheinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical

isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

As addressed in Section 2.6.1 of the NI PEIS, |PF at LANSCE was
considered but dismissed from further evaluation because, although it can
be used in tandem with the Brookhaven Linac | sotope Producer (BLIP)
located at the Brookhaven National Laboratory to supply near-term
isotope requirements, it is unlikely that these facilities could accomplish
reliable, increased isotope production at the level needed to support
projected needs.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, or Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational
Fecilities.

sasuodssy 30 pUe SHuBLILIOD UeRIN— eideyDd



90.41-¢

Commentor No. 1925: Stanley Hobson, INEEL

Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 1925

Citizens Advisory Board

Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

g_t.;_ni;y Hobson

Vice Chunr;
Jan M. Edelstein

Mernbers:

Wiymona Bayer
James Bondurant
Karen Comrigan
Annemarie Goldstein
Andy Guerra
Robert D. Kaestner
David Kipping
Patricia Kiahr
Lawrence Knight
R, Maynard
Marilyn Pagrmann
T". Dave Rydalch
Monte Wilson

Ex-officios:
Kathleen Trever
Wayne Pierre
Gerald C. Bowrman

Jason Sraff:

Caroi Cole

Amanda Jo Bdelmaver
Kathy Grebstad
Wendy Green Lowe
Trina Pettingdl]

Teni Tyler

00-CAR-GE5

August 31, 2000

William B. Richardson

Secretary of Energy

U.8. Department of Energy, Headquarters
1000 Independence Avenue, 8.W., MS 7E-079
‘Washington, DC 20583

Dear Secretary Richardson:

1 am a member of DOE's Environmental Management Site Specific Advisory Board for the
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL). Within our charter
under the Department of Energy, we develop all of our recommendations threugh
consensus-huilding processes involving the full membership of the Citizens Advisory
Board {CAB) in a public setting. The INEEL CAB meets every other month for two full
days. This schedule sometlimes makes it difficult for us to provide our consensus
recommendations within the established public comment periods. When we believe a
particular issue for which DOE is seeking citizen Input is of considerabie imporiance two the
INEEL, we request an extension fer the public comment period. We find ourselves in thar
position once again, with regard to the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Research and Development and
Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test
Facility (N1 PETS).

The comment period for the NI PEIS is scheduled to end on Septernber 18, 2000; our next
CAB meeting is scheduled for September 19 and 20, 2000, We have requested for an
extension of the comment period so that we can develop an informed, consensus
recommendation on this propesed action(s) with significant potential impact on the INEEL.
We have not yet received a wrilten response to that request. I have been very cordially
advised by telephone (via calls from Mr. Dan Funk and Ms. Cellette Brown) that DOE has
teceived our request for an extension. Both further explained that an extension of the
comment period would not be granted due to internally determined schedule constrames for
this PEIS. Both Mr. Funk and Ms. Brown cncouraged the submission of our consensus
recommendation, although the comment pertod will be closed before we will be able to
vomplete our processes.

The INEEL CAR uses topical commitiees (from within iis membersinp) to review
documents and prepare draft recommendations for consideration by the full board at its
next meeting. (We define consensus as "all merbers understand and support the content
and intent” of the recommendation.) The NI PEIS is currently being reviewed by one of
out issue committess. Discussions within the committee indicate several major areas of
concermn. These concerns can only be forwarded to the Department after reaching
consensus within the entire INEEL CAB. The value of further review by the relevant
committee and of fizll Board deliberations siriving toward consensus is, at hest, a problem
in light of the Scptember 18, 2000 deadline.

Tason Associates Carporation » 477 Shoup Avenue, Suite 20] = [dabo Falls, Idaho 83402

Phome * (208) 522-1662 Fax = (208) 522-2531
hitp:/fwww.ida.net/usersicab

1925-1

1925-1: DOE vaues the input of the INEEL CAB to the NEPA process and that
of al of itsadvisory boards. The effort inherent with the development of
the CAB’s consensus recommendations and its value to informed
decision making is also appreciated. DOE stated in the Notice of
Availability (65 FR 46443 et seg.) that it would consider comments
submitted after the close of the comment period on September 18, 2000
to the extent practicable. Responses to the INEEL CAB comments are
shown under Comment Number 2050 of this comment response
document (Volume 3 of the NI PEIS).
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Commentor No. 1925. Stanley Hobson (Cont’d)

Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 1925

We find ourselves in a dilemma, Mr. Secretary. On the one hand, we believe that DOE's efforts to address our
concerns would considerably strengthen the EIS. On the other hand, as voluntesrs, we want the expenditure of
our time to be productive. The alternatives and options being considered in this EIS portend significant federal
outlays. This environmental decumentation and the degision-making process it supports are important to DOE,
important to the citizenry of the country, and perhaps just a little more impertant to the potentially impacted
sites and their surrounding communities. We would hope that developing a thorough and legally-defensible
EIS—one that has been provided to the public consistent with provisions for public participation under the
National Environmental Policy Act—is more important than meeting a self-imposed deadlme.

In my several years of service on the INEEL CAB, 1 have come to genuinely believe our jomtly-derived,
consensus recommendations are vastly superior ta any [ could develop on my own. I offer my thoughts on the
EIS and my concerns about the associated public participation efforts as a private citizen who has invested a
number of hours of my own time in reviewing the EIS. 1 have made this investment of my time in preparation
for listening to my esteemed colleagues and then participating in collaborative work fo forge a consensus
recommendation that is worthy of transmittal to the Department. The Board has not met, nor deliberated on the
contents of this letter; the thoughts 1 am expressing have not been approved by my peers.

1 very much appreciate the recent cfforts by Ms. Brown and Mr. Funk to keep me, as Chair of the INEEL CAB,
informed.

Sincerely,

Sh

Stanley Hobson

cc:  INEEL CAB Membership

Jason Associates Corporation » 477 Shoup Avenue, Suite 201 » Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402
Phone » (208) 522-1662 Fax « (208) 522-2531
hetp:/farww.ida.net/usersicab

1925-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 1926: Earl C. Leming, State of Tennessee,
Department of Environment and Conservation

Response to Commentor No. 1926

STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIAQNMENT AND CONSERVATION
DOE OVERSIGHT DIVISION
761 EMOAY VALLEY ROAD
Q4K RIDGE, TENNESSEE 37830-7072

Scptember 14, 2000

Colette Brown,

US Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systemns (NE-50)
19901 Germantown Road

Germantown MD 20874-1290

Dear Ms Brawn

Document NEPA Revicw: Draft Programmatic Impact Statement for Accomplishing
Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Isotope Production
Missions in the United States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility (Nuclear
Infrastructure Programmatic Envir tal Impact Stat t [NI PEIS|) (DOE/ELS-
0310D)

The Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, DOE oversight Drivision
(TDEC/DOE-0) has reviewed the subject document in accordance with the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA} and associated regalations of 40 CFR 1500-1508
and 10 CFR 1421 as implementcd.

General Comments

The listed options that incorporate use of existing facilities demonstrate that no increased
impacts would be associated with operations on the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR). Sincc the 1926-1
options that incorporate the building of pew facilitics de not specifically state where the now
facilitics would be located on the ORR, there is no means to properly evaluate impacts associated
with this new construction. If one of these options is chosen, then further evaluation will becemne
necessary.

Specific Comments

1. Volume 1, Page 1-5, Table 1-1 and Related Text
DOE will soon be supplying medical sotopes derived from vranium-233 (U-233) for the Phase If

Lewkemia Research Trials to be conducted during the fall of 2000, The sotopes of interest for 1926-2
these studies (and for the ultimate treatment of leukemia) are actinium-225 (A¢-225) and bismuth-
213 (Bi-213). A¢-225 and Bi-213 are not listed in Table 1-1 of the NI PEIS. Please list Ac-225 and
Bi-213 in Table 1-1 and also address those isotopes, as well as U-233, in the text of the NI PEIS.

1926-1:

1926-2:

DOE notes the commentor’s observations. DOE used the generic site
approach for Alternatives 3 and 4 in the absence of specific siting
alternatives. Thislevel of analysisis appropriate for aPEIS. Projected
construction and operational data on nonradiological air emissions, water
use, radiological and chemical releases, and waste generation are
provided at alevel of detail commensurate with that provided for the
existing facilitiesunder 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.

The commentor identifies several isotopesthat are not discussedin the
Draft NI PEIS. DOE is supplying small amounts of isotopes
actinium-225 and bismuth-213 for medical clinical trials. The small
quantity needed for these clinical trials was produced by chemically
processing uranium-233. If clinical trialsare successful, large quantities
might require the use of areactor or accelerator to meet this possible
future demand. In response to comments on the Draft NI PEIS, a
discussion of isotopes that can be extracted from existing supplies of
long-lived isotopes, including progeny of uranium-233, has been added to
Section 2.7.3 of Volume 1.

AlljoeS 1831 Xn|4 154 ay) Jo 8]0y 8yl Buipn|ou| ‘sarels paliun 8yl Ul SUuoissIiy Uoonpold adoios|
pue uawido preq pue Yosessay ABjeug JeaonN uel|IAID papuedxg Buiys ooy Jo) JUslisIels 10edll| [elusluuo.Inug olewe J6old feuld



60.T-¢

Commentor No.

1926: Earl C. Leming, State of Tennessee,

Department of Environment and Conservation (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1926

2. Volume I, Page 1-13, Section 1.6, Related NEPA Reviews
DOE has stated in correspondence with the Division that it plans to initiate a specific “U-233
Storage and Disposition Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement {PEISY” in 2002. This

PELS should be listed

3. New Accelerator(s) Alternative (Alternative 3, Page 2-61, Section 2.2.4) and
New Reactor Alternative {Alternative 4, Page 2-63, Section 2.5.5)

These sections in the NI PEIS mention that if either the new accelerator(s) or new reacter
alternatives arc chosen, the facility “..would be constructed at an existing DOE sife.” The

possible locations of

PEIS. Without this information, an adequate evaluation of the alternatives cannot be conducted.

The above sections in the NI PEIS state that “Targers jor medical and industrial lsotope
production would be fabricated in a new support facility located at the same site as the new low
energy accelerator (or reactor)” if alternative 3 or 4 is chosen. It is the Division®s position that an
existing facility should be utilized as a support facility if practical.

1926-3
and discussed in Section §.6 of the NI PEIS.

1926-1

the new accelerator(s) and reactor should be listed and discussed in the NI

1926-4

1f you have any questions concerning these comments, please conlact me at (865) 481-0995.

Sincerely

PN A-<
Earl C. Leming
Director

T

Xe: Dodd Galbreath - TDEC

Eddic Nanny

- TDEC

Rodney Nelson - DOE

Ecl540.9%

1926-3:

1926-4:

DOE isnolonger planning toinitiate aU-233 storage and disposition
PEISin 2002. Rather, DOE is changing its plansfor the use of
uranium-233 at Oak Ridge. An appropriate NEPA review would be
performed for the proposed action to determine the level of NEPA
documentation.

Asnotedin Sections 2.5.4. and 2.5.5 of Volume 1, because Alternative 3,
Construct New Accelerator(s), and Alternative 4, Construct New
Research Reactor, are evaluated at a generic DOE site(s), no credit was
taken for any support infrastructure existing at the site and it was
postulated that a new support facility would be required. However, it is
highly unlikely that DOE would consider locating either anew
accelerator(s) or reactor on a DOE site(s) that does not have existing
infrastructure capabl e of supporting all or most of theinfrastructure
requirements.
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Commentor No. 1927: Rebecca J. Inman

State of Washington, Department of Ecology

Response to Commentor No. 1927

STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

P Box 47600 + Olympia, Washington 98564-7600
{2604 407-6000 = TDD Oafy (Hearing tmpaired) (160] 407-6006

September F3. 2000

Colette E Brown. Docunent Manager

Ortfice and Defense Power Systems (NE-50)
Offce of Nuctear Energy, Science & Technology
US Dept of Encrgy

19901 Germantown Kd

Gernrantown MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

Thunk you for the upportumity 10 comment on the draft progarunatic environmental impact
statement for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and
Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test
Facility (NI PEIS) (ADOE/EIS-0310D]. We have reviewed the draft EIS and have the following
comments.

General Comrnents:

[43)] ‘T'he deseription in Section 3.4 of the Hanlord environment impacted by the use of the
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTT) is relatively thurough, especially compared to other
Department of Cnergy programmatic environniental irapact statements {PEIS). such as
the Waste Management PEIS.

2y The cost information in the documenr is incomplere. It appears the real tradeof! is
between use of the FFTF and cutting or prioritizing certain rescarch activities at currently
operating facilitics. The PEIS tails to make a specific case why creating new capacity is
necessary. Please expand the document to include this information.

(3} The "Purposc and Necd” section (1.2} 1s very qualitative, based on summary assertions
from advisory committees. To some degree, the sources cited that are available via the
Internet do not provide a guantitative basis to assess the need for additional capacity.
Consequently, "Comparison of Mission Effectiveness Among Alternatives” (Sectior
2.7.1.2.3) is very brief and inconclusive. As there is no cost analysis included in the draft
NI PETS, it is impossible to evaluate the tradeofls between the options in terms of
meeting specific needs based on refative costs. Please expand the NI PEIS to include this
discussion,

“ The list of "Related NEPA Reviews™ in Section 1.6 is illuminating and helpful.
However, the text does not help the reader clearly understand how these reviews relate to
the decisions to be made under this PEIS, Pechaps a graphic or table showing links
would be helpful.

1927-1

1927-2

1927-3

1927-4
1927-2

1927-5

1927-1:

1927-2:

1927-3:

DOE notesthe commentor’s view that Volume 1, Section 3.4 of the NI
PEIS presents arelatively thorough description of the affected
environment at Hanford.

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021) implementation
regulations do not requireinclusion of cost studiesin an environmental
impact statement. The basic purpose of the NI PEISisto describe the
alternatives under consideration for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume
1) and the environmental impactsthat would occur if these alternativeswere
implemented (Chapter 4 of Volume 1). Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40
CFR 1505.1(€)), agenciesare encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents availableto the public before adecisionismade. The associated
cost report was made avail able to the public on August 24, 2000. DOE
mailed thisdocument to approximately 730 interested parties, and the report
was made availableimmediately upon release on the NE web site (http://
www.nuclear.gov) andin public reading rooms.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing 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 itsisotope 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
theinitial 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'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERA C Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
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Commentor No. 1927: Rebecca J. Inman, State of
Washington, Department of Ecology (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1927

Colette E Brown
Septemnber 13, 2000

Page 2

(5 The

PEIS docs not address decemmissioning. closure. and long-terim stewardship

requirements for facilities. In particular. what would be the long-tert added
requirements and costs werg FMEF to be used and contaminated? Please include a
discusston on these 1ssues.

% The infermation {calculations, elc.) to establish the basts for the amount of waste
generated by restart of FETF 1s not included. Please clarify this issue in the final
document

Specific Comments

Page S-8

Page 5-29

Page 5-63

Section 43

The second sentence of the next to last paragraph states "However, in Richland,
Wastungton, the meeting was attended by several stakeholder and envirenmental
groups who voiced considerable opposition...", while on page 5-9 the forth sentence
ol the lourth paragraph says "Most of the comments received at the Richland.
Washington, mesting supported restarting FETF.” Please clarify this discrepancy in
the final dgcument.

The third semtence of the next to the last paragraph says "200 degrees C (44 degrees
Fy". Centigrade temperatures are converted to Fahrenheit by multiplying by 9/5 and
adding 32; (200x%5) plus 32 = 392 degrees F. Please correct the error in the final N1
FLIS.

The third sentence under Spent Fuet Munagement states "The environmental impacts
assectated with the existing inventory of spemt fuct at Hanford site are minimal.
Please expand this section to include the justification for the statement.

1.1.13 The statement made here and elsewhere in the document that
"transuranic waste would be... eventually shipped lo a suilable geologic repository
tor disposal” lacks candor, There is no disposal path for transuranic wastes generated
in this program. Indefinite storage on-site appears highly likely. Plause clarify the
disposal pathway for this matcrial.

The same section states that low-level and mixed low-level wastes were analyzed in
and will be handled under the Waste Management PEIS Records of Decision. R
would be helplul 1o see exactly where these wastes were covered in the Waste
Management PEIS. Furthermore, if they are not disposed of commercially (the
"preference” capressed in this drafi PEIS), they would likely be disposed of on-site.
To assert that would have ne impact at Hanford is premarure, based on the Waste
Managament PELS. The Hanford Radipactive and Hazardous Solid Waste draft EIS
has vet to be released for public review, Please include this discussion in the final NL
PELS.

1927-6

1927-7

1927-8

1927-9

1927-10

1927-11

research isotopes asits sole mission. It would not be cost effectiveto
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
variousresearch isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantitiesof both research and commercial i sotopes
would beviableif operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutronsand
largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of someradioisotopes, but isbest suited for commercial interestswho
might consider itsusefor isotope production.” Inrecognition of these
constraintson itsoperational feasibility, the NI PEISonly evaluatesthe
use of FFTF when coupled with the other 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 evaluatedin
the NI PEIS. These reports were made available to the public at the NI
PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at www.nuclear.gov.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, itis
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by
approximately 2005. Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs for
the 35-year evaluation period considered in the NI PEIS. However,

DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond what is currently available to
the United States through the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of anew contract and may require additional NEPA review.
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Commentor No. 1927: Rebecca J. Inman, State of
Washington, Department of Ecology (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1927 (Cont’ d)

Coletie E Brown
Seprember 13, 2000
Paye 3

Chapter 3. The kst of patentially applicable laws and regularions (Chapler 3} is quite exhaustive.
However, the text does not indicate specificatly which state laws and regulations
{Section 3.1.4) the Pepartment of Energy actually commits to compty with. Please 1927-12
expand this section to clarifly the regulations that will be complied with.

Section 5.1.4: Delete the word “potentially’ from the third line in the paragsaph above Table 5-2. 1927-13
The sentence shoukd read “4 List of upplicable state laws, regulations and agreemenis
is provided in Table 5-2.7

Section 5,14, Table 53-2; Replace (he word “Potential” from the third column of Table 5-2 with
ihe word “Regulatory.” The heading should read ‘Regulatory Requirements.”

“I'he tenth item identified in this table is the “Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and
Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement).”” The description in the third column under 1927_14
“Potential Requirements” is not complete. The Tri-Party Agreement does not
establish the applicability of state and federal laws but determines the steps necessary
(o bring Hanford inte compliance with state and federal regulations. Replace the
inforniation in this colurmn with the following wording: *The Tri-Party Agrecment is
an enforceable agreement which details work necessary 1o comply with State and
Federal hazardous wasle management requirements.”

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the NI PEIS. If you have any questions,
please call Mr. Max Power with our Nuclear Waste Program at (360) 407-7118.

Sincerely, 4

Bhveea | e

Rebecea ) Inman
Environmental Coordination Section

EIS #005089
ce: Sieve hioure, Kennewick
M Power. Nuc Waste

1927-4:

1927-5:

1927-6:

1927-7:

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

devel opment effortswere stopped in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less
plutonium-238 as its fuel source. However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, letter to
DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1
was revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

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

Volume 1, Section 2.7.1.2.3 of the Draft NI PEIS presents a comparison

of mission effectiveness among alternatives. This section has been

revised in the Final NI PEIS (see Section 2.7.1.8, “Comparison of Mission
Effectiveness Among Alternatives’) to provide the reader a better
understanding of the medical isotopes that can be produced using
accelerator technology (Alternative 3) and reactor technology alternatives
(Alternatives 1 and 4).

DOE notes the commentor’s view. Discussions addressing related NEPA
reviews, originally presented in Section 1.6 of the Draft NI PEIS, are
now presented in Section 1.7 of the Final NI PEIS. The relevance of
each of these NEPA reviews to the NI PEIS analysesis provided at the
end of eachindividual discussion.

Decommissioning of existing facilities, including FMEF, and their closure
and long-term stewardship requirements are not within the scope of the
NI PEIS. Before these activities were undertaken, DOE would prepare
the appropriate environmental documentation to address the associated
environmental impacts. Cost assessments would also be prepared.

The NI PEIS provides references for the sources of waste generation in
each of the alternatives and alternative options. Thewaste generation
estimates for FFTF were obtained from the May 2000 draft of the

AlljoeS 1831 Xn|4 154 ay) Jo 8]0y 8yl Buipn|ou| ‘sarels paliun 8yl Ul SUuoissIiy Uoonpold adoios|
pue uawido preq pue Yosessay ABjeug JeaonN uel|IAID papuedxg Buiys ooy Jo) JUslisIels 10edll| [elusluuo.Inug olewe J6old feuld



€TL1-C

Commentor No. 1927: Rebecca J. Inman, State of
Washington, Department of Ecology (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1927 (Cont’ d)

1927-8:

1927-9:

1927-10:

1927-11:

“Waste Minimization and Management Planfor FFTF.” Theestimates
used in the draft plan were based on information from past operations of
the FFTF. Waste generation and disposition are detailed in Chapter 4 of
the NI PEIS for each of the alternatives.

Page S-8 of the Draft NI PEIS summarizes comments DOE received at the
Plutonium-238 Production EIS scoping meetingsthat wereheldin
November 1998. The comments summarized on page S-9 of the Draft

NI PEIS are comments DOE received at the NI PEIS scoping meetings
heldin October 1999. Appendix N of the NI PEIS summarizesthe
commentsreceived during both public scoping periods.

The commentor iscorrect. The value of 392 degrees F isthe correct
conversion of 200 degrees Centigradeto Fahrenheit temperature.
However, since 200 degrees Centigradeisidentified as approximate, the
value of 400 degrees F has been inserted in the parentheses on page S-29
of thefinal PEISinstead of theincorrect value of 44 degreesF. This
error has no effect on the results presented in the EIS.

The discussion in the Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of the NI PEIS on the
cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at the Hanford
Site was revised to clarify that the management of the existing spent
nuclear fuel at Hanford resultsin adose of lessthan 0.1 millirem per year
to the maximally exposed member of the public. Thisdoseiswell within
the DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5. Asdiscussed in that Order,
the dose limit from airborne emissionsis 10 millirem per year, as required
by the Clean Air Act; drinking water is 4 millirem per year, asrequired by
the Safe Drinking Water Act; and the dose limit from all pathways
combined is 100 millirem per year. DOE has committed to remove the
spent nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate disposition in ageologic
repository.

Sections4.3.1.1.13,4.3.2.1.13,4.3.3.1.13,and 4.4.3.1.13 wererevised to
address comments received during the public comment period. These
sections now state that “ DOE is considering whether the waste from
processing of irradiated neptunium-237 targets should be classified as
high-level radioactive waste and not transuranic waste. Irrespective of
how thewasteisclassified (i.e., transuranic or high-level radioactive
waste), the composition and characteristics are the same and the waste
management activities (i.e., treatment and onsite storage) asdescribed in
thisNI PEISwould bethe same. In addition, either waste type would
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Commentor No. 1927: Rebecca J. Inman, State of
Washington, Department of Ecology (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1927 (Cont’d)

1927-12:

1927-13:

1927-14:

require disposal in asuitablerepository. If itistransuranic waste, it

would be nondefense waste and could not be disposed of at WIPP under
current law. Because nondefense transuranic waste has no current

disposal path, DOE Headquarters' approval would be necessary before a
decision ismade to generate such waste, as required by DOE Order 435.1.
If thewasteisclassified ashigh-level radioactivewaste, it isassumed

for the purposes of thisanalysisthat YuccaMountain, Nevada, if

approved, would be thefinal disposal site for DOE's high-level radioactive
waste.”

Section 4.3.1.1.13 states that “In accordance with the Records of
Decision for the ‘ Waste Management PEIS', wastes could be treated and
disposed of on site at Hanford or at other DOE sites or commercial
facilities.” The paragraph continues on to provide summaries of the
various Records of Decision for each of the waste types. This section
does not state that the wastes that would be generated from the proposed
alternative or aternative options were included in the Waste Management
PEIS.

Section 4.8 of the NI PEIS provides information on the cumul ative
impacts. The waste management information has been revised from the
draft to include capacities for the treatment, storage and disposal facilities.
For this assessment the total maximum waste volume that would be
generated for each site were added to the total site baseline for the 35

year nuclear infrastructure operation and can be compared to the site's
storage, treatment and disposal capacities.

Section 5.1.1 provides information on the Federa environmental, safety,
and health laws and regulationsincluding the applicability to the
aternatives. IntheFina NI PEIS, Section 5.1.4 provides information on
environmental requirements, which were previously addressed in Section
5.1.1, that have been delegated to state authorities or for which the state
has established their own programs. DOE is committed to comply with
state laws and regulations, asthey are determined applicable to the
proposed action.

Section 5.1.4 has been revised in the Final NI PEISto reflect the
commentor's request.

Table 5-2 inthe Final NI PEIS has been revised to reflect the
commentor's request.
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Commentor No. 2014: Sally Yocum

Response to Commentor No. 2014

From: SALLY YOCUM
[SMTP:SLY.INWYO@HQRTMTA1.DOE.GOV]
Sent:  Wednesday, September 20, 2000 10:32:12 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: plutonium production

Auto forwarded by a Rule

September 18, 2000

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

Dear Ms. Brown,

Your Department's recent proposal to expand the civilian nuclear
infrastructure, as outlined in the Draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement, for accomplishing expanded civilian nuclear
energy research and development and the isotope production
mission in the United States, including the role of the Fast Flux Test
Facility, raises significant nuclear weapons proliferation issues, as
well as environmental issues and human health concerns.

As a concerned taxpaying and voting citizen living downwind of the
INEEL,I have become aware of the serious nuclear waste and
contamination problems at this facility, as well as the irresponsible
attempts to cover up or downplay these problems. INEEL is one of
the most contaminated areas in America. The Department's recent
estimate on cleaning up this site is $22 billion and is expected to
take 50 years__longer than any other DOE facility. In addition,

we have over 360 individual superfund siteswithin the 890 sq. mile
area that comprises INEEL. With this known, the last thing we need
is a plan to generate more nuclear waste at a site that can<t handle
the waste it already has. INEEL needs more waste like the DOE
needs more security security scandals. Out of concern for Idaho's
environment, | strongly urge you not to pursue the plutonium_238
production mission as outlined in your PEIS.

2014-1

2014-1: Thecommentor’s position regarding waste generation and selection of
INEEL'sFluorinel Dissolution Processing Facility for plutonium-238
production is noted. Waste management at INEEL isdiscussed in
Volume 1, Section 3.3.11. Waste generation and disposition that would
result from selection of the Fluorinel Dissolution Processing Facility to
support plutonium-238 production is described in Section 4.3.2.1.13.
Use of facilities considered in the NI PEIS would not impact the
cleanup missions at their respective sites.

2014-2: Theuseof proposed alternative facilities associated with processing
of neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or
availablefunding for high-level radioactive waste programs at either
Hanford or INEEL. At INEEL, the tanks would not be used although
certainfacilitiesat theldaho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center
(INTEC) would be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing
theirradiated 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 facilitieswoul d 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 theirradiated targets.

2014-3: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE isresponsible for
maintai ning the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions. Thereare approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds)
of plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto support
future NASA space missions; no viableaternativeto 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 ahility to
support future NASA space exploration missions may be lost.
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Commentor No. 2014: Sally Yocum (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2014

One of the most daunting problems confronting cleanup at major
DOE facilities such as Hanford and INEEL, is the solidification of
liquid high_level nuclear waste. Your current plan for
plutonium_238 production entails the generation of approximately
288,000 additional gallons of this waste over the project's 35 year
span. While this is a small portion of Hanford's high level waste, it is
approximately one fifth of what is remaining in Idaho,which makes it
a very significant amount. Previous leakage of this waste at INEEL
and Hanford threatens our already contaminated water supplies.
What we certainly don't need is any more of this most highly
problematic of waste forms.

Given the certain risks inherent in production of plutonium, the
justified need for this material would have to be tremendous, and
the PEIS does a poor job of providing ample justification. Beyond
the risks involved in production, and the aforementioned resulting
waste problem, there is also the issue of an accident occurring
upon lift_off or reentry of a space probe carrying this material. The
Cassini probe, launched in 1997, carried 72 pounds of Pu_238.
The potential for an explosion during lift_off or upon an inadvertent
re_entry during the fly_by phase, gave many in the scientific
community pause, including top scientists within NASA. According
to NASA's own conservative estimate, a burn up upon reentry of
the Cassini probe could have caused 2,300 cancer fatalities;
independent analyses ranged much higher. This potential for a
catastrophic release of this extremely toxic material will imminant,
as long as the US government remains committed to the use of
plutonium_238. If DOE is to have a role in developing power
systems for NASA's instrumentation, it should focus on promising
solar technology, an alternative that has been promoted in the
European scientific community, or at best research other alternative
power methods

There are also proliferation concerns as it pertains to this plan. A
return to production of this isotope, however poorly justified, means
a return to the use of aqueous reprocessing at DOE facilities where

2014-2

2014-3

2014-4

2014-5

2014-4:

2014-5:

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

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in
detail in Chapter 4 of Volume 1, and AppendixesH, |, and J of
Volume 2intheFina NI PEIS.

DOE notes the commentor’s concern for NASA’s use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of
alternative energy sources for space missions, although issues such as
NASA research priorities are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS.
Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.
These radioisotope power systems have been used for amost 40 years,
and have repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and
reliability in various NASA space missions. NASA establishesthe
need and requirements for space missions and undergoes athorough
NEPA evaluation for each launch.

It is not true that resumption of plutonium-238 production constitutes
areturn to reprocessing. The agueous technique that would be used to
separate plutonium consisting of over 80 percent plutonium-238 and
neptunium from the irradiated target is similar to the technology that
was used in portions of the complex process to extract plutonium-239.
However, as discussed in PEIS Sections S.3, 2.2.3 and A.1.4, this
technology would be used to chemically separate plutonium-238 and
neptunium from irradiated targets and not from irradiated or spent
nuclear fuel, whereas reprocessing separates weapons grade
plutonium-239 from irradiated nuclear fuel. Plutonium-238 extractionis
not reprocessing. Unlike plutonium-239, plutonium-238 is not used in
nuclear weapons, but rather it would be used as a power and heat
source for NASA space missions.
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Commentor No. 2014: Sally Yocum (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2014

this dirty and ancient technology has been used to extract bomb
material for the weapons program. From President Carter to
presidents Bush and Clinton, US policy has been to halt
reprocessing in this country in order to set a global precedent

to curtail the spread of nuclear weapons material_a noble effort in
serious need of bolstering through agressive action.

Indeed, an otherwise lukewarm Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment conducted by your Office of
Arms Control and Nonproliferation questions whether our
commitment to nonproliferation isn't weakened by the use of the
Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility within Building 666 at
INEEL. INEEL's reprocessing facility is next door to a wet storage
unit for Navy spent fuel, which contains a greater than average
amount of highly enriched uranium. It was reprocessed from 1953
to 1989 at INEEL for the weapons program. Use of this facility to
carry out plutonium_238 extraction, especially considering the
dubious need for this isotope, at the very least raises the concern
that DOE is not fully committed to ending reprocessing.

How can the international community be expected to trust DOE's
civilian_mission claim when this agency is obviously devoutly
committed to development of weapons by using nuclear weapons
technology at a weapons facility?

The silent issue of transportation of these high_level radioactive
materials has not been mentioned. As we well know, the inherent
risks of transportation are of a huge concern, and not to include
this in the PEIS is irresponsible and makes for an incomplete study.

Considering all these factors that could adversely affect our
environment and commitment to nonproliferation, | strongly urge
you to select alternative 5 in the current PEIS. This alternative
would allow the Advanced Test Reactor at INEEL to continue
producing medical and industrial isotopes for the commercial sector
and would not lead to the production of anymore highly radioactive
liquid waste at Hanford or INEEL. The main mission at these two
facilities has been and should continue to be cleanup of the mess

2014-5
(Cont’d)

2014-6

2014-7

The Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation I mpact Assessment,
published in September 2000, confirms that extracting plutonium-238
fromirradiated targetswould not undermine nonproliferation goals. In
thisreport, DOE recognizesthat proliferation concerns

might be raised related to one of the technical assessment factors,
“reduction in attractiveness of material forms,” due to the fact that, in
the extraction of plutonium-238, the remaining unconverted neptunium,
aweapons-useable fissile material used astarget material for conversion
into plutonium-238, must also be recovered (not produced), purified,
and recycled. Thisisunavoidable (unlessthe United States electsto
neither produce or purchase plutonium-238), and it impacts all PEIS
aternatives and options, including the No Action Alternative and
Alternative 5: permanently deactivate FFTF with no new missionsat

U.S. facilities. However, whilethe fact that concerns might beraisedisa
valuable input to the record of decision process, it does not constitute
an inconsistency with or departure from nonproliferation policy, and
plutonium-238 is needed to fulfill our missions. Further, in the event
that plutonium-238 production is resumed in the United States, the
total separated stocks of neptunium would be reduced over timein an
irreversible manner since thereis amoratorium on U.S. spent fuel
reprocessing. Thisoverall reduction in aweapons-useable material
would mitigate the potential concerns related to material attractiveness,
and offer an additional method to pursue U.S. nonproliferation goals.
DOE'sproposed approach inthismission, and itsrigorous
nonproliferation impact assessment, demonstrate its commitment to
nonproliferation policy, domestically and in the international
community.

The juxtaposition of Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF) in
INEEL Building 666 to wet storage of highly enriched uranium Navy
spent nuclear fuel, and its previous mission of reprocessing spent
nuclear fuel, wererigorously and objectively evaluated in the Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment published in
September 2000. In no uncertain terms, this report discusses the
proliferation concernsraised in the areas of facilitating cost-effective
international monitoring and supporting negotiation of averifiable
FMCT, and outlines what is needed to mitigate these concerns. Thisis
avaluableinput to the record of decision process.
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Commentor No. 2014: Sally Yocum (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2014

left over from previous nuclear weapons work. Additional waste
production would interfere with this already difficult and expensive
work. Alternative 5 also calls for the decommissioning of the FFTF
reactor at Hanford. FFTF is an aging breeder reactor whose use
would be inconsistent with United States policy to discourage use of
this technology due to the capability this class of reactors has to
produce more plutonium than is consumed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this plan.

Sincerely,

Sally Yocum

P.O. Box 514
Wilson, Wy. 83014
307_733_6807

2014-7
(Cont’d)

2014-6:

Most of the concerns and uncertainties surrounding the use of FDPF

are associated with its history as a defense programs facility and the
resulting lack of transparency that could be afforded in the event that
international monitoring becomes desirable under an FMCT. Thisisa
different set of concerns than those expressed in the comment. The fact
is, that since it is well known that FDPF has a long history of Navy
defense missions, and since the described mission (plutonium-238
extraction) in the PEIS does not involve the production of special fissile
material, sufficient transparency could possibly be provided by a
managed access regime that would meet the requirements of FMCT
verification. If thiscould be done, the af orementioned concerns would
bemitigated.

Appendix J contains a comprehensive risk analysis of al materials
transported under the aternatives defined in the NI PEIS. Table J-3
lists the number of shipments and the mass of all materials shipped.
The results of the risk analysisis shown in detail in Table -7 and J-8,
and summarized in Chapters 2 and 4 of Volume 1 and the Summary
Volume for this PEIS. These results indicate the transportation risks
would be small. The waste generated from processing of irradiated
neptunium-237 targets would be vitrified and stored, onsite pending
availability of a suitable repository for permanent disposal.

The DOE Manual 435.1. Radioactive Waste Management defineshigh
level radioactive waste as the highly radioactive waste material resulting
from the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel, including liquid waste
produced directly in reprocessing and any solid material derived from
such liquid waste that contains fission products in sufficient
concentrations; and other highly radioactive material that is determined,
consistent with existing law, to require permanent isolation. DOE has
prepared an implementation guide to DOE M 435.1 to assist in
implementing the requirements contained in that manual. For this
particular requirement, the definition of high-level radioactive waste, the
guideisintended to facilitate the classification of indefinite waste asto
whether or not they are high-level radioactive waste. It isrecognized
that the definition of high-level radioactive wasteisnot preciseand is
essentially a source-based definition that also alludes to concentrations
of agiven waste stream. Page |1-8 of this guide notes that for the
purpose of managing high-level waste under DOE M 435.1-1 [sic],
spent nuclear fuel includes spent driver elements and/or irradiated target
elements that contain transuranium elements.  This statement was
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Commentor No. 2014: Sally Yocum (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2014

2014-7:

included in the guide because the concentrations of long-lived isotopes
arelikely to be somewhat high during reprocessing and it also meetsthe
source-based definition.

Asaresult of reviewing this guide and to address the commentsraised,
DOE is considering whether the waste from processing of irradiated
neptunium-237 targets should be classified as high-level radioactive
waste and not transuranic waste. As aresult, the Waste Management
sections (i.e., Sections4.3.1.1.13; 4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13; and 4.4.3.1.13)
of this NI PEIS have been revised to reflect this different classification
from what was assumed in the draft NI PEIS. As discussed in these
revised sections, irrespective of how thewasteisclassified

(i.e., transuranic or high-level radioactive waste), the composition and
characteristics are the same and the waste management (i.e., treatment
and onsite storage) for this NI PEIS would be the same. In addition,
even if the waste is managed as high-level radioactive waste it would
have no impact on the existing high-level radioactive waste management
infrastructure (e.g., high-level waste storage tanks), sincethe high
activity waste from processing of the targets would be initialy stored
and vitrified within the processing facility (i.e., FMEF, REDC, or
FDPF).

DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. It should be noted that medical isotopes would
continue to be produced at ATR regardless of which alternative is
selected in the Record of Decision. The FFTF would produce spent
nuclear fuel and low-level radioactive waste, and as discussed
throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1, none of the proposed alternatives
would add waste to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford or INEEL.
Also, it should be pointed out that while FFTF supported the breeder
reactor program, it isnot itself a breeder reactor, but rather afast flux
research reactor.

Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and

operation. Thisanaysisis consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1,

that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of
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Commentor No. 2014: Sally Yocum (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2014

low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if
practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determinesthat
use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites
isnot practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under
DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities(i.e., commercial
facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the
restart and operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and
4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential impacts associated with the waste
generated from the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how
this waste would be managed at the site.

With respect to cleanup of wastes at Hanford or INEEL, the proposed
action and the existing cleanup missions are independent programs and
actions related to one will not impact the other. While the cleanup
activities at both Hanford and INEEL are high priority to DOE, it
should be noted that the cleanup of legacy wastes is beyond the scope
of the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 2015: Norris Palmer

Response to Commentor No. 2015

NI PEIS_Toll Free Telephone
9/20/00

Norris Palmer
Bingen, WA
817 _481 9022

Yes, my name is Norris Palmer. I've got a house in Bingen,
Washington at 2222 Laurie Circle. My phone number is, you
can reach me at 817_481_9022. | want to leave my
comments on the Environmental Impact Statement. They're
definitely, we're totally against it. Everybody in that

area is against it. Let's not open this Hanford back up
again. We can't even clean it up the way itis. It's leaking
currently. If you open it back up, we need to just take it out
of there. So, please do not even think of opening that place
up. Put it somewhere else away from a major river, like

in the middle of Texas somewhere. We'd be happy to have
it there. So, please do not think of opening this thing back
up. Let's spend our money cleaning it up. Thank you.

2015-1

2015-2

2015-1

2015-2

2015-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
FFTF islocated approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.
There are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or
hazardous discharges to the groundwater. The environmental impacts
associated with operation of the FFTF during normal operations and
from postul ated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of
the NI PEIS. All impacts to human health and to environmental media
including air, water, and land are shown to be small.

Specific sitesfor the new accelerator(s), Alternative 3, and new research
reactor, Alternative 4, have not been selected. If Alternatives 3 or 4 are
selected for implementation, site specific NEPA documentation will be
prepared prior to site selection.

2015-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activitiesare conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This
agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts
of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

Hanford cleanup is funded by DOE's Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Management (EM). FFTF funding is provided
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science & Technology (NE).
Further, two different congressional subcommittees oversee the
appropriations for these activities. No monies have been or will be
taken from any EM projects at Hanford to support the FFTF. Restart
of FFTF would not impact current cleanup schedules. If the decisionis
made to shutdown the FFTF, then cleanup dollars will be needed to
deactivate the facility, which will impact the Hanford cleanup budget.
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Commentor No. 2016: Lynn Stricker

Response to Commentor No. 2016

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/19/00

Lynn Stricker
360_366_9108

My name is Lynn Stricker and I'm late on leaving a comment.

| would like to please shut down the FFTF reactor and focus

on clean_up. My phone number 360_366_9108. Thank you.

Il 20161
|| 20162

2016-1: DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2016-2:  Seeresponse to comment 2015-2.
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Commentor No. 2017: Floy Lilley
The University of Texas at Austin

Response to Commentor No. 2017

08,20/00 07:56 TSLE A7 5120 ' CHAIR FREE
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L ERRING
THE UNIVE2SITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

[@oo1

s W Murchison: 5= Chiir gf Free Enseopaise
Petrolown’CPE 3168 - A Tewas TETLL - (A1 4707307 » Faxe 312, 474-5120

COMMENT FORM 10 DL FAX TO 30i428-1973 Cathy H

WE NEED THE FAST FLUX TEST FACLLITY {FFTE), WE NEED THE
WIDE VARIETY OF ISOTOPES REQUIRED FOR LEADING EDGE
MEDRICAL RESEARCH AND THERAPY.

WE NEED FETF TO MAKE THE ISOTOPE OF PLUTONIUM 1O
POWER QUR DEEP SPACE PROBE BATTERIES.

PLEASE RESTART FFTF.

ANY SCARE OVER FIFI'F HAVING TO DO WITH WEAPONS i8
FALSE. THIS NEWEST OF ALL DOE REACTORS RAS NEVER BEEN
A DEFENSE REACTOR.

RESTORE OUR MATION AS THT, ACKNOWELEDGED LEADER N
NUCLEAR SCTENCE AND TECIDNQLIX3Y. SAVE LIVES. SAVE
SCIENCE. RESTART FETF.

A

FLOY LILLEY, J.D. 96-07-00P
MUURCHISON CHAIR OF FREE ENTERPRISE

PETROLEUM/CPE 3.168 C0300

THE UNTVERSTTY OF TEXAS

ALSTTN, TX 78712

312/471-7501

ress Adaniermiing, Collge o Dol adion, T
awR! ez s, wnd Lvpeder. Yo s Jeliian S3vc of Tublic 4

Caligr At Calirge of " noerog,

+ fEruration,
College of iberal e, & :

2017-1

2017-1: DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2018: Derek Campbell

Response to Commentor No. 2018

From: derek campbel[SMTP:ACOUJAM@HOTMAIL.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, September 21, 2000 10:28:34 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: ?Check_Subject

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Just another citizen expressing opposition to nukes in space.
Please find alternatives for the sake of us all.

Thank you,

Derek Campbell

I‘ 2018-1

2018-1: Aspart of its charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE and it
predecessor agencies have been devel oping and supplying radioisotope
power systems to NASA for space exploration for more than 30 years. It
should be noted that NASA and not DOE determines the need for space
power systems. When such a power system is required, NASA utilizes
the NEPA process to evaluate all reasonable aternatives. Plutonium-238
sources are used when it is the only mission enabling technology or
enhances mission capabilities. As stated in Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1,
research has been conducted to identify other potential fuel sourcesto
support these space exploration missions, but no viable aternative to
using plutonium-238 has been established.
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Commentor No. 2019: Mary Lou Blazek
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

'".lE involving the Public

in BOE's Nucl
0“Eﬂﬂ" ::tras;m:ltflr:al:runosals
APPROACH: oo restraciiy

OREGON OFFICE OF ENERGY

September 2000
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Commentor No. 2019: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

'".l[ Involving the Public
in DOE's Nuclear

OREGON inirastructure Proposals

Inciuding Use of the

AI’ I’II IIM} |'| . FastFlax Test Facility

A report to the U.S. Department of Energy
from the Oregon Office of Energy
September 2000

Many people played a role in helping the Oregon Cffice of Energy test a new way to gather public
opinicn on Hanford issues. We thank them all. In particular, we would like to recognize the invalu-
abie efforts of DOEFFTF project staff member Al Farabee and participants Steve Binney, Adam
Bless, Barbara Ciark, Janet Franco, and Greg DeBruler.

Taoview this report on-line, please visft http:/iwww.energy.state. or.usinucsafe/nucsate. htm. Far more
information about the repon, please contact Mary Lou Blazek by teiephone at (503) 378-5544, by e~
mail a1 mary.lblazek @state.or.us, or in writing at Oregon Gffice of Energy, 625 Marion $t. N.E.,
Suite 1, Salem, Oregon, 87301-3742.

This report was prepared with funding from the U.S. Department of Energy. Any opinions, findings,
conclusions of recommendations expressed herein are those of the authars and do not necessarily
reflect the views of the U.5. Deparntment of Energy.
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Commentor No. 2019: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

: Office of Energy
regon 625 Marion St NE, Suite |

’ Salem, (M I7HT-3742
b b ML Phone: (303) 374040
Taoll Free: 1-800-221-8035

FAX: {503 373-7ROA

wwnwenergystate.orus

September 13, 2000

Ms. Collette Brown

Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technology (NE-50}
US Department of Energy

19501 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

Enclosed is our report “The Oregon Approdach. Invalving the Public in DOE's Nuclear
Infrastruciure Proposals including Use of Fast Flux Test Facility” This report
summarizes the results of an extensive public involvement effort to include Cregonians in
evalualting the adequacy of the draft Programmatic Environmental [mpact Statement
(Accomplishing Fxpanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and
Isotope Production Missions in the U.3., Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test
Facility). Our report includes public input on whether 1o restart the Fast Flux Test
Facility. This information was collected from 20 focus groups in six Cregon
communities. The public input provided in this report should be considered public
comment o the Draft PEIS.

The report also provides a description of our process which involved a good number of
Oregonians who had not previously commented on Hanford issues. [ ihink you'!l agree
that the project and report provide you with meaningful public comment that DOE would
nol have otherwise received.

Sincerely,

M r%zek. Administrator

Nuclear Safety Division
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Commentor No. 2019: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

Appendix D

I
OH3U

= Oregon Health Sciences University
CCS1  =Community Cross Section Group 1 {Portland)
0252 =Community Cross Section Group 2 (Portland}
MD =Market Decisiens (v Clack ‘Washington, Yamhill, Columbia Co.)
HW  =Hanford Watch
OOE  =0Oregon Office of Energy (non-nuclear staff)
C/A  =Umatilla and Morrow County Teaders and agricultural interests
E = Engineers
R = State of Oregon

OHSU | Does FFIF produce electricity?

ORSU | Where did the trithum mission from
FFTF s earlier proposals go?

To comemercial reactors at Temnessee Valley Authority.

HW Will PNNL. be involved in the
restart decisions? Will PNNL
benefit from rastart? [sthere a

The decision will be made by DOE headquarters. PNNL evaluated
FFTY for restart and may be part of the operating group. The conflict
of interest question is unclear.

conflict of interest?
4. | BW ‘What is Gov. Kitzhaber's pesition | Qurrently, there is no official position on the restart of FFTF. In the
on the restart of FETF? past, the Governor opposed restart of FFTF to produce tritiam. That

tnission 1s 1o Songer proposed. The Governor will use the results of
these Oregen focus provps alang with staff”s technica) evaluation to
suide his decision on this FIS.

HW Will OOE derrand a cumulative
impacts analysis?

OCE will encourage USDOE to concuct a cumulative impacts
analysis.

HW Will OCE declare the EIS “illegal 7

No. The Attomey General rmakes legal decisions for the state.

HY | Will OOE articuiate the public’s
opposition and Portland Ciry
council’s resohrrion agains restart?

QOE wll convey all the messages we've heard concerng restart of
FFTF including thes: focws groups, the Portand Ciry Cormeil
resolurion, and others.

JA Does FFTF penerate waste .
standby mode?

Yes. Contarnmated low leve] wastes are generated. Sorme
rachoactivity rerams from past operatons. Speti fuel from reactor is
curently being processed for dry cask storage. This process generates
caustic soda as 2 mixed wasie.

G ;0051 | Can we process SxIstng wasts o No, not from the waste a1 Hanford,
: pe1 Pu238?
10, 1 HW “What is Yrrturm-90 thar Hanford According 1o the Nuclear Mechcine Research Council web site
! sells used for? (hupffwww.chvsp.comnmnc/mia by, ¥-90 s used for “Interal

radiation therapy of liver cancer, monoclonal anfibodies, Hodghin’s
disease, and hepatoma. Cellular dosimetry, treating rheurnarcid
arthritis, treating breast cancer, treatrrent of gastrointestinal
adenocarcinomas,”
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Commentor No. 2019: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

Appendix D

i

OO | If these missions go clewhere, will | There is the possibility that building of new DOE facilities
that have an impact on (rechace) reactor of an accelerator might mpact cleanup budgets complex wide.
Hanford's budpet?

2 1082 | Doesuse of FFTF focus amention | While it cerainly may focus anemtion on Hanford it won't likely help
and funding an Hanford and the cleanup budget.
thereby help clearg?

3. | OHSU, | Is there a way to keep cleamyp DOE's current plan for this is 1 fund FFIF from a separate part of

i OCE, | finds from being diverted to FFTF? | DOE — Nuclear Pnergy vs. Environmental Managsment.

Qcsl,
Qcs2,
CA

4. |OCE | FFFIFis re-started, could DOE | Not without going through the NEPA process to change the Recond of
then change its position and use the | Decision that sent this mission to TVA. However, it is possible that
reactor for tritium peoduction after | classified missions could be performed at FFTF without public input
al? onee it is re-started. (Post-meeting ¢larificanion: FETF ¢ould not restart

fox defense missions without anather FIS.}

4 | OCS1 | IFFFIF was built for the breeder Yes, it would be possible to use the reactor to conduct research into
Teactor program which ended, if breeder reactor meterials, etc. However, it is highly unlikely this
they restart could they use it fora | would occur sinee there is 1o breeder reactor program in progress in
breeder program again? the US and it is very uniikely that there aver will be again, Note that

FFTF is NOT a breeder reactor itself.
6. | OOE | Why has there been schapush 1o | Part of DOEs official mission is to ensure an adequate supply of
TA re-start the reactor? Es proposal for | medical isotopes and an adequate nuclear research infrastrucnure in the
restart driven by politics, US. The reason for the push o restant FFTF is many people fee] thas it
economics, or a business plan? is the best facility to accomplish these purposes in the T1S.

7. JOCS2 | What s the larger public purpose of | See the answer for the above: question.
governrent facilities? Sometimmes a
federal vision/subsidy addresses
things not commercially feasible or

% things the private sector camot/will
not undertake.

8 |CA What are we doing (differenity) FFTF is developing a Waste Minimization and Management Plan to
now 10 avoid the cleanup problerns | belp minimize the impact of FFTE's wastes on existing wastes.
generated in the past? Currenly, regulations on waste are rmuch more swingent than they

usad to be and the public is rmuch mare aware of the dangers of these
mmaterials. However — wastes will be generarad, and there will be an
impact on current waste levels. The significance of this is
controversial.

9. | A Is the proposed FFTF mussicrn(s) the | In addition to cleanup there are various research missions going on.
only mission at Hanford other than | There is a commercial low-level radioactive wagte diamp in operanion
cleanup? at Hanford, and there is a commercial nuclear power plant on Hanford

site generating ejectricity for the region’s power grid thar are not DOE.
facilities.

10. | OCS2 | Is Pu-238 a defense relaied mission | This argument could be made if these generators are used in military
for which the DOD should pay satellites.
somme of the cleanup cosis?
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. | What will happen to wastes from

According to the lasess version of FETF's plan: Spent Nuclear Fuel

FFTF operations? would be stared o-site in dry storage casks, the disposition of the
O0E Transuranic Waste from targes processing is unclear, low level waste
will be disposed of at a conmencial facility.

2 {OHSU | Whatkinds of “international These research missions penerally involve materials research. In other
research” are being comsidered for | words, people want (o know how a certain metal will behave when
1he new FFTF mission? bombarded by radiation. This type of research is penerally aimed at

i ing the of rmeerials used in nuclear reactors.

3, | OHSU, | What isotopes are proposed for Ser table 1-1 in the EIS. Sorme examples are: Actinium-227, lodine-
HW, FFTF, where are those isatopes 131, Tridiwm- 192, Krypton-81m, Rhexiiurs 186, Thorium-228. Some:

i (52, | curently produced; what are long | of these are cereraly available corprmercially such as Jodine-131 and
/A range plans far each of those Irridient192. These are geoetally produced in a Camadian reactor or

production facilities? by brrying space in a research or DOE reactor. For example — 05U
has produced some medical isotopes in its research reactor.

4. | OOE, | What is the need for medical This is controversial — scrre studies indicote there is a need, others
HW, isotope production? indicate there isn’t. Currently we by many of our isotopes from
acs2 Canada

5. | OOE. | What isotopes are aurrently bemng | Currenitly three radicisotopes dominate therapeutic applications:
HW, used for medical research and Todine-131, Yttrivrn-90, and Phosporous-32. Others inuse are
QCS2 | treatment? Strontium-£9, Samarium-153 and Rhemurre 186, These are currendy

in commercial production.

6. | HW, | What wastes and how much of each | The following wastes would be produced: Spent Nuclear Fuel - 16
QCS1, | would be produced? Will liquid metric tons of heavy metat, Transuranic Waste from target processing,
CA wastes be procuced? (marmbers unavailable), Low-l evel Radioactive Waste - from both

target processing and operation of FFTF (about 23 cubic meters total
far FFTE - nurmbers not available for processing facilities) Liquid
wastes will be produced by both FETF and the processing facilities.
FFTF s liquid waste will be stabilized by drying and then it will be
handled as dry waste, The processing liquid wastes have an unclear
path

T CA Ts FFTF ready for proposad 1t could physically perform the missions as it is without mmuch retro-
missions of would it have tobe fiming. However, there are: plans to upgrade the comtrol and protection
resrofitted? systerns since they are older tecimalpgy and modify the reactor to

allow on line insertion and retrieval of tarpets.

8 |CA How much wasta would be More waste would be generated in the processing of targets than in the
generated from creating targets vs. | creation of them  Actual nurmbers are not provided in the EIS.

ing targess?

0 | HW | What type of fuel will be used? There are acally two plans for fuel. Both begin with using the
Can the fuel also be used for borrh | current stocks on hand (about 6 years worth), This is Mixed Oxide
production? (MOX) fuel - a mixnure of plutonium and uranium. Once this fuel is

exhausted there are two options ~ nport MOX fuel from Germany or
use domestically produced Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) fuel.
Beth types of fuel contain weapons type materials. The fuel jtself
could not be used for borrbs without significant re-processing.

10. | CCS1 | Where will the fuel corme from? See above.

1. | HW What alternate uses are being Oxher than the missions discussed in this EIS, no alternate uses are
<onsidered for FFTF? being considered at this tne.

2019-1

2019-2

2019-3

2019-4

2019-5

2019-6

2019-7

2019-8

2019-1:  Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation. Thisanalysisisconsistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1,
that DOE radioactive waste shall betreated, stored, and inthe

case of low-level waste, disposed of at the sitewherethewasteis
generated, if practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE
determines that use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or
other DOE sitesis not practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an
exemption under DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities
(i.e., commercia facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste
generated from the restart and operation of FFTF. In addition, Section
4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 aso address the potential impacts associated
with the waste generated from the target fabrication and processing in
FMEF and how this waste would be managed at the site.

2019-2:  Researchersfrom many foreign countries use DOE’s high-flux research
reactorsfor materialstesting and experimentation. Thesefacilities have
the capability to maintain a high density of neutronsin agiven test
volume for materialstesting; shorten the time needed for such testing;
tailor the neutron flux to simulate the different reactor types and
conditions; and instrument the core for close monitoring of the test
conditions. Although the NI PEIS analyzes the expansion of U.S.
civilian nuclear research and development, it is anticipated that FFTF
would play arolein the continuing international research conducted in
the United States. Asdescribed in Section 1.2.3 of the NI PEIS, some
specific areas of research identified are advanced reactor devel opment
including materialsand nuclear fuel research for advanced terrestrial or
space reactors and for the Accelerator Transmutation of Waste system.

2019-3:  For purposes of analysisin the NI PEIS, arepresentative set of

isotopes was selected on the basis of recommendations of athirteen
member Expert Panel convened by DOE in 1998 to forecast future
demand for medical isotopes, medical market forecasts, reviews of
medical literature, and more than 100 types of ongoing clinical trials
that use radioisotopes for the treatment of cancer and other diseases.
These 37 representative isotopes are listed in Table 1-1 of the NI PEIS,
along with abrief description of their medical and, in some cases,
industrial applications. Some examples of isotopesincluded in the table
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Are sore o the alternatives more

Appendix I

Tt would be casiest 10 condhuct classified rressions i FETE, or ancther

easily adapted to fimire weapons DOE controlled facility due to DOE's control and self-reguiation
related missions? status.

13, | HW Is the FFTF reactor safe to operate? | The FFTE reactor is abour 25 years old ad its protection and conirol
technology is of this vintage. There are commercial reactors operating,
safely with this technology.

14, | HW Are the costs of making FFTF safe | We don’t know — we haven’t seen the cost data yet. The latest word is

for particular missions included in | that the cost study would be released Septermber 5.
the proposals?

15 | HW What other roclear sites in the U.S. | The sites with existing reactor facilities analyzed in this FIS are.
may be used for the proposed Hanford, Idaho National Engineering and Environmental E aboratory,
missions, ‘What other facilities at | the Oak Ridge Reservation tn Tennessee, and a generic commercial
the Hanford Site? light water reactor site. Processing facilities analyzed are at Hanford,

Idaho, and Oak Ridge. The FIS discusses a generic DOE site for the
pessible construction of a new research reactor or aceelerators.

16. | HW Can the isotopes be produced The FIS makes the statsment that current facilites are unable w meet
elsewhere in the same amounis? the demand for isoiopes. The dermand is currently being et mainly by

purchase of isctopes from Canada There are no comenercial facilities
in the U.S. now dedicated to the production of medical isotopes.

17. | HW Can they use the large volurne of In general, no. Some things have been extracted from the waste in the
waste at Hanford to process at past — Cs and Sr, but it wasn't profitable.

FFTF and make something useful
and profitable?

18. | HW | How much Pu-238 will be The current EIS envisions 175 kilograms of Pu-238 being
produced; is there any foreign produced over a 35 year period. No fareign opposition that we
opposition? are aware of.

15. | MD ‘Where else can Pu-238 be Pu-238 could be produced in another research type reactor, in a
produced? commnercial light water reactor or in an accelerator.

120, | QCSL | Are there other materials besides | From a radicisotope standpoint, in theory — any meterial that
Pu-238 that could be used for the | generates heat as it decays could be used. Practically, Pu-238 is
space mission? probably the best material as other materials don't have as high a

beat generating capacity and so would require bigger, bulkier
batteries. Solar panels have, until recently {about 1995), been too
inefficient.

21. | MD, | What will these proposals for ‘We haven't seen the cost data. The latest inforrmation we have is

OOE, | FFTF cost {including startup, that this data will be released Septermber 5.
(CS1, | operation, shut-down,
(OCS2, | deconmissicning)?
OR,
TA
2.1 TA Will the government recoup its | It 35 the intention of the project ta recoup its operating costs, but

costs for this project?

we are skeptical this can be done. The 35-45 million dollars per
year spent thus far on keeping it in standby is not included in
this.

TSEGRECONAPPROACE 19

2019-8
(Cont’d)

2019-9

2019-10

2019-11

2019-12

2019-13

2019-14

2019-15

are Actinium-227, lodine-131, Iridium-192, Krypton-81m, Rhenium-186,
and Thorium-228. Currently, themedical applicationsfor the
representativeisotopesprimarily involvethe diagnosisand treatment of
three major classes of disease - cancer, vascular disease, and

arthritis. Although theseisotopes are arepresentative sample of

possible isotopes that could be produced, DOE expects that the actual
isotopes that would be produced at FFTF would vary from year to year
in response to the focus of clinical research and the specific market
needs occurring at that time.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
Although other manufacturers produce medical radioisotopes, DOE
remains the key provider for alarge number of radioisotopesthat are
used in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at
universities and hospitals. Because their application isinitially
experimental, these isotopes are not generally purchased in large-enough
guantities to make their production financially attractive to private
industry.

Supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available from
existing domestic or foreign sources, causing anumber 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 enhanceits existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research.
DOE'sintent isto complement commercial sector capabilitiesto ensure
that areliable supply of isotopesis available in the United States to
meet future demand, and to encourage the commercial sector to
privatize the production of isotopes that have established applications
to alevel that would support commercial ventures.

A forecast for future demand for medical isotopes and the expected
growth rate of medical isotope use during the next 20 yearsis provided
in Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS. The growth projections were adopted by
DOE as a planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the
existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic
requirements. Inthe period sincetheinitial estimates were made, the
actual rate of growth of medical isotope useis consistent withthe

Expert Pand findings.
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At i e
About 35 10 45 million dollars a year.
24. | OR, | Canwe be sure operation of No.
/A | FFTF will not compromise
Hanford cleanup funding,
schedule or rescurces?

25. | CCS2 | Does EIS address suitability of | In a general way. It does not do a detailed analysis of the
FFTF for medical isotope suitability. In particular, there is no discussion of whether the
production advantages of fast neutrons are significant enough to warrant

using this reactor, there is no discussion of the econorrics of
using a reactar of this size for these missions. This material may
be disctissed in the economic information due out Sept 5.

26. | CCS1 | 'Will the EIS assurre all Yes. The EIS makes the assurnption that these missions will be
proposed missions are viable? done and then analyzes their viability ar various possible sites.,

21| OR Does FFTF represent the best This question is stifl under consideration. The Oregon Office of
cheice for any mission from Energy is reviewing each mission to determine what we think is
econoiic, technical, public the most suitable facility rather than try to fit all the rmissions in
health & safety, and at ome facility. For example, using this crriera, a commencial
environmental standpoints. light water reactor rright be: the best place for the Pa-238

mission.

28. | OR Does the EIS include a broad Yes - the EIS analyzes essentially about 21 different
selection of options including combinations of irradiation and processing facility options.
other DOE and private sites and
midification of existing reactors
and accelerators to meet the
stated needs?

29. 1 OCS1, | Is there a compelling need for | For the medical isotopes there are conflicting reports, but due to

OILE | these missions? the possibility that these materials could save lives, we will
concede this point. For the other missions, there are altemnatives
such as purchase of materials from Russiz We will study this
issue further before we make our recommendation to the
. Govemor.

30. | OR Has there been a detailed i No, the FIS proceeds from the assumption that the needs are real
examination of DOE's arg that these missions will be accomplished.
projections for irradiation needs?

3L OR Has there been a tharough No. In particular, cost data and financing plans are stili
examination of all potential unavailable. The Waste Minimization and Management Plan is
impacts of FFTF operations on | still in draft form and does niot consider processing wastes in any
all current and projected Hanford | detail.
cleanup operations?

2019-15
(Cont’d)

2019-16

2019-17

2019-18

2019-19

2019-20

2019-21

2019-22

2019-23

2019-4:

2019-5:

2019-6:

2019-7:

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 volumes (both liquid and
solids) are provided in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS for each of the
alternatives and alternative options under the Waste Management
Sections. Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites
are also addressed. These programswill be implemented for the
alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The waste generated
from any of the proposed aternativesin the NI PEIS will be managed
(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and
state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

FFTF can physically perform the missions in its current state without
much retrofitting. However, there are plans to upgrade the control and
protection systems since they are older technology, and modify the
reactor to allow onlineinsertion and retrieval of targets. These
modifications are discussed in Section 2.3.1.1.2 of the NI PEIS.

The NI PEIS provides a total waste volume (by waste types) generated
by the target processing and fabricating activities. However, these
numbers are not broken out by these two activities since one would not
be done without the other.

If adecisionismadeto restart FFTF, thefirst six years of operation
would use existing onsite mixed oxide fuel. DOE expectsthat an
additional 15-year supply of mixed oxide fuel in Europe, owned by
Germany, would be available for FFTF. MOX fuel does not use highly
enriched uranium. Further, use of the Hanford MOX fuel would
dispose of asignificant U.S. stockpile of highly attractive fresh
plutonium fuel by conversion to spent fuel throughirradiationin FFTF.
Thisrepresentsasafe, low-cost, high benefit opportunity to reduce

U.S. civilian plutonium without chemical or bulk processing. Use of the
German MOX represents a similar advantage with respect to the
German stockpile of separated civilian plutonium. During the period

of MOX fuel use, in support of U.S. nonproliferation policy directives,
DOE's Officeof Nonproliferation and Nationa Security would
undertake a study under Reduced Enrichment for Research and Test
Reactors (RERTR) to consider the technical feasibility of using low
enriched uraniumto fuel the FFTF. Under thisnonproliferation

protocol, if use of low enriched uranium fuel isfound infeasiblein
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people for any given rission at
FFTF an argument for the
missions?
32 | YA | How many people are enployed | Currently estimate about 120 workers at FFIF in standby.
by FFIF in standby mode? How | Operation would probably increase that number to about 250 to
ey would be employed in 300.
operational mode?
34| YA | Who pays for socio-economic Oxher than possibly increased payrrents in lieu of taxes to
impacts on Oregon local and Washington counties, there is no payment for socio-economic
county governments? impacts. The EIS states that these impacts would be very small
and absorbed within the nommal population fluctuations for the
area
35. | (YA | Will FFTF operation mean more | Yes. This increased transportation would at least involve
radicactive waste shiprrents on - | shipreent of FFTF s products to end-users. Additional
Oregon highways? transportation of radioactive materials would occur if the targets

are fabricated and/or processed at a location other than Hanford
itself. Also, mach of FFTF s wastes are slated to goto a
commercial repository. This could possibly involve wansport of
this waste to the repository through Oregon,

TNEOREGON AFPROACH 21

2019-24

2019-25

2019-26

2019-8:

2019-9:

2019-10:

FFTF for meeting assigned missions, policy would allow DOE to
subsequently procure highly enriched uranium fuel for usein FFTF.
Again, this approach is consistent with U.S. nonproliferation policy.

The use of mixed oxide or highly enriched uranium to fuel the FFTF has
been rigorously evaluated in the Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment which was published in September, 2000. This
report confirms that the manner in which these fuels would be used, as
described in the PEIS, is consistent with nonproliferation policy

Other than the missions discussed in the NI PEIS, no alternate uses for
FFTF are being considered at thistime. None of the alternativesin the
NI PEIS include defense missions nor would any contribute to future
weapons production. All missions considered in the NI PEIS are for
civilian purposes.

To address the question of whether it is safe to restart the FFTF, the
risks associated with the restart of the FFTF have been analyzed in the
NI PEIS. These risksinclude the impacts from normal operations,
accidents, and the transportation of material (new and spent fuel,
medical isotopes) to and from the facility. Information on each of these
impacts is presented in Chapter 2, Chapter 4, and Appendixes H, I, and
Jof the PEIS. These risks have been presented in terms of the risk of
additional fatalities (in most cases additional cancer fatalities) should
the reactor be restarted. In al aternatives that include the restart of the
FFTF, the most likely result of implementation of the alternative is that
therewill be no additional fatalities.

The FFTF can be operated safely to accomplish the mission as
described in the NI PEIS. The analyses presented in thisNI PEIS
reflect the proposed changes to the reactor core (including fuel and
irradiation targets) to perform the stated missions. In the event that
FFTF restart is selected in the Record of Decision, a new Safety
Analysis Report, including a Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA), will
be prepared and it will address any changesin plant configuration,
operating conditions and procedures. The revised safety analyses will
be subjected to a thorough independent review process.

The costs of FFTF restart presented in the Cost Report include facility
and safety modifications as well as revision of the Safety Analysis
Report.
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4

Until I read the EIS, I really did assume this was about the missions. It was only when 1 read it that ]
understood: No, it begins with the assumption that the purpose is o “enhance our domestic infrastructure
capability.” Once I got that in my bead, Irealized this is just a setup. Once that's established as the goal, it's
just a matter of assembling the right information and numbers. Again, I'm reacting presty strongly to the
basic logic of the EIS. T disagree with this fundamental assumption.

T want to react to a comnent that really bothered me about the EES’s exarinarion of validity. Until Eread
the EIS I was prepared to believe that. But it is, in my estimation, a very bad sales document, larded with all
kinds of things about the need to maintain U.S. technology leadership in biomedical research and
justification for reinvigorating the nuclear power industry. 1 found it offensive as a promotional Mu@nt )
rather than an EIS. I'm reacting to the comment that it doesn’t examine the validity of the proposed mission.
Tn fact, it wies to sell us on those and I think it failed badly.

I disagree with the assumption that enhancing sole U.S. technical capacity is a correct beginning assumption
when so much of where we’re going is the opposite direction in terms of both medical needs and semething
like space exploration with internatienal cooperation, for example. It just seems obvious. The noticn that
somehow we need to capture the technology for doing medical isotope work in the U.S. md keep it from
other people given the health needs of the world is just wrong-headed. Why aren't we exploring how we
can dethese things internationally in a way for cost seasons, for humanitarian reasons, for international
relations reasons, for all kinds of reasons? The notion that we don’t want to rely on Canada or we don't
want to share this stuff is just flat-out wrong-headed.

The EIS wasniot a ‘programmatic’ EIS. It did not address the overall program. This is just a political
document that biased the ability of an EIS to look at the situation. When you get to this issue about
reviewing the mission, it seems to me that we have not dealt with the program issues in the EIS the way an
EIS ought to deal with thern.

They didn’t really broaden the list of options. They just sliced and diced the same proposals more finely. 11
they really set out to accomplish the expansion of options, you wouldn’t end up with this EIS.

The draft EIS appears to be a justification for the restart of FFTF hidden in an invented reed to improve the
U.5. nuclear infrastructure. That makes us uncomforiable.

EIS’s are not always objective. You cannot assume that a given EIS is objective.

Some of the technologics we' ve discussed are not considered in the EIS - like more, smaller production
facilities instead of one or two large scale facilities.

2019-27

2019-28

2019-29

1| 2019-30

I | 2019-31

2019-11:

2019-12:

2019-13:

Siteswith existing reactor facilitiesanalyzed inthisElSare Hanford,
INEEL, and ORR, and ageneric CLWR. Processing facilitiesanalyzed
are at Hanford INEEL, and ORR. The NI PEIS discusses a generic
DOE site for possible construction of anew research reactor or
accelerator(s). DOE aso analyzed anumber of other sites and facilities
within the DOE complex; however, these were dismissed for avariety
of reasons as stated in Section 2.6.

For nearly 50 years, DOE's use of its unique technologiesand
capabilities to develop isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the
widespread application of medical isotopes seen today. While its
market share isa small fraction of total world radioisotope production,
DOE remains the key provider for alarge number of radioisotopes that
areused in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at
universities and hospitals. Because their applicationisinitialy
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 anumber 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.

It appears from the flow of the commentor’s comments that the

question can be rephrased as “ Can the isotopes produced by FFTF be
produced elsewhere in the same amounts?’ Operational facilitiesin the
United States jointly do not have the available production capacity to
match the variety and quantity of isotopes that could be produced at
FFTF.

DOE notesthe commentor’sinterest in processing nuclear wastesinto
useful products. In general, issues of waste processing are beyond the
scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. Normally pure target
materials are selected for irradiation for the production of isotopes to
assure that relatively pure materials are produced. Transmutation of
nuclear wastes research and devel opment experiments could be
supported by FFTF.
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o Istherelegal ground on which we can cail this PEIS inadequate given that the cost study is late and non-
proliferation is not available?

s How can DIOE do an EIS that only evaluates effects for 35 years?
» Isthere anything in the PEIS that allows the missions to be separated?

»  Does (the EIS) assess questions like the fact that there is no permanent waste storage for this stuff here or
anywhere else that js satisfactory? Do they talk about the impacts of waste that is not properly stored?

* Itisunacceptable for the public to be presented with an EIS lacking the cost and proliferation studies. The
public has a right to see the costs involved before DOE makes a decision. The current process or poticy of
separating these fagets out is part of the duping of the American public. Trust in our government is a thing of
the past because of the way the DOE does business.

o Hocost figures are not available for the DOE public meetings, it's a big waste of time.

* Itisawaste of money to just let FFTF sit ir: standby. We need to spend the money to gither run it or
permanently shut it down.

+  Of what value is the EIS without the cos: study?

& There is not enough information to comment on the questionnaire on the economic viability of the
altiemarives because no economic information is included in the PEIS.

* Thecost figures on the internet are shocking.

¢ Why did DOE fail to give us the cost and non-proliferation documents? How could DOE not provide this
key information after the public asked for it as part of scoping?

¢ Weneed cos! estimates on the use of the canister storage building 10 accommedate this new waste. Tt will
be huge. It will also be hard to track costs because of the way DOE funding is decentralized.

* Somebelieve (restarting FFTF) would have a positive socio-economic impact.

* Tamappalled at the amount of money this nation is spending (1 wish they would put those costs in the EIS)
on standby equipment for nuclear facilities, not just at Hanford. It's this great idea that if we keep all this on
standby, our industry will evenrually be able 1o make the leap and move forward.

*  Whatis the likelihood that budget projections made today will bold true overa 35-year project?

» Istheagreementto pay for dismantlement of FFTF from the Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology

2019-32

2019-33

2019-34

2019-35

2019-36

2019-37

2019-38
2019-39

2019-40

2019-41
2019-42

2019-14:

2019-15:

2019-16:

The NI PEIS projectsthat approximately 175 kilograms of plutonium-238
would be produced over a35-year period. Atthistime, DOEis
not aware of any foreign opposition to this mission.

Plutonium-238 can be produced in FFTF, another research reactor, a
commercial light water reactor, or in an accelerator. 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. DOE could purchase
plutonium-238 from Russia to satisfy its responsibility to supply
NASA with the necessary fuel 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. Future purchases under the current contract with Russia
are negotiable through calendar year 2003. DOE recognizesthat thisisa
viable option and has analyzed this option under the No Action
Alternative.

The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
aternatives presented in the NI PEIS. Such an ancillary document 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 this document to about 730 interested parties on

August 24, 2000. The report was made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms. The cost report contains costs for FFTF standby mode,
startup, operation, and deactivation. Since al of the missions are not
generate revenue, DOE will not recoup its costs for the project. DOE
has provided a summary of the Cost Report in Volume 2, Appendix P.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
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Appendix E

budget enforceable and permanent?

Now that the suboptions for each alternative are identified, has  rational decision making process been
used, i.e., the Kepner/Traige methodelogy, to make a decision”

The U.§. Department of Energy needs to adequately address all of the unknowns prior 1o choosing any
option.

The ‘co action’ alternative should refer action back to prior decisions. ‘No action” should mean that FFTF
is shut down now. They must not continue 1o spend these huge sums of money to keep FFTF on standby.

T'm concerned that the EIS is written 10 point to alternative one as the de facto preferred alternative. The
EIS is difficuit for a lay person to read.

Do they addness the suitability of any sites other than FFTF?

‘Why are there 5o many options under each alternative?

Ouesti on medical

2]

T"m concerned about the physician experts who don’t have breadth of vision. They are very narrowly
focused and don't think of the broader societal issues. We are af crisis in medical technology. They need 1o
say there are certain procedures we will not do. It is difficult to see a medical need for this isotope
phenomena.

Adding to the strezm of nuclear waste so that older men can have erections doesn’t seem right” (in
reference to a statement that most isotopes are being used for prostate cancer therapy).

‘What we need to do is ask whether there are other means to accomplish the research without the nuclear
materials. The damage to the populace in the present may not be worth the potential future benefit from the
nuclear materials.

DOE needs tolook into the reliability for predicting isotopic needs for future uses in research and medicine
as it appears impossible to project an accurate need out more than three years.

One consideration might be that medical isotope production is less hazardous to workers and the
environment as opposed to plutonium produciion. Biologic and radiation hazards are greater.

It doesn’t make sense (o not have any data on the need for industrial isotopes.

FFTF could make research isotopes, but it would be overkill. Like digging a post hole with a backhoe.

2019-42
(Cont’d)

2019-43

‘ 2019-44
‘ 2019-45

2019-46

2019-47

‘ 2019-48

2019-49

2019-17:

2019-18:

2019-19:

Siteenvironmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and theU.S.
Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of all partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the
FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
(NE). Thenuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no funding
connection to Hanford cleanup activities. 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.

Asdiscussed in Chapter 2 of the NI PEIS, FFTF has demonstrated its
capability to function as anuclear science and irradiation services user
facility. Itslarge core size, flux spectrum, demonstrated testing
capability, and rated power levels provide a multipurpose facility
suitable for medical and industrial isotope production, plutonium-238
production, and nuclear research and devel opment related to abroad
range of materials, advanced reactors, advanced fuels, and waste
transmutation. Although FFTF was used primarily to evaluate reactor
fuels and different fuel assembly materials during its 10 years of
operation, the reactor facility has also supported large and varied test
programs for industry, nuclear energy (domestic and international),
medical isotope applications and research, space nuclear power, and
fusion research programs. A more detailed description of FFTF and its
capabilitiesisincluded in Appendix D of the NI PEIS.

All the aternatives eval uated for meeting requirements of the missions
identified in the PEISarereasonable.

A preferred aternativeisthe alternative an agency believes best
accomplishes the proposed actions, given consideration to
environmental, technical, economic, and other information available at
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Appendix E
You can have both (the isotope and plutonium 238) missions by using two different reactors.
‘We should use existing research reactors to make medicaj and research isotopes.

Did National Institutes of Health say we need more isotopes? NERAC says we need them, but they are
tured by DOE.

Medical isotopes are ‘achicken and egg’ situation, The medical community doesn't know there’s a shortage
because many of the isotopes are so new doctors are not aware of their existence. A lot of doctors don’t
realize the isotopes are out there. There is a need for medical isotopes, but itis veiled. It is very hard to
quantify the need.

One of the strongest arguments for restarting FFTF is that the nation will be avoiding many millions of
dollars in invasive surgeries through early detection, treatrnent of disease and lives saved through use of
radioaciive jsotopes. These are ‘real medical savings’ of health costs and for the national health budget. The
few millions thar are speat on medical isotopes should be ramped up to get the public behind DOE instead
of batting it around so much.

The focus should be on the making of the isotopes and not the means for processing.

What is the true need for medical isotope production?

Are Russia, Canada, Belgium and other foreign countries currently producing medical isotopes, willing 10
produce medical isotopes to support the demand?

Are other countries searching for other alternatives to cancer treatment rather than using medical
radioisotopes?

‘What are the risks associated with transporting medical radioisotopes?
‘What percentage of medical radicisotopes is the ULS. is currently importing from foreign countries?
If the Canadian reactors are shut down, we'd be in a tough situation for acquiring needed isotopes.

The isotopes used for diagnostic purpeses are different from those used for therapeutic purpeses. Most
nuclear medicine is diagnostic. Only a small fraction of nuclear medicine is therapeutic,

Itis hard to comment on proposals without knowing the economics of isotope supply and demand.
Radiopharmacists should be consulted on economics of supply of medical isotopes.

Currently there is a backlog of requests for some radioactive seeds that causes waits of as long as three
months for some procedures such as lodine 125,

There is a need 1o consider the human dimension of backlogs. Without the isotopes, the tumors grow.

TREQREGON APTRRACE 25

2019-50

2019-51

I‘ 2019-52
Il 2019-53

2019-54

2019-20:

2019-21:

thetime. Inaccordancewith CEQ implementing regulations

(40 CFR 1502.14(€)), DOE hasidentified its preferred alternative for
accomplishing the stated missionsin Section 2.8 of Volume 1 of this
Final NI PEIS and includes a discussion of DOE's reasons for
sdlectingit.

DOE analyzed arange of reasonable alternatives and options. In fact,
including the No Action Alternative, 23 different combinations of
irradiation and processing facility options were examined. Thiswas
done in order to determine the range of environmental impacts that may
be encountered. Since combinations of sites and facilities other than
those set forth in the PEIS may be selected (see Section 1.3 of Volume 1),
the broad range of reasonabl e alternatives analyzed al so bounds

these other possible options.

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. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. 1n 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
adviceregarding thefutureform of itsisotope 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 theinitial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE isresponsible for
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Appendix E

¢ Whomade the decision that we can’t use foreign isotopes, that we need our own damestic supply?

e Ifwe want medical isotopes, do we have to accept one or mare of these options? If we give up on
domestic supply, then we would not need to restart or build apything. Would we need accelerators? If we
build these new accelerators (and not restart FFTF) would that cut down net production of nuclear waste?

» How can we know if there really is a shortage of isotopes?

*  Tri-Cities wants to be a regional medical hub. They wani to move the patient to the isotope.

# Can the spallation neutron source at Qak Ridge be used for isotope production?

o Ttsounds like it's difficult to project need for isotopes.

* The Oregon Office of Energy said at the last FFTF hearing that DOE had to prove a need for specific
isotopes. But the EIS does not do this.

* Can’twe make medical isotopes at conunercial power reactors?

g5t} s 00 ENvi 1] act and cl
*  DOE's poor track record in managing Hanford cleanup gives me no confidence in their ability to handle any
Dew [nission on site.

» TIrefuse toconsider the FFTF, given as much time as I've spent on cleanup activities. But I' ve reached the
pointthat T just don’t have any faith whatsoever in DOE at this point in tirne to continue a stabilization and
cleanup program on that site. The last thing I want to do is have them start a new production. It seems to
me that the only leverage we have is to say: *'if you wani new production, don't urn it aver te DOE at this
point in time.” Thave become a real skeptic.

s I"snota valid arpument that adding a small percentage to the existing amount of waste has a minimal
impact. The proposed amount to be added from FFTF operation (one percent of Hanford's 1otal waste) is
ane percent of a huge amount, given the wotal size of the waste a1 Hanford.

¢ Portland is more and more concerned about contamination in the Colurnbia River because Portland is using
more and more of the Blue Lake aquifer for drinking water. There is a lot of concern about contarmination in
the Columbia River.

* Hasanyone tested the soils in the river for radioactive contaminanis? You cannot even think about adding
more o the waste stream!

* At what point would they shut the river down?
¢ Why aren’t the plumes characterized? Why don’t we know what will be entering the river?

26 THE URESON APPRORCE

I| 2019-54
(Cont’d)

2019-55

2019-56

1l 2019-57

2019-58

2019-59

2019-60

2019-61

maintai ning the capability to providethe plutonium-238 needed to
support thesemissions. There are approximately 9 kilograms

(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238intheU.S. inventory availableto support
future NASA space missions. Based on NASA guidanceto DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005. Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS. However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
what is currently available to the United States through the existing
contract would likely require negotiation of anew contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

2019-22:  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 discusses the need for isotopes based on the
Expert Panel and NERAC subcommittee recommendations. As
discussed in the previous response and presented in Section 1.5 of
Volume 1, the recommendations of these independent review groups
weretaken into consideration in devel oping the range of reasonable
aternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS. NERAC is an independent
Federal advisory committee appointed by the Secretary of Energy to
advise DOE on civilian nuclear energy research program asnotedin
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

The need for plutonium-238 to support NASA'smissionisdiscussed
in the previous response and further in Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1.

2019-23:  Asdiscussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1, none of the
proposed aternatives would add waste to the high-level waste tanks at

Hanford.

Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation. This analysisis consistent with policy and DOE Order
435.1, that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the
case of low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is
generated, if practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE
determinesthat use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or
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DOE works on one issue at 2 time. They don’t want to look at cumulative impacts and don’t want to find
cut that the problems are even bigger than we know now. As long as DOE convinces Congress that the
waste is captured, no one in Washington will even say we have a problem at Hanford. The polluter always
minimizes the harm and the impacts.
It’s the cleanup issue that makes us anxious. I'm concemed that DOE brings up FFTF to create a thought
mrmoil. It’s a diversion. We don’t want them to start up FFTF and take away from cleanup. Let’s getto
that discussion.
Thres years ago we said no FFTF for tritium and space. Now it's back again. It won'tdie.
There is no mentior of catastrophic events. What about earthquakes, fires, etc.?
Under the environmental management of waste strearn piece, they cite baseline and mention what waste
might be produced in addition. There is a huge data gap for looking at the addition of new waste to existing
waste (at Hanford, Qak Ridge, ail sites.) The staterneat that *we have considered it” isn’t adequate
reassurance. First of all the baseline data do not exist at any of the sites. It's incotnplete. We know that from
the Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment.
Nothing has been studied about the risk of transport of fuels, etc. This is a frightening prospect.
Stack releases are not in the EIS.
How many curies of tritium? Reactors put out 2 jot.

What are the off gases?

Omn-site vs. off-site production of targets. Wouldn’t these missions add to already unsolved waste problems?
The EIS makes the waste issue sound like no big thing. 1disagree. It is not a small issue!

The DOE assurnes that cleanup is not a problem to be solved. Why is that not addressed in this EIS?
There isn’t any mention of how DOE will clean up wastes frorn operations of FFTE.
The EIS says mixed low-level waste will be handled oo site at a facility that is not yet consuructed.

‘We need to compare the waste from manufacturing plutenium 238 vs. decay during long-term storage. Will
DOE process plutonium 238 on demand to avoid storage?

Estimating health effects on humans seemed to be based on those people in the 50-mile radius over a 35-
year period. A larger effect would be on workers. Literature shows empioyees in similar facilities have an

increased incidence of cancers.

I'm disappeinted in the DOE, We fight to gei meney and they haven't used it well to clean up. This mustbe
their number one mission, not new efforts. Keep FFTF at the ready for isotopes. 1 don’t care about

TEEGREGONAPPRBACH 71

2019-61
(Cont’d)

2019-62

2019-63

2019-64

2019-65

2019-66

2019-67

2019-68

other DOE sitesis not practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an
exemption under DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities
(i.e., commercial facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste
generated from therestart and operation of FFTF. In addition, Section
4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4 3.1.13 also address the potential impacts associated
with the waste generated from the target fabrication and processing in
FMEF and how this waste would be managed at the site.

2019-24:  Themaintenance of certain technical capabilities represented in the

employees at FFTF is not part of the DOE missions, which include the
production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment.
However, DOE acknowledges that FFTF could provide a platform for
training the next generation of nuclear scientistsin the United States.

2019-25: 33. Approximately 242 people are employed in maintaining FFTF in

the standby mode. If FFTF is restarted, 410 people will be needed to
operate it.

34. Thereisno direct payment for the socioeconomic impacts on local
governments. Aswork expands within aregion, the money spent on
accomplishing this work flows into the local economy. It is spent on
additional jobs, goods, and serviceswithin theregion. Theincreased
taxesrealized by local governments, from incometaxes, salestaxes, etc.,
are expected to cover the cost of any socioeconomic impact.

2019-26: Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation

of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation. This analysisis consistent with policy and DOE Order
435.1, that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the
case of low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is
generated, if practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE
determines that use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or
other DOE sitesis not practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an
exemption under DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities
(i.e., commercial facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste
generated from therestart and operation of FFTF. In addition, Section
4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential impacts associated
with the waste generated from the target fabrication and processing in
FMEF and how this waste would be managed at the site.
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plutonium or nuclear research and development.
s Isthere clear evidence of cleanup money being diverted 10 FFTF?
»  Thedraft PEIS suggests there is no environmental impact.

»  Can DOE clarify how the restart of FFTF would have an impact on Hanford cleanup furds? Whether FFTF
is restarted or shutdown, it shoukdn’t have an impact on Hanford cleanup funding.

o Howwould restarting FFTF have an impact on the current waste problem at Hanford in terms of amount
and handling?

s« How does this affect Hanford cleanup? That has 1w be first! It's toc expensive to keep FETF in standby.
That’s money we need for cleanup.

«  Spent fuel is an environmental impact. The EIS dismisses this! We can argue that proliferation creates an
environmental hazard and therefore should be in the EIS.

»  ‘Where will the waste go? Yucca Mountain is already overbooked. That's the same lack of vision and blatant
disregard that got us into the mess we're in now.

»  The nuclear industry in this country has drained our pockets dry and left us with alegacy of waste that we
bave ro way to deal with.

» Does this EIS address new earthguake standards?

»  Could the sodium reactor blow up and damage the whole facility? Is this type of reactor more dangerous to
operate than other types?

»  Docs the draft EIS actually talk about the environmental impacts? Does it include an analysis of impacts
from waste that is not properly stored?

» Ifthey restart FFTF, will they continue to do cleanup at Hanford?

* Would FFTF generate significant amounts of waste?

»  Does DOE think the additional waste won’t be significant?

» (TheEIS)basically says, “Yes, there will be waste produced. But, just as {the government) claimed when
we built these and produced waste during the war, we promise we’ll find a place to put it. Sodon't worry

about that”” 1t’'s basically 50 years later, making the same claim: “don’t worry.”

s Is Hanford cleanup on schedule? How far behind are they? Is at all because of budget? How much does
politics play in it? What are some examples of where the politics corne in?

2019-68
(Cont’d)

2019-69

2019-70

2019-71

2019-72

2019-73

2019-74

2019-75

2019-76

2019-77

2019-78

2019-27:

If an exemption isapproved to use commercial facilities, thesefacilities
have not been identified at thistime, therefore, it is premature at this
time to determine whether or not wastes resulting from the operation of
FFTF would be shipped across Oregon highways.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions
for al alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization
programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These
programswill be implemented for the alternative selected in the Record
of Decision.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns. The purpose of the NI PEISis
not to “enhance our domestic infrastructure capability.” Rather, the
purpose of the NI PEIS isto evaluate the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed expansion of DOE’snuclear
infrastructure which would enable DOE to fulfill three missions:
ensuring the availahility of isotopesfor medical, industrial, and research
applications; meeting the nuclear material needs of other Federal
agencies(i.e.,, NASA); and undertaking research and devel opment
activities related to devel opment of nuclear power for civilian use.

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. Indoing 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
adviceregarding the future form of itsisotope research and production
activities. DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning
tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. Inthe
period since theinitial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.
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o Isn'talarge part of the cleanup problem DOE's failure to oversee its contractors?
+ How does DOFE proritize FFTF restart in relation to cleanup?
«  Won'tincome flow to the Tri-Cities be just as big for cleanup as it would be if they restarted FFTF?

« Have they begin moving any of FFTF's fuel into dry cask storage yet? Who is doing this? What success
have they had?

» There needs to be an endowment to ensure cleanup and make sure that Hanford cleanup is not affected.

»  There are no added negative impacts io the agricultural community with the restart of FFIF. We are
confident with the existing emergency planning efforts.

« Icame to these focus groups with a bias of supporting the shut down of FFTF. Nothing from the focus
groups or the EIS has persuaded me that there is a viable mission for FFTE. It appears that DOE is stifl
looking for a way or a credible case 1o restart FFTE. [ am hesitant to support restart of FFTF when
Morrow and Urnatilla counties won't benefit financially from it but will likely experience some of the

negative impacts.
s What is the potential drain of restarting FFTF to an already limited pool of skilled labor in the surrounding
arca?
co undw:

s Groundwater issues are complex, and the EIS needs to give more information about therm.

«  “When you get into the cones of depression and the tugging and pulling that occurs with groundwater, that
should bave been analyzed in the EIS. I don™t know where the wells are and the depths in reiations to the
carbon tetrachloride plume and some of the other plumes. Any water that perks back into the ground will
also affect the vadose zone before it affects

groundwaler,
estions/c bl i n
« Itdoesn’t matter whether DOE listens (to public input). You need to comment to preserve your dignity.
o Idon’ttrust that the public process makes any difference. But we have to make our position known. It'sa

political decision. But can only hope this is the last stop before the law suit and the withdrawal of funding
from DOE.

2019-78

2019-79

2019-80

2019-81

2019-82

Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Poalicy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE isresponsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms

(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto support
future NASA space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005. Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS. However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
what is currently available to the United States through the existing
contract would likely require negotiation of anew contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

The United States is and will continue to cooperate with foreign
countriesin medical research, space exploration, and nuclear energy
research. For example, researchersfrom many foreign countries use
DOE'shigh-flux research reactorsfor materialstesting and
experimentation. These facilities have the capability to maintain ahigh
density of neutronsin agiven test volume for materials testing; shorten
the time needed for such testing; tailor the neutron flux to simulate the
different reactor types and conditions; and instrument the core for close
monitoring of the test conditions. Although the NI PEIS analyzes the
expansion of U.S. civilian nuclear research and development, itis
anticipated that DOE facilitieswould play arole in the continuing
international research conducted in the United States.

2019-28: This NI PEIS presents arange of reasonable alternatives for
consideration with respect to the decisions to be made for expansion of
civilian nuclear energy research and development and isotope
production missions in the United States. These actions are
appropriately considered within the context of a programmatic EIS.
Whileneither NEPA nor the CEQ implementing regulationsprovidesa
specific definition for what constitutesa“ programmatic” EIS, CEQ's

definition of aMajor Federal Action (see 40 CFR 1508.18(b)(3))
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

Appendix E
« Has Secretary Richardson taken a position? Is this whole thing a pointless exercise?
» How will these focus group comments influence the final decision on whetherto restart FFTF?

e When this relationship started with us and the Oregon Office of Energy, the office wanted our values, not
our scientific input. This (level of scientific detail) has no redeeming value.

Questions/comments on the plutonium 238 mission

» Do we want to depend on Russia as a source of supply?
» It's stupid to not buy it from Russia when they' ve got the supply.

» There’s also the importance of skili and expertise in making plutonium. We will lose that inteilectual capital if
we stop making it. Ie’s another factor.

» Inabsence of acompelling defense necessity, it's stupid for us to make it at a risk to our people when
someone eise will sell itto us.

=  We need to weigh one against the other because the reactors don’t have the capacity to produce all needed
of both” {regarding weighing the production of plutonium 238 vs. medical isotopes).

» Itmakes sense forthe U.S. Departnent of Energy to continue to purchase plutenium from Russia. This way
DOE can focus on the production of isotopes for medical and industrial uses domestically.

¢ Assuming wecan continue to purchase phutonium from Russia or elsewhere without problems, the U 5.
Department of Energy should shut down FFTE The $40 million a year used to keep the facility in standby
should be put into an account, and the money should be offered 0 private industry to subsidize medical
isotope production.

*» NASA says they don’t need plutonitm 238.

e I'mintrigued about purchasing plutonium from Russia. Can we be sure they know what they are doing in
terms of safe processing, safe operation, etc.? It may not be as simple as just making the purchase. How do
we know they aren’t using children and putring workers in unsafe situations 10 make our plutonium?

* There are other sources of plutonium if we choose to use them. Materials are there for purchase. NASA
may not even need them. So we're back to the cognitive dissonance DOE creates to keep us off base.
They just want to keep a mission at Hanford. As far as I'm concerned, they must shut down FFTF. It’s
simple.

+ Curently 50 percent of isotope production is being used. This statement assumes a resurgence of need for
nuclear power, ] don’t believe it. We must scrap the Atomic Energy Actof 1954,

30 TEESRIEON APPROACE

2019-82
(Cont’d)

2019-83

2019-84

2019-85

2019-86

indicates, in part, that agroup of actionsundertakento “implement a
specific policy or plan” constitutes a program. Also, CEQ’s guidelines
for tiering EISs clearly state that broader EIS analyses are appropriate
for “national program or policy statements’ from which subsequent,
more site-specific analyses may have to be prepared (40 CFR 1502.20
and 40 CFR 1508.28(a)). ThisNI PEIShasabroad, national-level
scope associated with the selection of facilities and site locations for
accomplishing multiple missions. However, the selection of facilities
and sitelocationsfor accomplishing expanded civilian nuclear energy
research and devel opment and isotope production missionsis not a
political decision and isnot biased. DOE evaluated each environmental
resource areain a consistent, unbiased manner across all the alternatives
to allow for afair comparison among the various alternatives.

2019-29: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding what isevaluated in the
NI PEIS. Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act,
DOE is proposing the nuclear infrastructure 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, asinitially identified by a
panel of expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear
Energy Research Advisory Committee;

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

3) to support civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States’ energy portfolio. The NI PEIS
evaluates the environmental impacts of arange of reasonable alternatives
for accomplishing this mission. In addition to restarting the FFTF, the
NI PEIS aso evaluates aternatives that would either employ the use of
existing facilities or rely on the construction of new facilities.

2019-30: DOE has made every effort to make this NI PEIS objective. This
NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation

regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021),
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Appendix E

(To use FFTF) we must import mixed oxide fuel from Germany. That statement doesn’t make sense given
DOE’s expressed concern about domestic supply.

Is the only place we're currently purchasing plutonium 238 from Russia?

Has the import of plutoninm 238 from Russia been dismissed because of the transportation risk?
Could acommercial reactor produce plutonium 2387

Can plutonium 238 be used for anything else, like weapons?

Was the validity of plutonium 238 for space missions discussed in the EIS oris it just a given that piuionjum
238 supply will be needed for a 35-year period?

The space mission need for plutonicm 238 is not subject to the same kind of public scrutiny and public
comnent as this EIS. This is the same as our discussien of the tritium mission for FFTF. We couldn’t
question the need, only the impact. This is the same situation.

Will NASA have the budget to do the missions for which they say they need plutonium 2387

Does the no-action alternative address isotopes?

Was there discussion about splitting the missions — plutonium 238 in one place and isotopes in ancther?
Does the EIS say commercial light water reactors can't do the plutonium 2387

Idon'tlike the statement that solar panels are too inefficient. Germans are using them. They’ve been tested.
There is pressure on NASA to go with plutonium 238 instead of photovoltaics. It's just too dangercus to
have radioactive power sources in space. T'm concerned about accidental or purposeful distribution of
platonium in atmosphere upon seentry. That would result in total atmospheric dispersion of plutonium.
How does the price compare between purchasing plutonium 238 as opposed to producing it?

‘What s the current U.S. plutonium 238 stockpile and where is it located?

It seems like an agreement to get hamburger from Jack-in-the-Box (in reference to buying pivtonium 238
from: Russia).

We’ve heard about aletter saying NAS A doesn’t need the plutonium 238. Is that true?
Is DOE saying there is enough plutonium from Russia if we carry through on the existing agreement?
The way to go (on plutonium 238} is to buy the stuff from Russia.

This idea of domestic supply is DXOE's own fabrication and is not valid. DOE should adopt alternative five

2019-87

2019-88

2019-89

2019-90

2019-91
2019-92

2019-93
2019-94

2019-95

2019-96

2019-97

2019-98

2019-31:

2019-32:

respectively. DOE evaluated each environmental resource areaina
consistent, unbiased manner across all the aternativesto allow afair
comparison among the various aternatives. Thiswas accomplished
through review and evaluation of site-specific information on the
environmental conditions prevailing at ORR, INEEL, and Hanford to
include acomprehensive analysis of the associated environmental and
health risks of each alternative.

A number of facilities, including smaller facilities, other than those
selected for detailed analysisin the NI PEIS, were considered, but were
dismissed from further consideration (see Section 2.6 of Volume 1).
Among the reasons that some were dismissed was the fact that they
lacked sufficient neutron production capacity, were fully dedicated to
existing missions, were not capable of steady-state neutron production,
had insufficient power to sustain adequate steady-state neutron
production, were unable to produce a constant, reliable source of
neutrons due to dependency on operating schedules of their primary
missions, are under construction with capacity fully dedicated to other
panned mission, or have been permanently shut down.

The environmental impacts of reasonable alternativesto fulfill the
requirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the

NI PEIS. DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose all
required information to make a decision on expanding nuclear
infrastructure. The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of
proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto be
included in aPEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide
additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so that he
may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS. Such ancillary documents need only be made
available to the public prior to any decision being made under CEQ
regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(€)). Nevertheless, DOE mailed these
documents to more than 730 interested parties on August 24 and
September 8, 2000, respectively. Both reports were made available
immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www.nucl ear.gov)
and in the public reading rooms. DOE hasalso provided summaries of
the Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment in Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.
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Appendix E

and proceed immediately with cleanup.
If we buy from Russia, that stops the proliferation of the stuff.
1t’s deceptive to not let us know the material is available from Russia.

Did the NERAC study look only at U8, needs, or did they also look at possibly getting 1sotopes from
Canada?

Does DOE sell plutonium 238 to NASA? Are there other opportunities to seil it for a profit and help pay
forcleanup?

[0 we know anything about the plutonium 238 we're buying from Russia? Is it already produced, or would
they have to make it?

What does it cost to purchase the plutonium from Russia?

Is it cheaper to have commercial power reactors produce plutonium 238, as opposed to building a new
reactor of re-starting FFFF?

Questions/comments on FFTF effect on Oregon State University

Is there any way to quantify the effect of FETF onr OSU's program in terms of graduates employed and
funding for research?

The fate of FFTF has a pretty large impact on OSU. If it is restarted, there will be a demand for graduates
of OSU’s nuclear engineering and health physics programs as well as for the programs for raining, OSU is
the only educational research program in the West capable of supporting FFTF. Prior to shutdown, two-to-
three graduates per year from O5U's program went to work at Hanford. About one quarter of the
approximately 600 graduates of OSU’s program work at Hanford. There is also funding for research that
ended when FFTF was placed an standby. In this regard, FFTF restart has a very positive effect on OSU
and the State of Oregon.

Miscellaneous questions/comments

FFTF is fatally flawed and 10tally foolish.

[ have not seen, heard, nor read anything to this point that shows me there is a viable mission or credible
case for restarting FFTF.

Alemnative 5 is pretty interesting. Can FFTF burn plutoninm?

Is there a hidden agenda for weapons research and use of FFTF for classified future missions?

Il 2019-99
|| 2019-100
l| 2019-101
” 2019-102

2019-103

2019-104

2019-105

|| 2019-106

H 2019-107
Il 2019-108
|| 2019-109

2019-33:

2019-34:

2019-35:

For analysis purposes, the NI PEIS evaluatesimpactsfrom facility
construction, modification, startup, and 35 years of operation, followed
by decommissioning when applicable. The 35-year operating period is
based upon the estimated |ength of time existing DOE irradiation
facilitieswould continue operating if used for accomplishing the
missions described in the NI PEIS. Thistimeframe a so accommodates
current projections that indicate the demand for radioisotopes and
nuclear research and devel opment requiring these expansion will extend
for at least the next 20 years.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions
for al aternatives and alternative options. Waste treatment, storage,
and disposal facilities for the wastes expected to be generated are
identified in Chapter 4 under the Waste Management sections of the
NI PEIS. Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites
are also addressed. These programswill be implemented for the
alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The waste generated
from any of the proposed alternativesin the NI 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. Mismanagement
of wastes and its associated impacts are not discussed in the NI PEIS.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca
Mountain, Nevada, would bethefinal disposal sitefor DOE’shigh

level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel. Asdirected by the

U.S. Congressthrough the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended,
YuccaMountainisthe only candidate site currently being characterized as
apotential geologic repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent
nuclear fuel. DOE has prepared aseparate EIS, “ Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at YuccaMountain,
Nye County, Nevada” (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes
theenvironmental impactsfrom construction, operation and monitoring
related transportation, and eventual closure of apotential geological

repository.

The environmental impacts of reasonable aternativestofulfill the
reguirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the
NI PEIS. DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose all
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FFTF would be avalable for any number of secret missions once it's restarted.

The tourism slogan “Things look different here” shouldn't mean we glow! An accidem or the fear of an
accident can hurt tounsim.

When will FFTF be considered to be too old to operate?

Was Argonne West at INEEL evaluated for the research missions?

Has ATR been in cold standby?

IWNEEL is also Jooking for a mission for its facilites.

The conflict of interest/PNNL issue is not unclear. It's quite clear.

Is NERAC appointed by DOE? Who are they? I'm immediately skeptical of a DOE-endorsed group.
Iread the National Research Council report on long-term management capabilities. [t's chilling to read the
degres to which they identify the institutional incapacity to dea with some of these issues. And then you read
this (NERAC) which says: “Well, let’s just keep kind of creating them.” And meanwhile there is no mention
at all of the instinitional issues identified by NRC, which is at least independent, for dealing with this massive
waste stream and the fruits of the technology. I find it very hard to put them in the same scale.

“The cnly way, in my view, that thus industry will make any leap to move forward is to start over again and
build seime credibility and build smalier. I see the stresses we have with nuclear power generation. 'mnotin

a good mood to be positive for this focus group and I apologize.”

“Is there any civilian nuclear energy reseasch underway? There's been a 24-35 percent increase in the price
of naturat gas.”

“Is it technically feasible to build a 30 megawatt Triga type reactor?”

“What is driving the numbers on the Latent Cancer Fatalities Table at $-46? Does one mission in particular
drive the numbers? If not, why not? If the information that went into the table is available separately, why
isn'tit also presented separately in the Draft PEIS? The table should break out radiological impact by
mission so that a cost-benefit analysis can be done. The table indicates that a new research reactor would
notcontribute any radiological risk.™

»  “Isthere any analysis of cancer nisk for deactivation?”
s “The Praft PEIS has alotof analysis on non-traditional environmental (non-environmental) impacts.”

» “Costescalation in natural gas and other energy sources is making nuclear energy more cost-competitive. [s

the underlying catalyst of the auclear research the many relicensings of nuciear plants that are soon going to
occur? 80-90 percent of current operating reactors will need relicensing. There's a big consolidation in the
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2019-116

2019-117

1| 2019-118

2019-119

Il 2019-120
|| 2019-121

2019-122

2019-36:

2019-37:

2019-38:

required information to make adecision on expanding nuclear
infrastructure. The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of
proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto 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(€)). 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.nucl ear.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.

DOE notesthe commentor’s opinion. Asstated inthe Notice of Intent
(64 FR 50064), one of the purposes of the proposed action is to
determine the future role of FFTF.

The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions are
not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto 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 availableto the
public prior to any decision being made under CEQ regulations (40 CFR
Part 1505.1(€)). Nevertheless, DOE mailed these documentsto
morethan 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
AppendixesPand Q, respectively, intheFinal NI PEIS.

It isassumed that the commentor isreferencing the use of the proposed
Canister Storage Building that would be used for the interim storage of
immobilized high-level waste canisters produced by the River

Protection Project-Waste Treatment Plant. This facility would not be
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£

commercial nuclear energy industry occurnng. In a deregulated energy market, nuclear operators are doing
quite well because their costs per wait are so low.”

“The fact that the plant has remained operationally ready over 25 years says a lot about the operational
capabilities of management.”

“If 2 50 megawan TRIGA 18 not feasible, can they use multiple, smaller reactors?”
“Where does DOE wani to locate the new reactors?”

“In the combinations of options being considered, it looks like Hanford can’t have a new accelerator unless
FFTF is restarted.”

*Restarting FFTF is completely antithetical to our values.”

*Who is the expert panel? The NERAC committee should have been named in the EIS

“What about the hills, the MOU, the Oregon Legislature position to not make more waste, the City of
Portland opposition. What else must we do to say we are unalterably and adamantly opposed to restart of
FFTFT”

“Hanford and Tri-Cities see financial gain in restarting FFTF.”

“We want the Oregon Office of Energy to pass this message on to DOE: *We are unanimeusly opposed 1o
the restart of FFTF.™

*“What is this need for research and development? [s it being driven by the nuclear industry? This is the
wrong direction to go. This is a violation of our values.™

*Are there defense research missions that can lead to new bomb production? If there are defense projecis
that can be pursued with FFTF, how could they not do an EIS?”

“Could they sneak in a tritiurn mission and keep it classified 7"

“T' ve heard concerns that some of the FFTF waste would go into Hanford's underground tanks.”

“ think some of the missions should not be done anywhere.”

“Not in my backyard. Over my dead body!”

*We've shown up in huge numbers and 1ol them what we want, and it hasn't made any difference.”
“This is a snow job!™

"1'm concerned about operation safety. If FFTF goes another 35 years it will be 55+ years old. No
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” 2019-122
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I 2019-126

2019-127

| 2019-128

2019-129

2019-130

2019-131

Il 2019-132
I/ 2019-133

2019-134

|| 2019-135

2019-39:

2019-40:

2019-41:

used as part of the proposed action and alternatives considered
including activitiesunder Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. Management of
wastesthat would be generated under implementation of Alternative 1,
Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g., see
Section4.3.1.1.13).

Restarting FFTF could have a positive socioeconomic impact onthe
Hanford area. Socioeconomic impacts associated with Alternative 1,
Restarting FFTF, are discussed in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern over the costs of maintaining DOE
facilitiesin standby. Cost concerns related to this, aswell asto al the
aternativesin the PEISwill be considered in reaching adecision on
managing the DOE nuclear infrastructure. DOE prepared a separate
Cost Report and Nuclear Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to
provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so
that he may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS. Such ancillary documents need only be made
available to the public prior to any decision being made under CEQ
regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(€)). Nevertheless, DOE mailed these
documents to more than 730 interested parties on August 24 and
September 8, 2000, respectively. Both reports were made available
immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov)
and in the public reading rooms. DOE has also provided summaries of
the Cost Report and Nuclear Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in
Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

Reaching adecision will help DOE make best use of its

nuclear facilities, and minimize the time any must remain in a standby
condition. Even after adecisionismade, however, DOE’s

budget requests to use its facilities must be approved by the Congress.

The uncertainty of cost projectionsiswell understood and is included
in aseparate Cost Report analyzing each of the PEIS alternatives.
Future adjustments in project scope or schedule, or future policy
changes, may change such projections beyond any uncertainties. Even
so, the analysesin the Cost Report allow acomparative eval uation by
the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an informed decision with
respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.

Even after adecision is made, however, DOE’s budget
requests must be approved each year by the Congress, which
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reactor in history has operated safely for that kength of time

« “Tdon’t trust that FFTF can operate another 35 years. Do previous safety analyses support another 35
years?"

s “What do the people in the Tri-Cities feel about this?”

s “Why are these missions being proposed? Is this a mandate from Congress?”

e “Are other linear accelerators in the United States being shut down?”

e “Would you outline the decision process which DOE will be following 7"

*  “Wasn't NERAC's final report very negative on the use of FFTFT”

» “Idon’t understand what you're talking about. It’s way too technical. I want to get 10 my concerns. What
about the cleanup agreement? What about the Columbia? What about the groundwater?”

} uestions/comments abeut n Office input on FFTF issu

+ “Is it possible for the Oregon Office of Energy to take a position on whether to restart the Fast Flux Test
Facility at this time without a cost analysis document and incomplete information on many of the proposed
altematives?”

* “There is a perception that the Oregon Office of Energy is anti-nuclear, even though it may not actually be
so predisposed... There is a perception that staff are told what to think about the issues.”

uestions/comiments on the ce of Ene

* “Focus groups would be a lot more informatjve if the summary had been available for the first meeting and
everyone had read it.”

* “Twant to compliment the Oregon Office of Energy on its written and mailed info. It was very well put
together.”

= “The Oregon Office of Energy did a great job on the last EIS. Iexpect this will be a great job as wel]l.”
+ “Twould like adescription of how this information will be used. I'm concerned about the format of any
report of the process. Process is goed for developing policy positions for the agency and governor. 1don’t

like it when DXOE uses head counts and votes: They tend to pick and choose the parts they want.”

* “Thisis zgood public process. [ commend (the Oregon Office of Energy) for going through this exercise ™
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2019-42:

2019-43:
2019-44:

2019-45:

determines how funds are allocated. DOE spends monies consi stent
with Congressional direction.

The Final PEIS does not address the dismantlement of the FFTF. If the
Secretary of Energy decidesin the Record of Decision to deactivate
FFTF, DOE would request funding toimplement this

decision. Inthisbudget request, DOE would indicate under

which office FFTF deactivation woul d be funded and managed.
Congress would determine where the funding would be appropriated
and managed, either approving, denying or modifying DOE's

request. The budget decisions are thereby made binding.

DOE notesthe commentor’s view.

TheNo Action Alternative, whichisrequired by Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1502.14 (d)), requiresDOE
to consider the continuation of its present course of action, which
includes maintaining FFTF in standby. The No Action Alternative
provides an alternative to which the action aternatives may be
compared. It should be noted that permanent deactivation of FFTFisa
part of all other aternatives analyzed in the NI PEIS, except
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and

10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. DOE evaluated each environmental
resource areain a consistent, unbiased manner across all the alternatives
to allow afair comparison among the various alternatives. Nofinal
decisions have been made with regard to the facilities and | ocations
evaluated to fulfill the requirements of the stated missions, which
include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and nuclear
research and development. However, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(e)), DOE has
identified its preferred alternativein Volume 1, Section 2.8 of the Final
NI PEIS and includes adiscussion of DOE’sreasonsfor selectingit.
DOE's Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number
of factorsincluding environmental impacts, public input, costs,
nonproliferationimpacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other
policy and programmatic objectives.
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" FOCUS GROUP WRITTEN COMMENTS

Focus Group Written Comments From Opinion Forms
s “Noopinicn on the issue.”
¢ “Ileantoward the last alternative.”

+ “PEIS needs to deal with issues at already contaminated groundwater under Hanford and how that might
limit uses for FFTF operation or be affecied by FFTF operation.”

¢ “There was an assumption that the missions were valid. Those assumptions were not justified, and seemto
not be solid. Costs are important, but were not provided. Other seeming important issues were not well
covered or not covered at all such as:  processing waste disposal, groundwater impact, transportation
safety accornmodation, etc.”

s “Ibelieve the other two facilities, at least together, can accornplish what can be accomplished at Hanford.
The abave guestions do not provide an opportunity to do this.”

» “Assuming the needs are valid, and the need to do it in the USA is correct, then restarting FFTF is the best
alternative. 1tis important to keep FFTF separate from cleanup or military activities.”

& “Ihave no faith in DOE’s capability in stabilizing and clean up of legacy wastes. Until better progress is
made for these wastes I cannot support any further production at Hanford.”

s “More info shouid be provided in the EIS 1o answer many questions we/l have. The FFTF could be shut
down if other facilities can produce the Pu-238 and isotopes. Need costs if DOE can’t get what is needed
FFTF couid restarted, but processes to develop fuel, extract Pu-238, ete need to be described accurately

and adequately.”

+ “The Department of Defense and other Federal Agencies have used Hanford facilities without paying for
waste management and cleanup. Until Congress guarantees 2 budget that includes decommissioning and
cleanup costs, [ cannot suppert a restart option of FFTE.”

* “Shutdown now ~ costs will only continue to rise. 1 believe that other facilities can meet the proposed
mission. Put the operating costs and/or maintenance costs into a fund to underwrite the production or
purchase of product as needed.”

«  “1suggest you provide a summary table of the costs, risks, options, and “others” factors for each mission.
The state position should be tied to your original position or what the PELS and the decision should cover.
Most notably, diversion costs from clean up and production of new waste.”

s “Purchase Pu-238 from Russia Restart FFTF far medical isotopes/industrial. Otherwise, decommission

THEOREGON APPROACH X1

2019-142

2019-143

2019-144

2019-145

2019-146

2019-147

2019-148

2019-149

2019-150

2019-151

2019-152

CEQ regulationsfor implementing NEPA requirethat El Ssbewritten

in plain language so that they can be more easily understood and that
the EIS be accompanied by a summary of the EIS's content (40 CFR
1502.8 and 1502.12, respectively). DOE strives to produce NEPA
documentation and related materials that are easily understood by the
public by avoiding the use of jargon, defining technical termsand
concepts through the use of common comparisons, avoiding the use of
acronyms to the extent possible, and provision of a summary that is
clear and concise, among other means. In order toimprovethe public's
comprehension and understanding of the PEIS, thisFinal NI PEIS
reflectsrevisions that have been made to eliminate some redundant and
extraneous information while some sections have been reorganized to
improve readability. For example, the summary of environmental
impacts (Volume 1, Section 2.7) has been reorganized by environmental
resource area so that impactsin each area (e.g., waste management) can
bequickly gauged acrossall alternatives.

2019-46:  See response to comments 2019-11 and 2019-20.

2019-47: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns about the need for radioactive
isotopes in medical procedures and the wastes produced in their
production. Radioisotopes are used for both therapy and diagnosis. In
ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic isotopes have proven effectivein
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). Thisdirected therapy can minimize
adverse side effects (e.g., healthy tissue damage, nausea, hair 10ss),
making it an effective, attractive alternative to traditional chemotherapy
or radiation treatments. In addition to therapy for cancer and other
illnesses, radioisotopes are also used for diagnostic purposes, such as
imaging internal organs. Unlike conventional radiology, imagingwith
radi oisotopes reveals organ function and structure, which provides
additional datafor amore accurate diagnosis, and assistsin the early
detection of abnormalities. The generation of wastes from the
production of medical isotopes, which are small in comparison to the
candidate sites' current generation rates, are discussed for each
aternativein Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS. The additional waste generated
would only have a small impact on the management of wastes at the
candidate sites.

DOE notesthedifficulty inreliably predicting isotopic needsfor future
usesin research and medicine. DOE has sought independent analysis of

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



6v.1-C

Commentor No. 2019: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

Appendix F

* “Commenton Question 5 - But what's the cost of not having the medical isotopes available or not enough
ortooexpensive due to lack of availability?”

s “Shutdown FFTF and put the $40 million/yr savings from holding it in standby into a fund that incent [sic]
the development of needed medical/industrial isotopes. NIH could do regular projections of need, RFPs
could hre issued and whoever can produce what's needed would get up to $40 millionsyr. The Pu-238 can
come from Russian (our space partner) and help their economy wile meeting all our needs.”

* “This process does not seem effective. This is complex stuff which requires a greater level of knowledge to
contribute effectively. We should read the summary (75 pages) prior to the first meeting. ['m not sure what
you were trying to accomplish.”

* “EIS needs to address disposition of transuranic waste from target processing. This could have a significant
environmental impact. Need cost study o determine if FFTF 1s the best aliernative.”

+ “EIS should demonstrate need for the proposed ission. DOE should either restart or permanently
shutdown, but should niot continue speading 3545 million indefinitely for hotstandby. DOE sheuld clearly
state the decision criteria uses to make a final decision. FFTF was originally designed as aresearch reactor
- the EIS should include detail on what kind a [sic] research would be done. A good summary should be
widely distributed well in advance of the comment pericd. Two days with a 4-page summary is not
enough”

¢ “lamconfident that an environmental and economic comparison of using as exiting facility (which otherwise
requires $33MYyr to maintain with no output) with buildirg new facilities will definitely prove highly more
favorable and wise for restarting FFTE™

o “Tfeel other alternatives need to be considered i.e. can and should availability of material from outside the
U.S. be used? What is the downside 1o doing this? I'am still concerned about ctean up at Hanford and the
impact of restarting FFTF in practical and political terms.”

» “Tultimately believe that the good outweighs the bad.”

* “Twould not be opposed 1o restarting the FFTF provided cleanup (current and future) is not endangered.
The need for medical isotopes appears clear to me. ['believe the U.S, should not be dependent on foreign
ceuntries for deep space missions. I very much appreciate this opportunity for input and information.”

» “The idea of using existing nuclear facilities for an expanded rrussion is a very good idea. Analysis of the
PEIS is needed to establish if FETF is the best place to de this. Some issues are problematic, such as
generating nuclear waste at FFTF v. buying the materials elsewhere with no U8, waste.”

« “Thelieve we need assurances to the public that there will be 2 strong and well funded Columbiz River

water monitoring program for the 35 year period, We need assurances that management rnovers at FFTF
are in the best interests of the public and the environment. A well thought out cost-benefit analysis is needed

2019-153

2019-154

2019-155

|| 2019-156
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2019-162
2019-163

2019-164

” 2019-165
|| 2019-166

2019-48:

trendsin the use of medical isotopes, and of itscontinuing roleinthis
sector, consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. In
doing s0, 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. Thesefindings were later reviewed
and endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with
expert, objective adviceregarding the future form of itsisotoperesearch
and production activities. DOE has adopted these growth projections
as aplanning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing
nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In
the period since the initial estimates were made, the actual rate of
growth of medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel
findings. Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and
toclarify DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial
isotope production needs.

DOE radiological control requirements (for both workersand the public
aredesigned with the intent to meet the legal requirementsfor the safe
operation of DOE facilities contained within 10 CFR 835. Inorder to
meet these requirements, DOE has established the DOE Radiological
Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996) and devel oped

aDOE Standard: Radiological Control (DOE-STD-1098-99, July 1999).

Worker safety (radiological protection) isakey element of the both

the Policy and the Standard. The policy states in part that Department
of Energy facilities must “conduct radiological operationsin amanner
that controls the spread of radioactive materials and reduces exposure
to the workforce and the general public and that utilizes a process that
seeks exposure levels aslow as reasonably achievable.” Each

DOE site, including Hanford, isrequired to implement

aradiological control program with the intent to meet this policy goal,
using asguidancetheradiological control standard. The health and
safety impacts on workers associated with both medical isotope
production and plutonium production are presented in Appendix H of

the NI PEIS. The worker dose associated with the irradiation of target
materialsisindependent of the type of target material being irradiated.
The worker dose is afunction of the type of reactor, operating
proceduresand radiological control measuresin useat thefacility. The
average worker dose associated with processing of theirradiated targets
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in terms which could be easily understood by typical people on the street. The medical needs present a
urigue hurnan benefit perspective which bears enhancement and support in the political and academic
Ccommunites.”

“Ithink the main use should be production of medical and research isotopes rather the “space battery™
production. T feel there is strong need at present for these items.”

“Ididn’t get the summary of the PEIS prior to this meeting 1o review. I think the missions (especially
medical isotope production) should be evaluated as separate entities. [ don't want the facility kept on line,
supposedly to produce medical isatopes, then have it used primarily as a research facility by a foreign

“Without having seen the cost analysis, it appears that the cost of using FFTF for Pu-238 and medical
missions will be significantly more expensive. However, it comes down to being prepared for furure
difficulties with supply and being able to respond.”

“ (Cornments)Will be submitted directly to USDOE.”

*Tfeel that the first two questions on this questionnaire are significantly biased toward the negative [disagree,
strongly disagree].”

“#3 Don't know what exploring they’ve already done. These questions obviously try to slant my response
(#1-5)"

“These questions are severely biased and lead to inconsequential results and answers.”

“Buying Pu-238 would not prevent any negative environmental impacts from occurring in the world.”

“Since we need it, it would be better for us to have the control of the process.”

“Thave aserious concem that the numbers will be tallied and USDOE will not understand the overwhelming
opposition to the restartof FFTE. There also needs to be mentioned the prier commitment made to shutting
down FFTF by Admiral Watkins and Sec. O'Leary and that it was USDOE who placed FFTF in the TPA

for the final terminaton™

“The emphasis at Hanford should focus on clean-up and not future production. Without the cost studies to
demeonstrate cost effectiveness the PEIS is ludicrous.”

1) Any fuels purchased from foreign countries should be dependent on their adequate systems of disposal
in accordance with U.S. standards. 2) NASA's needs should be reviewed on the basis of the percentage
of missions funded by the Congress in the past. 3) Risk of transportation of radioactive materials should be
ascertained using mathematical models and worse case scenarios. 4) DOE should research alternative
forms of energy with the same vigor as they have pursued nuclear fuel research and development.”

“It’s obvious the USDOE doesn't want public input on this scheduling the public comments the last week of
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arevery similar for both medical isotopesand theirradiated neptunium
targets. Based on the assessment of worker health impacts for the range
of reasonable alternatives and options that make use of Hanford
facilities, the most likely impact of the use of these facilitiesis no
increasein cancer fatalities among the facility workers. For examplein
Alternative 1 option 3, all of the activities (target irradiation and
processing) occur at Hanford facilities. Asshown in Section 4.3.3.1.9,
the expected consequences are | ess than one additional fatal cancer
among the workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancers are expected.

The estimates of the potential human health impacts associated with
the range of reasonable alternatives proposed for the production of
isotopes for medical uses, research and development, and as heat
sources for radioisotope power systems also shows that the impacts
from the production of medical isotopes and from the production of
radionuclide heat sources are very similar. Sections 4.3 through 4.6 of
Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of potential health
impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of each
of the alternativesincluding normal operations and a spectrum of
accidentsthat included severe accidents. The environmental analysis
showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological risks associated with each
aternative would be small.

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 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 adviceregarding the future form of itsisotope research and
production activities. The growth projections were also adopted by
DOE asaplanning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the
existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic
requirements. Inthe period sincetheinitial estimateswere made, the
actual growth of medical isotope use hastracked at levels consistent
with the Expert Panel findings.
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sumrner vacation and by not providing the public with necessary information in advance, .. cost study.
nonproliferation study, and preferred alternative when it is obvious they have cne already.”

“I would like to thank the Oregon Office of Energy for their effort to conduct these focus group meetings.
They have help to fusther educate me as well as comment on the FFTF issue.”

“T believe that main focus of DOE at Hanford should be CLEAN UP to original state before nuclear
missions were started at Hanford Site. 1 also would highly recommend that no further production missions
are pursued and rather than production a new push toward radiation neutralization research should be
pursted and funding through Congress be found. This way the biggest reason - self-perpetuation of DOE
and saving jobs will be funded and secured.”

“The missions stated do not support restarting the FFTE. What other missions are being considered? What
proposals have DOD made in relation to the FFTF restart?”

*“This is the latest smoke and mirror show from the DOE. The FFTF should be shut down ASAP - you told
us you would shut it down - there is overwhelming public support of shutting it down and shouid live up to
your word - shuc it down.”

“Shut down the FFTF. Concentrate solely on clean up. Do not import any more radioactive materials to
this site.”

“There doesn't seem to be any question that the condition of Hanford Facility will not improve
{environmentally) by re-starting the FFTF. Knowing that, and speaking simply as a concerned Oregonian, 1
believe that the only fght thing to do is to shut down FFTF and continue clean up.”

“You have not addressed the effect that non-cleanup would have to the environment. You must consider the
river and do long term effects of this nuclear waste. Hardly any emphasis has been given to this topic.
Other facilities with the 11.8. can be adjusted to “cover” any needs of the FFTF. You can buy plutonium
from Canada/Russia, etc.”

“Tt appears that the PEIS report has ignorantly and disapprovingly ignored options such as purchasing
[Pu]238 from Russian and using commercial reactors to make the plutonium and/or isotopes. Also, by
disnussing the nuclear waste's threat as minimal they are ignoring a huge knewn fact and insulting many
people’s inielligence. This is disappointing considering that a several hundred page scientific report could
ignore such blaring facts.

“PEIS{sic] cannot be credible unless it deals straight up with permanent waste disposal. Likewise unless it
is willing to look at option involving intemational sources. More comments 1o foow.”

“The over 23 individuals that I have daily contact with from varying social-economic backgrounds have

basically voiced the same opinion about this site. Why would you even have 10 ask if there is achoice, ciean
itup, close it down.”
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DOE notesthe commentor’s concern that producing research isotopes
at FFTF would be “overkill.” 1t 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. Asthe NERAC report states:
“In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the
high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volumein FFTF, that
could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best
suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for isotope
production.” In recognition of these constraints on its operational
feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled
with the other stated missions. While some existing reactors may
possess the potential capability or capacity to support research
isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, 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.

The Final Report issued in April 2000 by the NERAC Subcommittee
for Isotope Research and Production Planning identifies the need for
expanded production of both medical and industrial isotopes. The
proposed action similarly includes expanded production of industrial
isotopes, as discussed in Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS. Industrial
isotopes are needed to support both academic research, and industrial
research and development applications. These applications fall into the
three broad categories of nucleonic instrumentation, irradiation and
radiation processing, and technologiesthat use radioactive tracers.

The Expert Panel and NERAC reports were each used in developing the
NI PEIS, and made available to the public at the NI PEIS public
information centers and on the Internet at www.nuclear.gov.

2019-50: Aspresently structured, the alternatives do not providefor the

production of medical/industrial i sotopesand plutonium-238intwo
different reactors; however, as stated in Section 1.3 of Volume 1, DOE
could chooseto combine components of several alternativesin selecting
the most appropriate strategy. Thus, it ispossiblethat such an
aternative could be devel oped. It should be noted that at the present
time existing research reactors do make medical/research i sotopes;
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however, thesefacilitieswould befully used within a5- to 10-year
Appendix period if no enhancementsto the existing nuclear facility infrastructure
“In the overall scheme of things [ don’t think running it would make adifference, i.e. it’s going to take arei mpl emented.
“billions of years” however a little helps [ guess — solet someone else do it!! How does the costi.e. buy 2019-190 o ) . o .
from Russia, buy from Canadz affect our balance of payments?” 2019-51: DOE notes the difficulty in reliably predicting isotopic needs for future
“The inf: ti ilabl ally tends 1o support the interests of those providing it. Seems the biggest usesin research and medicine. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 discussesthe
* e inTormaton avatlable generally fen up N S R .
concern should be cleanup. 1can't understand this from only one perspective. Couldn't they build some 2019-191 need for |sotop05 based on the Expeft Pa.nel and NERAC subcommittee
sart of retaining wall between and under the 177 tanks at Hanford and the Columbia River? (very costly - recommendations. Asfurther discussed in Section 1.5 of Volume 1, the
sure}.” recommendations of these independent review groups were taken into
“Interesting that plutonium 238 is so lucrative — just happens to be the fuel for so many technologically 2019-192 consi derat! onindevelopingthe rang.e of r.e&nabl ealternatives .
unobtainable (at least to the comprehension of many) “mplements. 19-1 evaluated inthe NI PEIS. NERAC is an independent Federal advisory
_ ‘ o o ‘ committee appointed by the Secretary of Energy to advise DOE on
1°ll be interesting to see how”me public opinion “falls out” - considering how one sided and uneducated (to civilian nuclear energy research program.
the issues) we as a whole are. 2019-193
“ Actually T do need more data on this and study this sibject on my own.” DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
“Discussion of Hanford tank pool cleanup— irrelevant; disposal of reapened FFTF waste is crucial. Is dry 2019-194 mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. 1n 1998, the Expert Panel,
1 Y - i ” . . .
cask storage possible? Successful? - ¢.g.. Trojan. which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
“PEIS is inadequate because 1 it doesn’t include cost issues, which are integral to the anabysis 2) it doesn’t estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during
inclnde the NN issues - undermining the nonproliferation regime poses and environmental hazard 3)1t 2019-195 the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for
doesn’tinclude environmental impact of poteatial defense-related missions that could be done on FFTF therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
once it’s restarted 4) doesn’t look at all possible catastrophic failures over 35 years of operation (these are I R h fi d | iewed and endorsed b
also dependent on operational funding levels, staffing, raining, and safety budgets over the 35 years 2019-196 ilpgézag OnDSO-|E— ﬁsea:jn ngi\;]ver e atE\;'th r(:J\/ 1ew t.an endor | y
period).” . as adop! ese growth projections as a planning
o O dead bods.” tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
Not in my backyard. Qver my dead body. facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the
“Icbiect to the rip-off of American taxpayers to subsidize the nuclear industry - an effort to create missions 2019-197 period since theinitial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
to keep this toxic program going. DOE so readily spends millions that create toxic wastes and accepts little 2019-198 medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
responsibiliry for speading the millions needed to clean up the mess that has heen made. We demand the Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information
right to speak out - direct the use of our money as we see fir.” . , . S .
andto clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial
“{You have them in your computer.) To the US DOE: The whole process for considering the restart of the isotope production needs.
FFTF over the past several years has been duplicitous to say the leas. Budgets have been shuffled to 2019-199
deceive us; the PEIS is full of vague and misleading statements, a skirting around the real issues and deep For nearly 50 years, DOE’s use of itsunique technol ogies and
concemns of the larger public. The explanation of environmental impacts and risks is a sham: you will move capabilities to develop isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the
ahead without looking far out into the future, mesely to create your own empires and pad your pockets. . - X X . o
You do not have the best interest of the real public in mind. Tt is obvious.” widespread application of medical isotopes seen today. Whileits
market shareisasmall fraction of total world radioi sotope production,
“We do not wish torepeat the lack of vision, mismanagement, the production of waste, the disregard for the DOE remains the key provider for alarge number of radioisotopes that
earth and future generations. No more waste production at Hanford that is not directly involved in effective 2019-200 . . L. C
cleanup.” areused in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at
universities and hospitals. Because their application isinitialy
“Hanford cleanup should carry primary priority. Many of the missicns (question 4} I see no reason for.” 1 2019-201 experimental, theseisotopesare not generally purchased in

large-enough quantities to make their production financialy attractive
to private industry.
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» “The lack of acost analysis and limiting the scope of the altemative hinders the ability to make a conclusive
decision. The social-economuc umpacts to communities outside the unmediate Tr-Cities, WA area are very
real but not addressed. Lack of management by the DOE in past issues increases the skepticism as to their
ability 1o follow through. By not addressing fabrication and processing scenarios it can’t be determined as
to the Jevel of exposure to the general public,™

» “Future alternatives should be made for such needs. Altemarives that will not produce future long term
hazardous cleanups. A hazardous material should not be produce if clean-up, or proper storage cannot be
addressed. The negative impacts of the current hazardous wastes are undetermined and will impact all of
usfor my lifetime and others.”

2019-202
2019-203

2019-204

2019-205

2019-52:

2019-53:

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available
from existing domestic or foreign sources, causing anumber 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 enhanceits existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research.

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE'sisotope production
capability isbeing used. Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex. This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with thefacilities’ primary missions
basic energy sciences or defense). DOE is currently meeting most of its
short-term requirements. However, in the long-term (next 5 to 10 years)
there will be ashortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel
Report, asit hasrecently, or if DOE’'s market share increases, there

will be a need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short
term (less than 5 years). DOE has not received any comments or input
from the National Institutes of Health on the NI PEIS.

The commentor’sinterestsin foreign medical research and aternative
cancer treatments are noted, although these topics are outside of the
scope of the NI PEIS. Asdiscussed in Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1, one
of the DOE’smissionsistoinsureareliable supply of medical isotopes
for clinical applicationsand medical research.

Risks associated with transporting medical radioisotopes are included in
the analysis described in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Section J.5.3 of
Appendix J. The analysis conservatively assumes that all medical,
industrial and research and development i sotopes are shipped viaair to

an east coast distribution facility. The maximum transportation
impactsfor theseisotopesaregivenin Table }-7. Theincident-freerisk
tothe publicis0.0037 latent cancer fatalitiesand theaccident risk is

0.53 latent cancer fatalities. Transportation risksare summarizedin
Section 2.7.1.6 of Volume 1.
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Appendix F

Other written comments

2019-54:

Diagnostic radioi sotopes are used for imaging internal organs. Unlike
conventional radiology, imaging with radioisotopesrevealsorgan

function and structure, which provides additional datafor amore
accurate diagnosis, and assistsin the early detection of abnormalities.

In ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic isotopes have proven effectivein
treating cancer and other illnesses by cell-directed localized radiation
therapy (i.e., deploying antibodies or carriers of radioisotopes to see
and destroy invasive cancer cells). Thisdirected therapy can minimize
adverse side effects (e.g., healthy tissue damage, nausea, hair 10ss),
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, supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available
from existing domestic or foreign sources, causing anumber 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.

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

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
radioisotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with
its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. In doing so, it has
established two expert committees. Thefirst, a thirteen-member Expert
Panel convened in 1998 to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
included academiciansfrom |eading medical universitiesand schools of
public health, and professional affiliations ranging from the National
Cancer Institute to manufacturers of radiopharmaceuticals. The second
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frarspanaiion

Charlie Hales
Commissioner, Ciy of Porknd

Ctfice cf Planning & Cevelopment Review *

icne:5031823~4oa;

. FAXIS03/823-a04
e—rnml::nclea@cl.pommd.or.‘_;

We site: 'vrr::,'m-vva:l.aommc.cr.Lsmmg

August 24, 1969

For More Informaricn Contact:
Marc Zoiton - 8234682

1t is dme for Portand citizens to recognize the serious threar to their heaith and welfare
posed by the Hanford nuclear reservation. As the largest ciry on the Columbiz River, we
can ne longer ignore this significant issue of local concern.

soup that now polhrtes the Hanford site and threatens groundwater and the Columbia
River. A serious commitment on the part of the U.S. Department of Energy to fislly
characterize and clean up the site to the highest regulatory standards is long overdue.

1 cail upon the federal government to mest its obligation to clean up the highly radicactive
2019-206

In addition, airy serious conaideration of a restary of any of Hanford's reactors should be
seen for what it truly is - pure and dangerous foily. There is absolutely no jusdifieation for
a restant for agy purpose without a fully funded and verifiably safe cleamip regime. The |
DOE's currem position on FFTF represents a dangerpuy abandonment of common sense
as well as their obligation to protect the hezith and safety of citizens of the Pacific
Northwest,

I ‘ 2019-207

” 2019-206

1221 Sw. Fourth Ave,, Room 210 = Portanc, OR $7204-1997

consistsof asubcommittee of DOE’s Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee (NERAC), established in 1999 to provide DOE
with expert, objective advice regarding the future form of itsisotope
research and production activities. The members of this Subcommittee
were selected based upon their expertise and experiencein the
production, processing, distribution, and application of stable and
radioactive isotopesin the biological and physical sciences, andin
medicine. Themembersincluded basic and clinical scientists,
administrators, the radiopharmaceutical industry, and users of isotopes
from academia and the federal government. The studies that were
conducted by these expert committees looked at the economics of
medical isotope production. The Expert Panel and NERAC reports
were each used in developing the NI PEIS, and made availableto the
public at the NI PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at
www.nucl ear.gov

2019-55: Medical isotopes are currently being produce in the Untied States;
however, the United States currently purchases approximately 90
percent of its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most
notably Canada. However, Canada only supplies alimited number of
economically attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99)
and it does not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of

medical and industrial isotopes considered inthe NI PEIS. Assuch,
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'sisotope
production role and other producers’ capabilitiesto fulfill U.S. isotope
needs. Supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available from
existing domestic or foreign sources, causing anumber 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.

Asnoted in Table 2-7 of the PEIS, the total volume of radioactive
waste produced by use of either the FFTF or a new accelerator would
be close to the same, with the accelerator alternative actually producing
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Appendix F
Memorandum

To: Qregon Dffice of Energy

From: David V. Yaden

Data: 8/14/0C

Subj:  Comments on DEIS for restart of FFTT

The following camments are based on reading of the summary, not the full
document. The cost study was not available for review. In addition, the
National Research Council report Long-Term Institutional Management of
U.5. Department of Energy Legacy Waste Sites was reviewed.

v The DEIS is disingenuous in presenting the alternagves as a Tesponse 1o
critical DOE "programmatc needs.” The document reads more as a
fusdfication than an evaluadon

+ The missions proposed for FFTF are not compelling. The "needs” it
presents are promoticnal (nuclear energy), problematic {medical
isotopes), or not pressing (space exploration).

» The DEIS rests heavily on an underlying ethos of wantng to maintain IS
rechnological leadership when the needs themselves suggest art least a
much more aggressive look at internadonal soludoens. E.g., medical
isotopes.

+ The use of the DES to promote nuclear energy is inappropriate.

» The DFIS presents rechnology as both the problem and the soluton for
reinvigorating maclear energy while ignoring the main obstacle:
institutional capacity to deal with the waste stream.

» Even theugh DOE asserts that there will be a firewall between funding of
NE programs and Hanford cleanup, this is net wue for Congress and
adminisoratons who set overall funding levels for DOE.

« Unfortunately, due to its abysmal record on cleanup, DOE has lost
credibility I used to grant it. { now believe DOE should not be allowed
any further mission that will promore and prolong its nuclear acgvities
untl it demonstrates even a modicum of competence and commitment
to cleanup.

TREGRECON AMPRCACH 49

2019-208

| 2019-209

2019-210

2019-211

2019-56:

2019-57:

2019-58:
2019-59:

dlightly morewaste. However, it should be noted that areactor
produces spent nuclear fuel, while an accel erator does not.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing 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
adviceregarding the future form of itsisotope 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 programmeatic requirements. Inthe
period since theinitial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

The Spallation Neutron Source at ORR was considered, but was
dismissed since once completed it will be fully dedicated to other
planned missions (see Section 2.6.1 of Volume 1).

Seeresponseto 2019-56.

DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart

FFTF, and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesare 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). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.

DOE's also notes the commentor’s lack of confidencein DOE.
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2019-60:

2019-61:

The waste generated by each aternative and alternative option were
compared to the site’s current waste generation. Section 4.8.3 was
revised to include waste treatment, storage and disposal facility
capacities so that the total maximum waste volume that would be
generated for each sitein addition to current site activities and
reasonably foreseeabl e activities can be compared to the site’s storage,
treatment and disposal capacities.

All environmental parameters(e.g. air, soil, surface water, groundwater,
vegetation, animals, fish, etc.) in and around the Hanford Site are
monitored on a set frequency. Theinformation isavailableto the
public in annual environmental monitoring reports. Cumulative impacts
as aresult of the proposed action areincluded in Section 4.8 of the
PEIS.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the risk of
contamination to the Columbia River. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles
from the ColumbiaRiver. There are no dischargesto theriver from
FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater. As
indicated in analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections
4.3.1.14,4.331.4,4.43.1.4,45.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be
no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at
Hanford from operation of Hanford facilities that would support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the

U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. The U.S. Congress fundsthe
Hanford cleanup through the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office of
Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE). Thenuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also
be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup
activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted
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2019-62:

2019-63:

2019-64:

fundsdesignated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s)
selected.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The accident analysisincluded areview of interna
events(e.g., equipment failures, human errors), externa events

(e.g., airplane crashes, nearby explosions, fires), natural phenomena
(e.g., floods, tornadoes, earthquakes), common-cause events, and
sabotage and terrorist activities. The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risksassociated with restarting FFTF
would besmall.

Theindividua site baselinesfor the 35-year nuclear infrastructure
operation were obtained from the best available site information. The
sources for thisinformation are cited in the Section 4.8 of the NI PEIS.
The cumul ative impact tables for waste management have been revised
toincludetheindividual site'sstorage, treatment and disposal capacities
for comparison.

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

Inthe event that DOE decidesto enhanceits nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
aternative. Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
U.S. Department of Transportation regulations. Associated
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2019-65:

2019-66:

transatlantic shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy
Agency requirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential
maximum impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel
from Europe to a representative military port, Charleston, South
Carolina, and overland transportation to Hanford. Also in that section,
abounding analysis demonstrates that the maximum potential
radiological risksto the surrounding public from mixed oxidefuel
shipments would be extremely small (e.g., lessthan 1 chancein atrillion
for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from severe accidents at docks
and in channelsand lessthan 1 chancein 50 billion for alatent cancer
fatality per shipment from overland highway accidents).

The off gasesreleased from FFTF, including those released from the
facility stack, during normal operation are provided in Appendix H
TableH-7 and consist of tritium, argon, and cesium. Asdiscussedin
Section 2.3.1.1.3 of Volume 1, if Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is

selected for implementation, then the reactor would operate at a
nomina 100 megawattswith periodic excursionsto no morethan

400 megawatts. Based on operational datafrom FFTF, theamount of
tritium released during normal operationsat 400 MW would be expected
to be no more than 4 curies per year (See Table H-7, Appendix H).
The release of tritium, and other radionuclides, was used to determine
the public health impacts from normal operation of the FFTF. The
analysis showed that the most likely health impact from these releases
was no additional health impact among the population surrounding the
Hanford.

The NI PEIS addresses the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions
for al aternatives and alternative options. Waste treatment, storage,
and disposal facilities for the wastes expected to be generated are
identified in Chapter 4 under the Waste Management sections of the
NI PEIS. Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites
are also addressed. These programswill beimplemented for the
aternative 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 asafe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and
state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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2019-67:

2019-68:

Hanford, INEEL, and ORR environmental restoration activitiesare
conducted in accordance with theindividual DOE site’'sagreementswith
their appropriate regulatory agency. These agreements specify
milestones and schedules for restoration of the individual DOE sites.
These cleanup agreements are discussed in Chapter 3 of the NI PEIS
under the waste management sections for each of the DOE sites under
consideration.

DOE doesnot stockpilelarge quantities of Russian plutonium-238long
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.

Worker safety (radiological protection) isakey element of DOE’s
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P441.1, April 26 1996) This
policy statesin part that Department of Energy facilitiesmust “ conduct
radiological operationsin amanner that controlsthe spread of radioactive
materials and reduces exposure to the workforce and the general public
and that utilizes aprocessthat seeks exposure levels aslow as reasonably
achievable.” Each Department of Energy site, including Hanford, is
required to implement aradiological control program with theintent to
meet thispolicy goal. The health and safety impactson workers

associ ated with both medical isotope production and plutonium production
are presented in Appendix H of the NI PEIS, see Table H-13. Based on
the assessment of worker health impacts for the range of reasonable
aternatives and optionsthat make use of Hanford facilities, the most
likely impact of the use of thesefacilitiesisnoincreasein cancer fatalities
among thefacility workers. For examplein Alternative 1 option 3, all of
the activitiestarget irradiation and processing) occur at Hanford facilities.
Asshown in Section 4.3.3.1.9, the expected consequences are less than
one additional fatal cancer among theworkforce; that is, no additional
fatal cancers are expected.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental 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
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2019-69:

2019-70:
2019-71:

2019-72:
2019-73:

schedulesfor restoration of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the
FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
NE). The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no funding
connection to Hanford cleanup activities. Asstatedin SectionN.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 environmental impacts associated with al nuclear infrastructure
activities are addressed in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS. The results of the
detailed assessments are included for each of the alternative options
evaluated. Itis not suggested that there are no associated environmental
impacts; these are presented in detail in Chapter 4. However, for
options that do not require new construction, e.g., all options under the
Restart FFTF Alternative, there would be no impacts on certain
disciplines such asland use, visual resources, and cultural and

paleontol ogical resources; these specific situations are also addressed in
the pertinent sections of Chapter 4.

See response to 2019-61.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and aternative options. The cumulative impact tables
for waste management in Section 4.8.3 of the NI PEIS have been revised
toincludetheindividual site'sstorage, treatment and disposal capacities
for comparison. Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed
sitesare also addressed. These programs will be implemented for the
aternative 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.

Seeresponse 2019-61.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
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2019-74:

all aternatives and alternative options. Waste treatment, storage, and
disposal facilitiesfor the wastes expected to be generated areidentified
in Chapter 4 under the Waste Management sections of the NI PEIS.
Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sitesare also
addressed. These programswill beimplemented for thealternative
selected in the Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of
the proposed alternativesinthe NI PEISwill be managed (i.e., treated,
stored and disposed) in asafe and environmentally protective manner
and in compliancewith all applicable Federal and statelawsand
regulations and applicable DOE orders. Spent nuclear fuel dispositionis
detailed in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS for each of the aternatives that
would involve spent nuclear fuel generation.

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

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The accident analysisincluded areview of internal
events (e.g., sodium spills, equipment failures, human errors), externa
events (e.g., airplane crashes, nearby explosions, fires), natural
phenomena(e.g., floods, tornadoes, earthquakes), common-cause events,
and sabotage and terrorist activities. The environmental analysis
showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological risks associated with
restarting FFTFwould be small. Prior to an FFTF restart, arevised
safety analysisreport and aprobabilistic risk assessment would be
prepared which would address any changesin plant configuration,
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2019-75:

2019-76:
2019-77:

operating conditions and procedures. Therevised safety analyses
would bebased on all applicable ordersand standards, including current
seismic requirements, and then subj ected to athorough independent
review process.

The environmental impacts associated with al nuclear infrastructure
activities are addressed in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS. Specific to waste
management, the NI PEIS addresses the environmental impacts dueto
the treatment, storage, and disposal of all wastes generated by the
stated missionsfor al alternativesand alternative options. Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.
These programs will be implemented for the alternative selected. 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 federa and state laws and regul ations and appropriate DOE
Orders.

The accidents considered in the NI PEIS are based on acomplete
spectrum of postulated accidents, ranging from high-probability low
consequence eventsto extremely unlikely and incredible events. The
consequences and risks associated with waste storage would be
bounded by these accidents. Appendix | of the NI PEIS addresses all
accidentsin detail.

See response 2019-61.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactivewaste) annually, in additionto
nonhazardous wastes. Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic
meters of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year
period of nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison
to the waste generated by current Hanford activities. 1tisDOE's
policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposal) in a
safe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws and regul ations and applicable DOE
orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions
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for dl aternativesand alternative options. Waste minimization
programs at each of the proposed sites are al so addressed.

Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesare 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). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to
honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the
FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
NE). The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no funding
connection to Hanford cleanup activities. 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.

Spent FFTF fuel is currently stored onsite in 50-year storage containers.

DOE notesthe commentor’s hesitance to support restarting FFTF for
expanding its existing nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent withits
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is proposing this
enhancement for the purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel

of expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee;

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

3) to support civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfolio.
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The FFTFiscurrently being maintained in astandby condition by
approximately 242 personnel. These make up thealarge portion of
personnel needed torestart FFTF. The Hanford site estimates only
168 additional workerswould berequired. Itispossiblethat some of
these positions could befilled from other projectsat Hanford.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsfor additional detail on
groundwater conditions at Hanford, including effects of withdrawalson
contaminant plumes and effects on groundwater quality from
percolation sources.

CEQ regulationsfor implementing NEPA specify that affected
environment descriptions and environmental impact analysesinan EIS
areto be discussed at alevel of detail proportionate to expected level of
impact (40 CFR 1502.2 and 40 CFR 1502.15). This NI PEIS meets or
exceedsthe CEQ requirements. Section 3.4.4.2.1 providesageneral
description of the Hanford groundwater environment. Discussions of
groundwater resources and quality in the Hanford 400 Areaare
provided in Section 3.4.4.2.2. These sections describe the general
extent of groundwater contamination across the Hanford Site.
Generalized groundwater contamination maps have been added under
Section 3.4.4.2 inthe Final NI PEIS asavisua aid to understanding
discussions of groundwater contamination at the Hanford Site.

Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4) indicate that there would be no measurable impact on regional
groundwater levelsfrom increased groundwater withdrawals that would
result from restarting FFTF. While restart of FFTF could potentially
affect groundwater flow direction on alocalized basis (i.e., around the
well field), it would not be sufficient to measurably affect regional
groundwater levels or contaminant plumes within the unconfined
aquifer system. Little or no effect would be expected on the 400 Area
nitrate plume that originates just to the north of the FFTF complex or
on the site-wide tritium and nitrate plumes which originate outside of
the400 Area. Thereisnoindication that the 197 millionliters

(52 million gallons) of groundwater withdrawn annually inthe 400 Area
has had any effect on areaor regional groundwater flow or on plume
configurations. Water-level elevation mapspublishedin annua site
groundwater monitoring reportsindicate that therewasno discernible
effect attributable to FFTF on water-table elevation and groundwater
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flow during the period when FFTF waslast fully operational.
Therefore, additional discussion of groundwater flow parameters,
modeling results, or well completion dataisnot warranted.

No impacts on groundwater quality would be expected as aresult of
FFTF restart. Asdescribed in Volume 1, Section 3.4.4.1.2 of the

NI PEIS, the only liquid effluent discharged from FFTF during current
standby operations consists of processwastewater from thefacility’'s
cooling towers. Thiswastewater is discharged to the 400 Area Pond
that allows the effluent to percolate to the subsurface. These
discharges are regulated under State Waste Discharge Permit No. 4501.
Theeffluent is continuously monitored before dischargewith periodic
sampling and analysisto determine compliance with effluent limitations.
Asidefrom cooling water treatment chemical s added to control corrosion
and algae growth, the only chemical and radiological constituentsinthe
discharge are those that occur in the groundwater used for cooling tower
makeup. Asdiscussedin Section4.3.1.1.4, restart of FFTFwould
increase the volume of process wastewater discharged to the pond
system but would not measurably affect the quality of the effluent. There
arenoradiological liquid effluent pathwaysfrom FFTF.

DOE iscommitted to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with
NEPA, and to providing ample opportunity for public comment on
those actions. Selection of facilities and site locations for accomplishing
expanded civilian nuclear energy research and development and isotope
production missions is not apolitical decision. In preparing the Final

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

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russiato satisfy its
responsibility to supply NASA with the necessary fuel to support
future space exploration missions. Under the current contract set to
expirein 2002, the United Statesis authorized to purchase up to
40kilogramsof plutonium-238, with thetotal availablefor purchasein any
oneyear limited to 10 kilograms. To date, DOE has purchased
approximately 9 kilograms of plutonium-238 under this contract.

Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase
plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs for the 35-year
evaluation period considered inthe NI PEIS. However, any purchase

of plutonium-238 from Russia beyond what is currently available to the
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United States through the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of anew contract and may require additional NEPA review.

DOE also notesthe commentor’s concern that intellectual capital will be
lost if the United States stops producing plutonium-238. DOE
currently has the technical capability and human resources to carry out
the plutonium-238 mission.

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 spacemissions. Rather, SRTG
development effortswere stopped in order to permit reprogramming

of funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system
based on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioi sotope power
system, referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third
less plutonium-238 asits fuel source. However, the Stirling technology
is developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000,
letter to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2
of Volume 1was revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

DOE notes the commentor’sinterest in the safety of the Russian
nuclear program. Asdiscussed in Volume 1, section 1.2.2, information
islimited concerning nuclear safety and domestic safeguards of foreign
plutonium-238 production facilities.

Asexplained in Section 1.2.2 of thefinal NI PEIS, the current inventory
of plutonium-238 will be exhausted by 2005. DOE could purchase
more plutonium-238 from Russia, but its preferenceis to reestablish a
domestic production capability, because of the Russian supply
uncertainty and nonproliferation concerns. See also response to
2019-83.

DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

Chapter 1 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS makes the statement that
“currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’sisotope production
capability isbeing used. Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex. This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used dueto the

operating constraints associated with the facilities' primary missions...”
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This statement does not assume a resurgence of need for nuclear power.
As stated in the EIS, these primary missions include basic energy
sciences, aswell as national defense.

The use of mixed oxidefuel that wasoriginally fabricated for aGerman
nuclear reactor constitutes use of nuclear fuel which has been fabricated,
but no longer required by the Germans. This unused nuclear fuel isa
resource which has been in storage and available since the 1980s. The
Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impacts Assessment report for
the NI PEIS alternatives indicated that using the two different sources
of existing mixed oxide fuel for FFTF (existing FFTF fuel and German
MOX fuel) would result in significant mitigating factors, indicating that
substantial nonproliferation benefits could be gained by disposing of

this inventory as spent fuel.

Currently, DOE only purchases plutonium-238 from Russia. Under
the current contract with Russia set to expire in 2002, the United States
is authorized to purchase up to 40 kilograms of plutonium-238, with
thetotal available for purchase in any one year limited to 10 kilograms.
To date, DOE has purchased approximately 9 kilograms of
plutonium-238 under this contract. Future purchases from Russia
would require the negotiation of anew contract with Russia. DOE
recognizes that thisis a viable option and has analyzed this option
under the No Action Alternative.

The import of plutonium-238 from Russiais part of the No Action
Alternative. Transportation risks for importing plutonium-238 from
Russiawould be 0.0099 latent cancer fatalitiesto the public from
incident free transportation and 4.4 x 10-4 latent cancer fatalitiesto the
publicfrom radiol ogical accidents (See Section 4.2.1.1 of Volume 1).
While there are differencesin the total shipping distances and risks
among the alternatives, the risks from transportation are small for al of
thealternatives. Figuresandtablesin Section 2.7.1.6 summarize
transportation risks and provide comparisons of transportation risks
among the alternatives. Transportationrisk isonly onefactorin DOE's
decision.

The NI PEIS states that commercial light water reactors (CLWRS) can
produce the necessary plutonium-238 to meet NASA space mission
needs. Alternative 2, Options4, 5, and 6 include CLWRsfor the
production of plutonium-238.
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Plutonium-238 shoul d not be confused with weapons-grade plutonium
(plutonium-239) used for defense purposes. The plutonium-238 that
would be produced as aresult of this proposed action would only be
used for NASA space missions. The need for NASA space missions,
however, is outside the scope of thisNI PEIS. NASA must also
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act when considering
major Federal actions such as space missions. NASA hasitsown
public participation processes to involve interested partiesin its
decision making processes. The need for DOE production of
plutonium-238 to support NASA space missions, ishowever, discussedin
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS.

DOE notesthe commentor’sinterestin NASA’'sfunding, although this
issue is beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure EIS.

The No Action Alternative, which is required by Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFE 1502.14 (d)), requires DOE
to consider the continuation of its present course of action, which
includes production of currently produced isotopes. Thus, the current
production of medical isotopesin existing operating reactors and
accelerators would continue under No Action (and all other alternative
aswell). The No Action Alternative provides an aternative to which
the action alternatives may be compared.

The potential to split missions and consider new combinations of
alternativeswas considered. Asaddressed in Section 1.3 of Volume 1,
in addition to the range of reasonable alternatives evaluated in the PEIS,
DOE could choose to combine components of several alternativesin
selecting the most appropriate strategy. For example DOE could select
alow-energy accelerator to produce certain medical, research, and
industrial isotopes, and an existing operating reactor to produce
plutonium-238 and conduct nuclear research and devel opment.

The NI PEIS states that commercial light water reactors (CLWRS) can
produce the necessary plutonium-238 to meet NASA space mission
needs. Alternative 2, Options 4, 5, and 6 include CLWRs for the
production of plutonium-238.

DOE notes the commentor’s concern for NASA’s use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of
aternative energy sources for space missions, although issues such as
NASA research priorities are beyond the scope of thisPEIS. Through
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aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.
These radioisotope power systems have been used for amost 40 years,
and haverepeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and
reliability in various NASA space missions. NASA establishesthe
need and requirements for space missions and undergoes athorough
NEPA evaluation for each launch.

As presented in the Cost Report, the annual total cost for the purchase
of Russian plutonium-238is $8.84 million (excluding the $40 million
annual cost for maintaining FFTF in standby mode). Conversely, the
annual operating costsfor producing plutonium-238 rangefrom

$14.8 million (using FDPF in combination with existingirradiation
facilities) to $77.2 million (using FFTFwith FMEF). These estimated
production costs exclude the costsfor facility modification and startup
and target development, testing, and evaluation.

There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238
in the U.S. inventory (stored at the Los Alamos National Laboratory)
available to support future NASA space missions. Based on NASA
guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems
for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing
plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.
Without an assured domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ahility

to support future NASA space exploration missions may be lost.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasonsand 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 May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, SRTG
development effortswere stopped in order to permit reprogramming

of fundsto support development of anew radioisotope power system
based on a Stirling technology generator. Thisnew radioi sotope power
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system, referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third

less plutonium-238 asits fuel source. However, the Stirling technology
is developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000,
letter to DOE that large RT Gs be maintained as backup. Section1.2.2

of Volume 1wasrevised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, andtheU.S.
Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifiesmilestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is
committed to honoring this agreement.

Asstated in PEIS Section 1.2.2 Volume 1, DOE has had a contract with
Russia to purchase plutonium-238 since 1992 and is aware of the
existence and production capability of plutonium-238 in Russia.
However, according to the Nonproliferation Impact Assessment, “the
status of Russian domestic safeguards of ANM (alternate nuclear
material, neptunium and americium) islargely unknown. Moveover,
since there is currently no Russian moratorium on spent fuel
reprocessing, and neptunium recovery is part of the Russian
reprocessing flowsheet, the Russian inventory of separated weapons
usable neptunium could continue to increase, even if smaller quantities
of neptunium were destroyed in the production of plutonium-238.”
The potential nonproliferation impacts of continued purchases from
Russia are discussed in Section 8.2 of the Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment which was published in
September, 2000.

DOE notes the commentor’sview. However, as stated in the NI PEIS,
DOE signed a 5-year contract in 1992 to purchase plutonium-238 from
Russia. 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 stockpilelarge quantities of
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Russian plutonium-238long in advance of needsdueto 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. DOE recognizes that thisis a viable option and has
analyzed this option under the No Action Alternative.

The NERAC study looked at U.S. isotope research and production
planning. It evaluated domestic capabilities to support domestic
isotope needs. It should be noted, however, that the United States
currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its medical
radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.

NASA would be the only end user of any plutonium-238 produced as a
result of the NI PEIS Record of Decision. While NASA does not
provide funds to DOE on an annual basis for the production of
plutonium-238, payments to offset expenses are made by NASA to
DOE upon delivery of radioisotope power systems.

The supply of plutonium-238 in the Russian inventory is limited. The
inventory on hand is not adequate to meet the long-term needs of
NASA. Russiawould have to fabricate targets, irradiate targets, and
startup their reprocessing plants to produce the plutonium-238. The
public health and safety and the environmental impacts associated with
the plutonium-238 production would be under Russian control.

A separate Cost Report was prepared to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an
informed decision with respect to the aternatives presented in the

NI PEIS. The Cost Report presents the costs associated with
purchasing plutonium-238 from Russia under the No Action Alternative
aswell asthe use of Commercial Light Water Reactorsto produce
plutonium-238 under Alternative 2 (Options 4, 5, and 6). Cost
associated with the construction of new accelerator(s) and a new
research reactor to meet production requirements under Alternatives 3
and 4, respectively, are also presented. Specificaly, the annual total
cost for purchasing Russian plutonium-238is$8.84 million (excluding
the $40 million annual cost for maintaining FFTF in standby). The
annual operating costs for producing plutonium-238in a CLWR range
from $14.8 million (using FDPF) to $23.4 million (using FMEF). These
estimated production costs exclude the costs for facility modification
and startup and target devel opment, testing, and evaluation which range
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fromintotal cost from $342.4 million to $374 millionin combination

with the same two processing facilities. Construction of anew research
reactor isestimated to cost $312 million. DOE has provided asummary
of the Cost Report inthisFinal NI PEIS.

Thisisnot an areathat isevaluated in the NI PEIS. DOE of

Energy estimates that restarting FFTF will only require 168 additional
personnel, in addition to the staff of approximately 242 which
currently maintain FFTF in standby mode. As for funding for research,
there are too many uncertainties to quantify any impact on OSU.

The commentor’s opposition to the use of FFTF, dternative 1 of this
EIS, isnoted.

Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is
proposing this expansion for the purposes of addressing three primary
needs:

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

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

3) to support civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfalio.

The commentor’s interest in Alternative 5 isnoted. FFTF is capable of
reducing the inventory of plutonium (i.e., burning it) during normal
operation.

DOE has no hidden agenda for weapons research and use of FFTF for
classified missions. The only missions being considered are those
analyzed in the NI PEIS, which are the production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses; plutonium-238 production for
future NASA space exploration missions; and U.S. nuclear research and
development needs for civilian application. Any future uses of FFTF
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and other facilitiesevaluated in the NI PEIS that are not addressed in
the NI PEISwould require additional NEPA assessment.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF for

the stated missions are addressed in detail in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS.
This section specifically evaluatestheincremental radiological impact
to the public associated with both normal operation and postulated
accident conditions. Asdiscussed, if FFTF wereto operatefor 35 years,
thisrisk would be small (lessthan 1 latent cancer fatality). For
perspective, the radiation dose the average American receivesfrom
natural sourcesis about 300 mrem each year. Based on the same 35 year
time period used above, approximately 2,600 latent cancer
fatalitieswould be expected among the same popul ation as aresult of
thisnatural (non-Hanford related) radiation exposure. Inthat same

35 years, about 19,000 cancer fatalitiesfrom all causes (nonradiological
causesincluded) would be expected in the same popul ation.

Althoughthe FFTFis20yearsold, itisDOE's newest reactor, itisin
excellent condition and evaluations have been performed to show that it
has sufficient life remaining to fully support the proposed 35 year
mission.

Facilities at Argonne National Laboratory-West were considered but
dismissed from further consideration (see Section 1.3 of Volume 1).

The Neutron Radiographic Reactor |acks sufficient neutron production
capacity to support the NI PEIS proposed action without impacting
existing missions, and the Transient Reactor Test Facility is not capable
of steady-state neutron production. Processing facilities considered but
dismissed included the Hot Fuel Examination Facility, Analytical
Laboratory, and Fuel Conditioning Facility. These were not considered
to be the most suitable facilities at INEEL in terms of capability,
capacity, and avail ability.

ATR isan operating reactor (see Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.2).

The programmatic alternatives and options analyzed in the NI PEIS
focus on the use of irradiation facilities that are currently operating,
could be brought on line, or constructed and operated to meet DOE's
irradiation needs. The Advanced Test Reactor (ATR) at INEEL isan
existing DOE irradiation facility that would meet DOE'sirradiation
needs and is considered under Alternative 2. The NI PEIS also looks at
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facilitiesfor fabrication, storage, and postirradiation processing of

targets. The Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF) and
Building CPP-51 (storage only) would accomplish these activities under
Alternatives 1 through 4. The selection of an alternative and option or
combination of alternatives and options for meeting the purpose and
need described in Section 1.2 would be based on anumber of factors
including environmental impacts, costs, public input, nonproliferation
concerns, program objectives and schedul es, technical assurance and
national policy considerations.

PNNL has not prepared this PEIS. It has been prepared by a
contractor under contract to DOE. (See Volume 1, Chapter 6, List of
Preparers, and the contractor’s disclosure statement in Volume 2,
Appendix O, indicating no conflict of interest.) Astheresponsible
Federal agency, DOE has provided guidance, reviewed, evaluated, and
approved its contents, including the responses to comments. In
exercising these responsibilities, DOE has provided and considered
information, analyses, and data from many sources, including PNNL.
All such sources are noted in the text of the PEIS and shown in the
report References. Consequently, DOE does not believe that its
independent consideration of referenced sources, including those of
PNNL, represents a conflict of interest. DOE exercises full control
over the preparation, and takes full responsibility for the contents of
this PEIS.

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. Indoing 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
adviceregarding thefutureform of itsisotoperesearch and production
activities. DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning
tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the
period since theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of
medical isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert
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2019-117:

Panel findings. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised to incorporate
thisinformation and to clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research
and commercial isotope production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERA C Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
the suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and
cost-efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for
the production of larger quantities of both research and commercial
isotopes would be viable if operated in concert with producing
plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report states:
“In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the
high flux of fast neutrons and largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that
could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best
suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for isotope
production.” In recognition of these constraints on its operational
feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled
with the other missions. While some existing reactors may possess the
potential capability or capacity to support research isotope production,
as suggested in the NERAC report, it isunlikely 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 devel oping the range of alternatives evaluatedin
the NI PEIS. These reports were made available to the public at the NI
PEIS publicinformation centersand on the Internet at

www.nuclear.gov.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern over the credibility of the nuclear
industry, although thisissue is beyond the scope of this NI PEIS. The
scope of thisElSislimited to analysis of aternativesto fulfill the
reguirements of the DOE missions, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development.
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2019-118:

2019-119:

2019-120:

2019-121:

Civilian nuclear energy researchinitiativesare discussed in Volume 1,
section 1.2.3. Further information can be found at the Office of Nuclear
Energy, Science, and Technology web site, http://www.nuclear.gov/.

Although the 50 megawatt power level of the new TRIGA research
reactor islarger than the largest currently operating TRIGA reactor
power of 16 megawatts, the fuel design is almost identical to the current
TRIGA 10 megawatt high power design and the system thermal
hydraulic performance represents alinear extrapolation of existing
designs. The 50 megawatt TRIGA reactor design has been discussed
with General Atomics, the TRIGA reactor design corporation. Itis
technically feasible to build a50 megawatt TRIGA research reactor.

Asdiscussed in the text that accompanies the figure on page S-46 of the
draft Summary, radiological accident risksare driven by activities at the
fabrication/processing facilities that support the production of
radioisotopes. Production of radioisotopes is discussed in Sections
1.2.1and 1.2.2 of Volume 1. Thefigure summarizesinformation that is
separately available throughout Chapter 4. Information is not
presented by mission because the alternatives (described in Section 2.5
of Volume 1) provide multiple options for accomplishing the missions
listed in Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS. A cost-benefit analysisis optional
under the Council on Environmental Quality implementation
regulations and none was prepared for the NI PEIS. Thefigure on page
S-46illustrates that the radiological accident risk that would result at a
new reactor would be small relative to the risks attributable to accidents
at the fabrication/processing facilities.

Impacts from the deactivation of FFTF are presented in section 4.4.1.2.
of the NI PEIS. Specifically risks associated with normal operations
arepresented in Section 4.4.1.2.9, accident risks are presented in
Section 4.4.1.2.10, and transportation risks are presented in Section
4.4.1.2.11. Theenvironmental analysis showed that radiological and
nonradiological risks associated with deactivating FFTF would be small.

In Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS, theimpact analyses assessall disciplines
where the potential exists for effects on the environment. These
disciplines are the same as those generally assessed in environmental
impact statements prepared by DOE. None of the disciplinesis
considered to be “non-traditional.”
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2019-122:

2019-123:

2019-124:

2019-125:

2019-126:

2019-127:

Clean, safe, reliable nuclear power hasaroletoday and in the future for
our national energy security. Inrecognition of this need, nuclear energy
research and devel opment programs have been initiated to address
potential long-term barriersto expanded use of nuclear power

(e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safety, and economics) and to ensure
that current nuclear power plants can continueto deliver adequate and
affordable energy supplies. Becauseitisunlikely 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. Further information on the need for nuclear
energy research and development is provided in Section 1.2.3 of
Volume 1.

Seetheresponseto Comment 2019-118. Nosingleirradiation facility

can meet al the NI PEIS mission needs (see Section 2.7 of Volume 1)
(e.g., the current TRIGA reactor design), nor will multiple small reactors
completely meet these needs.

If aRecord of Decision selects Alternative 4, Construct New Research
Reactor, it would be located at an existing DOE site. However, the
specific siteisunknown at thistime. If Alternative 4 is selected, site
specific NEPA documentation would be completed prior to site
selection and the start of detailed design.

Alternative 3 involves constructing anew accelerator(s) at an existing,
but as yet unidentified DOE site. Alternative 3 as written does include
the permanent deactivation of FFTF; however, since a decision can
include components of various alternatives, acombination of restarting
FFTF and the construction of an accelerator can be selected. Thesiting
of that accelerator would be determined through a separate site-specific
NEPA review.

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

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. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. Thefirst, athirteen
member Expert Panel convened in 1998 to forecast future demand for
medical isotopes, included academiciansfrom leading medical
universitiesand school s of public health, and professional affiliations
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2019-128:

2019-129:
2019-130:

ranging from the National Cancer | nstitute 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 isotopesin 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.

DOE isawarethat there is a considerable difference of public opinion
regarding the alternatives evaluated in this NI PEIS to accomplish the
DOE missions, including direct support aswell asoppositionto
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, on the part of membersof the public,
interest groups, and government bodies. It is further recognized that
waste generation and its management is of particular concern. Analyses
presented in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.13,
4.3.3.1.13) assess the impact on waste management infrastructure from
operation of existing facilities (FFTF, FMEF, and 300 Areafacilities) at
Hanford in support of the missions. Further, the waste generated from
the facilities proposed for use at Hanford 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 DOE orders. The Hanford Sitealso hasa
comprehensive waste minimization and pollution prevention program
in place as summarized in Volume 1, Section 3.4.11.8 that would govern
any proposed site activities. The Record of Decision for the PEIS will
be based on a number of factorsincluding environmental impacts, costs,
public input, nonproliferation issues, schedules, technical assurance,
policy, and program objectives.

Socioeconomic impactsassociated with Alternative 1, Restarting FFTF,
are discussed in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS.

See response to comment 2019-126.

In January 1997, President Clinton tasked his Committee of Advisors

on Science and Technology (PCAST) to evaluate the current national
energy research and devel opment portfolio and to provide a strategy
that ensures the United States has a program to address the Nation’s
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2019-131:

energy and environmental needsfor the next century. Init'sNovember
1997 report responding to this request, the PCAST Energy Research
and Devel opment Panel determined that restoring aviable nuclear
energy option to help meet our future energy needs is important and
that a properly focused research and devel opment effort to address the
potential long-term barriersto expanded use of nuclear power

(e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safe, and economics) was appropriate.
The PCAST panel further recommended that DOE reinvigorateits
nuclear energy research and devel opment activitiesto addressthese
potential barriers.

Itiscurrent U.S. policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power hasa
role today and in the future for our national energy security.
Recognizing this need, the U.S. hasinitiated two new significant nuclear
energy research and development programs: the Nuclear Energy
Research Initiative and Nuclear Energy Power Optimization. The
Nuclear Energy Research Initiative program sponsors new and
innovative scientific and engineering research and development to
address the potential long-term barriers affecting the future use of
nuclear energy identified by the PCAST panel. The Nuclear Energy
Power Optimization program, a cost-shared program with industry,
sponsors applied research and development to ensure that current
nuclear plants can continue to deliver adegquate and affordable energy
supplies up to and beyond their initial 40-year license period by
resolving open issues related to plant aging and by applying new
technologies to improve plant reliability, availability, and productivity.

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 devel opment plan to guide DOE's
nuclear energy programsin areas of material research, nuclear fuel, and
reactor technology development. This plan stressesthe need for DOE
facilities to sustain the nuclear energy research mission in theyears
ahead. Such nuclear research and development initiativesrequiring an
enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructurefall into three basic
categories: materialsresearch, nuclear fuel research, and advanced
reactor development.

Other than the missions discussed in the NI PEIS, no alternate uses for
FFTF are being considered at thistime. None of the alternativesin the

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



T8.T-¢

Commentor No. 2019: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-132:

2019-133:

2019-134:

2019-135:

NI PEISinclude defense missions and would not contribute to future
weapons production. Any future uses of FFTF and other facilities
evaluated in the NI PEIS that are not addressed in the NI PEIS would
require additional NEPA assessment.

The additional radioactive waste that would be generated from the
restart of FFTF (i.e., low-level radioactive waste) would not be stored
in the high-level radioactive waste tanks | ocated at Hanford.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation. Thisanalysisisconsistent with policy and DOE Order
435.1, that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the
case of low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is
generated, if practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE
determines that use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or
other DOE sitesis not practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an
exemption under DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities
(i.e., commercial facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste
generated from therestart and operation of FFTF. In addition, Section
4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential impacts associated
with the waste generated from the target fabrication and processing in
FMEF and how this waste would be managed at the site.

DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to some of the missions
addressed in the NI PEIS.

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
aternatives. DOE gave equal consideration to all comments. In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.

This NI PEIS has examined the risks associated with the operation of
the FFTF for 35 years for the purpose of producing isotopes for
medical use, research and development, and for the production of
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2019-136:

2019-137:

radioactive heat sourcesfor power supply systems. Section 4.3 of
Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential health
impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF), including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
Accident analysisis described in Appendix | and the normal operations
risk analysisis described in Appendix H.) The environmental analysis
showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
restarting FFTF would be small. Based upon these analyses, aswell as
the previous safe operation of the facility, FFTF can be operated safely
to accomplish DOE missions. Additionally, in the event that FFTF
restart is selected, a new Safety Analysis Report will be prepared and
subjected to athorough independent review process. Thefacility
reanalysisaspart of the Safety Analysis Report update processwould
ensure that the analyses bound the reactor-operating envelope for the
duration of FFTF operation, The Safety Analysis Report would be
routinely reassessed and updated when required to address any changes
in plant configuration or changes in plant operation procedures. This
continuing safety analysis updating would include analysis of changes
that may occur as aresult of facility aging during the 35 years of
operation

DOE has assumed that the commentor is questioning the general view
of the public in the Tri-Cities region of Washington State toward the
alternatives, particularly Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, to accomplish

the missions alternatives evaluated in this NI PEIS. The transcript
from the public hearing and DOE's responses to all comments made or
submitted during the hearing are contained in the Comment Response
Document of thisNI PEIS. At the Richland, Washington public hearing
held on August 31, 2000, there were atotal of 93 commentors. Of
these, 75 or about 81 percent expressed support for Alternative 1 while
16 or about 17 percent were opposed; 2 commentorsdid not

specifically state an dternative preference in their comments.

The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed enhancement of DOE’s nuclear
infrastructure to fulfill three missions DOE is responsible for under the
authority of the Atomic Energy Act: ensuring the availability of
isotopes for medical, industrial, and research applications; meeting the
nuclear material needs of other Federal agencies(i.e.,, NASA); and

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



€8.T-¢

Commentor No. 2019: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

undertaking research and devel opment activitiesrel ated to devel opment
of nuclear power for civilian use.

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. Indoing 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
adviceregarding thefutureform of itsisotope 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 theinitial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE isresponsible for
maintai ning the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8
pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support
future NASA space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005. Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS. However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
what is currently available to the United States through the existing
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2019-138:

2019-139:

2019-140:

contract would likely require negotiation of anew contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

Itiscurrent U.S. policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power continue
asaviable component of the United States’ energy portfolio. In
recognition of this need, the U.S. hasinitiated nuclear energy research
and devel opment programs to address potential long-term barriersto
expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safety,
and economics) and to ensure that current nuclear power plants can
continue to deliver adequate and affordable energy supplies. An
enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure is required to support
such nuclear energy research and development for civilian applications.

DOE evaluated the capabilities and avail ability of existing government,
university, and commercial accelerators (seeVolume 1, section 2.6.1).
There were no accel eratorsidentified which could be used to meet the
stated mission requirements.

DOE's decisionmaking procedures are outlined in 10 CFR 1021.210,
which have been adopted in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR
1505.1). DOE will consider the information presented in the NI PEIS
aswell as public and agency comments, including DOE’s responses to
those comments. Information contained in the Cost Report and the
Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impacts Assessment will also
be considered. Theseinformation sources taken in consideration with
the technical merits and timelines required to meet DOE policy and
mission objectiveswill be used by the decisionmaker (The Secretary of
Energy) in selection of an alternative, or aternative elements, from the
range of alternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS. Thisdecision will be
published in a Record of Decision along with the supporting
information required by CEQ and DOE regulations (40 CFR 1505.2 and
10 CFR 1021.315, respectively). DOE's Record of Decision for the
NI PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental
impacts, publicinput, costs, nonproliferationimpacts, schedules,

technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

The conclusions presented in the “NERAC Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000” regarding
the suitability of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce
research isotopesin atimely and cost-efficient manner were madein the
context of the facility producing research isotopes as its sole mission.
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2019-141:

2019-142:
2019-143:

DOE agreesthat the FFTF slarge size and configuration are not
particularly well suited for the singular purpose of producing small
quantities of various research isotopes. However, sustained operation
of the FFTF for the production of both research and commercial
isotopes would be viable if operated in concert with producing
plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report states:
“In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the
high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volumein FFTF, that
could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best
suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for isotope
production.” In recognition of these constraints on its operational
feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates 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

i sotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, itisunlikely
that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without disturbing the existing
missions of these facilities.

See response 2019-61.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. There are
no discharges to theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
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
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

See response to comment 2019-98.
The reader isreferred to the response to Comment No. 2019-81 above.

Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4) indicate that restart of FFTF under Alternative 1 and
subsequent operations would neither be expected to affect nor be
affected by existing groundwater contamination. Asdiscussedin
Section 3.4.4.2.2, thequality of water supplied viathe 400 Area’sthree
wellsis closely monitored and, thus, any deterioration in water quality
supplied to FFTF would be detected.
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2019-144:

2019-145:

DOE notes the commentor’s views that assumptions and bases for the
proposed action are not valid. Consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act, DOE is proposing this enhancement for the
purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support theincreased domestic production of isotopesfor medical,
research, and industrial uses, asinitially identified by apanel of expertsin
themedical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

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

3) to support civilian nuclear energy research and development in order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfolio.

A separate Cost Report was prepared to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an
informed decision with respect to the aternatives presented in the

NI PEIS. The Cost Report was mailed to interested parties on

August 24, 2000 and made available on the NE web site
(http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has
provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P of the Final

NI PEIS. The NI PEIS adequately address such issues as target
processing waste disposal, groundwater impacts, and transportation
impacts. Groundwater quality and usage impacts were determined to be
negligibleto relatively minor for most alternatives and options with the
exception of the projected requirement for relatively large quantities of
water groundwater or surface water) for operation of the high-energy
accelerator and research reactor under Alternatives 3 and 4, respectively.
Also, the risks and potential human health risks from roadway and
marine (for Alternative 1) transportation of all materials (mixed-oxide
fuel under Alternative 1, target materials, and isotopes) are addressed in
the applicable sections of Chapter 4. All environmental and human
health impacts are assessed, with a revised summary of impacts
provided in Volume 1, Section 2.7 of thisNI PEIS.

The nuclear infrastructure missions as set forth in the NI PEIS can be
accomplished without the use of Hanford facilities. For example, anew
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2019-147:

2019-148:

2019-149:
2019-150:

accelerator(s) or research reactor (and support facility) could be
constructed at a DOE site other than Hanford and plutonium-238 target
fabrication and processing accomplished at either ORR or INEEL.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
aternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated
for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected. . Further,
none of the stated missions are defense- or weapons-related.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

DOE has made every effort to provide the public with adequate
informationinthe NI PEIS. The FFTF could be deactivated if other
facilities are selected (in the Record of Decision) to produce
plutonium-238 and medical and research isotopes. In fact, permanent
deactivation of FFTF is apart of each alternative except the No Action
Alternative and Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF. The
commentor isreferenced to Appendixes A through F for technical
information related to target fabrication and processing and reactor
operations. With respect to costs, DOE has prepared a separate cost
report that it has made available to the public.

See response 2019-61.

See response to comment 2019/98. DOE notes the commentor’s
concern about the cost of operating FFTF. Cost issues would be
among the factors considered in connection with decisions on FFTF
implementation. DOE prepared a separate Cost Report to provide
additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so that he
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2019-151:

2019-152:

2019-153:

2019-154:

may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS. Such an ancillary document 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
this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000. The
report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site
(http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has
also provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final
NI PEIS.

Volume 1, Section 2.7 of this NI PEIS has been revised to include a
summary of environmental impacts organized by environmental
resource and includes impacts summary tables so that the incremental
impacts to each area (e.g., occupational and public health and safety,
waste management) can be easily compared across all alternatives and
between options. In addition, asummary of cost impacts hasalso

been added to this Final NI PEIS. However, costs associated with
waste production and cleanup of existing contamination are beyond the
scope of this PEIS. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram funds
designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

DOE notesthe commentor’s support for an alternative that combines
elements of the No Action Alternative (purchase plutonium-238 from
Russia) and Alternative 1, Restart FFTF (for medical/industrial
isotopes), or their desire to see FFTF permanently deactivated
(Alternative 5) if the suggested alternativeis not selected.

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

Seeresponseto comment 2019-150.
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2019-155:

2019-156:

2019-157:

DOE notes the commentor’s concern that the NI PEIS and the
associated decisions to be made are complex. DOE strives to produce
NEPA documentation and related materials that are easily understood
by the public by avoiding the use of jargon, defining technical termsand
concepts through the use of common comparisons, avoiding the use of
acronyms to the extent possible, and provision of a Summary that is
clear and concise, among other means. In order to improvethe public’'s
comprehension and understanding of the PEIS, this Final NI PEIS
reflects revisions that have been made to eliminate some redundant and
extraneous information while some sections have been reorganized to
improve readability. In accordance with CEQ requirements for
implementing NEPA, DOE provided arelatively brief summary
document for both the Draft and Final NI PEIS to facilitate the public’'s
understanding of the purpose and need, aternatives being considered
for implementation, and associated incremental and cumulativeimpacts
of the proposed actions.

Sections4.3.1.1.13, 4.3.2.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13, and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised
to address comments received during the public comment period. This
section now states that “DOE is considering whether the waste from
processing of irradiated neptunium-237 targets should be classified as
high-level radioactive waste and not transuranic waste. Irrespective of
how thewasteisclassified (i.e., transuranic or high-level radioactive
waste), the composition and characteristics are the same and the waste
management activities (i.e., treatment and onsite storage) as described
in this NI PEIS would be the same. In addition, either waste type
would require disposal in asuitable repository. If it istransuranic
waste, it would be nondefense waste and could not be disposed of at
WIPP under current law. Because nondefense transuranic waste has no
current disposal path, DOE Headquarters' approva would be necessary
before adecision is made to generate such waste, asrequired by DOE
Order 435.1. If thewasteisclassified ashigh-level radioactivewaste, it
isassumed for the purposes of thisanalysisthat YuccaMountain,
Nevada, if approved, would bethefinal disposal sitefor DOE’'shigh
level radioactivewaste.”

The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulationsto beincluded in aPEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
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2019-158:

alternatives presented inthe NI PEIS. Such an ancillary document need
only be made availableto the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(€)). Nevertheless, DOE
mailed thisdocument to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.
Thereport was made avail ableimmediately upon release onthe

NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.
DOE has aso provided asummary of the Cost Report in Appendix P
inthe Final NI PEIS.

The purpose of the NI PEIS, as discussed in Section 1.2, isto evauate
thepotentia environmental impacts associated with the proposed
enhancement of DOE’s nuclear infrastructure to fulfill three missions
DOE isresponsiblefor under the authority of the Atomic Energy Act:
ensuring theavailahility of isotopesfor medical, industrial, and research
applications; meeting the nuclear material needs of other Federal
agencies(i.e.,, NASA); and undertaking research and devel opment
activities related to devel opment of nuclear power for civilian use.

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. Indoing 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
adviceregarding the future form of itsisotope research and production
activities. DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning
tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear

facility infrastructureto meet programmatic requirements. Inthe
period sincetheinitial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope useis consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

Section 1.2.1 wasrevised toincorporate thisinformation and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuelsthem,

for space missionsthat require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
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2019-159:

2019-160:

Science and Technology Poalicy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE isresponsible for
mai ntaining the capability to providethe plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms

(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238intheU.S. inventory availableto support
future NASA space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systemsfor upcoming space
missions, it isanticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory

will be exhausted by approximately 2005. Under theNo Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needsfor the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS. However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
what iscurrently availableto the United Statesthrough the existing
contract would likely require negotiation of anew contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

Itiscurrent U.S. policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power continue
asaviable component of the United States’ energy portfolio. In
recognition of thisneed, the U.S. hasinitiated 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
expanded DOE nuclear facility infrastructure is required to support
such nuclear energy research and development for civilian applications.

DOE notesthe commentor’s opinion that the cost of indefinitely
maintaining FFTF in standby mode is unacceptable. As stated in the
Notice of Intent (65 FR 50064), one of the purposes of the proposed
actionisto determinethefuturerole of FFTF in support of the
expanded nuclear energy research and devel opment and isotope
production missions.

A discussion of DOE’s decisionmaking proceduresiscontainedin
response to comment no. 2019-139. This NI PEIS provides an
adequate bounding description of nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications which DOE is responsible for
supporting under the Atomic Energy Act. Appendix D of the NI PEIS
specifically provides a summary of the nuclear energy research and
devel opment which could be accomplished in FFTFin overall support

of the DOE missions.
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2019-161:
2019-162:

2019-163:

2019-164:

2019-165:

DOE provided the Summary concurrent with distribution of the Draft
and Final NI PEIS asrequired by CEQ regulationsfor implementing
NEPA (40 CFR 1502.12). The Summary and Draft NI PEIS were
distributed well in advance of the 15 days prior to the public hearings
that is specified by CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1506.6). Also, the
Summary and Draft were mailed starting one week prior to the start of
the public comment period on July 28, 2000.

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

An aternative which involves acquisition of material fromforeign
sources, such as suggested by the commentor, would fail to meet the
goal of the proposed action, which isto accomplish expanded civilian
nuclear energy research and devel opment and isotope production
missions in the United States. It should be noted that the No Action
Alternative does consider the purchase of plutonium-238 from Russia
and that the United States currently purchases approximately 90
percent of its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most
notably Canada.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram funds designated for
Hanford cleanup, regardless of the aternative(s) selected.

All environmental parameters(e.g. air, soil, surface water, groundwater,
vegetation, animals, fish, etc.) in and around the Hanford Site are
monitored on aset frequency. Theinformationisavailabletothe
publicin annual environmental monitoring reports.
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2019-166:

2019-167:

2019-168:

The management of the FFTF Facility has been retained through
contractor changeovers, and the qualifications of the FFTF
management are excellent.

The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
aternatives presented in the NI PEIS. Such an ancillary document 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 this document to about 730 interested parties on

August 24, 2000. The report was made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and inthe public
reading rooms. DOE has also provided a summary of the Cost Report
in Appendix Pinthe Final NI PEIS.

NEPA does not require that cost-benefit analyses be provided in an EIS,
and none have been provided in thisFinal NI PEIS or in the Cost
Report. The Cost Report is not a cost-benefit analysis. Whileit is
reasonable to believe that the benefits of medical isotopes are
substantial, the purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear
infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), arange of reasonable
aternatives for satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of
Volume 1), and the environmental impacts that would result from
implementation of the alternatives. According to 40 CFR Section
1502.23, if a cost-benefit analysis exists, it must be reported and
summarized inthe NI PEIS.

DOE notesthe commentor’s support for medical and research isotope
production and opposition to plutonium-238 production for space
missions.

The NI PEIS was not structured to separately determine the
environmental impacts of each DOE mission within each alternative,
rather it sought to identify the overall impacts of each aternative or
option. In order to do thisimpacts were identified for each facility
regardless of the number of missions that might take placein that
facility. Thus, for HFIR or ATR only one mission was analyzed
plutonium-238 production) whereasfor FFTF all three mission were
addressed.
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2019-169:

2019-170:

2019-171:

2019-172:

If thefacility (it isassumed that the commentor isreferringto FFTF) is
restarted, it would be used for the production of plutonium-238,
medical/research isotopes, and for nuclear energy research and
development for civilian application. While FFTF could be utilized to
some extent by foreign researchers (as are other DOE research reactors),
these would not be its primary users.

The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS. Such an ancillary document need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(€)). Nevertheless, DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on

August 24, 2000. The report was made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms. DOE has also provided a summary of the Cost Report in
Appendix Pinthe Final NI PEIS.

DOE notesthe commentor’s support for producing plutonium-238in
the United States rather than purchasing it from Russia

DOE notesthe commentor’ sviewsregarding oppositionto Alternative 1
options, Restart FFTF. DOE isawarethat thereisaconsiderable
difference of public opinion regarding the alternativesevaluatedin this
NI PEIS to accomplish the DOE missions, including direct support as
well asoppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. In compliance with
NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public
to comment on the environmental impact analysisof DOE’s proposed
alternativesfor meeting the mission requirements, and gave equal
consideration to all comments, regardless of how or where they were
received. All commentsreceived during the public comment period
have been responded to in this NI PEIS. While the number of
comments for or against a particular aternative may be recorded, it does
not automatically constitute a*“vote” for or against the aternative.

A previous change to the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) removed the
planned milestone for deactivation of the FFTF until its ultimate fate
was assessed. That proposed TPA milestone change was the subject of
previous public meetings and approved by theU.S. Environmental
Protection Agency and the State of Washington Department of Ecol ogy.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.
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2019-173:

2019-174:

2019-175:

The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
aternatives presented in the NI PEIS. Such an ancillary document 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 this document to about 730 interested parties on

August 24, 2000. The report was made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms. DOE has a so provided asummary of the Cost Report
in Appendix PintheFinal NI PEIS.

Any foreign country fuel, after itsusein the operation of FFTFwould

be under the custody of the U.S. Department of Energy, and will be
managed and disposed of in accordance with U.S. standards. The spent
nuclear fuel management isdiscussed in Section 4.3.1.1.14 of the

NI PEIS.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintai ning the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support thesemissions. DOE basesits planning for plutonium-238
requirementsfor space missionson NASA estimations, not on past
funding. Thereareapproximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto support future NASA
space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systemsfor upcoming space missions, itis
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted

by approximately 2005. Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continueto purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs

for the 35-year evaluation period considered inthe NI PEIS. However,
DOE recognizesthat any purchase beyond what iscurrently available
tothe United Statesthrough the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of anew contract and may require additional NEPA review.
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2019-176:

2019-177:

2019-178:

The methodsfor cal culating transportation risksarediscussed in
Appendix Jof the NI PEIS. Following isadiscussion of the methods
and approach used for these cal cul ations.

The RADTRAN 5 (Neuhauser and Kanipe, 2000) computer code was
used for incident-free and accident risk assessmentsto estimate the
impacts on population. RADTRAN 5 containsthe mathematical

models needed to cal cul ate theincident free and accident risk of
transporting radioactive materials For accident anadlysis, RADTRAN 5
calculatesdistinct probability-consequence productsfor multiple
exposure pathways for each accident severity category for all route
segments. The RADTRAN 5 accident conseguence assessment models
were used to provide an estimate of the potential impacts posed by

the maximum foreseeable (1 X 10-7 per year or oncein 10 million year)
transportation accident. Asdiscussed in sections J.4 and J.6.1,
RADTRAN 5 also takes into account the risk of accidents with
frequenciesthat are lessthan 1 X 10-7 per year and thisrisk isincluded
inthe NI PEIS risk analysis resullts.

DOE notes the commentor’s interest in aternative energy sources,
although issues of research and devel opment of alternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The
DOE missionsto be addressed in this EIS, which include the
production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment,
can currently only be met using nuclear reactor or accelerator
technologies.

The schedulefor the public hearingswas determined in part by CEQ
guidelinesfor implementing NEPA that requirethat the hearingsbe held
no sooner than 15 days after release of the Draft NI PEIS. DOE is
committed to providing the public with comprehensive environmental
reviews of itsproposed actionsin accordance with NEPA, and holding
public hearingsisan essential and required part of the NEPA process.
In compliancewith NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided
opportunity for the public to comment on the scope of the NI PEIS

and the environmental impact analysisof DOE's proposed aternatives.
DOE gaveequal considerationto all comments. In preparing the Final
NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments received from the public.
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2019-179:

2019-180:

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021)

implementati on regul ations do not requireinclusion 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(€)), agenciesare encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before adecisionismade. The
associated cost report and nonproliferation report were made available
to the public on August 24, 2000 and September 8,2000, respectively.
DOE mailed these documents to approximately 730 interested parties,
and these reports were made available immediately upon release on the
NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in public reading rooms.

DOE has a so provided summaries of the Cost Report
and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in
Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

Asoutlined in 40 CFR 1502.14 (€), an agency is not required to specify
apreferred aternative or alternativesin the Draft EISif one does not
exist, but must do sointhe Final EIS. Accordingly, DOE hasidentified
its preferred aternative in Volume 1, Section 2.8 of the Final NI PEIS.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, andtheU.S.
Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifiesmilestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring thisagreement. Asstatedin SectionN.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.

DOE al so notes the commentor’s suggestion concerning radiation
research.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern that the missions described inthe
NI PEIS do not support restarting the FFTF. Other than the missions
discussed in the NI PEIS, no alternate uses for FFTF are being
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2019-181:

2019-182:

2019-183:

2019-184:

considered at thistime. None of the alternativesin the NI PEISinclude
defense missionsand would not contribute to future weapons production.
Any other use of FFTF beyond what i s described and evaluated in the
Final NI PEISwould require additional NEPA assessment.

See response to comment 2019/98. With respect to previous
commitments to deactivate FFTF, a change to the Tri-Party Agreement
(TPA) removed the planned milestone for total deactivation of the
FFTF until its ultimate fate was assessed. That proposed TPA
milestone change was the subject of previous public meetings.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, andtheU.S.
Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of all partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring thisagreement. Asstatedin SectionN.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternativeswould not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the aternative(s) selected.

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

See response to comment 2019/98. DOE notes the commentor’s
concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford. Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities
arehigh priority to DOE. Hanford Siteenvironmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement
specifiesmilestones and schedulesfor restoration of all parts of the
Hanford Site.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. There are
no dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-185:

2019-186:

2019-187:

groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilitiesthat would support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

In addition to the FFTF, other facilities within the United States
(i.e., thosethat are currently operating, could be brought on line, or that
could be constructed and operated) were assessed as reasonable
alternativesin the PEIS.

DOE could continueto purchase plutonium-238 from Russiato satisfy
its responsibility to supply NASA with the necessary fuel to support
future space exploration missions. Under the current contract set to
expirein 2002, the United Statesis authorized to purchase up to

40 kilograms of plutonium-238, with thetotal availablefor purchasein any
one year limited to 10 kilograms. However, DOE does not stockpile
large quantities of Russian plutonium-238 long in advance of needs due
to budget constraints and the additional processing required to remove
decay productsthat occur following extended storage of the material.
To date, DOE has purchased approximately 9 kilograms of
plutonium-238 under this contract. Future purchases from Russia
would require the negotiation of anew contract with Russia. DOE
recognizes that thisis a viable option and has analyzed this option
under the No Action Alternative.

The purchase of plutonium-238 from Russiaisconsidered inthe No
Action Alternative. Options4-6 of Alternative 2, Use Only Existing
Operational Facilities, considersthe use of existing CLWRsto produce
plutonium-238. It isnot practical to produce medical or research
isotopesin acommercial reactor and at the same time efficiently manage
it for power production.

The NI PEIS addresses 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 treatment, storage, and
disposal facilitiesfor the wastes expected to be generated areidentified
in Chapter 4 under the Waste Management sections of the NI PEIS.
Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sitesare also
addressed. These programswill beimplemented for the alternative
selected in the Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of
the proposed alternativesinthe NI PEISwill be managed (i.e., treated,
stored and disposed) in asafe and environmentally protective manner
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Commentor No. 2019: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-188:

2019-189:

and in compliancewith all applicable Federal and statelawsand
regulationsand applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca
Mountain, Nevada, would be the final disposal site for DOE's high
level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel. Asdirected by the

U.S. Congressthrough the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, asamended,
YuccaMountainisthe only candidate site currently being characterized
asapotential geologic repository for high-level radioactivewaste and
spent nuclear fuel. DOE has prepared a separate EIS, “ Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for aGeol ogic Repository for the
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-L evel Radioactive Waste at
YuccaMountain, Nye County, Nevada’ (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999),
which analyzesthe environmental impactsfrom construction, operation
and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual closure of apotential

geologicd repository.

DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to devel opment of nuclear power for civilianuse.” The
purpose of this PEIS isto determine the environmental and other
impactsto accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and
new DOE resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several
existing DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, andtheU.S.
Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of all partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring thisagreement. Asstatedin SectionN.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternativeswould not divert
or reprogram funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardiess of the
alternative(s) selected.

Seeresponseto comment 2019-98.
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Commentor No. 2019: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-190:

2019-191:

2019-192:

2019-193:

2019-194:

DOE notes the commentor’s views and concern. The United States
balance of payments in the world economy is not within the scope of
the NI PEIS.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, andthe

U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring thisagreement. Asstatedin SectionN.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternativeswould not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.

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

NASA establishes the need and requirements for space missions and
undergoes athorough NEPA evaluation for each launch. Plutonium-238
sources are used only when required by the space mission or enhance
mission capabilities.

DOE notes the commentor’s remarks concerning the public

involvement effort sponsored by the Oregon Office of Energy and for
the outcome of public opinion in the decisions to be made.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern with FFTF waste. Asidentified in
Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF would generate
about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste (e.g., solid low
level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous wastes.
Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and issmall in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. 1tisDOE'spolicy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliancewith al
applicable Federal and state laws and regul ations and applicable DOE
orders.
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Commentor No. 2019: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-195:

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions
for dl aternativesand alternative options. Waste minimization
programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These
programswill beimplemented for the alternative selected in the Record
of Decision.

FFTF spent nuclear fuel iscurrently stored onsite safely in 50 year
dry cask storage containers.

The NI PEISisadequate. This NI PEIS has been preparedin
accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
therelated CEQ and DOE implementation regul ations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. The
environmental impactsof reasonablealternativesto fulfill the
requirements of the missionsweredisclosed and evaluated inthe

NI PEIS.

The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actionsare
not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto 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 aternatives presented in the

NI PEIS. Such ancillary documents need only be made availableto the
public prior to any decision being made under CEQ regulations (40 CFR
Part 1505.1(€)). Nevertheless, DOE mailed these documentsto
morethan 730 interested parties on August 24 and September 8, 2000,
respectively. Both reportswere made availableimmediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and inthe public
reading rooms. DOE has also provided summaries of the Cost Report
and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation |mpact Assessment in
Appendixes Pand Q, respectively, intheFinal NI PEIS.

The purpose of this NI PEIS isto evaluate the environmental impacts
of reasonable alternativesto fulfill the requirements of the DOE
missions, whichincludethe production of medical andindustrial
isotopes, the production of plutonium-238 for NASA spacemissions,
and civilian nuclear energy research and development. Asevaluated
under Alternative 1inthisNI PEIS, FFTF would berestarted to
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-196:

2019-197:

2019-198:

2019-199:

accomplish these nondefense-related missions. All missions considered
intheNI PEISarefor civilian purposes.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
providesthe results of the evaluation of potential health impactsthat
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operationsand aspectrum of accidentsthat included
severeaccidents. Theaccident analysisincluded areview of internal
events(e.g., equipment failures, human errors), external events

(e.g., arplanecrashes, nearby explosions, fires), natural phenomena
(e.g., floods, tornadoes, earthquakes), common-cause events, and
sabotage and terrorist activities. The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risksassociated with restarting FFTF
would besmall.

The purpose of the NI PEISisnot to subsidize the nuclear industry.
Rather, DOE is proposing a nuclear infrastructure enhancement for the
purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support the increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel of
expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by
re-establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel
sourcethat isrequired for deep space missionsand for whichthe U.S.
hasno long-term, assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear energy research and development in order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfolio.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the funding for cleanups.
Useof any of thesefacilitiesfor the stated missionswould not impact
the schedule or available funding for existing cleanup activities.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns. This NI PEIS has been
prepared in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321
et seq.) and therelated CEQ and DOE implementation regul ations

(40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively.
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2019-200:

2019-201:

DOE evaluated each environmental resource areain aconsistent,
unbiased manner acrossall the alternativesto allow afair comparison
among thevariousaternatives. DOE policy encourages effective public
participationinits decisionmaking process. In compliancewith NEPA
and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public to
comment on the scope of the NI PEIS and the environmental impact
analysisof DOE’s proposed alternatives. DOE gave equal
consideration to all comments. In preparingthe Fina NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered commentsreceived from the public.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, andtheU.S.
Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to new waste generation. 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-levd radioactivewaste) annually, in additionto
nonhazardouswastes. Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic
meters of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year
period of nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison
to the waste generated by current Hanford activities. 1tisDOE's
policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in
asafe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with
all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable
DOE orders.

The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the potential environmental
impacts associated with the enhancement of DOE’s nuclear
infrastructure to fulfill three missions. Under the authority of the
Atomic Energy Act, DOE isresponsible for ensuring the availability of
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

isotopesfor medica, industrial, and research applications; meeting the
nuclear material needs of other Federal agencies(i.e., NASA); and
undertaking research and devel opment activities related to development
of nuclear power for civilian use.

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. Indoing 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
adviceregarding thefutureform of itsisotope 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 theinitial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE isresponsible for
maintai ning the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms

(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto support
future NASA space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005. Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needsfor the 35-year eval uation period considered in
the NI PEIS. However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
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2019-202:

2019-203:

what iscurrently availableto the United Statesthrough the existing
contract would likely require negotiation of anew contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

Itiscurrent U.S. policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power continue
as aviable component of the United States' energy portfolio. In
recognition of thisneed, the U.S. hasinitiated nuclear energy research
and devel opment programs to address potential long-term barriersto
expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safety,
and economics) and to ensure that current nuclear power plants can
continue to deliver adequate and affordable energy supplies. An
enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure is required to support
such nuclear energy research and development for civilian applications.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns about theinclusion of costinthe
NI PEIS and analysis of alternativesin the decisionmaking process. The
costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS. Such an ancillary document 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 this document to about 730 interested parties on

August 24, 2000. The report was made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms. DOE has also provided a summary of the Cost Report
in Appendix Pinthe Final NI PEIS.

In accordance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, this NI PEIS analyzes
arange of reasonabl e alternatives for accomplishing the DOE missions
which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and civilian
nuclear energy research and development.

The PEISincludes adetailed examinati on the socioeconomic impacts of
the Region of Influence, which isthe areain which 90 percent of the
Hanford workers live, to determine the impacts on population, housing,
and public services. For Hanford, the Region of Influenceis defined as
Benton and Franklin counties. It alsoincludesabroader examination of
the Regional Economic Area, defined as those countiesthat will be
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2019-204:

2019-205:

economically impacted by actionsat the Hanford site. The Regional
Economic Areais comprised of Adams, Benton, Chelan, Douglas,
Franklin, Grant, Kittitas, Okanogan, and Yakima counties. See
Appendix G for an in-depth discussion of the impact assessment
method.

Thefabrication and processing of the target materials were considered
in the development of the risks associated with each of the alternatives.
Fabrication and processing activitieswere analyzed for several different
facilities, including Fuelsand Materials Examination Facility (FMEF),
Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF), Radiochemical
Engineering Devel opment Center (REDC), Radiochemical Processing
Laboratory (RPL), and ageneric processing facility. Inall casesthe
processing (versusfabrication) of theirradiated targetsisthe dominant
contributor to both worker and popul ation healthimpacts. The
fabrication of unirradiated targetsresultsin essentially no radiol ogical
consequences. The healthimpactsfrom processing theirradiated
targetsareincluded in theinformation provided for each alternative
whereneeded. For example Section 4.3.1.1.9 includesinformation on
the health impactsfrom normal operation for both REDC and RPL ;
Section 4.3.2.1.9 for FDPF and RPL, Section 4.3.3.1.9 for FMEF, and
Section4.5.1.1.9for ageneric support (processing) facility. Similar
information is provided for a processing facility for each of the options
in alternatives 2, 3, and 4. (Processing of targets does not occur in
Alternatives 1 and 5.)

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and aternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are 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 regul ations and applicable DOE
orders. The action to be addressed in this NI PEIS, which include the
production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment,
can currently only be met using nuclear reactor or accelerator
technologies.
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2019-206:

2019-207:

2019-208:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
providestheresults of the evaluation of potential healthimpactsthat
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operationsand aspectrum of accidentsthat included
severeaccidents. Theenvironmental analysisshowed that radiological
and nonradiological risksassociated with restarting FFTFwould be small.

See response to comment 2019-126. As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of
the alternative(s) selected.

Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is
proposing this enhancement for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs:

1) to support the increased domestic production of isotopes for medical,
research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel of experts
inthemedical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by
re-establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel
source that is required for deep space missions and for which the U.S.
has no long-term, assured supply; and
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3) to support civilian nuclear energy research and development in order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfalio.

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. Indoing 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. Thesefindingswerelater reviewed and endorsed by
NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective
adviceregarding thefutureform of itsisotope research and production
activities. DOE has adopted these growth projectionsasaplanning

tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear

facility infrastructureto meet programmatic requirements. Inthe
period sincetheinitial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope useisconsistent with the Expert Panel findings.

Section 1.2.1 wasrevised to incorporate thisinformation and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintai ning the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms

(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto

support future NASA space missions. Based on NASA guidanceto DOE
on the potential use of radioi sotope power systemsfor upcoming space
missions, it isanticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory

will be exhausted by approximately 2005. Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS. However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
what iscurrently availableto the United Statesthrough the existing
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2019-209:

2019-210:

contract would likely require negotiation of anew contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

Itiscurrent U.S. policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power continue
asaviable component of the United States’ energy portfolio. In
recognition of this need, the U.S. hasinitiated nuclear energy research
and devel opment programs to address potential long-term barriersto
expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safety,
and economics) and to ensure that current nuclear power plants can
continueto deliver adequate and affordable energy supplies. An
enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructureisrequired to support

such nuclear energy research and devel opment for civilian applications.

Consistent with itsmandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is
proposing this enhancement for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs:

1) to support theincreased domestic production of isotopesfor medical,
research, and industrial uses, asinitially identified by apanel of experts
inthe medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missionsby re-
establishing adomestic capahility to produce plutonium-238, afuel
source that is required for deep space missions and for which the U.S.
has no long-term, assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment.

Itiscurrent U.S. policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power continue
as aviable component of the United States' energy portfolio. In
recognition of this need, the U.S. hasinitiated nuclear energy research
and devel opment programs to address potential long-term barriersto
expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safety,
and economics) and to ensure that current nuclear power plants can
continue to deliver adequate and affordable energy supplies. An
enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure is required to support
such nuclear energy research and development for civilian applications.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all aternatives and alternative options. Waste treatment, storage, and
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2019-211:

disposal facilitiesfor the wastes expected to be generated areidentified
in Chapter 4 under the Waste Management sections of the NI PEIS.
The cumulative impact tables for waste management in Section 4.8 of
the NI PEIS have been revised toincludetheindividua site'sstorage,
treatment and disposal capacities for comparison. Waste minimization
programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These
programswill beimplemented for the alternative selected in the Record
of Decision. The waste generated from any of the proposed
aternativesinthe NI PEISwill be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in asafe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca
Mountain, Nevada, would bethefinal disposal sitefor DOE’shigh

level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel. Asdirected by the U.S.
Congress through the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, asamended, Yucca
Mountain isthe only candidate site currently being characterized asa
potential geologic repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent
nuclear fuel. DOE has prepared a separate EIS, “ Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at YuccaMountain,
Nye County, Nevada” (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes
the environmental impacts from construction, operation and monitoring
related transportation, and eventual closure of apotential geological
repository.

DOE notesthe commentor’s opinions and concern for funding of the
Hanford cleanup. 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
aternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated
for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

sasuodsay 30O @ pue SjuswLo) Uaiin—rz Lideyd



	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  



