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Commentor No. 2020:  Chuck Lennox
Seattle Audubon Society

Response to Commentor No. 2020

2020-1

2020-3

2020-4

2020-5

2020-6

2020-2

2020-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

2020-2: No final decisions have been made with regard to the facilities and
locations evaluated to fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions, which
include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production
of plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and civilian nuclear research
and development.  However, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(e)), DOE has
identified its preferred alternative in Volume 1, Section 2.8 of the Final
NI PEIS and included a discussion of DOE’s reasons for selecting it.  The
Record of Decision for the PEIS will be based on a number of factors
including environmental impacts, costs, public input, nonproliferation
issues schedules, technical assurance, policy, and program objectives.

2020-3: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Sections 4.2-4.6 of
Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts
that would be expected to result from implementation of the alternatives,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  Although there are minor differences in the risks
among alternatives, the environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with all of the alternatives would be
small.

2020-4: While there are differences in risks among the alternatives and among
options within alternatives, risks from incident free transportation and
transportation accidents are small for all of the alternatives and options.
Figures in Volume 1, Section 2.7.1, show that the risk of an additional
fatality as a result of implementing any alternative is low. However,
transportation risk is only one factor in DOE’s decision.  Accordingly,
DOE has identified its preferred alternative in Section 2.8 of Volume 1
and included a discussion of DOE’s reasons for selecting it.  DOE’s
Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number of factors
including environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation
impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and
programmatic objectives.

2020-5: See responses to comments 2020-1 and 2020-4.
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Commentor No. 2020:  Chuck Lennox (Cont’d)
Seattle Audubon Society

Response to Commentor No. 2020

2020-6
(Cont’d)

2020-7

2020-8

2020-10

2020-9

2020-5

2020-9

2020-6: The conclusions presented in the “NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000” regarding the
suitability of the Fast Flux Test Facility (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 the FFTF for the production of larger quantities of
both research and commercial isotopes would be viable if operated in
concert with producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy
research and development for civilian applications.  As the NERAC
report  states: “In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources,
e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volume in FFTF,
that could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is
best suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for
isotope production.”  In recognition of these constraints on its operational
feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates use of the FFTF when coupled
with the other proposed  missions.  While some existing reactors may
possess the potential capability or capacity to support research isotope
production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it is unlikely that reliable,
increased  production of these isotopes to support projected needs could
be accomplished without disturbing the existing missions of these
facilities.

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

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.  Although
other manufacturers produce medical isotopes, DOE remains the key
provider for a large number of radioisotopes that are used in relatively
small quantities by individual researchers at universities and hospitals.
Because their application is initially experimental, these isotopes are not
generally purchased in large-enough quantities to make their production
financially attractive to private industry.  Under the NI PEIS proposed
action and consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act,
DOE would enhance its existing nuclear facility infrastructure to, among
other things, more effectively support production of radioisotopes for
medical applications and research.  DOE’s intent is to complement
commercial sector capabilities to ensure that a reliable supply of isotopes
is available in the United States to meet future demands, and encourage
the commercial sector to privatize the production of isotopes that have
established applications to a level that would support commercial ventures.

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope production
capability is being 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 the facilities’ 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 a shortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
as it has recently, 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).

2020-7: The commentor is comparing the cost of the low-energy accelerator, a
element of Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s), with the FFTF.
The low-energy accelerator’s only mission is to  produce a select set of
medical isotopes.  The FFTF can produce a diverse set of medical and
industrial isotopes, plus meet the requirements of the plutonium-238

Commentor No. 2020:  Chuck Lennox (Cont’d)
Seattle Audubon Society

Response to Commentor No. 2020
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production mission, and the nuclear energy research and development
mission.  DOE considers all three missions of equal importance.

2020-8: The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238  to support deep space missions.  Rather, SRTG
development efforts were stopped in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less
plutonium-238 as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling technology is
developmental, and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, letter to
DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1
was revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

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

2020-9: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes.  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of

Commentor No. 2020:  Chuck Lennox (Cont’d)
Seattle Audubon Society

Response to Commentor No. 2020
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additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposal) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

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

2020-10: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.

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

Commentor No. 2020:  Chuck Lennox (Cont’d)
Seattle Audubon Society

Response to Commentor No. 2020
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Commentor No. 2022:  David Leon Johnson Response to Commentor No. 2022

2022-1

2022-2

2022-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for the production of medical
isotopes and concerns with the scope of the PEIS.  The scope of this
NI PEIS does not include finding a new steady-state neutron source for
conducting neutron scattering research.

2022-2: Neutron scattering research is not a primary area of interest in the
proposed nuclear research and development program.  The proposed
nuclear research and development program is focused in the support of
civilian nuclear energy programs.

The NI PEIS evaluated a steady state spallation neutron source, the high
energy accelerator as part of Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerators.
As stated in Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.5.2, the design of the high-energy
accelerator presented in the NI PEIS focused on supporting the
plutonium-238 production mission, but the design could be refined and
expanded to perform additional missions such as the production of a
select set of medical and industrial isotopes.  The modified high-energy
accelerator and low-energy accelerators could jointly produce a broad
spectrum of medical and industrial isotopes.

DOE is aware of longer-term concepts that would apply high-energy
accelerators to produce “tuneable” neutrons in a subcritical assembly.
Such a facility could be used to address some of the missions more
familiar to reactor facilities and may hold considerable promise for future
science and technology research.  A facility of this nature could provide
unique capabilities in areas such as the testing of many different nuclear
system coolant, fuel, and materials interactions.
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Commentor No. 2022:  David Leon Johnson (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2022

2022-2
 (Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 2022:  David Leon Johnson (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2022

2022-2
 (Cont’d)

2022-3 2022-3: Deactivation of FFTF is not part of implementing Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF.  Deactivation of FFTF is part of Implementing Alternative 2, 3, 4,
and 5 and including the cost of deactivation in the implementation costs
for these alternatives is appropriate.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 2023:  Lynn Sims Response to Commentor No. 2023

2023-1
2023-2

2023-5

2023-3
2023-4

2023-1: The commentor’s position on the use of plutonium in nuclear reactors is
noted.  Human health effects that would result from any of the range of
reasonable nuclear infrastructure alternatives analyzed (described in
Section 2.5 of Volume 1) are described in Chapter 4.  Plutonium is one of
the radioisotopes included in the analysis of health and safety impacts.
Both radiological and chemical impacts were addressed. (See Appendix H)
Plutonium was identified as a primary contributor to the health impacts
that would result from processing irradiated neptunium targets at
candidate processing facilities.  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 any of the range of
reasonable alternatives  (Alternative 1 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 each analyzed alternative and with
restarting FFTF would be small.

2023-2: While there are differences in risks among the alternatives, the risk from
transportation accidents is small for all the alternatives.  Figures and
tables in Section 2.7.1 of Volume 1 summarize transportation risks and
provide a comparison of transportation risks among alternatives and
among options within alternatives. Transportation risk is only one factor
in DOE’s decision. Accordingly, DOE has identified its preferred
alternative in Section 2.8 of Volume 1. DOE’s Record of Decision for the
NI PEIS will be based on a number of factors including environmental
impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical
assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

2023-3: The NI PEIS assumes that FFTF would initially be fueled by a mixed
oxide (MOX) fuel, essentially the same as that used successfully during
the previous ten years of safe operation.  While there are differences
associated with the use of MOX fuel versus uranium fuel, these
differences are not expected to significantly affect the safety of the FFTF
Differences between MOX fuel and uranium fuel are well characterized
and can be accommodated through fuel and core design.

2023-4: As stated in section 4.3.1.1.4 of the NI PEIS, “the spent [FFTF] nuclear
fuel would be packaged in acceptable containers and shipped to a
geologic repository for ultimate disposal.”  The NI PEIS assumes, for the
purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain, Nevada, would be the final
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disposal site for DOE’s high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear
fuel.  As directed by the U.S. Congress through the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act, as amended, Yucca Mountain is designated, and is currently
being characterized, as the candidate site for constructing a geologic
repository for disposal of high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear
fuel.  DOE has prepared a separate EIS, “Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear
Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County
Nevada” (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the
environmental impacts from construction, operation and monitoring,
related transportation, and eventual closure of a potential geological
repository.  Based on the categorization of DOE fuel types provided in
Appendix A of the EIS, the spent mixed oxide fuel from FFTF is
expected to be disposable in its current form and does not need to be
immobilized.

2023-5: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  The
DOE missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production
of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.  Immobilization of
weapons-grade plutonium is discussed in the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Final Environmental Impact Statement, DOE/EIS-0283, published in
November 1999.  Plutonium-238 is not used to manufacture nuclear
weapons.

Commentor No. 2023:  Lynn Sims (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2023
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Commentor No. 2024:  Andrew Eisman Response to Commentor No. 2024

2024-1

2024-2

2024-3

2024-4

2024-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2024-2: DOE acknowledges that other manufacturers can produce certain
isotopes that are economically attractive.  In fact, the United States
currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its medical radioisotopes
from foreign producers, most notably Canada.  However, Canada only
supplies a limited number of economically attractive commercial isotopes
(primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not supply research isotopes or
the diverse array of medical and industrial isotopes considered in the
NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian sources of isotopes to satisfy
projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE’s mission requirements.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify DOE’s isotope
production role and other producers’ capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope
needs.

2024-3: Although it is not practical to analyze every conceivable accident scenario
a representative spectrum of bounding accidents was evaluated in the
NI PEIS.  The accident analysis included a review of internal events,
external events, natural phenomena, common-cause events, and sabotage
and terrorist activities.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of
the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected from
implementation of Alternative 1.  The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risks associated with restarting the FFTF
would be small.

2024-4: DOE notes the commentor’s views.  The NI PEIS evaluates a range of
reasonable alternatives for expanding DOE’s existing nuclear facility
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to
support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of
the United States’ energy portfolio.  However, no component of the
proposed action is for the purpose of producing tritium or supporting any
defense or weapons-related mission.  Tritium for national security needs will
be produced in commercial light water reactors (65 FR 26259).  Section 1.2
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Commentor No. 2024:  Andrew Eisman (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2024

2024-4
 (Cont’d)

2024-5

2024-7

2024-8

2024-9

2024-6

of Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed
action.

2024-5: The NI PEIS accident analysis evaluated a representative spectrum of
accidents, including severe accidents which involved damage to the entire
FFTF core.  In contrast, accidents involving experiments in a research
reactor usually result in damage to the experiment itself and relatively
limited damage to the reactor.  Hence, the accidents reported in the NI PEIS
are considered to bound the consequences of typical experiments.

The NI PEIS stated in Section 1.2.3 that “reactor physics and criticality
safety data for benchmarking computational codes and analytical methods
used in fuel design and performance analysis would also be required.”
Such data are readily obtained by the use of well designed, safe
experiments that do not involve the risk of an inadvertent criticality and
are able to provide useful data for validating computer codes and other
computational methods.  It is neither necessary nor desirable to “push the
safety limits of the material being tested past the limits of safety” in order
to obtain this data.

2024-6: DOE agrees with the commentor that the benefits of experimental
research are difficult to quantify. The estimated costs of the range of
reasonable alternatives are presented in the Cost Report, summarized in
Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS.  However, the Cost Report is not a
cost-benefit analysis.  The purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the
nuclear infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), a range of
reasonable alternatives for satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5
of Volume 1), and the environmental impacts that would result from
implementation of the alternatives.  According to 40 CFR Section 1502.23
if a cost-benefit analysis exists, it must be reported and summarized in
the NI PEIS.

2024-7: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to production of plutonium-238
for use in future NASA space exploration missions.  Through a
Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope
power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions
that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In addition, under the
National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science and Technology
Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE’s charter under the
Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining the capability to
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Commentor No. 2024:  Andrew Eisman (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2024

2024-10

2024-11

2024-12

provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these missions.  There are
approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S.
inventory available to support future NASA space missions; no viable
alternative to using plutonium-238 to support these missions currently
exists.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of
radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated
that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by
approximately 2005.  Without an assured domestic supply of
plutonium-238, DOE’s ability to support future NASA space exploration
missions may be lost.

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.

2024-8: As stated in EIS Volume 1,  Section 1.2.2, 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
the political and economic climate in Russia creates uncertainties that
could affect the reliability of plutonium-238 supply from this source.  This
is the reason for evaluating alternatives to plutonium-238 purchase from
Russia in this EIS.  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.

2024-9: The original comment period on the Draft NI PEIS was set at 45 days
according to the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) “Regulations
for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act” (40 CFR 1506.10(c)).  As stated in the
Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public comment period
extended from July 28, 2000 to September 18, 2000.  In preparing the
Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral and written
comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public comment period
and has responded to these comments in the Final PEIS. Volume 3 of the
NI PEIS contains public comments received on the NI PEIS and DOE
responses to those comments.  Moreover, late comments were
considered to the extent practicable.
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Commentor No. 2024:  Andrew Eisman (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2024

2024-7

2024-13

2024-14

2024-5

2024-10: While the Cost Report evaluates the cost of permanently deactivating
FFTF as described in the NI PEIS, it does not consider the costs of
ultimate decontamination and decommissioning of the facilities evaluated
for the proposed actions.  There are several reasons for this but,
foremost among them, is the fact that decontamination and
decommissioning technologies are ever evolving.  Due to the great
uncertainty associated with what the costs would be in 35 years (the end
of the mission campaign) given the state of technological development at
that time, it was deemed impractical to estimate decontamination and
decommissioning costs with any degree of certainty or contingency.

2024-11: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  The technical issues that
need to be addressed to assure safe operation for an extended lifetime
are well understood.  The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
extended the operating license for a commercial power plant an additional
20 years over and above its current 40 year licensing period and is
anticipating several more extensions in the near future.

2024-12: The estimated costs of the range of reasonable alternatives presented in
the Cost Report, are summarized in Volume 2, Appendix P of the Final
NI PEIS.  However, the Cost Report is not a cost-benefit analysis.
While it is reasonable to believe that the benefits of medical isotopes are
substantial, the purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear
infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), a range of reasonable
alternatives for satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of
Volume 1), and the environmental impacts that would result from
implementation of the alternatives.  According to 40 CFR Section 1502.23
if a cost-benefit analysis exists, it must be reported and summarized in
the NI PEIS.

DOE acknowledges that private commercial vendors could produce a
select set of isotopes that are economically attractive.  It is not DOE’s
intent to enter into competition with the commercial sector in the
production of isotopes.  Rather, DOE’s intent is to complement
commercial sector capabilities to ensure that a reliable supply of isotopes
is available in the United States to meet future demand, and to encourage
the commercial sector to privatize the production of isotopes that have
established applications to a level that would support  commercial
ventures.
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Commentor No. 2024:   Andrew Eisman (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2024

2024-15

2024-13: FFTF is capable of producing the maximum estimated amount of
plutonium-238 for NASA (5 kilograms per year), as well as supporting
the other nuclear infrastructure mission described in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1.  The most likely accident that could disable the facility for an
extended period would be a design basis primary sodium spill.  This
accident, evaluated in the NI PEIS, has an estimated probability of
occurrence of one in 10,000 years (1 x 10{-4} per year), and is therefore
unlikely to impact plutonium-238 production.  Smaller sodium spills, while
more likely, would not shut down the facility for an extended period.

2024-14: Clean, safe, reliable nuclear power has a role today and in the future for
our national energy security.  In recognition of this need, nuclear energy
research and development programs have been initiated to address
potential long-term barriers to expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear
waste, proliferation, safety, and economics) and to ensure that
current nuclear power plants can continue to deliver adequate and
affordable energy supplies.  Because it is unlikely that existing facilities
could fully and effectively support these nuclear energy research and
development initiatives without disturbing their existing missions, DOE is
proposing to enhance its nuclear facility infrastructure to also support
these activities.  Further information on the need for nuclear energy
research and development is provided in Section 1.2.3 of Volume 1.

Scientists from around the world participate in DOE research and
development programs. All experiments undergo thorough review before
acceptance and safety is an integral consideration of all DOE
experimental work.

2024-15: As noted in the NI PEIS, these upgrades would have small environmental
consequences.  They would, individually and collectively, have a
beneficial and positive impact on safety and reliability.  Since these
modifications can be made while the facility is defueled, there would be
almost no radiological risk during modification.  It is premature to provide
data on testing of the plant data systems computers at this time except
that they would most certainly be fully tested prior to plant restart.  Also,
the plant data system computers are not a part of the plant safety
systems.

Maintaining the FFTF in its current standby state is not dangerous.
Section 4.2.1.2.10 provides the results of the evaluation of potential health
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Commentor No. 2024:   Andrew Eisman (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2024

2024-16

2024-17

impacts that are expected from maintaining FFTF in its current standby
condition.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological and
nonradiological risks are negligible.  Prior to an FFTF restart, a revised
safety analysis report and probabilistic risk assessment would be prepared
which would address any changes in plant configuration, operating
conditions, and procedures.  The revised safety analyses would be
subjected to a thorough independent review.

2024-16: Environmental impacts, including social and economic impacts, that would
result from deactivation of FFTF are addressed in Section 4.4.1.2 of
Volume 1.  The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2
are unrelated to the national defense, and nuclear weaponry would not be
produced under any of the alternatives described in Section 2.5.
Activation or deactivation of FFTF would be unrelated to the nuclear
arms race.  Potential impacts on the nation’s nonproliferation policies that
would result from activation of FFTF are discussed in Section 2.3.1.1.3
and a separate report prepared by DOE in September 2000
titled “Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment”
(DOE/NE-0119).

2024-17: As specified in 40 CFR 1502.21 of the CEQ regulations for implementing
NEPA, DOE has incorporated by reference the Environmental
Assessment, Shutdown of FFTF, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington
(DOE/EA-0993) to reduce the relative bulk of the NI PEIS, with a
summary of the relevant information for the EA provided in Section 4.4.1.2
of Volume 1.  While the PEIS evaluates the impact of permanently
deactivating FFTF as further detailed in the Environmental Assessment, it
does assess the impacts of permanent deactivation and decommissioning
including dismantlement and disposal) which would be the subject of
subsequent NEPA review.

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021) implementation
regulations do not require inclusion of cost studies in an environmental impact
statement.  The basic purpose of the NI PEIS is to describe the alternatives
under consideration for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume 1) and the
environmental impacts that would occur if these alternatives were
implemented (Chapter 4 of Volume 1).  Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40
CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before a decision is made.  The associated
cost report was made available to the public on August 24, 2000.  DOE
mailed the cost report to approximately 730 interested parties, and the reports
were made available immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://
www.nuclear.gov) and in public reading rooms.
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Commentor No. 2025:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 2025

2025-1

2025-2

2025-3

2025-4

2025-2

2025-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2025-2: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section 1
2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing  plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
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
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Commentor No. 2025:  Anonymous (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2025

2025-5

existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
it is unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of these facilities.

The Isotope Production Facility (IPF) at Los Alamos National Laboratory
produces radioisotopes using the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center’s
LANSCE) half-mile accelerator that delivers medium-energy protons.
Among other isotopes, the IPF’s three major products include
germanium 68, strontium-82, and sodium-22.  As a result of changing
DOE missions, the production of radioisotopes at target area “A” of the
LANSCE has been rendered inoperable.  In order to replace the level 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 isotopes in an effort to meet existing demand.  As addressed in
Section 2.6.1 of the NI PEIS, IPF at LANSCE was considered but
dismissed from further evaluation because, although it can be used in
tandem with the Brookhaven Linac Isotope 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.

The use of any of the proposed facilities would not impact the schedule,
available funding, or progress of the cleanup missions at any of the
candidate sites.  Chapter 4 of Volume 1 addresses wastes produced for
each alternative, as well as cumulative impacts related to waste
production.  Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites
are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented for the
alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The waste generated from
any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed
(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective
manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and
regulations and applicable DOE orders.

2025-3: While the Cost Report evaluates the cost of permanently deactivating
FFTF as described in the NI PEIS, it does not consider the costs of
ultimate decontamination and decommissioning of the facilities evaluated
for the proposed actions.  There are several reasons for this.  Foremost
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among them is the fact that decontamination and decommissioning
technologies are evolving.  Due to the  uncertainty associated with what
the costs would be in 35 years (the end of the mission campaign) given
the state of technological development at that time, it was deemed
impractical to estimate decontamination and decommissioning costs with
any degree of certainty or contingency.

2025-4: DOE developed a separate nuclear infrastructure nonproliferation
impacts assessment report which was completed and distributed in
September, 2000.  This report concluded that, “There are currently no
U.S. nonproliferation policies, laws, regulations, or international
agreements that preclude the use of any facilities in the manner described
in the draft NI PEIS”.  As stated in EIS Volume 1, Section 1.2.2, 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, the political and economic climate in Russia creates
uncertainties that could affect the reliability of plutonium-238 supply
from this source.  This is the reason for evaluating alternatives to
plutonium-238 purchase from Russia in this EIS. This assessment also
evaluated the nonproliferation risks of continued purchase of
plutonium-238 from Russia.  Since this plutonium contains a minimum of
80 percent plutonium-238, the report concluded that, “...is not considered
a nuclear proliferation threat by the international safeguards community.”
Therefore, purchase of this material from Russia does not reduce the
Russian weapons useable plutonium inventory because plutonium-238 is
not used in nuclear weapons.

2025-5: DOE notes the commentor’s opinions on the purpose and need for the
proposed action and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at
Hanford and new waste generation.

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

Commentor No. 2025:  Anonymous (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2025
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Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.

As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes.  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposal) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

Commentor No. 2025:  Anonymous (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2025
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Commentor No. 2026:  Ris Yavoh/Chas Morbeck Response to Commentor No. 2026

2026-1 2026-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
With respect to medical isotopes, the United States 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 foreign (or existing domestic)
sources, causing a number of medical research programs to be terminated
deferred, or seriously delayed.  Under the NI PEIS proposed action,
DOE would enhance its existing nuclear facility infrastructure to more
effectively support production of radioisotopes for medical applications
and research.
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-1 2027-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to FFTF restart.
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-2

2027-3

2027-2: DOE policy encourages effective public participation in its decision
making process.  In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the
NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed
alternatives.  DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.  In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.

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

2027-3: One of the adjunct facilities for FFTF under Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
is the Fuel and Materials Examination Facility, FMEF, which was built
during the late 1970s and early 1980s for the breeder reactor technology
development program on the Hanford Site.  Although FMEF has never
been used, it has been maintained in a condition suitable for a future
mission.  Use of FMEF would require the construction of a new 76-meter
(250-foot) emissions stack (See Section 4.3.3).  The earliest that FMEF
would be used under any of the alternatives described in this PEIS is
FY 2005.  This is adequate time for any modifications or upgrades to the
facility to be made to ensure that it can be operated in a safe and
environmentally sound manner.
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-3
(Cont’d)

2027-4

2027-5

2027-4: NEPA does not require the cost of alternatives to be included in an EIS,
although cost will be a factor in the decision-making process.  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 alternatives presented in the NI PEIS. The Cost Report
was mailed to interested parties on August 24, 2000 and made available
on the NE website (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading
rooms.  For information purposes, about 730 people were mailed the
Cost Report.  DOE has provided a summary of the Cost Report in
Appendix P in this Final NI PEIS.

To provide interested parties with additional time to comment on the
Draft NI PEIS, the deadline for transmittal of comments was extended
from September 11, 2000, to September 18, 2000 (65 FR 46444).  As
stated in the Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), DOE
considered comments submitted after the close of the comment period to
the extent practicable.

2027-5: 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 remains committed to cleaning up the Hanford Site independent of
ultimate decision on FFTF.  The amounts of wastes associated with
decommissioning FFTF would be small.  The schedule for cleaning up
these other wastes would not be affected if FFTF were restarted.



C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

2-1837

Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-5
(Cont’d)

2027-6

2027-6: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
Prior to an FFTF restart, a revised safety analysis report and a
probabilistic risk assessment would be prepared which would address any
changes in plant configuration, operating conditions, and procedures.  The
revised safety analyses would be subjected to a thorough independent
review process.
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-6
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-6
(Cont’d)

2027-7

2027-8

2027-7

2027-9

2027-6

2027-10

2027-7: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 3, Construct New
Accelerator(s) which includes permanent deactivation of FFTF, instead
of relying on reactors.

2027-8: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of medical
isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1
was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify DOE’s role in
fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing  plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
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
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-10

2027-10
(Cont’d)

2027-11

reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to support
research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it is
unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the existing
missions of these facilities.

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

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

The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, SRTG
development efforts were stopped in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less
plutonium-238 as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling technology is
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-12

2027-6

2027-10

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.

2027-9: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5.

2027-10: DOE notes the commentor’s viewpoint.  The FFTF can be safely
operated to support the nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of
the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1, including  normal operations and a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental
analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
restarting FFTF would be small.

DOE disagrees with the commentor’s assertion of quoted statement made
by Colette Brown to Gerald Pollet at the Portland hearing.  The Portland
hearing transcripts as well as the Portland scoping meeting transcripts
were searched and there is no record of such a statement.

2027-11: The commentor’s position regarding the restart of FFTF is noted.  This
NI PEIS provides estimates of the incremental potential human health
impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives (Alternative 1
includes the restart of FFTF) evaluated for the production of isotopes for
medical uses, research and development, and as heat sources for
radioisotope power systems.  The methodology provides results based
upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of ionizing
radiation and hazardous chemicals.  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 each of the analyzed
alternatives, including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that
included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risks associated with each of the
alternatives and with restarting FFTF would be small.

2027-12: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-10
(Cont’d)

2027-7

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

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

2027-13: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of medical
isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1
was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify DOE’s role in
fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-13

2027-14

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

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

2027-14: DOE notes the commentor’s views and concerns regarding response to
public scoping comments and the preparation of the NI PEIS.  It is DOE
policy to encourage public input on matters of regional, national and
international importance as part of its commitment to facilitate a public
participation process that is open and unbiased.  In compliance with
NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public to
comment on the scope of the NI PEIS and the environmental impact
analysis of DOE’s proposed alternatives.  DOE gave equal consideration
to all comments.  In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully
considered comments received from the public.

While all comments received during the scoping periods for both the
Plutonium-238 Production EIS and the NI PEIS are part of the



2-1844

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-14
(Cont’d)

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

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

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021) implementation
regulations do not require inclusion of cost and nonproliferation studies in an
environmental impact statement.  The basic purpose of the NI PEIS is to
describe the alternatives under consideration for implementation (Section
2.5 of Volume 1) and the environmental impacts that would occur if these
alternatives were implemented (Chapter 4 of Volume 1).  Pursuant to CEQ
regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary
decision documents available to the public before a decision is made.  The
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-14

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.

The public comment period for the NI PEIS was not arbitrarily set as
stated by the commentor.  The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ
 “Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act” (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that a minimum
of 45 days be allowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. As
stated in the Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public
comment period began on July 28, 2000 and continued to
September 18, 2000.  In preparing the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and
considered both oral and written comments received on the Draft PEIS
during the public comment period and has responded to these comments
in the Final PEIS. Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public comments
received on the NI PEIS and DOE responses to those comments.
Moreover, late comments were considered to the extent practicable.
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-15
(Cont’d)

2027-15: While all comments received during the scoping periods for both the
Plutonium-238 Production EIS and the NI PEIS are part of the
Administrative Record for the NI PEIS, Section 1.4 of Volume 1 and
Appendix N are intended to provide a summary of the issues and
associated trends identified during the scoping process rather than a
tabulation of comments by specific issue.  It should be noted, however,
that NEPA and CEQ regulations do not require an agency to include and
respond to each scoping comment as is required for public comments on
a Draft EIS.  In preparing the NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered
scoping comments received from the public.  Any perceived discrepancy
in the grouping of comments raising any one particular issue or set of
issues is attributable to the manner in which they were originally
categorized and counted.  For example, a number of statements, letters,
or resolutions signed by multiple persons, such as city council resolutions
mentioned by the commentor, were received by DOE (both for and
against FFTF restart) in response to the request for scoping comments.
Each such comment document was considered and counted as a single
comment in the NI PEIS comment tracking system. The Office of
Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology works closely with the Office
of the Secretary to keep him informed of the progress on the NI PEIS,
including stakeholder input.

The public hearing format was designed to be fair and unbiased.  The
public hearing format used was based on stakeholder input and was
presented in the Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.) for the Draft
 NI PEIS.  This format was intended to encourage public participation,
regardless of the motivation for attending the hearing.  It provided an
opportunity for the participants to meet one another, exchange
information, and share concerns with DOE personnel available throughout
the course of each hearing to answer questions.  The meetings were
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-15

2027-16

facilitated by an independent moderator to ensure that all persons wishing
to speak had an opportunity to do so.  Persons wishing to comment were
selected at random from the audiences rather than according to the order in
which they registered.  This was accomplished by a random number
drawing.  In addition to the comment recorder stationed at the main
hearing, a second recorder was available in an adjacent room to receive
comments without the need to await selection at the main proceeding.
The hearing format used promoted open and equal representation by all
individuals and groups.

2027-16: DOE notes the commentor’s opinions and concerns regarding the existing
cleanup mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with
the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement. FFTF restart would not impact the schedule or
available funding for existing cleanup activities.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).  The
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would
also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted
funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s)
selected.
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-16
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-16
(Cont’d)

2027-17

2027-18

2027-19

2027-20

2027-17: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE’s
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005.  Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs for
the 35-year evaluation period considered in the NI PEIS.  However,
DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond what is currently available to
the United States through the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of a new contract and may require additional NEPA review.

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

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

NASA was informed about the preparation of the NI PEIS and received
the Draft NI PEIS for review.
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Commentor No. 2027:  W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

2027-18: See response  2027-16.

2027-19: The NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and
10 CFR 1021, respectively.  In the NI PEIS, DOE has analyzed each
environmental resource area in a consistent, unbiased manner across all the
alternatives to allow for a fair comparison among the various alternatives.

2027-20: While there are differences in the total shipping distances and risks
among the alternatives, risks from transportation are small for all of the
alternatives.  Figures and tables in Section 2.7.1.6 of Volume 1 summarize
transportation risks and provide comparisons of transportation risks
among alternatives and among options within alternatives.
Transportation risk is only one factor in DOE’s decision.  Accordingly,
DOE has identified its preferred alternative in Section 2.8 of Volume 1 and
included a discussion of DOE’s reasons for selecting it.
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Commentor No. 2028:  J.F. and Dorothy Scheppke Response to Commentor No. 2028

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/21/00

J.F. and Dorothy Scheppke
909 147th Place
Bellevue, Washington 98007

Yes, I would like to tell you about the FFTF, here in Washington
state. My wife and I are both against this policy of the re_start.
Our names are J.F. and Dorothy Scheppke, 909 147th Place
NE, Bellevue, Washington 98007. Thank you.

2028-1 2028-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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2029-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views.  As discussed in Section 1.7 of the
NI PEIS, the “Final Environmental Impact Statement, Medical Isotopes
Production Project: Molybdenum-99 and Related Isotopes” analyzed the
proposed establishment of a domestic capability to produce
molybdenum-99 and related medical isotopes such as iodine-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
reliable domestic source for this vital isotope.  The range of reasonable
alternatives evaluated in this EIS included facilities at 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.
Negotiations toward that end are ongoing.  Until an agreement is reached,
the reactor and hot cell facilities are available for emergency
molybdenum-99 production should the need arise.  The reactor is also
being used for the production of other isotopes, for example iodine-125,
and has been made available on a services basis to serve defense
missions.  As such, the ACRR is currently configured to support DOE
Office of Defense Programs pulse testing missions.  This configuration is
compatible with reactor operations for the production of isotopes.

From: Tom Clements[SMTP:CLEMENTS@NCI.ORG]
Sent: Thursday, September 21, 2000 1:09:33 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: PEIS submission
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Whom it Concerns:

Although past the official closing time for comments, I request that
you accept the following for the record of the PEIS on isotope
production/FFTF restart. I mentioned this issue in my comments
submitted on September 18, 2000 but also would like that the news
release on use of the Annular Core Research Reactor be included in
the record and that the contents of the news release be addressed
in the final PEIS.

Tom Clements
Nuclear Control Institute

September 27,1996
It's official: Sandia will produce moly_99 at ACRR

First radiopharmaceutical samples to be generated next year
By John German, Lab News Staff
http://www.sandia.gov/LabNews/LN09_27_96/acrr.html

Sometime next year, a US hospital likely will use the first batch of
medical radioisotopes produced at Sandia to treat or diagnose a
patient with cancer.

DOE issued its Record of Decision Sept. 11 to make Sandia the sole
US producer of molybdenum99, one of nuclear medicine's most
widely used radioisotopes. The Labs' Annular Core Research
Reactor (ACRR) in Area 5, where the moly_99 is to be
manufactured, may be called upon to produce other
radiopharmaceuticals as well, including iodine125, iodine131, and
xenon133.

2029-1

Commentor No. 2029:  Tom Clements
Nuclear Control Institute

Response to Commentor No. 2029
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Commentor No. 2029:  Tom Clements (Cont’d)
Nuclear Control Institute

Response to Commentor No. 2029

PRODUCTION SITE _ Jeff Wemple of Isotope Project and
Compliance Initiatives Dept. 9361 peers toward the "hot cell"
of the ACRR where targets are placed for irradiation. To make
molybdenum_99, sealed target tubes coated on the inside with
uranium_235 are placed in the reactor's hot cell and irradiated
for several days. (Photography by Randy Montoya) </italic>

The decision culminates a two_year selection process that began in
September 1994 when DOE announced it intended to consider the
ACRR as a potential site for medical radioisotope production. At
that time, DOE began studying the ACRR and three alternative
facilities __ at Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory, and Los Alamos National Laboratory __ as
possible production sites, with the ACRR being its "preferred site."

"I am pleased that this important work will be done at Sandia," said
US Sen. Pete Domenici (R_N.M.). "Moly_99 is essential to modern
medicine, and the United States was facing a crisis by relying on
foreign sources that were becoming increasingly unreliable."

DOE completed its NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act)
assessment, including a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
of the ACRR, this May to ensure that planned production
operations at Sandia would comply with all applicable
environmental regulations. The announcement naming the ACRR
as the selected facility followed a required post_NEPA_assessment
public comment period.

The Record of Decision also names Los Alamos National
Laboratory to fabricate the special targets necessary for moly_99
production.

Domestic supply critical

In the US, at least 40,000 diagnostic and therapeutic medical
procedures each day, and nearly 100 million laboratory tests each
year, require the use of medical radioisotopes such as moly_99.
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Commentor No. 2029:  Tom Clements (Cont’d)
Nuclear Control Institute

Response to Commentor No. 2029

The radioisotope has not been produced in the US since 1989,
partly because of the complex regulatory environment and costs
associated with reactor operations.

Currently, the entire US supply of moly_99 comes from a reactor in
Canada operated by Canada's Atomic Energy Commission Limited
(AECL), which produces about 90 percent of the world's medically
important radioisotopes. The 1950s_era reactor may be nearing the
end of its productive life, however, and no backup reactor is yet
being built. (There are tentative plans to construct a new Canadian
reactor for this purpose.)

Because medical radioisotopes decay rapidly (moly_99 has a
half_life of 67 hours), their supply must continually be replenished.
(See "Radioactive isotopes for medicine" below.) US
radiopharmaceutical companies contend that a two_week
interruption in production would bring most US nuclear medicine to
a standstill. In 1990, Congress requested that DOE develop a
reliable domestic source of moly_99.

Sandia's ACRR was selected for several reasons, says Dick Coats
(9360), medical radioisotopes program manager, including the
Labs' 30 years of experience designing and operating nuclear
reactors and its ability to operate the reactor continuously. (See
"ACPR to ACRR __ a brief history" below.)

ACRR conversion underway

To make moly_99, the targets __ sealed stainless steel tubes coated
on the inside with uranium_235 __ will be placed in the reactor,
where each will be irradiated for several days. As many as 37
targets can be placed in the reactor at one time. A few targets will
be added and removed each day.

After a cooling period, each target will be loaded into a cask and
transported to Sandia's Hot Cell Facility. The target will be opened
inside a containment area, gases bled off, and an acid solution
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Commentor No. 2029:  Tom Clements (Cont’d)
Nuclear Control Institute

Response to Commentor No. 2029

added to dissolve uranium and other fission products. For each
target, as much as 800 curies of moly_99 will be precipitated from
solution.

After purification, the moly_99 will be shipped by commercial aircraft
to medical suppliers. Small quantities of unwanted fission
byproducts will be solidified in concrete to prevent leaching. The
concrete will be placed in drums for disposal at the Nevada Test
Site.

Modifications to the ACRR for radioisotope production will include
removal of a tube in the center of the reactor now used for dry
irradiation space and addition of a grid for irradiating targets. The
first moly_99 samples produced at Sandia are scheduled to be
delivered early next year to the Food and Drug Administration
(FDA) for testing. The Labs hopes to begin shipping quantities of
FDA_approved moly_99 to pharmaceutical companies by late next
year.

Radioisotopes produced in the ACRR will be sold by DOE to
suppliers at prices comparable to market prices. Initially, revenues
received by DOE will only partially offset the cost of production.
Later, however, any profits gleaned from improved efficiency or
market growth will go directly to the US Treasury. Production
eventually could be transferred to private industry.

Radioactive isotopes for medicine

Medical radioisotopes are unstable chemical elements that decay
rapidly to relatively stable forms by emitting radiation. Their
relatively short lifetimes make them useful for treating and
diagnosing patients while minimizing their radiation doses.

The primary medical radioisotope that will be produced at Sandia is
molybdenum99. Moly_99 is the precursor, or "parent," of
technetium_99m, one of nuclear medicine's most widely used
radioisotopes.
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Commentor No. 2029:  Tom Clements (Cont’d)
Nuclear Control Institute

Response to Commentor No. 2029

Hospitals typically receive quantities of moly_99, which decays in a
matter of days to become technetium (moly_99 has a half_life of 67
hours).

Because technetium emits a unique and easily detectable form of
radiation, hospitals use specially designed dyes and other
technetium_containing substances (injected or ingested into a
patient's bloodstream or tissues) to create images of internal organs
or other areas of the body. Technetium_99's six_hour half_life
means it disappears rapidly from a patient's body.

Radioisotopes also are commonly used for detection and minimally
invasive treatment of cancer and other diseases.

ACPR to ACRR __ a brief history

During the remainder of 1996 and into next year, Sandia's Annular
Core Research Reactor will be converted to fully support the first
large_scale production of molybdenum99 in the US. The program is
the latest in a long series of high_profile projects for the reactor.

The ACRR was first constructed at Sandia in 1969 as the Annular
Core Pulse Reactor, so named because of its intended role in
weapons testing. Different weapons components __ such as
arming, fuzing, and firing devices __ were treated with pulses of
gamma radiation or neutrons to determine their ability to survive an
atmospheric nuclear blast. Every weapon design in the US nuclear
stockpile has been certified by the ACRR.

In the late 1970s the program's focus changed, and in 1979 the
ACPR became the ACRR after some major modifications
associated with changing the reactor fuel to a unique high_
performance material and design. The reactor was then used to
establish safety standards for nuclear reactors through the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission reactor safety research program, as well
as to continue to provide Defense Programs support with its
enhanced performance capacity.
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Commentor No. 2029:  Tom Clements (Cont’d)
Nuclear Control Institute

Response to Commentor No. 2029

The 1980s and early '90s saw another change in focus, this time to
testing nuclear rocket fuels and reactor_driven laser systems. The
conversion to moly_99 production will be the reactor's first foray
into radiopharmaceuticals.

If you have questions or need further information, contact Rod Geer
by e_ mail at: wrgeer@sandia.gov
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Commentor No. 2030:  Carol Hanson Response to Commentor No. 2030

From: Carol hanson
[SMTP:CAROL_HANSON@PARKROSE.K12.OR.US]

Sent: Thursday, September 21, 2000 7:17:06 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: I oppose the restart of the FFTF Nuclear Reactor at
Hanford!!!!
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I oppose the restart of the FFTF Nuclear Reactor at
Hanford!!!!

2030-1 2030-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2031:  Donald E. Wood Response to Commentor No. 2031

From: p53bhw@gocougs.wsu.edu%internet
[SMTP:P53BHW@GOCOUGS.WSU.EDU]

Sent: Friday, September 22, 2000 12:06:51 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF Restart
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Ms. Brown:

Please approve the restart of the FFTF. The potential for
saving many lives with medical isotopes fully justifies any
costs involved.

Donald E. Wood, Ph.D.
114 Spengler St.
Richland. WA 99352

2031-1 2031-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



2-1860

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 2032:  Marjorie Westman Response to Commentor No. 2032

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/18/00

Marjorie Westman
123 McKinley
Burleith, WA 98233
360_757_1245

Hello. My name is Marjorie Westman. I live at 123 McKinley,
in Burleith, Washington, that's 98233. I'm calling the
Department of Energy to hope and pray that you will shut down
the Fast Flux Facility. This is an abomination that we should
not be permitting. It is simply the most unethical thing. We
were so blase in the beginning that we assumed that we could
dispose of nuclear waste without any problem and look where
it is now. The irony of beginning something which by all
reports is really not necessary is an act of serious
irresponsibility. I do hope that this is something that you will
not permit to happen. If you need my number, my phone
number is 360_757_1245. Thank you very much.

2032-1

2032-2

2032-3

2032-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2032-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation and
disposition. The restart of FFTF or any of the other proposed alternative
facilities would not impact the schedule or available funding for existing
cleanup activities at Hanford, INEEL, or ORR.  The NI PEIS addressed
the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of
the waste generated by the proposed action for all alternatives and
alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at each of the
proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste
generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

2032-3: Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks
to maintain and enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing
three primary needs: 1) to support the need for increased domestic
production of isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses, as
initially identified by a panel of experts in the medical field and reaffirmed
by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support
future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic
capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for
deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term, assured
supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs
in order to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a
viable component of the United States’ energy portfolio.  Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed
action.
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Commentor No. 2033:  Robert Hobatch Response to Commentor No. 2033

2033-1

2033-2

2033-1

2033-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2033-2: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE’s
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms of plutonium-238 in the
U.S. inventory available to support future NASA space missions; no
viable alternative to using plutonium-238 to support these missions
currently exists.

A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, the suspension
of SRTG development efforts was conducted in order to permit
reprogramming of funds to support development of a new radioisotope
power system based on a Stirling technology generator.  This new
radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject correspondence,
requires 1/3 less plutonium as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling
technology is developmental and NASA has requested in a
September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that the plutonium-238 needed for
large RTG  may be maintained as a backup.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1
was revised to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.
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Commentor No. 2034:  Carol Jane Weidig Response to Commentor No. 2034

2034-1

2034-2

2034-3

2034-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2034-2: The commentor’s opposition to nuclear energy is noted.  The missions to
be addressed in this PEIS, which include the production of medical and
industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and nuclear research
and development, can currently only be met using nuclear reactor or
accelerator technologies.

2034-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation and
disposition. The restart of FFTF or any of the other proposed alternative
facilities would not impact the schedule or available funding for existing
cleanup activities at Hanford, INEEL, or ORR.  The NI PEIS addressed
the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of
the waste generated by the proposed action for all alternatives and
alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at each of the
proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste
generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2035:  Mildred McElhaney Response to Commentor No. 2035

2035-1 2035-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 2036:  Marion Olson Response to Commentor No. 2036

2036-1

2036-2

2036-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

2036-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2037:  Matthew Levinger Response to Commentor No. 2037

2037-1
2037-2
2037-3

2037-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2037-2: Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks
to maintain and enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing
three primary needs: 1) to support the need for increased domestic
production of isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses, as
initially identified by a panel of experts in the medical field and reaffirmed
by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support
future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic
capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for
deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term, assured
supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and development
needs in order to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear
power as a viable component of the United States’ energy portfolio.
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the
proposed action.

2037-3: The concerns expressed in the comment with respect to the potential
impacts associated with FFTF restart are noted.  The environmental
impacts from operation of the Hanford facilities during normal operations
and from postulated accidents are presented in Section 4.3 of the draft
NI PEIS.  The assessments were made using well established and accepted
analytical methods, as described in Appendixes G through L.  The
analytical methodology is conservative by nature; the actual impacts to
the environment would be expected to be less than those calculated.
All impacts have been shown to be small.  No fatalities among workers
or the general public would be expected over the full 35-year operational
period.  The impacts to the biosphere (air, water, and land) are also seen
to be small.
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Commentor No. 2038:  Paul Rittmann Response to Commentor No. 2038

2038-1 2038-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2039:  R. L. Kathren Response to Commentor No. 2039

2039-1 2039-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2040:  Kara Mathiason Response to Commentor No. 2040

2040-1

2040-2

2040-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, as well as Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s).
It should be noted that permanent deactivation of FFTF is a part of
Alternative 3.  DOE also notes the commentor’s opinion relative to costs
and environmental impacts of restarting FFTF.

As identified in the Cost Report, the listed cost for each alternative is, by
itself, not sufficient information to provide a mission decision.  Each of the
irradiation facility alternatives under consideration can meet various
portions of DOE’s identified need for expanded isotope production and
nuclear research and development.  The capability of each irradiation
facility to support the proposed expanded mission areas would determine
the extent that DOE would be able to meet its stated objectives. The high
energy accelerator (Alternative 3) would generate neutrons by spallation,
solely for the production of plutonium-238.  Alternative 3 would also
require the construction of a low-energy accelerator (cyclotron) to
produce moderate quantities of medical isotopes through proton-target
interactions.  Nuclear reactors, such as the FFTF (Alternative 1) could
produce a wider range of medical isotopes, as well as plutonium-238,
through neutron interactions with appropriate targets. Each facility has its
own technical advantages and disadvantages.  The relative capabilities of
each alternative, the degree to which each alternative satisfies policy and
programmatic objectives, as well as the relative cost of alternatives will
be factors in the Record of Decision.

2040-2: See response to comment 2040-1.
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Commentor No. 2041:  Scott Finfrock Response to Commentor No. 2041

2041-1 2041-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2042:  Marcel Bollinger Response to Commentor No. 2042

2042-1 2042-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2043:  Norm Knuter Response to Commentor No. 2043

2043-1 2043-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2044:  Joan Crooks
Washington Environmental Council

Response to Commentor No. 2044

2044-1

2044-2

2044-3

2044-4

2044-5

2044-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2044-2: The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing
neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at either Hanford or
the INEEL sites.  Higher activity waste would be treated as a solid
form via a stand-alone vitrification system, separate from any tank waste
treatment system.  The existing Hanford high-level radioactive waste
facilities would also not be used, and as analyzed in the PEIS, no existing
or planned high-level radioactive waste facilities would be used to treat
the wastes resulting from processing the irradiated targets.

2044-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is 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.

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

2044-4: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

2044-5: Candidate facilities, including FFTF and other irradiation facilities, for
radioisotope production are described in Section 2.3 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 2044:  Joan Crooks (Cont’d)
Washington Environmental Council

Response to Commentor No. 2044

2044-6 2044-7

Candidate irradiation facilities and fabrication/processing facilities
dismissed are discussed in Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2, respectively.  As
discussed in Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1, the United States currently
purchases approximately 90 percent of its medical isotopes from foreign
producers.  Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act
and recommendations of the Expert Panel, DOE would expand its
existing nuclear facility infrastructure to, among other things, more
effectively support production of isotopes for medical applications and
research.  Supplies of many research isotopes and radioisotopes that are
under development for clinical applications are not readily available from
existing domestic or foreign sources, causing some  medical research and
development programs to be terminated, deferred, or delayed.

As discussed in Sections 1.2.2 and 2.5.1, based on NASA guidance to
DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming
space missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005.  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, any purchase of plutonium-238 from Russia beyond
what is currently available to the United States through the existing
contract would likely require negotiation of a new contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

2044-6: As discussed in Chapter 4 of Volume 1, environmental impacts of
reasonable alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the DOE 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 regulations to be included in a PEIS.  DOE prepared a separate
Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary
of Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Such ancillary documents need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE
mailed these documents to more than 730 interested parties on August 24
and September 8, 2000, respectively.  Both reports were made available
immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov)
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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.

2044-7: The draft Waste Minimization and Management Plan for the Fast Flux
Test Facility (May 2000) was referenced in the NI PEIS and made
available prior to the public hearings.

Commentor No. 2044:  Joan Crooks (Cont’d)
Washington Environmental Council

Response to Commentor No. 2044
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Commentor No. 2045:  Marjorie Rieck Response to Commentor No. 2045

2045-1

2045-2

2045-1

2045-3

2045-4

2045-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2045-2: The concerns expressed in this comment with respect to potential
environmental and health impacts associated with FFTF restart are noted.
The management of all wastes associated with restart and operation of
the FFTF is addressed in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS.  It is DOE’s
policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a
safe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.  The management of these wastes would be well within
management capacities and would not be expected to adversely affect
the environment.  Impacts on people and ecological resources would be
small.

Hanford is committed to cleaning up its existing wastes in a safe and
environmentally acceptable manner. Although beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS,  ongoing  Hanford cleanup activities are of high priority to DOE
The restart of FFTF  would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds
designated for this effort.

2045-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and
to clarify DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.
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The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE’s mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE’s isotope production role and other producers’
capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

2045-4: See response to comment 2045-1.

Commentor No. 2045:  Marjorie Rieck (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2045



C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

2-1877

Commentor No. 2046:  William J. Kinsella
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 2046

2046-1

2046-2

2046-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.  The
commentor’s qualified support is noted for Alternative 2, Use Only
Existing Operational Facilities, Alternative 3, Construct new
Accelerator(s), and Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.
Alternative options that include FMEF are not supported due to the
generation of additional waste at Hanford.  It should be noted that
permanent deactivation of FFTF is a part Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.

2046-2: DOE notes the commentors’ concerns.  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 area in a consistent, unbiased
manner across all the alternatives to allow a fair comparison among the
various alternatives.

The NEPA process  addresses concerns related to EIS objectivity and
accuracy by requiring the Draft EIS be made available for public
comment, and that every comment be addressed, and its resolution in the
PEIS explained in the comment response section of the Final PEIS. This
process provides the opportunity for agencies of the Federal and state
government as well as individuals and organizations with special expertise
to provide an input to the PEIS and influence the decisions to be made.
DOE has received over 4,000 comments on the Draft.  DOE
has responded to these comments and will take them into account, along
with other factors, in formulating the Record of Decision. Additionally,
the facilitated discussions which were held during the public comment
period between advocates for FFTF deactivation and FFTF restart, will
be considered by the Secretary of Energy in making his decision.

2046-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
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Commentor No. 2046:  William J. Kinsella (Cont’d)
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 2046

2046-3

2046-4

2046-5

2046-6

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and
to clarify DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

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

There currently is little room for growth of medical isotope production at
either ATR or HFIR.  At ATR the neptunium-237 targets for
plutonium-238 production will compete for space in the reactor.  There
are potential negative impacts to the private company that leases reactor
space for the production of radioisotopes due to being assigned less
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Commentor No. 2046:  William J. Kinsella (Cont’d)
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 2046

2046-6

2046-7

2046-8

desirable irradiation space.  At HFIR, the ability to expand medical
isotope targets into additional reactor locations is limited by the potential
impacts that the targets have on the primary experiments in the reactor.
Medical isotope targets and neptunium-237 targets are not in competition
for the same locations at HFIR.

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope production
capability is being 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 the facilities’ 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 a shortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
as it has recently, 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).

2046-4: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE’s
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005.  Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs for
the 35-year evaluation period considered in the NI PEIS.  However,
DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond what is currently available to
the United States through the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of a new contract and may require additional NEPA review.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
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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.

NASA will be the end user of any plutonium-238 produced or purchased
as a result of the NI PEIS Record of Decision.

2046-5: DOE notes the commentor’s views and concerns.  The costs and nuclear
nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions are not required by NEPA
and CEQ regulations to be included in a PEIS.  DOE prepared a separate
Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary
of Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Such ancillary documents need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE
mailed these documents to more than 730 interested parties on August 24
and September 8, 2000, respectively.  Both reports were made available
immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov)
and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has also provided summaries of
the Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment in Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

2046-6: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

The technical issues that need to be addressed to assure safe operation
for an extended lifetime are well understood.  The U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission has extended the operating license for a
commercial power plant an additional 20 years over and above its current
40 year licensing period and is anticipating several more extensions in the
near future.

Commentor No. 2046:  William J. Kinsella (Cont’d)
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 2046
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2046-7: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

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

As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes.  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposal) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

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

All new or existing DOE facilities proposed for missions in the PEIS
represent the most suitable alternative sites for carrying out the activities

Commentor No. 2046:  William J. Kinsella (Cont’d)
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 2046
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Commentor No. 2046:  William J. Kinsella (Cont’d)
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 2046

described in the document.  Use of the 300 area facilities at Hanford for
these activities would not violate any existing laws or agreements, and
would be consistent with historic and ongoing missions at those facilities.
These facilities would meet all DOE, EPA, and Washington State
requirements before any new activities were initiated.

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

The 306-E facility is not contaminated and is being proposed as a location
to conduct activities that do not involve radioactive materials.  While the
325 Building has an inventory of radionuclides associated with ongoing
activities at the facility, the building is not contaminated in worker
accessible areas.

2046-8: See response to comment 2046-1.
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Commentor No. 2047:  Phyllis E. Fiege Response to Commentor No. 2047

2047-1

2047-2

2047-3

2047-4

2047-1

2047-6

2047-5

2047-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2047-2: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information.

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

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope production
capability is being 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 the facilities’ 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 a shortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
as it has recently, or if DOE’s  market share increases, there will be a
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need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short-term (less
than 5 years).  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.

2047-3: This NI PEIS provides estimates of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives.
Alternative 1 includes the restart of FFTF, evaluated for the production
of isotopes for medical uses, research and development, and as heat
sources for radioisotope power systems.  The methodology provides
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of ionizing radiation and hazardous chemicals.  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 each of the
analyzed alternatives, including  normal operations and a spectrum of
accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis
showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with each of
the alternatives and with restarting FFTF would be small.

Worker safety (radiological protection) is a key element of DOE’s
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996).
This policy states in part that DOE facilities must “conduct radiological
operations in a manner that controls the spread of radioactive materials
and reduces exposure to the workforce and the general public and that
utilizes a process that seeks exposure levels as low as reasonably
achievable.”  Each DOE site, including Hanford, is required to implement a
radiological control program with the intent to meet this policy goal.
Based on the assessment of worker health impacts for the range of
reasonable alternatives and options that make use of Hanford facilities,
use of these facilities would not be expected to increase the number of
cancer fatalities among facility workers.  For example in Alternative 1
option 3, all of the activities (target irradiation and processing) occur at
Hanford facilities.  As shown in Section 4.3.3.1.9, the expected
consequences are less than one additional fatal cancer among the
workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancers are expected.

2047-4: DOE is not considering restarting FFTF for the purpose of
creating jobs and stimulating the economy.  However, it is possible that
restarting FFTF would have a positive socioeconomic impact on the
Hanford area.  As work expands within a region, the money spent on

Commentor No. 2047:  Phyllis E. Fiege (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2047
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accomplishing this work flows into the local economy.  It is spent on
additional jobs, goods, and services within the region. The increased taxes
realized by local governments, from income taxes, sales taxes, etc., are
expected to cover the cost of any socioeconomic impact on schools and
public services.  The socioeconomic impacts associated with Alternative 1,
Restarting FFTF, are presented in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS.

2047-5: This NI PEIS provides estimates of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives.
Alternative 1 includes the restart of FFTF, evaluated for the production
of isotopes for medical uses, research and development, and as heat
sources for radioisotope power systems.  The methodology provides
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of ionizing radiation and hazardous chemicals.  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 each of
analyzed alternatives, including  normal operations and a spectrum of
accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis
showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with each of
the alternatives and with restarting FFTF would be small.

Worker safety (radiological protection) is a key element of DOE’s
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996).
This policy states in part that DOE facilities must “conduct radiological
operations in a manner that controls the spread of radioactive materials
and reduces exposure to the workforce and the general public and that
utilizes a process that seeks exposure levels as low as reasonably
achievable.”  Each DOE site, including Hanford, is required to implement
a radiological control program with the intent to meet this policy goal.
Based on the assessment of worker health impacts for the range of
reasonable alternatives and options that make use of Hanford facilities,
use of these facilities would not be expected to increase the number of
cancer fatalities among facility workers.  For example in Alternative 1
option 3, all of the activities (target irradiation and processing) occur at
Hanford facilities.  As shown in Section 4.3.3.1.9, the expected
consequences are less than one additional fatal cancer among the
workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancers are expected.

The NI PEIS identifies  (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species
that live on or near all of the candidate  sites, as well as aquatic and

Commentor No. 2047:  Phyllis E. Fiege (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2047
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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 Ionizing
Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implied by Current Radiation
Protection Standards), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1 rad per day.  The IAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or less for animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations.  The largest individual dose for any of the nuclear
infrastructures alternatives under normal operations would be less than
0.1 millirem, which is three orders of magnitude less than the IAEA
threshold for adverse effects.  Therefore, 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.

As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes.  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.

2047-6: The commentor’s position concerning funding priorities for research and
cleanup at the Hanford Site is noted.  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

Commentor No. 2047:  Phyllis E. Fiege (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2047
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U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

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

Commentor No. 2047:  Phyllis E. Fiege (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2047
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Commentor No. 2048:  Randy Schwarz Response to Commentor No. 2048

2048-1 2048-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

2-1889

Commentor No. 2049:  Steve Hopkins
Snake River Alliance

Response to Commentor No. 2049

From: Steve Hopkins _ Snake River Alliance
[SMTP:SRA@SNAKERIVERALLIANCE.ORG]

Sent: Friday, September 22, 2000 2:55:13 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: NI PEIS comments
Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

Re: public comment period on the Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for accomplishing expanded
civilian nuclear energy research and development and isotope
production mission in the United States, including the role of the
Fast Flux Test Facility

Dear Ms. Brown,

The Pluto_Kuiper Express is the major NASA mission your
department is using to justify the near term need for Pu_238. The
following article at the very least indicates this mission will not
happen on schedule and may not occur at all until 2020. This
mission was to require 16.3 pounds and represents 70% of the
"plutonium requirement" outlined in the PEIS. This is a major blow to
DOE's plan to produce Pu_238. Other canceled missions may follow
due to cost constraints. There are only three outlined in the PEIS
and this one is by far the biggest. Please incorporate the article
posted below into the Snake River Alliance comments on the
above_mentioned draft PEIS.

Sincerely,

Steve Hopkins
Snake River Alliance
Tel: 208_344_9161, Fax: 208_344_9305
sra@snakeriveralliance.org
http://www.snakeriveralliance.org

2049-1 2049-1: Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 has been revised to reflect September 2000
updated mission planning guidance from NASA indicating that
implementation of the Pluto/Kuiper Express mission as currently
conceived was being deferred.  However, the guidance also identified the
need to maintain additional backup radioisotope power systems to
support the Europa Orbiter mission.  As such, while this latest NASA
guidance modifies the specific radioisotope power systems and missions
for which DOE needs to plan, it does not fundamentally change NASA’s
overall potential plutonium-238 requirements, or the expectation that the
available U.S. inventory of this material would effectively be depleted by
approximately 2005.
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Commentor No. 2049:  Steve Hopkins (Cont’d)
Snake River Alliance

Response to Commentor No. 2049

Friday September 22 2:08 PM ET
NASA Stops Work on Mission to Mysterious Pluto
By Deborah Zabarenko

WASHINGTON (Reuters) _ Poor Pluto. NASA (news _ web sites)
has stopped work on a robotic mission to this distant, mysterious
planet, the only one in the solar system not yet explored by
earthly spacecraft.

If work does not resume by the end of this year, planetary
astronomers said on Friday they fear the mission will lose its place
on NASA's space launch schedule in 2004.

That could delay the craft's expected arrival at Pluto and its moon
Charon by seven years, and by that time, the distant little planet's
tenuous atmosphere could have started to freeze as Pluto
moves into a winter lasting more than 100 years.

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration stressed that
the so_called Pluto_Kuiper Express mission being put together by
the Jet Propulsion Laboratory in Pasadena, California, was
being ``rethought and replanned,'' not scrapped.

``The mission will be deferred until they can replan it for what's
affordable,'' NASA spokesman Don Savage said in a telephone
interview.

Originally budgeted at $350 million a year ago, the mission as
currently envisioned would now cost more than $500 million to
complete, Savage said, ``and that's just not affordable.''

NASA's chief of space science, Ed Weiler, ``would like to see some
way for them to do the mission by 2020 when the atmosphere will
still be there, not frozen out yet,'' Savage said. Pluto, the most
distant planet from the Sun, was only discovered in 1930 and takes
248 years to make one solar orbit, so scientists have never
observed its winter and do not know exactly what to expect, said
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Commentor No. 2049:  Steve Hopkins (Cont’d)
Snake River Alliance

Response to Commentor No. 2049

Ellis Miner, a spokesman for the American Astronomical Society.

Get There Before Atmosphere Freezes

The society's planetary scientists expressed ``major concerns'' over
stopping work on the Pluto mission, and Miner said that any
substantial delay might mean astronomers would not be able to
observe the planet's atmosphere.

Pluto came closest to the Sun in 1989 and has been moving away
ever since. Even at its closest, it is still vastly distant: 30 times
Earth's distance from the Sun, or about 2.8 billion miles.

``As Pluto moves out (away from the Sun), the amount of sunlight
that it gets is decreasing rapidly,'' Miner said by telephone. ``At
some point the temperature will be cold enough that the atmosphere
will basically snow out onto the surface and all that will be left is a
very tenuous trace atmosphere and it may be difficult to detect.''

A planet's atmosphere is often the key to finding out how it formed,
and with an eccentric planet like Pluto, this could be important.
Astronomers have inspected the atmospheres of every other
planet except Pluto.

Pluto has always been a bit of an oddball among planets.

It is small and craggy where the other planets in the outer solar
system are big and gassy; it is less than half the size of any other
planet; its orbit tilts up from the solar system plane and is the only
one to cross the orbit of another planet __ Neptune; and its moon,
Charon, is larger in proportion to it than any other planet's moon.

There was a move afoot last year to reclassify it as a minor planet,
instead of a major one, but it kept its major planet standing.
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> > From: Wendy Lowe[SMTP:WLOWE@JASON.COM]
> Sent: Thursday, September 21, 2000 7:11:47 PM
> To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
> Subject: INEEL CAB Comments
> Auto forwarded by a Rule
> Wendy Green Lowe, > Jason Associates Corporation
> 477 Shoup Avenue, Suite 201, > Idaho Falls, ID 83401
> Phone: (208) 522_1662, > Fax: (208) 522_2076
> E_mail: wlowe@jason.com

Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory
00_CAB_068, September 25, 2000

Colette E. Brown, Document Manager
Office of Space and Defense Power Systems (NE_50)
Office of Nuclear Energy, Science, and Technology
U.S. Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road, Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

Note: The Site_Specific Advisory Board (SSAB) for the Idaho
National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL), also
known as the INEEL Citizens Advisory Board (CAB), is a local
advisory committee chartered under the Department of Energy's
(DOE) Environmental Management (EM) SSAB Federal Advisory
Committee Act Charter.

The Department of Energy (DOE) recently issued the Draft
Programmatic 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). A public comment period on
the document ended on September 18, 2000. The INEEL CAB
requested an extension in the public comment period to allow for
development of a consensus recommendation in accordance with
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Response to Commentor No. 2050

the CAB's meeting schedule and approved procedures. We have
been told that the comment period would not be extended, although
we still have received no formal response to our request. Telephone
calls from you and from Mr. Dan Funk to me (in my capacity as Chair
of the INEEL CAB) offered assurances that the INEEL CAB's
comments would be considered to the extent practicable. Because
we believe the decision_making process supported by the NI PEIS is
of importance, we elected to proceed with development of this
recommendation.

It accordance with our charter as an EM SSAB, the attached
five_page recommendation, #76, was reached through consensus
processes at the INEEL CAB's September 19_20, 2000 meeting. All
members in attendance at the meeting understand and agree with
the recommendation. It details our concerns and comments
regarding the Draft NI PEIS.

In summary, the INEEL CAB believes the NI PEIS should be
completely re_written to address the current deficiencies and
reissued as a revised draft PEIS for another round of public review
and comment. DOE should add missing information, develop a solid
approach to evaluating and comparing the alternatives, and enhance
its analysis to support comparison among the myriad alternatives.
The second draft should 1) substantiate the purpose and need for
action, 2) clearly state the Department's objectives, 3) describe
multiple, comparable alternatives that would meet those objectives,
4) describe all impacts that would result from the comparable
alternatives, and 5) evaluate the alternatives using consistent
criteria. The public should be afforded an opportunity to review a
revised draft PEIS that is not severely flawed in order to participate
in a meaningful manner in DOE's decision_making process, as
intended under NEPA.

We await your response to the attached recommendation.
Sincerely,

Commentor No. 2050:  Stanley Hobson (Cont’d)
Citizens Advisory Board
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Stanley Hobson, Chair, INEEL CAB

cc: Beverly Cook, DOE_ID
Carolyn Huntoon, DOE_HQ
Martha Crosland, DOE_HQ
FRED BUTTERFIELD, DOE_HQ
Governor Dirk Kempthorne
Larry Craig, U.S. Senate
Mike Crapo, U.S. Senate
Mike Simpson, U.S. House of Representatives
HELEN CHENOWITH_HAGE, U.S. HOUSE OF

REPRESENTATIVES
Robert Geddes, President Pro_Tem, Idaho Senate
Laird Noh, Chair, Idaho Senate Resources and Environment

Committee
Bruce Newcomb, Speaker, Idaho House of Representatives
Golden C. Linford, Chair, Idaho House Resources and

Conservation Committee
Jack Barraclough, Chair, Idaho House Environmental Affairs

Committee
Gerald Bowman, DOE_ID
Kathleen Trever, State of Idaho INEEL Oversight
Wayne Pierre, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region X

Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

Draft Programmatic 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

The Department of Energy (DOE) recently issued the Draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Accomplishing
Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and
Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role
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Commentor No. 2050:  Stanley Hobson (Cont’d)
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 2050

of the Fast Flux Test Facility (NI PEIS). A public comment period on
the document ended on September 18, 2000. The Idaho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory Citizens Advisory Board
(INEEL CAB) requested an extension in the public comment period
to allow for development of a consensus recommendation in support
of DOE's decision_making for this significant decision. We are told
that the comment period would not be extended although we still
have received no formal response to our request. Because we
believe this decision is of importance, we elected to proceed with
development of this recommendation.

ADEQUACY UNDER THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY
ACT

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires federal
agencies contemplating actions that may result in significant
environmental impacts to prepare environmental documentation.
Environmental documentation written to comply with NEPA should
document the purpose and need for federal action, present an array
of reasonable alternatives including a "No Action Alternative," and
present all environmental impacts that would result from each
reasonable alternative. In addition, the federal agency must conduct
public participation activities in support of development of its
environmental documentation. The INEEL CAB recommends that
DOE make every effort to meet the goals of NEPA and prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement that can withstand judicial review.
To date, the INEEL CAB has submitted comments twice to support
preparation of this document. Our consensus Recommendation
#51, dated November 18, 1998 submitted comments during scoping
for the "Proposed Production of Plutonium_238 for Use in Advanced
Radioisotope Power Systems for Future Space Missions
Environmental Impact Statement" which was subsequently merged
with this PEIS. We also reached consensus on Recommendation
#65, which submitted comments during scoping for the NI PEIS. We
could not find evidence that some of our earlier comments had been
incorporated into the Draft NI PEIS. NEPA requires scoping as a
process by which the public participates in the framing of the

2050-1

2050-2

2050-1: DOE notes the INEEL CAB’s recommendation.

2050-2: CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA require that public comment be
solicited to assist in defining the scope of a PEIS (40 CFR 1501.7).
Section 1.4 of Volume 1, as supplemented by an expanded discussion
provided in Appendix N, summarizes the prevailing issues and concerns
raised during the scoping process to include identification of relevant
issues raised at individual scoping meetings.  Statements, letters, and
resolutions were received by DOE during the scoping period.  Each such
comment document was considered and entered into the NI PEIS
Administrative Record.  In fact, based on the scoping comments received
the scope of the NI PEIS was expanded in a number of areas as outlined
in Section 1.4 and Appendix N.

In preparing the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral
and written comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public
comment period and has responded to these comments in the Final PEIS.
Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public comments received on the
NI PEIS and DOE responses to those comments.  Moreover, late
comments were considered to the extent practicable.

2050-3: DOE’s Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology considered
the needs of other DOE program offices when it surveyed the surplus
capacity of DOE’s existing and planned facilities potentially available to
support the NI PEIS proposed action.  The needs of the other DOE
program offices were a primary consideration, as these facilities were
considered as potential alternatives for implementation of the proposed
action.  One of the primary considerations for including a candidate
facility as a reasonable alternative was that implementation of the NI
PEIS proposed action not impact the capability of the facility from fully
meeting the requirements of preexisting DOE mission objectives.  The
focus of the design for new facilities in the NI PEIS was to support the
NI PEIS proposed action.  Surplus capacity at these new facilities could
be made available to other DOE program offices and/or the private
sector on a noninterference cost-reimbursable basis.

Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS addresses cumulative impacts at INEEL and
other sites. These impacts include those associated with the proposed
action, current, and planned activities at INEEL.  The statement
concerning “needs beyond DOE’s Office of Nuclear Energy, Science,
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Commentor No. 2050:  Stanley Hobson (Cont’d)
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 2050

environmental documentation. If DOE makes no effort to respond to
comments during scoping, how can the agency demonstrate that its
public participation program is adequate? The INEEL CAB
recommends that DOE make every effort to respond to all public
comments, ensuring that the public's efforts are not wasted.
The document states that it does not address any needs beyond
DOE's Office of Nuclear Energy, Science, and Technology. It makes
no sense to exclude other Department needs. Further, it was
explained to the INEEL CAB that this PEIS is an "incremental EIS"
that addresses only additional impacts attributable specifically to the
actions described. NEPA requires consideration and public
disclosure of the cumulative effects of all related actions during
decision making. The INEEL CAB recommends DOE make every
effort to consider all impacts of related decisions to ensure full
compliance with NEPA and avoid vulnerability to challenges of
segmented decision_making.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR FEDERAL ACTION
There appear to be four separate objectives that form the basis of
DOE's assertion that federal action is needed:
1. To expand the civilian nuclear research capacity and
infrastructure.
2. To ensure a supply of medical isotopes to support medical needs,
3. To ensure a supply of isotopes to support various research and
development (R&D) initiatives, and
4. To ensure an adequate supply of Plutonium_238 to support
NASA's needs.

However, the INEEL CAB concludes that the document does not
adequately substantiate the purpose and need for taking action
within each of those four objectives. Explanations of current and
existing capability and capacity leave the reader with the impression
that some or all of the objectives could be achieved through
continued operation of existing facilities. For example, it appears
that: 1) R&D isotope production could be met through continued
operation of the Advanced Test Reactor (ATR), High Flux Isotope
Reactor (HFIR), and commercial light water reactors, 2) continued

2050-2
(Cont’d)

2050-3

2050-4

and Technology” is referring to the need for the proposed action and not
the cumulative impacts.  In Chapter 4, the incremental impacts of the
proposed action are evaluated. The results of this analysis are factored
into the assessment of cumulative impacts.

2050-4: The purpose and need are described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  It is
DOE’s intent to provide domestic capability for production of medical
and industrial isotopes, production of plutonium-238 for space missions,
and nuclear energy research and development for civilian applications.
Section 1.5 of Volume 1 was revised to include the recommendations of
the Expert Panel and NERAC subcommittee.  NERAC is an independent
Federal advisory committee appointed by the Secretary of Energy to
advise DOE on the civilian nuclear program.

2050-5: Section 2.7.1.2.3 of Volume 1 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 2.7.3, 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).

2050-6: The description of the No Action Alternative is presented in Section 2.5.1
of Volume 1, while impacts associated with this alternative are presented
in Section 4.2.  Under Option 1, neptunium-237, currently stored in
solution form at SRS, would be dispositioned according to current SRS
stabilization plans.  The environmental impacts of this action are
addressed in the “Final Environmental Impact Statement, Interim
Management of Nuclear Materials” (DOE/EIS-0220, October 1995).
Under Options 2 through 4 the neptunium-237 would be transported
from SRS to one of three candidate DOE sites (ORNL, INEEL, or
Hanford) for up to 35 years for storage.

2050-7: The alternatives are detailed in Chapter 2 of Volume 1.  In particular,
Section 2.5.1 describes the No Action Alternative and Section 2.5.3
describes Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational Facilities.  As
described in Section 1.3, alternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS, DOE
could choose to combine components of several alternatives in selecting
the most appropriate strategy.
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Commentor No. 2050:  Stanley Hobson (Cont’d)
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 2050

purchases of medical isotopes from Canadian sources could fulfill
requirements for medical isotopes, and 3) the U.S. could continue to
purchase Plutonium_238 from the Russians. In addition, this
analysis is critical to assess the No Action Alternative.
In order to remedy the current inadequate substantiation of the
purpose and need for federal action, the INEEL CAB recommends
that the NI EIS:

* Provide a clear justification for expansion of civilian nuclear
research capacity and infrastructure_based on an assessment of
deficiencies in current capacity and infrastructure_and demonstrate
how that need has been verified.
* Include a full explanation of all current and viable sources of each
desired material (medical isotopes, R&D isotopes, and
Plutonium_238) and the capacity of each of those sources.
* Include clear estimates of the projected demand for and projected
shortfall of each desired material over a specified timeframe. Clearly
stated assumptions should form the basis for all projections.
* Demonstrate how each estimate of projected demands, shortfalls,
and timeframes has been independently verified.
A solid explanation of the purpose and need for action is necessary
for adequate public review of environmental documentation. Further,
sound estimates of need are required to: 1) establish design and
operational requirements for facilities, 2) estimate the impacts that
would result from construction and operation of facilities, and 3)
assess whether existing facilities can be used or new facilities will be
required.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
The document presents a mind_boggling array of alternatives.
Unfortunately, it is unclear how these alternatives address DOE's
four apparent objectives under its purpose and need for action. It
appears that some of the alternatives only address a portion of the
four objectives. We understand that the No Action Alternative
inadequately addresses the four objectives, but question why other
alternatives were considered if they do not meet all four of the
objectives. The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE more clearly

2050-4
(Cont’d)

2050-5

2050-8: The specific alternatives and options evaluated in the NI PEIS were not
selected for the purpose of “bounding” the impacts.  Rather they reflect
reasonable potential actions that DOE has selected to meet the irradiation
service needs identified in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  While DOE
recognizes the possibility that a combination of alternatives/options may
be ultimately selected for implementation in the Record of Decision, it did
chose the five specific alternatives for this reason.

Although, the alternatives and impacts assessed were not selected for
bounding purposes, the impact assessments are based on conservative
modeling assumptions (see Appendixes G through J).  As described in
Section I.1.1, the accident analysis considered a spectrum of accidents
including external events (e.g., airplane crashes, nearby explosions, fires),
internal events (e.g., equipment failures, human error), natural
phenomenon (e.g., floods. tornadoes, earthquakes), and sabotage and
terrorist activities.  The accidents were screened to determine which
accidents would result in the highest consequences (i.e., dose) and the
highest risks (i.e., frequency x consequence).  In performing these
analyses, several conservative and bounding assumptions were made
(e.g., worse-case core loading in the irradiated facilities, worse-case target
inventories) leading to very conservative consequences.

2050-9: Without identification of the specific “missing details” the commentors
question can not be answered. With regard to the specific example, as
discussed throughout Appendix E, the coolant for the new research
reactor would be water.

2050-10: The DOE Manual 435.1. Radioactive Waste Management defines high
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
guide is intended to facilitate the classification of indefinite waste as to
whether or not they are high-level radioactive waste.  It is recognized that
the definition of high-level radioactive waste is not precise and is
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Commentor No. 2050:  Stanley Hobson (Cont’d)
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 2050

demonstrate how each alternative considered in the NI PEIS would
address the four apparent objectives. Alternatively, DOE should
explain which of the four apparent objectives would be achieved
through implementation of each of the alternatives, and which would
not.

We understand that Neptunium_237 would have no use under the
No Action Alternative because no domestic Plutonium_238
production capability would be established. The description of that
alternative fails to explain how and where the Neptunium would be
treated and disposed, however, and no impacts are described that
would be attributable to its management. The INEEL CAB
recommends that DOE explicitly discuss how Neptunium_237 would
be dispositioned under the description of the No Action Alternative
and that the NI PEIS include all impacts associated with its
disposition.

In addition, it is not clear why the alternatives described were
considered and other apparently viable alternatives were not. For
example, it seems that one reasonable alternative would be to use
HFIR and ATR to produce medical and R&D isotopes and continue
current reliance on Russian sources for Plutonium_238. Another
possibility would be to use HFIR and ATR to produce Plutonium_238
and R&D isotopes and to rely on Canadian sources for medical
isotopes. ATR and HFIR are fully operational; why not use them for
production of isotopes? The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE
provide clear explanations for why the alternatives analyzed in the NI
PEIS were considered and others were not.

Further, the Draft NI PEIS does not offer an adequate explanation of
why the alternatives used for the purposes of estimating bounding
impacts were chosen (over other alternatives). Neither does it
explain how DOE is certain that those alternatives are most
appropriate for bounding the possible impacts that would result from
the final selected actions. For example, the options under
Alternative 2 do not appear to bound an option that would use ATR,
HFIR, and a commercial light water reactor for irradiation of targets.

2050-8

2050-5
(Cont’d)

2050-6

2050-7

essentially a source-based definition that also alludes to concentrations of
a given waste stream.  Page II-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 included in the guide
because the concentrations of long-lived isotopes are likely to be
somewhat high during reprocessing and it also meets the source-based
definition. As a result of reviewing this guide and to address the
comments raised, 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 a result, the Waste
Management sections (i.e., Sections 4.3.1.1.13; 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 the waste is classified
(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), since the high
activity waste from processing of the targets would be initially stored and
vitrified within the processing facility (i.e., FMEF, REDC, or FDPF).

This NI PEIS addressed wastes produced for each alternative, as well as
cumulative impacts related to waste production.  In particular,
information on waste generation by waste types and how this waste
would be managed can be found in the Waste Management Sections of
Chapter 4 for each of the alternatives and alternative options. Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.
These programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision.  The waste generated from any of the proposed
alternatives in the NI PEIS would be managed (i.e., treated, stored, and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
applicable DOE orders.  Spent nuclear fuel is discussed for those
alternatives where it would be generated as a result of the proposed
activities.

2050-11: Each alternative and option is described separately in Volume 1, Section 2.
5, Description of Alternatives, and summarized in Table 2-3.  DOE
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It was not possible for us to reconstruct the bounding impacts as
described using the information presented in the Draft NI PEIS.
NEPA documentation should be written in a manner that can be
understood by the public. The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE
provide clear explanations for how the alternatives used for the
bounding impact analysis in the NI PEIS were selected and how
those bounding impacts were calculated.

Finally, some details regarding the various alternatives appear to be
missing from the descriptions of those alternatives. For example,
what coolant would be used in a new reactor? The waste stream
does not include High_Level Waste (HLW), which is inconsistent with
our understanding of the processes that will be involved. If HLW will
not be produced, there should be an explanation as to how it will be
avoided. The document should also describe how spent nuclear fuel
would be handled under each alternative. The options available for
disposal of the waste streams are determined by the waste
classification, and citizens are keenly concerned about DOE's ability
to dispose of any waste generated. The description of each
alternative should include an explanation of the quantity of each
waste that would be generated along with an explanation of how
each will be handled and dispositioned. The INEEL CAB
recommends that DOE offer fuller explanations of the alternatives
considered in the NI PEIS to ensure that readers can fully
understand how each would be implemented and how it would
impact the environment.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

In addition to failing to clearly explain the four basic objectives and
how each alternative would address each of those objectives, the
Draft NI PEIS offers no relative ranking of the four objectives. The
members of the INEEL CAB could not discern whether expansion of
R&D capacity was more or less important than the production
objectives. In addition, it is not clear which of the production
missions is most critical. Because of the appearance that some of
the alternatives fail to achieve some of the objectives, we are forced

2050-8
(Cont’d)

2050-9

2050-10

2050-11

2050-12

expects that this explanation is adequate to give the reader an
understanding of how each alternative would be implemented and how
each would impact the environment.  It should be further noted that
Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, each alternative and option are
also addressed separately in order to facilitate the reader’s understanding
of environmental impacts.

2050-12: All of the missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 are considered
to be of equal importance.  Each of the alternatives described in
Section 2.5 would contribute to fulfilling some of the stated missions.
However, none of the alternatives can completely meet all of the projected
nuclear infrastructure needs.  Section 2.7.3 contains a discussion of the
mission effectiveness for the alternatives.  It is possible that a
combination of alternatives could be selected in the Record of Decision,
e.g., a low power accelerator in combination with the existing reactors to
optimize research isotope production, or in combination with FFTF to
optimize research and isotope production.

2050-13: The commentor is correct in noting that the No Action Alternative and
Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF, do not meet the full
purpose and need as stated in the NI PEIS.  The No Action Alternative
does not need to meet mission goals since it is required under NEPA.
Alternative 5 was added to the analysis as a result of scoping comments
provided by the public.  Permanent deactivation of FFTF is a part of all
alternatives except the No Action Alternative and Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF; thus, any Record of Decision involving Alternatives 2, 3, 4, or 5
could involve the permanent deactivation of FFTF.

2050-14: The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.  However
Canada only supplies a limited number of economically attractive
commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not supply
research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial isotopes
considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian sources of
isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE’s
mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 in Volume 1 was revised to
incorporate this information.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE’s
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to surmise that DOE does not expect to achieve all four. A clear
explanation of the relative importance of the four objectives would
greatly enhance the readers' ability to understand how DOE will
select its preferred alternative. The absence of such discussion
prevents meaningful comment on the part of the public regarding the
selection of a preferred alternative. The INEEL CAB recommends
that DOE offer a clear explanation of the relative importance of the
four objectives in the NI PEIS to support public comment on the
preferred alternative. Alternatively, DOE should dismiss all
alternatives that fail to meet all four objectives.

For example, Alternative 5, involving permanent deactivation of Fast
Flux Test Facility (FFTF), would not allow achievement of the four
objectives. As such, it does not appear to be an alternative of equal
intent to the others presented. The No Action Alternative similarly
would not support achievement of the four objectives; but inclusion
of a No Action Alternative is required under NEPA. The INEEL CAB
recommends that NEPA environmental documentation for
permanent deactivation of the FFTF should follow issuance of the
Record of Decision for the NI PEIS if in fact restart of FFTF is not
selected as the preferred alternative.

The alternatives discussed in the Draft NI PEIS identify both
continued reliance on Canadian sources of medical isotopes and
continued reliance on Russian sources of Plutonium_238. Because
both options are included in this NEPA document, we assume that
DOE considers them "reasonable" alternatives under NEPA. The
text implies that DOE is unwilling to rely on Canadian sources of
medical isotopes, but we do not understand why continued reliance
on Russian sources of Plutonium_238 was not similarly dismissed.
The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE clearly explain in the NI
PEIS why continued reliance on Russian sources of Plutonium_238
is acceptable, yet similar reliance on Canadian sources of medical
isotopes is not.

Another issue that should be considered in the selection of a
preferred alternative relates to consistency with current

2050-12
 (Cont’d)

2050-13

2050-14

2050-15

preference is to establish a domestic plutonium-238 production
capabilities.

2050-15: The use of mixed oxide or highly enriched uranium to fuel the FFTF has
been rigorously evaluated in the Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment.  This report confirms that the manner in which these
fuels would be used, as described in the PEIS, is consistent with
nonproliferation policy.  In the event that a decision is made to restart
FFTF, the first six years of operation would use existing onsite mixed
oxide (MOX) fuel.  DOE expects that an additional 15-year supply of
mixed oxide fuel in Europe, owned by Germany, could be available for
FFTF.  MOX fuel does not use highly enriched uranium.  Further, use of
the Hanford MOX fuel would dispose of a significant U.S. stockpile of
highly attractive fresh plutonium fuel by conversion to spent fuel through
irradiation in FFTF.  This represents a safe, 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 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 is found infeasible in FFTF
for meeting assigned missions, policy would allow DOE to subsequently
procure highly enriched uranium fuel for use in FFTF.  Again, this
approach is consistent with U.S. nonproliferation policy.  DOE did
consider the impacts on nonproliferation policy in the selection of its
preferred alternative in this Final NI PEIS.

2050-16: While there are differences in the total shipping distances and risks
among the alternatives, risks from transportation are small for all of the
alternatives.  Figures and tables in Section 2.7.1.6 of Volume 1 summarize
transportation risks and provide comparisons of transportation risks
among alternatives and among options within alternatives.
Transportation risk and associated costs were factored into DOE’s
selection of the preferred alternative.
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Commentor No. 2050:  Stanley Hobson (Cont’d)
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 2050

nonproliferation policy. It appears that FFTF is a good option based
on capability, productivity, and possibly cost. However, we are
concerned that the use of highly enriched uranium as a source may
violate non_proliferation policy and agreements with international
governments. The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE provide a
clear explanation in the NI PEIS of how highly enriched uranium
could be used without violation of nonproliferation policy. We further
recommend that DOE consider impacts on non_proliferation policy in
the selection of its preferred alternative.

Another issue that should be considered during the selection of the
preferred alternative relates to transportation impacts. The INEEL
CAB recommends that DOE make every effort to select a preferred
alternative that will minimize transportation, if at all possible. For
example, if FFTF is selected, all four missions should be performed
at Hanford in order to minimize transportation. Similarly, if DOE
chooses to select an existing commercial light water reactor, then
HFIR should be chosen to support other objectives, thereby
minimizing transportation.

COST CONSIDERATIONS
The INEEL CAB also reviewed the Cost Analysis Report that was
written to support the decision_makers consideration of the Draft NI
PEIS. It was released too late to be of much use to the public during
the public comment period on the Draft NI PEIS. It was well written
and understandable, despite some apparent holes. It provided cost
estimates for the various alternatives considered in the Draft NI PEIS.
We understood from the Draft NI PEIS that all of the alternatives
except Alternative 5 would leave FFTF in standby. However, the cost
estimates for all of the alternatives except Alternative 1, the No Action
Alternative include $281 million for deactivation of the FFTF. In
comparison, restart of the FFTF would require only $341 million. We
conclude that this apparent oversight makes FFTF restart look more
favorable as it is only $60 million more than deactivation of the
facility. The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE frame the
alternatives considered in the NI PEIS in a manner that would
maintain FFTF in standby mode for all alternatives except Alternative

2050-15
(Cont’d)

2050-16

2050-17

2050-17: DOE notes the INEEL CAB’s opinion that the Cost Report was well
written and understandable.  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 P in the Final
NI PEIS.

As considered in Volume 1 of the NI PEIS,  FFTF would be permanently
deactivated should a decision be made to select any alternative other than
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, or the No Action.  Under no circumstances
would it be maintained in standby except under the No Action Alternative
Under an Alternative 1 decision, since FFTF deactivation would not be
implemented, deactivation costs would not be incurred. Therefore, for this
NEPA review and record of decision process, the Cost Report correctly
assigns FFTF deactivation costs to all alternatives except the No Action
Alternative and Alternative 1.

As discussed in Section 2.5.1 of Volume 1, a decision not to establish a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability in the future would require
DOE to reconsider its stabilization strategy for the neptunium-237
currently stored in solution at Savannah River Site (No Action Alternative
Option 1).  This may ultimately lead to final disposition of the material.
In the near term, stabilization of the neptunium-237 would be conducted
in accordance with the Supplemental Record of Decision for the Final
Environmental Impact Statement, Interim Management of Nuclear
Materials (62 FR 61099).  This Record of Decision would be amended or
new NEPA analysis performed, if necessary.  Therefore, the ultimate
disposition of the neptunium-237 is beyond the scope of the NI PEIS
and, as a result, the Cost Report includes only the costs of
neptunium-237 storage for 35 years under No Action Alternative
Options 2-4.

2050-18: The NI PEIS is adequate.  This NI PEIS has been prepared in
accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
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Commentor No. 2050:  Stanley Hobson (Cont’d)
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 2050

5 to allow consistent comparisons.

We appreciated Figure S_1 on page S_4 of the Cost Analysis Report.
It allowed the reader to make meaningful comparisons among the
alternatives. The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE add similar
tables to the Draft NI PEIS to support public review.

If Neptunium_237 would not be used under the No Action Alternative,
the costs associated with its disposition should be included in the
cost estimates. The INEEL CAB recommends that the cost estimate
for the No Action Alternative be revised to include all costs
associated with disposition (including both treatment and disposal) of
the Neptunium_237.

CONCLUSION

For all of the reasons stated above, the INEEL CAB finds the Draft NI
PEIS to be inadequate. We conclude that DOE's analysis to date
fails to provide sufficient analysis to support rational
decision_making. The analysis is not presented in a clear,
understandable manner. The document is simply too flawed for
meaningful public review.

We understand there is a great rush to issue a Record of Decision
before the current administration leaves office. While there may be
some political, cost, or even technical advantages to this approach
and schedule, this decision is too important to proceed without
consideration of all relevant facts and alternatives. The goal of NEPA
must not be thwarted.

The INEEL CAB recommends that the NI PEIS be completely
re_written to address the current deficiencies and reissued as a
revised draft PEIS for another round of public review and comment.
DOE should add missing information, develop a solid approach to
evaluating and comparing the alternatives, and enhance its analysis
to support comparison among the myriad alternatives. The second
draft should 1) substantiate the purpose and need for action, 2)

2050-19

2050-17
(Cont’d)

2050-18

the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively.  The
environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the
requirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the
NI PEIS.  Further, DOE evaluated each environmental resource area in
a consistent, unbiased manner across all the alternatives to allow a fair
comparison among the various alternatives. This was accomplished
through review and evaluation of site-specific information on the
environmental conditions prevailing at ORR, INEEL, and Hanford to
include a comprehensive analysis of the associated environmental and
health risks of each alternative. DOE made every effort to obtain,
analyze and disclose all required information to make a decision on
expanding nuclear infrastructure.

2050-19: See response to Comment 2050-18.
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Commentor No. 2050:  Stanley Hobson (Cont’d)
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 2050

clearly state the Department's objectives, 3) describe multiple,
comparable alternatives that would meet those objectives, 4)
describe all impacts that would result from the comparable
alternatives, and 5) evaluate the alternatives using consistent criteria.
The public should be afforded an opportunity to review a revised draft
NI PEIS that is not severely flawed in order to participate in a
meaningful manner in DOE's decision_making process, as intended
under NEPA.

2050-19
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 2051:  Sue Slack Response to Commentor No. 2051

From: Sue Slack
[SMTP:SUE_SLACK@PARKROSE.K12.OR.US]

Sent: Friday, September 22, 2000 6:28:10 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Hanford
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I oppose the restart of the FFTF Nuclear Reactor at Hanford!!!! 2051-1 2051-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2052:  Andrew Butz Response to Commentor No. 2052

From: Andrew Butz[SMTP:ANBUNZ@HOTMAIL.COM]
Sent: Saturday, September 23, 2000 8:57:18 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: butzeby@aol.com%internet;
deanamadon@serverlogic.com%internet
Subject: Comment: NO restart of FFTF Nuclear Reactor
Auto forwarded by a Rule
Colette Brown, Office of Defense Power Systems (NE_50)
U.S. Dept. of Energy

Dear Ms. Brown:

As a resident of the Columbia River basin, concerned with the vast
store of high level nuclear waste now at Hanford, I implore you to
halt any plans for restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility. Among the
arguments against restarting FFTF:

*The financial cost and potential risk to the public have not been
fully disclosed.

*Clean_up was declared by the Federal Government to the highest
priority mission at Hanford.

*NASA has stated they have no need to purchase Plutonium_238.

*Washington State Medical Association says there is no need for
FFTF as an added source of medical isotopes.

*Shipping weapons_grade plutonium through the region (to fuel
FFTF) is an inherently risky (and unnecessary) proposition.

This is only a sampling of the numerous arguments against FFTF.
Please cancel any restart plans now. Thanks for your
consideration.

Sincerely,
Andrew Butz
411 NE 22nd Ave., #15, Portland, OR 97232

2052-1

2052-2

2052-3 2052-7

2052-1

2052-4

2052-5

2052-6

2052-2

2052-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., DOE’s Richland Operations Office, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the State of Washington Department of
Ecology).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s)
selected.

2052-2: See response to Comment 2052-1.

2052-3: 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 P in the Final NI PEIS.

2052-4: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE’s charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms
(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to
support future NASA space missions; no viable alternative to using
plutonium-238 to support these missions currently exists. Based on
NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power
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systems for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing
plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.

A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium
238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, the suspension of SRTG
development efforts was conducted in order to permit reprogramming
of funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system
based on a Stirling technology generator.  This new radioisotope power
system, referred to in the subject correspondence, requires 1/3 less
plutonium as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000 letter
to DOE that the plutonium-238 needed for large RTG may be
maintained as a backup.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to
further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.

2052-5: DOE notes the commentor’s views.  DOE has sought independent
analysis of trends in the use of medical isotopes, and of its continuing
role in this sector, consistent with its mandates under the Atomic
Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two expert bodies, the Expert
Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert Panel, which convened to
forecast future demand for medical isotopes, estimated that the
expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the next 20 years
would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic applications,
and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.  These findings
were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to
provide DOE with expert, objective advice regarding the future form of
its isotope research and production activities.  DOE has adopted these
growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential
capability of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet
programmatic requirements.  In the period since the initial estimates
were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use has tracked at
levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1 of
Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Commentor No. 2052:  Andrew Butz (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2052
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The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and
industrial isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on
Canadian sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs
would not meet DOE’s mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of
Volume 1 has been revised to clarify DOE’s isotope production role and
other producers’ capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

2052-6: The commentor appears to express the concern that DOE would expose
people in the Columbia River Basin to risks associated with the transport
of weapons-grade plutonium.  None of the proposed alternatives
involved the shipment of any weapons-grade plutonium to any port in
the United States.  Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at
some point to import mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF.  At
this time, however, DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through
any specific port.  If DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe,
it would perform a separate NEPA analysis to select a port.  This review
would address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water
transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as
well as safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300
mixed oxide fuel through a variety of specific candidate ports on the east
and west coasts.  It would consider all public comments, including local
resolutions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxide fuel into
the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
alternative.  Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations.  Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements.  In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to a representative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and
overland transportation to Hanford.  Also in that section, a bounding
analysis demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risks to

Commentor No. 2052:  Andrew Butz (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2052
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Commentor No. 2052:  Andrew Butz (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2052

the surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipments would be
extremely small (e.g., less than 1 chance in a trillion for a latent cancer
fatality per shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and
less than 1 chance in 50 billion for a latent cancer fatality per shipment
from overland highway accidents).

2052-7: Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Appendixes H through J discuss the risk to
the public from normal operation and from accidents that would be
expected to result from implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be
small.
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Commentor No. 2053:  Sandra J. Ruff Response to Commentor No. 2053

From: Sandy Ruff
[SMTP:SRUFF@WORLDACCESSNET.COM]

Sent: Monday, September 25, 2000 10:08:51 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF reactor use
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I support the restart of FFTF for the production of medical
isotopes. This is a most important project that will benefit many
people.

Sandra J. Ruff
24308 NE 167 Avenue
Battle Ground, WA 98604

2053-1 2053-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2054:  Beth Call Response to Commentor No. 2054

2054-1

2054-2
2054-3

2054-4

2054-5

2054-6

2054-7

2054-8

2054-2

2054-9

2054-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF’s permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.
Prior public meetings were held on this formal milestone change.  FFTF
restart would not impact ongoing cleanup missions at Hanford.

2054-2: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes.  High-level radioactive waste would not be
generated from merely operating FFTF.  This would account for about
2,205 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste to be generated over
the 35-year period of nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in
comparison to the waste generated by current Hanford activities.  It is
DOE’s policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and applicable DOE orders.  No waste would be placed in Hanford’s
high-level waste tanks.

The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing
of neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or
available funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at Hanford.
The higher activity waste would be treated as a solid form via a
stand-alone vitrification system, separate from any tank waste treatment
system.  Therefore, the existing Hanford high-level radioactive waste
facilities would not be used, and as analyzed in the PEIS, no existing or
planned high-level radioactive waste facilities would be used to treat the
wastes resulting from processing the irradiated targets.

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.

2054-3: A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
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that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, the suspension
of SRTG development efforts was conducted in order to permit
reprogramming of funds to support development of a new radioisotope
power system based on a Stirling technology generator.  This new
radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject correspondence,
requires 1/3 less plutonium as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling
technology is developmental and NASA has requested in a
September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that the plutonium-238 needed for
large RTG may be maintained as a backup.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1
was revised to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.

2054-4: DOE acknowledges that other manufacturers can produce certain
isotopes that are economically attractive.  In fact, the United States
currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its medical
radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.  However,
Canada only supplies a limited number of economically attractive
commercial isotopes primarily molybdenum-99, and it does not supply
research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial isotopes
considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian sources of
isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE’s
mission requirements.

Although other manufacturers produce medical radioisotopes, DOE
remains the key provider for a large number of radioisotopes that are
used in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at universities
and hospitals. Because their application is initially experimental, these
isotopes are not generally purchased in large-enough quantities to make
their production financially attractive to private industry. However,
supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available from existing
domestic or foreign sources, causing a number of medical research
programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed. Under the
NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhance its existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively  support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research.
DOE’s intent is to complement commercial sector capabilities to ensure
that a reliable supply of isotopes is available in the U.S. to meet future

Commentor No. 2054:  Beth Call (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2054
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demand, and to encourage the commercial sector to privatize the
production of isotopes that have established applications to a level that
would support commercial ventures.

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope production
capability is being 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 the facilities’ 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 a shortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel
Report, as it has recently, 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).

2054-5: 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., DOE’s Richland Operations Office, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the State of Washington
Department of Ecology).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.

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

Commentor No. 2054:  Beth Call (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2054
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2054-6: Medical isotope production has been identified as one of the purposes
and needs (Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1) for which DOE action is
necessary.  The NI PEIS addresses the environmental impacts that would
result from the production of medical isotopes.  Although the 12 million
medical procedures a year that use radioisotopes would be expected to
result in significant health benefits, the evaluation of impacts resulting
from medical procedures is outside the scope of the NI PEIS.

This PEIS has provided an estimate of the potential human health
impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives as described in
Section 2.5 of Volume 1.  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 EIS, other human health impacts (non-
fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for
the same level of exposure.  Since latent cancer fatalities would not be
expected among the public, it follows that the expected result for other
radiological health impacts would also be small.

2054-7: Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at some point to
import mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF.  At this time,
however, DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any
specific port.  If DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it
would perform a separate NEPA analysis to select a port.  This review
would address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland
water transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land
transportation, as well as safeguards and security associated with the
import of SNR-300 mixed oxide fuel through a variety of specific
candidate ports on the east and west coasts.  It would consider all
public comments, including local resolutions, concerning the desirability
of bringing mixed oxide fuel into the proposed alternative ports.

Commentor No. 2054:  Beth Call (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2054
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Commentor No. 2054:  Beth Call (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2054

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

2054-8: DOE is committed to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with NEPA,
and to providing ample opportunity for public comment on those actions.
The original comment period on the Draft NI PEIS was set at 45 days
according to the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) “Regulations
for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act” (40 CFR 1506.10(c)).  As stated in the
Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public comment period
extended from July 28, 2000 to September 18, 2000.  In preparing the
Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral and written
comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public comment period
and has responded to these comments in the Final PEIS. Volume 3 of the
NI PEIS contains public comments received on the NI PEIS and DOE
responses to those comments.  Moreover, late comments were
considered to the extent practicable.

2054-9: DOE notes the commentor’s opinion. Restoration of the Hanford Site and
waste management activities are recognized as the primary missions at
Hanford.  The Department sponsors numerous research efforts to
immobilize and destroy hazardous and radioactive wastes. One of the
possible missions for the FFTF facility is researching transmutation of
radioactive waste.
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