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20 September, 2000

Ms. Colette E. Brown, NE-50
U.S8. Department of Enbergy
19901 Gernantown Road
Germaniowr?, MD 20874

RE: Fast Flix Test Faility

Dear Ms. Brlown,

| write gn béhaﬁ of Seattle Audubon Society and its 5,800 members to express our
opposition to the restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) that is proposed in the
recent Nuclear Infrastructure Programmatic Envirenmental impact Statement (NI-PEIS),
Thank you for the oppertunity to comment on this importan: matter.

After reading the NI-PEIS, we were concemed to learn that the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) appears to be lkeaning towards Action Alternative 1{AA1), i.e. the "Restart
FFTF" alternative over all other alternatives. This chaice wauld pose the highest public
heaith risks becording to your NI-PEIS. We base this conclusion on the bar graphs of
the NI-PEIS|in pages $-48, 549, $-51 and $-52. The diagrams in S48 & 49 that
summarize ';Expez:ted Latent Cancer Fatalties" due lo (a) radiclogical accidents at sites
fo) radiological transportation accidents and {c) risks due to incident free transportation,
clearly display the highilevel of risk to public health, invalved in proceeding withlAm.
From the bar graphs in'page S-51 & &2 similar conclusions can be reached regarding
collision and emission fatalities from the various transportational parameters.

We urge the DOE to consider Action Alternative 5. Only AAS, that "Permanently
deactivates the FFTF with no new missions” seems to provide the safest and cleanest
route to travel from a public health standpoint. This decision would help the DOE
reorient itself firmly in the direction of its core mission in Hanford, which is one of
cleanup of all the nuciear wastes in the site. Moreover, the AAS would help the DOE
recover arcund $30 millicn per annum, which is currently used to keep the FFTF in a
"hot standby;'".

We would Iiﬁe to add further that the primary goals of the DOE: the {1}

produstion of isotopes for medical and industrial uses {2) the production of Plutonium-
238 for NASA and (3) olher nuclear research for civilian uses are in no way jecpardized
in abandoning the "Restart FFTF” alternative.

in April of 2000, the DOE's chosen panel of experts the "Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committes” of NERAC, recommended that “the FFTF will notbe 2 viaple
source of research isofppes”. These research izotopes can be generated in a cost
effective manner in the: accelerators of various universities and research institutions.
The added !?eneﬂt would be one of less nuclear waste in the production process. This
committee further states that DOE should not be in the business of producing either
medical or industrial isotopes (violation of their mandate), that can and are currently
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DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

No final decisionshave been made with regard to thefacilitiesand
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(€)), DOE has
identified its preferred alternative in Volume 1, Section 2.8 of the Final

NI PEIS and included a discussion of DOE'sreasonsfor selecting it. The
Record of Decision for the PEISwill be based on anumber of factors
including environmental impacts, costs, public input, nonproliferation
issues schedul es, technical assurance, policy, and program objectives.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Sections4.2-4.6 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 differencesin therisks
among alternatives, the environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with all of the alternativeswould be
small.

Whilethere are differencesin risks among the alternatives and among
options within alternatives, risks from incident free transportation and
transportation accidents are small for al of the alternatives and options.
Figuresin Volume 1, Section 2.7.1, show that therisk of an additional
fatality as aresult of implementing any alternative islow. However,
transportation risk is only one factor in DOE’s decision. Accordingly,
DOE hasidentified its preferred alternative in Section 2.8 of Volume 1
and included adiscussion 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.

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
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produced by the commercial industry, at great benefit to the US taxpayer. Moreover, 2020-6
the Washington State Medical Association 2nd Physicians for Social Responsibility ’
have stated that medical isotopes are readily availabie from Canada and other non- (Cont d)
DOE sources. How can DOE justify the cost of restarting the FFTF at 2 cost of over
$423 million, when research isotopes can be produced using accelerators at $108 I| 2020-7
millicn?

The second major reason in propesing "Restart FETF" in this NI-PEIS is to supply the
National Ae&'onautics and Space Administration (NASA) with Ptutonium-238 for power
generation in space reactors. Whareas NASA has unequivocally stated on May 22nd of
2000 that, "INASA has no longer an identifiable planned requirement for Small
Radivisctope Thermoelectric Generator (STRG) power systems.”, the DOE manages to 2020-8
insist to the‘contrary. Not withstanding the fact that there is always a significant risk in
sending nuclear powered space probes, these stated goals by the DOE make no sense
either scientifically or economically.

Seattle Auduban can only conclude that to propose restarting of the FFTF just for
civillan nuclear research no longer holds any validity. )
Seattle Audubon is also quite concerned about the negative impacts to the || 2020-9
environment that would result in the "Restart FFTF" alternative. Hanford, g
by all independent estimates, has & poor record of confining the nuclear wastes it
already possesses. There are credible reports that indicate 68 of the 177 High-Level
Nuclear Weaste tanks are leaking. These wastes might have already poliuted the ground
water and may be proceeding towards the Colimbia River. The untold damages that
couid accrug to the secently declared "Hanford Reach National Monument " are 2020-10
staggering. : This 185,000 acre shrub-steppe ecosystem is the last free flawing hon-tidal
stretch of thie Columbia river, that is home to the spawning of at least 80% of fall
Chinook Salrmon. Thei"Hanford Reach is one of the keystones to recovery salrmonid
species in the recently declared Endangered Species Act listing. To add more nuciear
waste to the Hanford complex, as the "Restart FFTF” would do, would be clearly I| 2020-9
counterproductive.

We urge 1h4 Bepartment of Energy permanently deactivate the Fast Flux Test Facility.
Thank you far your careful censideration of cur comments. i I | 2020-5

Sincerely, | W
DAY |

Chuck Lengox
Conservation Chair
206-523-8243 ext. 13

T0TF- P.E3

2020-6: Theconclusions presented inthe“NERAC Subcommitteefor | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000” regarding the
suitability of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce research
isotopesin atimely and cost-€efficient manner were 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 isotopeswould be viableif operatedin
concert with producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy
research and development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC
report states: “In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources,
e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and largeirradiation volumein FFTF,
that could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is
best suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for
isotope production.” In recognition of these constraints on its operational
feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates 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 isunlikely 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 trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert 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 itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
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Commentor No. 2020: Chuck Lennox (Cont’d)
Seattle Audubon Society

Response to Commentor No. 2020

2020-7:

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised to incorporate thisinformation and
toclarify DOE'sroleinfulfilling 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 alarge number of radioisotopes that are used in relatively
small quantities by individual researchers at universities and hospitals.
Because their application isinitially experimental, these isotopes are not
generally purchased in large-enough 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 isto complement
commercial sector capabilities to ensure that areliable supply of isotopes
isavailablein the United States to meet future demands, and encourage
the commercial sector to privatize the production of isotopes that have
established applications to alevel that would support commercia ventures.

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope production
capability isbeing used. Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex. This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with 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 ashortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
asit hasrecently, or if DOE’'s market share increases, therewill bea
need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short-term (less
than 5 years).

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

Response to Commentor No. 2020

2020-8:

2020-9:

production mission, and the nuclear energy research and devel opment
mission. DOE considersall three missions of equal importance.

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

devel opment effortswere stopped in order to permit reprogramming of
fundsto support development of anew radioi sotope power system based
onaStirling technology generator. Thisnew radioi sotope power system,
referred to in the subj ect correspondence, requiresone-third less
plutonium-238 asitsfuel source. However, the Stirling technology is
developmental, and NASA hasrequested in a September 22, 2000, |etter to
DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1
wasrevised 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 isresponsible 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 anew contract and may require additional NEPA review.

Asidentifiedin Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardouswastes. Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd



918T¢

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

Response to Commentor No. 2020

2020-10:

additional radioactive wasteto be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operationsand issmall in comparison to thewaste
generated by current Hanford activities. 1tisDOE’spolicy that all

wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposal) in asafe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

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

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

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There are no
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 2022: David Leon Johnson

Response to Commentor No. 2022

Scptember 16, 2000

Collette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy
19901 Crermantown Koad
Crermantown, MI> 20874

Dear Ms. Brown,

Enclescd are my comuments on the “ Draft Programmatic Envirgnmental Impact Statement
for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and
isotope Missions in (he United Siates, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility”,
{Nuclear Intrastructure Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement [NI-PEIS] (DOE/EIS-
0310D)

Much has been made about the need for medical radioisotopes as outlined in the seope of the NI-
PE1S. Whilc I agree that medical isotopes are a high priority need, there are several serious
flaws in the scope of the draft NI-PEIS 2022-1

1t does not include the reguirements for linding a new steady-slate neuiron source tor doing
world-class neutron scaltering research  Furthermore, it does not include in its scope a facility
that could perform such neutron scattering research. Finally, it does not show that a specially
designed accelerator based sready-state neutran sowrce facility could satisty all the research and
production needs owlined in the draft NI-PEYS as well as the need for neutron scattering
research

The following background material will explain the deficiencies in the scope of the dratt NI-
PEIS

Autachment 1 (Titked Research Reactor of the Future The Advanced Neutren Source) shows a
description of the Advanced Neutron Source (ANS) that was 1o be built 2t Oak Ridge National
Laboratory (ORNL}. Attachment 1 also shows the needs for the facility. This sieady-siate 2022-2
neutren source facility was designed primarily 1o bring the U &, back into world lcadership in the
field of neutron scartering research as noted n attachment 1. 1t was also designed to produce
radioisatopes for use in medicine and other fields, and also various neutron rescarch activities. Lt
was 10 he the replacement for the aging [igh Flux Isotope Reactor (HFIR) at ORNL. The ANS
praject was funded by corgress for about 10 vears until about fiscal vear 1996 11 was terminated
largely because 1ts cost had grown to about $3 Billion

The requirements for a new steady-state neutron source 1o do world-class ncutron scattering
research have not gone away. In facy, they have actually increased! [n about December of 1995,
the LS, Departiment of Energy {USDOE) permanently shut down the ITigh Flux Beam Reactor
{H{FBR} at Brookhaven National Laboratory for envirenmental reasons.  This reactor was one of
the few steady-state neutron sources available in the US for doing world-class vettron scatrering
research

2022-1:

2022-2:

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.

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.
Asstated 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 abroad
spectrum of medical and industrial isotopes.

DOE is aware of longer-term concepts that would apply high-energy
acceleratorsto produce “tuneable’ neutronsin asubcritical assembly.
Such afacility 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 capabilitiesin areas such as the testing of many different nuclear
system coolant, fuel, and materialsinteractions.
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Commentor No. 2022: David Leon Johnson (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2022

The USDOE is currently designing a new pulsed neutron source for domg neutron scattering
research. Lt is called the Spailation Neutron Seurce {SNS) and is (0 be built at ORNL. However,
there is a critical need for both a steady-state and a pulsed neutron source for doing neutron
scattering research

Attachment 2 (Titled: A History of the ANS: Going Back to the Source) shows a history of the
ANS concept  In this document, there is a description of the need for both a steady-state and a
pulsed neuiron source for doing neutron scattering research. This document is quoted below

In 1991, the Basic Energy Sciences Advisery Committee (BESAC) of DOE's
Office of Energy Research (OER) was asked by OER Dircetor Will Happer
to farm a panel to revisit the quesiion of whether a reacior or spallation
source would make the best neutron source. The panel was headed by
Walter Kohn of the University of California at Santa Barhara, who had been
a member of the Seitz-Eastman committee.

In fune 1992, the Kohn committed issued its repart. According (o the report,
the BESAC panel con¢luded 1hat “the nation has a critical need for a
compementary pair of sources: a new reacter, the Advanced Neutron Source
(ANS), which will be the world’s leading neviron source, and a pulsed
spallation source, , , . The ANS is the Panel’s highest priority for rapid
construction. 1n the Panel’s view, any plan that does not include a new, full-
performance high-flux reactor is unsaiisfaclory because of a number of
esseniiaf functions that cun hest or only be performed by such a reactor.”

Apain, it is pointed out that the needs for a steady-state neutron source to enable world-class
neutron scattering rescarch have not gone away, they have increased

1t is noted here that an accelerator based steady-state neutron source facility could supply all the
needs outlingd in the scope of the draft NI-PELS and, in addition, could provide for doing world-
class neutron scattenng rescarch. A proposal for such a facility was outlined in a document that [
co-authored 15 years ago. Attachment 3 (Titled: An Accelerator Based Steady State Neutron
Source) is a copy of that proposal. This was 10 be an accelerator facility that used the spallation
principal, just like that cmployed for the SNS. However, the beam cnergy was to be much less,
henee the capital cost would be less  Furthermore, it was to be steady-state so as to provide a
stcady-state source of neutrons, just as in a reactor

Technical details are outlined in amachment 3. One point that should be made is that such a
tacility would be capable of producing all the same radinisotopes that could be made in the FFTF
and in the same or greater quantities, Mowever, they wauld be made without any of the same
nuclear wastes that would be produced by the FFTF  There would be NO production of hard-to-
deal-with fission preducts or transuranic isotopes such as Plutonium - Furthermaore. the safety is
dramatically improved compared to the FETEF. For example, accelerators do not generally
require containment vessels as reactors do. Moreover, there are no criticality issues as in
reactor. When the accelerator beam zoes away, the neutrons go away

2022-2
(Cont’d)

Avijioe 1591 Xn|H 1564 8U} Jo 8j0y By} BuIpN|ou| ‘SBTeIS POYIUN BU Ul SUOKSIIAl UOONPOId 8dojos|

pue uswdopraq pue yosessay ABisug JesjpnN uel

1D papuedx3 Buiys1dwosdy 1o} Juswerels 1oedw| euawuoinug direwwelfold feul4




618T

Commentor No. 2022: David Leon Johnson (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2022

The proposal in attachment 3 was made ar the initial conference in 1985 to select what eventually
became the ANS. It was rejected, in my opinion, because the people reviewing the proposals
had reactor proposals that were in competition for the funding to proceed  In other words, they
were biased in favor of getring funds for their own reactor proposals, However, the reactor
proposal that eventually gmerged became toe expensive to build

Since 1585, when the original accelerator propasal was made, there have been significant
advances in accelerator technology. These advances, particularly at Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL.), have demonstrated beyond any doubt the ability to provide the very high
steady-state beam currents that are needed for the proposed accelerator source. Furthermore,
there have been advances that allow significant reduction in aceclerator costs. These reductions
are both for construction costs and for aperating costs. The cost o build such an sccelerator
facility should be considerably less than the $3 Billion required to build the cancelled ANS,

2022-2

In summary, T propose that the final NI-PEIS be modified ta incorporate the fallowing items (Cont’ d)

1) Include neutron scaltering rescarch as proposed for the AN'S facility as the primary
mission

2} Include analysis of'a variant of the aceelerator based steady-state neutron source similar
1o what was proposed n attachment 3 to do all the missions in the current draft Ni-PEIS
and also world-class neutron scattering research

3) Do a hetter jub of providing a design for an accelerator based steady-state neutran source
that is cost competitive with testarting the FFTF. The cost estimate of aver $1 Billion for
4 spallation accelerator for making only the isotope Pu-238 in the drafi NI-PEIS seems
obviously too high. The spallation accelerator at LANL called the Fos Alamos Meson
Physics Facility (LAMPT) was built about 30 years ago and has the same beam encrgy
and a beam current similat to what was proposed for the draft NI-PEIS, That design
could be used withour putrageous cost contingency factors

4

Do not include the S281 Million cost that was estimated for dismantling the FFTF as part
of the cost 1o build an accelerator facility. The cost for dismantling the FFTF should be 2022-3
tacked onto its cost for restart since it will gventually be shut down and should come out
of the same budget

Sincerely,

David L. Johnson David Leon Jahnson phone/FAX: 360-§25-0480
PO Box 1034

@ Mﬂﬂq I JOLMW Enumclaw. WA 95(122 e-mail: dave dlj@gre net

Attachment | - Research Reactor of the Future; The Advanced Neutron Source

Attachment 2 — A TTistory of the ANS: Going Back to the Source
Attachment 3 An Accelerator Based Steady State Neutron Source

w

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 aso be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 2023: Lynn Sims

Response to Commentor No. 2023

Lynn Sims <dwoc@teleport.com> on 06/13/2000 08:53 AM GMT

To: president@Whitehouse. GOV

cc:
Subject: NGO TO PLUTONIUM USED AS FUEL'

Dear President Clinton

The use of plutoniuwn in nuclear reactors is an insane program. It is
tremendously expensive and risky. Moreover it promotes more handling and
transport of plutonium, increases risk of accident and complicates spent
fuei "disposition.¥

Instead, immobilize plutonium and turn towards more sustainable energy
sources.

Lynn Sims
3953 NE 42
Portland, OR
97213

2023-1
2023-2
2023-3

2023-4
2023-5

2023-1:

2023-2:

2023-3:

2023-4:

The commentor’s position on the use of plutonium in nuclear reactorsis
noted. Human health effects that would result from any of the range of
reasonabl e 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 impactswere 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.

Whiletherearedifferencesin risksamong the alternatives, therisk from
transportation accidentsis small for all the alternatives. Figuresand
tablesin Section 2.7.1 of Volume 1 summarize transportation risks and
provide a comparison of transportation risks among aternatives and
among options within alternatives. Transportation risk is only one factor
in DOE’s decision. Accordingly, DOE hasidentified its preferred
aternativein Section 2.8 of Volume 1. DOE’s Record of Decision for the
NI PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental
impacts, publicinput, costs, nonproliferationimpacts, schedules, technical
assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

The NI PEISassumesthat FFTFwouldinitially befueled by amixed
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.

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.” TheNI PEIS assumes, for the
purposes of analysis, that YuccaM ountain, Nevada, would be thefinal
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disposal sitefor DOE'shigh-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear
fuel. Asdirected by the U.S. Congress through the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act, as amended, Yucca Mountain is designated, and is currently
being characterized, asthe candidate site for constructing ageologic
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 analyzesthe
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.

DOE notesthe commentor’sinterest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and devel opment 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 accel erator technologies. Immobilization of
weapons-grade plutoniumisdiscussed in the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Fina Environmental | mpact Statement, DOE/EIS-0283, publishedin
November 1999. Plutonium-238isnot used to manufacture nuclear
Weapons.
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Coleue E. Brown, Document Manager

Office of Space and defense Power Systems (NE-50)
Office of Nuclear Energy, Science & Lechnology
LIS Dept. Of Energy

19901 Germantown RoadValued Gateway Client
Germantown, MD 20874

Atention: NI PELS

Page 1 97/18/2000

Dcar Ms. Brown:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond (o the FFTF DEIS, formally known as “Drail
Programmatic Environmenital Impact Statement for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian
Nuclear Energy Rescarch and development and Isotope Production Misstons in the
United $tates, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility.” 1 am & former nuclear
and aerospace engineer and have dircet experience working the computer controls of a
nuelear power plant, with over 25 years of professional compuler systems and network
SYSLEMS EXPENEnCe.

1 am submilting testimony that can only bring one to the conclusion that the IUTF facility
needs 10 be decommissioned ASAP. And I support N1 PELS alternative 5, which states
“Permanently deactivate FFLE (with no new mission)”.

The over all slated mission is misguided in many ways. The production of isotopes for
mecdical purposes cun be accomplished in other safer manners, and existing international
supplies now and in the futire will out strip the needs.

Current manual override contrels ure not being reviewed. Past problems with these
comtrols caused aver 1 million dollars of dumage to the FFTF facility. Future abuse of
such controls by FETF staff could cuuse a catastrophic failure of the tacility and a
possible melidown. Such & scenario has not been analyzed or commented upon in this
document.

The reality of this issue is that the FFTF facility is designed and planed for use 10 produce
Tritium for the production of Nuclear Warheads. This hidden agenda is spelled out
clearly in two documents, LS. Senator Slade Gorton (R-WA) press releasc dated January
15, 1997 he states: “T will be working side by side with my Washinglon stale collcagues
to see that FFTF becomes an integral part of the nation's tritium mission, ultimately
phasing into the production of medical isotopes.”. Additionally, in an article written by
Bob Ferguson (who was director of the Tast Flux Test Facility from 1973 te 1980) that
appeared in the Tri-City Tlerald (© 1997), he states:” Evuluations by DOE and by the
JASON Group, an independent panel of nationally recognized scientists, has determined
FFTF can supply mast of the tritium needed (o meet the presidentially determined
natienal stockpile requirement. ...In this sense, FFTF shauld be considered as the most
flexible way 1o reliably produce tritium now while efforts to reduce the need for tritium
are pursued.” This proves that this DEIS is complexly inadequate because it ignares the
real provessing issucs that arc going to be secrelly pursued. Until this DEIS includes the

2024-1

2024-2

2024-3

2024-4

2024-1.

2024-2:

2024-3:

2024-4:

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

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
suppliesalimited number of economically attractive commercial isotopes
(primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not supply research isotopesor
thediversearray of medical and industrial isotopes considered inthe

NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian sources of isotopesto satisfy
projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE’s mission requirements.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 hasheenrevised to clarify DOE's isotope
production role and other producers’ capabilitiesto fulfill U.S. isotope
needs.

Althoughitisnot practical to analyze every conceivable accident scenario
arepresentative spectrum of bounding accidents was evaluated in the

NI PEIS. The accident analysisincluded areview 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 besmall.

DOE notes the commentor’sviews. The NI PEIS evaluates arange of
reasonabl e alternativesfor 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, asinitialy identified by apanel of
expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, afuel sourcethat is required for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as 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 needswill
be produced in commercial light water reactors (65 FR 26259). Section 1.2
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risk analysis of Trtium production and the associated impact o the Worldwide cfforts to
reduce the Nuclear arms threat, it will remain inadequate and incomplete.

Thete are issues in the DEIS that are paorly rescarched. For example, experimental
research has a much higher risk of catastrophie failure then standard operation. Such
rescarch is included in the scope of this DEIS. With out exact specifics on the scientific
methodologies and technologies that will be studied and the exact experiment that will be
conducted, it is impossible to catculate the sk factors to the public and working
papulation. It is also impaossible to calculate the actual cost benefit analysis.

The future NASA missions may not happen. Any analysis conducted on the need for
plutonium-238 is speculative at best and cannot be included in an DETS. Additionally,
the former Soviet Union has dangerous supplies that should be purchased before they are
sold on the open market, This could prevent the spread of nuclear materials to those who
should not have them. Russia has a large black market that must already be attempting to
gain access to these materials.

I have reviewed the DEIS and can go on for hundreds of pages wbout 11s” inadequacies. [t
is unforunate that the DELS comment period i8 so limited. Tt requires a team of over 4
hundred people at Jeast 6 months 1o fully understand the entire scope of this
propasal/analysis. As a result, | have limited my analysis to several nartow areas,
puinting out the inaccuracies of analysis as examples of this document. There is a lack of
mandate and scientihic justification for the restart of the FFTE facility.

2024-4
I| (Cont’d)

2024-5

1 20246
Il 20247

2024-8

2024-9

2024-5:

2024-6:

2024-7:

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

The NI PEIS accident analysis eval uated a representative spectrum of
accidents, including severe accidentswhich involved damageto theentire
FFTF core. Incontrast, accidentsinvolving experimentsin aresearch
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 ableto provide useful datafor 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.

DOE agrees with the commentor that the benefits of experimental

research are difficult to quantify. The estimated costs of the range of
reasonabl e alternatives are presented in the Cost Report, summarized in
Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS. However, the Cost Report isnot a
cost-benefit analysis. The purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the
nuclear infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), arange of
reasonabl e 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 notesthe commentor’s opposition to production of plutonium-238
for usein future NASA space exploration missions. Througha
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 isresponsiblefor maintaining the capability to
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ISSUE 1

In Vol. 1 of the Draft EIS, Page 1-2 States “For analysis purposcs, this NI PEIS cvaluates
impacts (rom facility construction, modification, startup, and 35 yeurs ol operation,
followed by decommissioning when applicable.”

This stuiement indicates that eventual decommisstoning is required. In the cost analysis
of operation, this needs to be caleulated in the overall financial equation. Increased costs 2024-10
of decommissioning in the furure due 1w shormage of appropriate waste sites and inflation
need te be considered. Additionally, a 35 yeur lite expediency is absurd and has not
scientific data to support it with in the body of the EIS. This would, with the already 15
years of fife (10 active years which suw several significant accidents {not reported in this 2024-11
repart)ihat effected salety for its” workers and the general population)), far out last any
other nuclear power plant and raises senous safety questions. The facilities designed life
cycle is much less. Thus. all calculations based on this unrealistic life expectancy are thus
inaccurate and misleading.

ISSUE 2

Page 3-7 of the Cost report for Alternatives Presented in the Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Encrgy
Reseurch and development and [sotepe Production Missions in the United States,
Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility. Paragraph 1 states “Current DOL plans,
therefore, are 10 focus initiaily on the production of medical isotopes that exhibil the most
significant medical potential, given an adequate supply, and to 1ook to other promising 2024-12
areas of production when that potential is realized and sustuined by supplies from private
TesouTCes,”

This statement has scveral problems. One would be the lack of specifics on the * other
promising areas of production...”. What arc the risks associaled with his on specified
research? Whal are the costs and benefits? Where is the analysis of this infermation in
the DEIS? Tt sounds like the DOE will be in divect competition wilh the private sector- [
believe this would be counter to the mission of the DOE.

ISSUE 3

Volume 1, Chapter | Section 1.2.2 of the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Sitatement for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Rescarch and
Develupment and Isotope Production Missions in the Unied Srates, states “Because itis
not in the best interest of the United States to continue relying on foreign sources to
provide an agsured, uninterrupted supply of plutonium-238 to satisfy future NASA space
explotation mission requirements, DOE proposes 1o re-cstablish a domestic capability for
producing and processing this material. Since the SRS facilitics previously used for
pluronium-238 production are no longer available, DOE needs to evaluate other DOE
irrudiation and chernical processing fucilities, as well as potential commercial light water
reactors (CLWR), for this mission.”

provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these missions. Thereare
approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238inthe U.S.
inventory available to support future NASA space missions; no viable
alternativeto using plutonium-238 to support these missionscurrently

exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of

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

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability 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: Asstated in EISVolume 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
isthe reason for evaluating alternatives to plutonium-238 purchase from
Russiain thisEIS. 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: Theoriginal 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 PEI'S during the public comment period
and has responded to these commentsin the Final PEIS. Volume 3 of the
NI PEIS contains public comments received on the NI PEIS and DOE
responses to those comments. Moreover, late comments were

considered to the extent practicable.
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This is subjective speculagion not support by any information. Twould argue it is in the

best intcrest of the United States to complete purchase down all of the Russian supply of I ‘ 2024-7
plutonium 238. It would be a safer would if we did! Additionally, (hete 15 the assurption

that the production would not be interrupted because of the mixed missions of the FFTF

facility, nor the high potential for accident (given the DOE’s history and the age of the I ‘ 2024-13
FFTE facility- its’ recent past history of eperation and the lack of experienced operaters,

ISSTUE 4

Yolume 1, Chapter 1 Sectton 1.2.4 under the paragraph “Materials Research™ of the
Draft Programmatic Envirommenial impact Starement for Accomplishing Expanded
Civilian Nuclear Energy Rescarch and Development and Isotope Production Missions in
the United States, states “The high radiation ficlds, high temperatures, and corrosive
environments in nuclear reactors {terrestrial or space) and other complex nuclear systems
(e.z., accelerutor ransmutation of waste [ATW] systems) can accelerale the degradation
of pressure vessels and structural material, component materials, material interfaces, and
ioints between materials {c.g., welds). Radiation effects in materials can cause a loss of
mechunical integrity ({raciure toughness and ductility) by embrittlement, dimensional
changes (creep and swelling), and fatigue and cracking (irradiation-assisted stress
corrosion cracking). Acquiring a

fundamental understanding of radiation effects in current and future reactor materials
(enginecred steel alloys, ceramics, composites, and refractory metals), as well as the
experimental validanon of analytical medels and computational methods, would require
material irradiation testing ever a range of ventron energies {thermal and fast flux) and
doses. Material testing under simulated reactor conditions would be required w ensure
the compatibility of advanced materials with the various moderators/coalants of future
reactor concepts. In addition, the thermophysical properties and behaviors of hguid mertal
coulants being congidered for advanced reactor (terrestrial or space) and ATW systems
would require further iradiation testing. One key area of materials rescarch that is
important to plant safety and the license renewal of existing nuclear power plants is

the accelerated aging ol materials to simulate radiation effects over a plant lifetime.”

This statement indicates the pure absurdity of starting up the FFTF. The staicment can be
summarized as *The DOE wants to start the FFTF so we can find oul exactly how 2024-14
dangerous the FFTF is under operation!” This is unscientific! We need more information
on exactly what the experiments will be as well as independent scientific peer-review
beforc this have thought out idea is pursued. This scction goes on to talk about
“eriticality safety” data that would be scquired. N order to abtain this data, one needs (o
push the safcty limits of the material bemng tested past the limits of safety 1o study its
effects. This in it sell 1s a huge risk to the general population. The DOE has already had 2024-5
significant (ailures in safety and safety reporting over its involvement in the Nuclear
research history. This type ol experiment safery can not be fully assessed by its very
nature. And thus should not be performed al such an aging facility over such a long
period of time. The nature of this research will stress all safery measures, equipment,
stuctures of the FFTF [acility and is not properly anulyzed in the hody of the documents.

2024-10: Whilethe Cost Report eval uatesthe cost of permanently deactivating
FFTF asdescribed in the NI PEIS, it does not consider the costs of
ultimate decontamination and decommissioning of thefacilitiesevauated
for the proposed actions. There are several reasons for this but,
foremost among them, isthe fact that decontamination and
decommissioning technologiesare ever evolving. Duetothegreat
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 issuesthat
need to be addressed to assure safe operation for an extended lifetime
arewell understood. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
extended the operating license for acommercial power plant an additional
20 years over and above its current 40 year licensing period and is
anticipating several more extensionsin 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.
Whileit is reasonable to believe that the benefits of medical isotopes are
substantial, the purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear
infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), arange of reasonable
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 isnot DOE's
intent to enter into competition with the commercia sector in the
production of isotopes. Rather, DOE's intent is to complement
commercial sector capabilities to ensure that areliable supply of isotopes
isavailablein the United States to meet future demand, and to encourage
the commercial sector to privatize the production of isotopes that have
established applications to alevel that would support commercial
ventures.
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Issue 5

Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1.1.2 of the Draft Programmatic Favironmental npact Statemens
for Accomplishing Fixpanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and
Isotape Prochuction Missions in the United States, states, (numbers {or modilicatons
supplied by this author to allow reference), “The following is a bricf list of the planned
modilications if FFTF would be restarted (PNNL 1999).

1: Upgrade of plant protection system (scram breakers, power supplies, and signal
conditioners)

2: Replacement of zero-time-outage motor generator sets with solid-state clectronic units
3: Upgrades ol plant data systems computers

4: Upgrade of conduclivily metering systern on three cooling towees and replacement of
electronic sensors and controls

5: Installation of two new electrical distribution transformers to replace the
palychlorinated biphenyl-filled units that were removed during standby operations

6: Establishment of a program to assess and replace elastomer seals during the startup
period to take advantage of advancements in seal technology

7: Upgrades of the plant simulator (A program o upgrade the existing simulator to reach
commercial simulator standards was in progress, but was discontinued when FFTT wus
placed in standby. )"

These upgrades are not carefully and individually analyzed for their associated impacts 1o
safety. While there planed impucts are positive, huge risks are associated in retrofitting
(his live facility. Dara concerning the online testing of the plant data system computers 1s
not provided. This upgrade will have to be tested in place and thus can lead to
catastrophic consequences. Like IFBBF in Idaho Falls, the DOE is relying on third party
private contractors that have not been provided with complete informanon. DOE
cmployees must reply on documentation for final implementation and the complete
testing of this package has never and can never be accomplished except on a live reactor-
a risk factor not analyzed in this DEIS.

The curremt state of the elastomer seals is not known. As a result, even maintuining the
FFTF facility in its” current standby state is dangerous. A full analysis of impacts of
replacements and possible spills of dangerous erudiated materials during the replacement
of the clastomer has not been included in this DRIS.

ISSUE 6

In sectlon 2.3.1.1.5 FFTF Deactivation it states “This would require placement of
FFTF in u radiologically and industrially safe shurdown condition that is suitable for a
long-tesm surveillance and maintenance phase prior to final decontamination and
decommissioning. An Environmented Assessiment - Shutdown of the Fast Flux Test
Facility, Hanford Site, Riclland, Washington, issued by DOE in 1995, addressed the
envitonmental impacts associated with permanently deactivating FFTF (DOE 1943a).”

2024-15

2024-13:

2024-14:

2024-15:

FFTFiscapableof producing the maximum estimated amount of
plutonium-238 for NASA (5 kilograms per year), aswell 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 adesign basis primary sodium spill. This
accident, evaluated in the NI PEIS, has an estimated probability of
occurrence of onein 10,000 years (1 x 10{-4} per year), and istherefore
unlikely to impact plutonium-238 production. Smaller sodium spills, whilg
more likely, would not shut down the facility for an extended period.

Clean, safe, reliable nuclear power has arole today and in the future for
our national energy security. Inrecognition of this need, nuclear energy
research and devel opment programs have been initiated to address
potential long-term barriersto expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear
waste, proliferation, safety, and economics) and to ensure that

current nuclear power plants can continue to deliver adequate and
affordable energy supplies. Becauseit isunlikely that existing facilities
could fully and effectively support these nuclear energy research and
development initiatives without disturbing their existing missions, DOE is
proposing to enhance its nuclear facility infrastructure to also support
these activities. 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 isan integral consideration of all DOE
experimental work.

As noted in the NI PEIS, these upgrades would have small environmental
consequences. They would, individually and collectively, havea
beneficial and positive impact on safety and reliability. Sincethese
modifications can be made while the facility is defueled, there would be
almost no radiological risk during modification. It isprematureto 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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The full benefits of deactivation need to be included in this section. Impacts to reduced
nuclear world war, the nuclear arms race and international relations and economic fall out
mwst be analyzed.

This previous environmental assessment needs Lo be a part of this DEIS. The full life
cyele of the FFTF needs to be considered in the DEIS if rcactivation is considered. The
total cost of restarting and maimtenance needs to be included. If after 15 years the
proposed changes arc being made, what are the regular maintenance over the propased 30
vear operations period? In 15 more years (or less) will we see similar proposed
modifications? The compete costs assessment needs to be included for this DEIS to be
complete,

Sincerely,

Andrew Eisman
939 SE 17" Ave
Portland OR 97214

2024-16

2024-17

2024-16:

2024-17:

impactsthat are expected from maintaining FFTF inits current standby
condition. The environmental analysis showed that radiological and
nonradiological risksarenegligible. Prior to an FFTF restart, arevised
safety analysis report and probabilistic risk assessment would be prepared
which would address any changesin plant configuration, operating
conditions, and procedures. The revised safety analyses would be
subjected to athorough independent review.

Environmental impacts, including social and economicimpacts, that would
result from deactivation of FFTF are addressed in Section 4.4.1.2 of
Volume 1. Thenuclear 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).

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
regulationsdo not requireinclusion of cost studiesin an environmental impact
statement. The basic purpose of the NI PEIS isto describe the alternatives
under consideration for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume 1) and the
environmental impactsthat would occur if these alternativeswere
implemented (Chapter 4 of Volume 1). Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40
CFR 1505.1(€)), agenciesare encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents availableto the public before adecision ismade. The associated
cost report was made avail ableto the public on August 24, 2000. DOE

mailed the cost report to approximately 730 interested parties, and the reports
were made availableimmediately upon release on the NE web site (http://
www.nuclear.gov) andin public reading rooms.
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Commentor No. 2025: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 2025

Draft PEIS Comment Form

v
s Brown: Pleage adipt Alternative 5. "Permgnently Deactivate
FFTF, {With No New Missiogs.)"
1.At best, nothing in this project remotely justifies even the

slightest chance of either adding 2 curies of radicactive

waste to the Hanford environment or subtracting a dollar

from the Hanford cleanup budget. 2. The supposed need for

isotopes was unconvincing the first time that it was proposed

as a raticnale for FFTF restart. The context of the NERAC

report and the DOE's own LANL project belie Ehergy's current

assertion of need. 3. The budget analysis is particularly

weak. While there may be legitimate debate about which amounts
M 2y there j k74 that restart could possibly not

) o bickh I . ] AN

Tt d bLevond belijef that the managing organiczaion which

} " ; " : 15 1 !

like the current one _and so little in tangible results should

accomplish the marketing miracle of increasing dewmand for

isctope to the degree projected. 4,This project will have a

totally negative effect on non-proliferation efforts, effectively

"nuking" any pretense of U.S5, credibility. Conversely, if
plutonium were purchased from Russia, we would at least know
y 1 PN £ s . feli 1.5. TI Ly

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

» aftending public meetings and giving your comments directly 1o DOE officials
# reruming this comment form 10 the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593
» faxing your comments toil-free to: 1-877-362-4392
# commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @ hg.doc.gov

Name (optional):

Organization:

Home/Organization Addxes.s {circle one):

Cicy: State: Zip Code:
Teleph {optional):
E-mail (optional }:

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For move Information confact: Cofelte €, Brown, NE-S0
0.5. Deparment of Energy + 19901 Gamantown Road » Gamaniown, MD 20874
ToR-ree Tokophone: 1-877-552-4503 + Tolfres Fax: 1-877-542-4502 &

Emal: Nuciparinrasmichwa-FES@hq.dos.on 2

742/00

I ‘ 2025-1

2025-2

2025-3

2025-2

2025-4

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

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

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both research and commercial isotopes
would beviable if operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and devel opment for civilian
applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
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

Ford, Draft PEIS Comments, Page 2

project seems like a make-work pork barrel for the Tri-

Cities, DOE, PNL, and the commercial nuclear industry.

U.5. citizens of the Pacific Nerthwest have no intention 2025-5
of suffering further cleanup delays or additicnal waste

for any such purpose. Thank you.

2025-3:

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

The Isotope Production Facility (IPF) at Los Alamos National Laboratory
produces radioisotopes using the L os Alamos Neutron Science Center’s
LANSCE) half-mile accelerator that delivers medium-energy protons.
Among other isotopes, the |PF's three major products include

germanium 68, strontium-82, and sodium-22. Asaresult of changing
DOE missions, the production of radioisotopes at target area“A” of the
LANSCE has been rendered inoperable. In order to replace thelevel 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. Asaddressed in
Section 2.6.1 of the NI PEIS, IPF at LANSCE was considered but
dismissed from further evaluation because, although it can beusedin
tandem with the Brookhaven Linac I sotope Producer (BLIP) located at the
Brookhaven National Laboratory to supply near-term isotope
requirements, it isunlikely that these facilities could accomplish reliable,
increased isotope production at the level needed to support projected
needs.

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, aswell as cumulative impacts related to waste
production. Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites
are also addressed. These programswill be implemented for the
alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The waste generated from
any of the proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will be managed

(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective
manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and
regulations and applicable DOE orders.

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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Commentor No. 2025: Anonymous (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 2025

2025-4:

2025-5:

among them isthe fact that decontamination and decommissioning
technologies are evolving. Dueto 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.

DOE devel oped 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 facilitiesin the manner described
inthedraft NI PEIS’. Asstated 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-238in
Russia. However, the palitical and economic climatein Russiacreates
uncertainties that could affect the reliability of plutonium-238 supply
fromthissource. Thisisthe reason for evaluating alternativesto
plutonium-238 purchase from Russiaiin 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
anuclear 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.

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 devel opment of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.” The purpose of
this PEIS isto determine the environmental and other impactsto
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.
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Commentor No. 2025: Anonymous (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 2025

Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes. Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. Itis DOE's policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposal) in asafe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 2026: Ris Yavoh/Chas Morbeck

Response to Commentor No. 2026

-
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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 availablefrom foreign (or existing domestic)
sources, causing anumber of medical research programsto 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

W. P. Mead. Director
Public Safety Resources Agency
P. O. Box 724
Portland, OR 97207-0724

September &, 2000

Ms. Colet:te E. Brown, NE-50
Office of Wuclear Energy,
Science and Technology
U. S. Department of Energy
19991 Germantown Road
Germantowr., MO 20874

RE: Draft Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.

Dear Mg. Brown:

During my oral comments at the Department's Hearing of August 29,
2000 in Portlard, Oregon, the Mederator notified me that I had
reached the five minute time limit for public comments. 7T showed
the VModerator my written notes and stated that 1 was at my final
paragraph, to which he nodded hie head and stated “Okay,” but
then ordered the scund technician to cut the power to the
microphone when I began my firal paragraph by describing how to
expiain something to an incorrigible teenager.

I want to be sure that my comments are fully recorded in the
official rezord, so I'll repeat what the Department’s Moderatorn,
who was at that time acting under your personal supervision, did
not want the pul ¢ to hear during the hearing. Just te ensure
that there is no “inadvertent” censorship, I'1ll increase the size
of the font so the Dapartment’s scanners can easlly digest it
before the electronic analysis pregraw discards it.

Rlso, bacause your atterntior wag lacking during the hearing (you
may recall that several speakers nad to ask scmecne to gob your
attention when they were talking to you), please be sure to do
what the sound techniciar stated you would de: Listen to the
tapes of the entire session at Portland to learn what we were
trying to say to_you when you were supposed to have been
listening to wu
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Commentor No. 2027: W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

“We have a clear message for the
Department, and we’ll state it as we
would to an incorrigible teenager:

WE support you financially:

WE pay your bills, and
WE buy you your toys.

YOU acted inappropriately:

YOU lied to us when we asked
you to tell us the truth, and

¥YOU didn’t keep your promises
when you said that you would clean
up Hanford.

You have betrayed our trust.
aAnd for that,

YOU ARE GROUNDED!
(And you can’'t go out and play with

the reactor until AFTER you have
cleaned up your mess!)

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

Specific Comments Regarding the Draft PEIS:

1. Failure to include studies by NeOs in the Draft pEIS if vhey
contradicted a “pro* FFTF-restarl position:

It should be neted that during the public hearings that were aeld
in Portland in 1899, again under your perscnal direction, that
you allowed representatives of public heaith and safety KGOs ten
minutes to present their testimony. This was changed to five
minutes this year.

Although the reason that was cited for this change was to allow
everyane to speak, we believe it was because we didn't support
the Department’s plan to resgtart Lhe FFTF at the expense of
cleaning up Hanford's environmontal, health and safety hazards
from the past half century of weapons production activities.

I state this because we were restricted in our attempts to enter
information intc the record at the puklic hearings where other
persons could interact and expand on cur information, and also
becauge the documentation that we presented during the previcus
rounds of hearings was not included in the Draft PEIS.

Studies by pro-nuclear industry organizations who agreed with the
Department’s alleged “neesd” to restart FFIF were included, but
reports that countered the industry’s pro-restart position were
neol even mentioned.  The publie should have been allowed to see
our information sc it could be further studied by independent
analysts in time for this round of the process.

A better option would have been to schedule twe nights of public
hearings in major cities. The Draft PEIS stated that Portland
and Hood River, Oregon each had more than 300 persons attend last
year's hearings - wore than at ary other lecation, including the
Tri-Cities and Seattle, Washington - but you did not allow
sufficient time Eor the public to be heard. Better planaing
could have provided that opoortunity and increase the public's
respect for the integricy of the process.

2. Flawed Methodelogy - Citing supporting documentg that weve
previocusly acknowledged to be inascurate:

FFTF's adjunct facilities were listed in the Draft PEIS as if
they were virtually ready to be used in a supporting role if thke
FFTF wag restarted. Thais assumption wes based on a 13u8
inspection report that, in a 1589 rcoview, was found to be
defective; yet the Department’s Draft PEIS indicates that its
decisien would be based on the (flawed) 1288 report.ﬁi;)

2027-2

2027-3

2027-2:

2027-3:

DOE policy encourages effective public participation in its decision
making process. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the

NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE's proposed
aternatives. 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. Thisformat 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. Thiswas accomplished
by arandom number drawing. In addition to the comment recorder
stationed at the main hearing, a second recorder was availablein 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 al individuals and groups.

One of theadjunct facilitiesfor FFTF under Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
isthe 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 afuture
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 PEISis

FY 2005. Thisis 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

Thig entire area of the Draft PEIS should be reviewed and any
decision about restarting FFTF in any role should be re-analyzed
only after a new inspection audit of the adjunct facilities nas
been completed and reviewed by the public, including a new round
of hearings, as was done for the possibility of restarcing FFTF
when the Department used the flawed 1988 inspection report to
support that alternative.

3. Financial Aralvasis - Inaccurate assumptions and misleading
FFTE decommissioning costs in nen-FFTF alternatives:

The entire aspect of the Departwent’s timirg and presentation of
its Financial Analysis is suspect. The Draft PEIS was released
without any responsible cost amalysis for the Alterratives,
however the public was expected to meke a respousible decision.

¥o cone of sound mind would agree to a maicr expenditure without
krnowing the ultimate cost of the purchase, but apparently the
Department now has a npew definition of a “non-disclasure
agreerent” with the public. The public and NGOs should have been
able to analyze the relative costs of the Alternatives as a part
of the original document.

Releaging the cost analyszis as an "after market” add-on {I
received it after I had completed my testimony at the hearing in
Portland, Oregon) can only lead to increased confusion among the
participants. If the financial informaticn was nct available at
the time the Draft PEIS was to be printed, ther the document
should have been postpomed until Lke erntire record had been
assembled in a single package.

FFTF's decommissioning costs should be restricted to only those
alternatives that pestulate restarting FFIF {(Alternative %) or
decommissioning FFTF (Alternative 5). FFTF's decommissioning
costs should pot be included in the financial impact statements
of the other proposed alternatives.

These are entirely separate issues and should be treated as such.
Instead, the Department under-estimated the actual cost of FFTF's
restart in Alternative 1, while comoletely ignoring any costs for
decommissicning FFTF after it completed its role.

This provided a false iwpression that Alternmative 1 would he
finanecially attractive. Tais variation of the “bait-and-switch”
schenes was campounded by including FFTF's decommissioning costs
in the orher Alternatives. One may logically question why any of
those Alternatives, which should be analyzed independently, were
blessed with FFTF's deccmmissicning costs, when Altermative 1

completely ignored that inputézl/,

2027-3
(Cont’d)

2027-4

2027-5

2027-4:

2027-5:

NEPA does not require the cost of alternativesto beincluded in an EIS,
although cost will be afactor 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 thisFinal 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 seg.), DOE
considered comments submitted after the close of the comment period to
the extent practicable.

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.
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Commentor No. 2027: W. P. Mead (Cont’d)

Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

The iogical guestions arise: s the Department’s analysis so
incompetent that it forget that Alternative : will eventually
require FFTF to be decommissioned, or are we to helieve that chey
wrote the analysig with the assumption that the only way slant
the analysis was te add FFTF's decowmissioning costs to the base
price of the other Alternatiwves in crder to adversely influence
the selection process against those alternatives, and in favor of
restarting FFTF, per Alternative 1.

The cost analysis for the construction and operation of new
accelerators to produce isotopes 1f FFTF is not selected for chat
T ssion should stand on their own merits. FFTF's deccommissicning
coste should pet be included in theose alternatives, kut should
instead be limited to Alternatives 1 and 5.

FFTF'e decommissioning costs were not fully addressed in the cost
analysis for restarting FFTF (Alternative 1}. FFTF will require
decommissioning costs regardleas of when it completes its role
within the nuclear infrastructure.

it hest, the sooner thar we decommission FFTF, the lesa it will
cost. If Alternative 1 is selected, we can be assured that the
decommissioning costs will increase exporentially by the time
that ite postulated mission is completed after another 35 years
of service.

In 1998 I examined several “decommissicned” reactor sites that
were much smaller and had produced much less contaminatien than
FFTF has to date. In each of those cases, the utility that owned
and operated the reactor had experienced much-higher coste than
had been projected for deccnmissioning the reactor, with several
subsequent expenditures Zor environmertal remediation years after
the facilities had closed. Those expenditures then had to be
paid for from the utilities operating budgets for other projects.

In FFTF'e cage, based on the Department's historic emphasis on
"production” missions, and its inability teo even cemply with its
current binding cleamip and envircrmental remediation agreewents,
we would be highly skeptical of any agsurances the Department
gives in this matter. I am surc that athers will include this
diggussion in their comments.

4. PFailure to adequately advicse the public on the envirgnmental
benefits of using accelerators instead of reactors to produce
isotopes:

DOE's push to use a ligquid-sodium-cooled reactar in an urban area

is unconscionable. FFTF's predecessors have shown that such
reactors can exparience nuclear cxcursions even under the mest

rigid moniterirg conditicns and with safety standards in place.dzz__,

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
changesin 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

Ir. my testimony of February 12, 1938, zt Hood River, Oregon, I
cited a history of nuclear accidents in FFTF's predecessor
reactors. The cited accidents were puclear in origin, and in
several cascs destroyed the reactor’s core and resulted in the
permanent cleosure of those reactora.

I also cited scientific studies that satated that beyond the issue
of a nueclear excursion within the reacter’s core, that an even
greater possibility existed for an explosion of a much greater
magnitude if the ligquid scdium came in contact with air or water:
EBR-2'gz design was poatulated for a maximum release equivalent to
300 pounds of THNT for the nuclear excursicn; but the same design
postulated that the chemical reacticn of a sodium-air explosicon
could reach an explosive force equal to 10,000 pounds of THT!

FFTF was built in the 19708 and has many of the design flaws of
its predecessors. The litany of sodium-coocled reactors that have
been catastrophically destroyed in the United States is leagend:
ZBR-1 had an accidental core meltdown; TBR-2 was shut down in
mid-cycle because it became unstable and the remainder of its
tests could not be safely conducted.

In addition to EBR-1 and EBR-2, the SRE liguid-sodium-cocled
reactor and the Fermi-1 reactor both experienced catastrophic
core destruction that causcd both facilities to be permanently
shut down.

Fermi-1 was lese than half the size of FFTF, yet its accident
threatened the public to such an extent that for nearly an entire
month the Atomic Energy Corvmission sericusly considered
evacuating 1.5 million persons who lived near it. FFTF ia much
larger chan Fermi-1 and tuch closer to a major metrcpolitan area
that cculd not be ewvacuated in time to protect a significant
portion of that public.

Sodium-conled reactors are inherently unstable and are mach mare
prone to accidents than LWRe of the Three Mile Island and Trojan
variety. The liguid sodium is highly corrosive and these
reactors experience a wmiuch greater neutron flux, cperate at wvery
high temperatures, and experience embrittletent even beyond what
is commonly found in commercial LWRs of similar age.

Experience has shown that this type of reactor is an accident
just waiting to happen. FFTF is a fast-neutrom experimental
breeder reactor that shouvld be retired pow instead of trying to
retrofir it to run anotker 35 years of production missionz that
it was hot designed for. FFTF camncot safely produce the
quantities cf muclear products that the Drafr PEIS postulates
during the course of its dangerously-extended lifetime.

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

Under Alternative 1, this threat to ocur safety would continue for
another 35 years, after which the Department still has not
included any specific plans or funding Zor decommissioning FFTF.
This constitutes an irresponeible abuse of public trust, and is
especially hlatant In view that the Department has never honored
its many promises to clean up the Hanford Reservation.

Alternative 3 would be a much better cptien to achieve similar
production goals with a greatly reduced amount of waste while at
the same time providing additional gafety to the public.

5. Additional! Production Cavacity:

The Department has not satisfactorily demonstrated an actual peed
for additional isotopes for medical, industrial or use in space
migsions. NASA has recently changed its position on the need for
additional Pu-228. This came after a review of the basie for the
Department’s announcement that NASA even needed to increase its
supply of Pu-238. In fact, NASA didn't even know it was listed
as a "needy agency” until after that inforwation had been
published in the Congressicnal Record.

Likewise, the Department’'s figures for the "need” for future
medical isotopes are highly suspect. We have already proven that
wmuck of the perceived “need” can be obtained from domestic and
foreign cvommercial vendors who can mest current and the projected
future needs.

If a real meed can be demonatrated for additional preoduction
capacity, then the Department should strongly coasider building
accelerators instead of relying on reactors.

Conclusicn:

1. Decomrission FFTF:

PSRA recommends that the Department select Altermative 5 with
respect to FFTFa future role in the Nuclear Infrastructure.

FFTE has exceeded its aafety margin and we should decommiasion it
now; pefore we experience a catastrophic accident with its
incumpent harm to the public and the envirocoment, and increased
costs to mitigate the accident’s damages.

The public canncet afford te rely con the Department’s assurances
with respect to health and safety issues. The Department has a
thorougnly-documented history <f placing a higher priority for

“production” misgions at the expense of operatiocnal safetxdjﬁz"f

2027-6
(Cont’d)

2027-7

2027-8

|| 2027-7

Il 2027-9

| ‘ 2027-6

2027-10

2027-7:

2027-8:

DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 3, Construct New
Accelerator(s) which includes permanent deactivation of FFTF, instead
of relying on reactors.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual 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'srolein
fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both research and commercial isotopes
would beviable if operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and devel opment for civilian
applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production.” In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other missions. While some existing

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd



ov8l-¢

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

Response to Commentor No. 2027

This is an institutional mindsst, as underscored by Lhe recently-
discloged incidents of repeated viclationa of safety procedures,
and the subsequent attempte to cover-up those viclationg at the
Hanford Reservation.

The Department and its predecessor agencies have for decades
tried to convince the public that Hanford is a safe place to
worx, that Hanford is a valuabie asset to ovr region, and that
its employees were one of the nation’s healthiest workIorces.

buring the past sixteen years PSRA, other NGOs and nen-DOE public
agencies have challenged the Department’s assumptions, but have
been repeatedly been told that we should rely on the Departmernt’s
own analysis of its history, and that gur extrapolation of those
results was flawed. When pressed for answers to apecific
questicons, the Department often responded that the specific
information we needed was classified, but that if we had been
able teo review that information, that we would have reached the
same conclusions as the Deparcment.

We now know that the Department has concealed an entire body of
information regarding the health and safety of its workforce.
PSRA finds 1t ironic that many of the Department’s employees, who
for decades were saying that Hanford was a healthy and safe place
to work, are now filing claimg subsequent to the Department's
admission that working im their production areas have adversely
impacted the health of their workforce: The very people who were
publicly saying that public health professionals were wrong, are
now lining up for financial compensaticn now that the government
hag offered to pay for damages.

To date, thia *“retroactive cognition” has cnly irpacted a few
thousand persens (not counting the financial impact on the
taxpavers who are sxpected to pay for the damages now that the
Department has decided to admit that for scveral decades it could
not accurately guantify its own datal, but that could rapidly
change if FFTF were restarted.

A decieion to restart FFTF would be another example of the
Department making a seriee of other erronecus assumptions, but
with a much greatey potential for widespread danger to the
general public, instead of being limited te a relatively small
segment of the regional workforce.

We cannot justify passively agreeing with the position that “The
Department knows best...” The Department’'s producticn operations
have been o mis-managed that if they were forced to run under
the regulatory authority of the NRC, most D0E facilities would
have been closed and others probably might not even have been
allowed to be built or operated after their first inspection.ci

2027-10
(Cont’d)

2027-11

2027-10

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

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

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 isresponsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005. Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs for
the 35-year evaluation period considered in the NI PEIS. However,

DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond what is currently available to
the United States through the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of anew contract and may require additional NEPA review.

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

AiljioeH 1581 XN 1524 81 JO 8|0y 8y Buipnjou| 'sereIs PalIUN 8Y) Ul SUOSSIA UOIINPO. 8dolos|
pue Juawdopneqg pue yoeasay ABseug JeajonN uelalD papuedxg Bulysidwoddy Jo) Juswielels 10edw| [eluswiuodinug direwirelbold feuly



T81¢

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

Response to Commentor No. 2027

The Department as an agency is in a chreonic state of denial when
it comes to the dangers of ite operations. At Haniord, its
history ig one aof a “cowboy mentality” about production methods
when what is really needed is a more measured, analytical
approach when dealing with the scientific principles that govern
cechrical achievements: Working with nuclear processes that have
a narrow safety margin of error require more of Lhe type of
approach taken by neurcsurgeons, instead of playing the part of a
rodeo clown.

For years the people of the Northwestern United States have heard
FEanford's managers tell us how well they were doing in their
efforts to clean up Hanford s environwental wastelands, yet we
know that the Environmental Protection Agency has identified more
than 1,000 potential “Superfund” chemical and/or radiclogic sites
within Harford’s boundaries, and that each of those sites will
cost approximately $100,000.00 just te characterize. Beyond
that, the final remecdiation cost may reach $160,0080,000,000.00
and take another hundred years to complete, even though some
areag of the Hanford Reservation will be closed for eternity.

We can’'t afford te grant the Department znorher chance to fail.
In the event of 2 serious accident at FFTF or any of its adjunct
facilities, a significant population of the region could be at
risk. Data already exists that extrapolates an ever-increasing
probability of such an accident happening at tne FFTF if the
Department restarts it for a 35-year producticn run.

If the Department is wrong in their safsty assumpticns, as we
believe to be the case, it will be too late for the surrcunding
populaticon: FFTF is too close te Richland and the surrounding
Tri-Cities population centers to evacualte, given that the
Department routinely needs several hours just teo determine and
understand that an accident really has cccurred, that there were
emergsncy procedures to be followed and notifications that it
ghould have made.

Once tne Department realizes that it has a response reole, it then
activates its resources to isolate workers from the public and
assume a positive “spin-control” of the incident.

[Faceticus Note in response to Mg. Brown's acknowledged facetious
comment to Gerald Pollet at the Peortland, Oregon Hearing: “Yes,
that’s trus. But, cn a positive note, those workers will never
reed to buy another flashlight or batteries during their
lifetime."]

We don't need spin control: We need the Department to show more

responsibility for its accions;4g;L”’

2027-12
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2027-10

2027-9:
2027-10:

2027-11:

2027-12:

developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, |etter
to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2 of
Volume1 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.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5.

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 radiol ogical 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.

The commentor’s position regarding the restart of FFTF isnoted. This
NI PEIS provides estimates of the incremental potential human health
impacts associated with arange of reasonable aternatives (Alternative 1
includes the restart of FFTF) evaluated for the production of isotopes for
medical uses, research and devel opment, 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 providesthe
results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be
expected to result from implementation of each of the analyzed
aternatives, 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.

DOE notesthe 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

Accidents such as the 1976 Am-241 column explosion at the 242-Z2
Building that deosed Harold KacClusky; the case of the Z-% Waste
Crib that approached criticality similar to the Sowiet Unicn’'s
criticality explosion of the late-1950s; and the dismaying series
of errcrs of the 19303 all show that the Department has not been
able to safely manage projects where known control procedures
were in place, but were not followed.

1f the Departwent is wrong in its assessment of FETF's safety, ic
will de no geed for it te adwmit chat mistake after hundreds or
thousande of persons have been exposed, and more land has been
contaminated.

We have no faith in the accuracy of the Department’s projections
because they were created by the Department’s analysts who, by
the very nature of their positions, have a conflict of interest
in thar they want FITF to resume a production mission.

We have seen several recent examples of the fallacy of foreing a
potentially-dangerous technical/gcientific project to conform to
an arbitrary political time-line: NASA‘s Challenger explosion and
its two recent Mars missions are merely the latest well-known
examples. The Department has put the FFTF restart on a similar
fast-track, but this time the effects of the potential accident
would be directly targeted on the Horthwest's population.

The appropriatc time for “damage control” is right now: The
Department should permanently decommissicn FFTF and end the very
real jeopardy to the region’s health and safety. Admitting that
the Departmenc’s analysis was wrong after an accident will do
absclutely nc good for victims; the appropriate time for action
is pow, and Alterrative 5 is the only responsible course of
action that the Department can justifiable pursue.

Instead of bragging about now well the Department will do in a
project 35 years from now, we would rather that it demonstrate
its ability to follow safety procedures that currently exist, and
deronstrate that it has the technical ability and instizutional
commitment to comply with the remediation schedules that are
already in place, and to which it has already agreed.

2. Review the actual “need” for new production capacitv:

Aeeelerators offer several safety and environmental advantages
over reactors. If additional isotope preduction capacity is
truly needed, then PSREA recommends that the Department pursue
Alternative 3 to the excliuzion of resfarting FFTF or building new

research reactor(s). E .

2027-10
(Cont’d)
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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). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardiess

of the alternative(s) selected.

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

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual 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'srolein
fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial i sotope production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERA C Subcommitteefor | sotope
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

At the present time, ESRA cannct verify that an actual “need” for
additional production capacity truly exista. #We have several
cther demestic and foreign sources for the identified isotopes
that rcan gupply the cited guantities at a lower cost then tha
Department could achieve by either restarting FFTF or even by
building two new accelerazors per Rlternative 3.

As with cur commerts regarding FFTF, we question the methodaology
of how the Department reached its conclusions that additional
capacity was needed for the producticr of those isotopes. The
studies appear to be flawed - or at the wminimum, compromised -
becauge they were preduced by many of the organizaticns that have
a vested financial interest in “creating” such a need.

Cue to the Department’s failure to include responsible studies
that contradiet its pre-determined position that additional
production capacity is needed, the stated conclusion was a glvern.
In reality, however, the Department’s refusal to irclude daza by
recognized independent NGOs - including public health agencies -
castez serious deoubt on the wvalidity of its assumptions about
future needs in this area.

In this example, the Department should understand that just
because it failed to include cpposing data in its Draft PEIS does
not mean that that body of knowledge will remain hidden. FPSRA
recommerds that the Department revisit this guestion by reviewing
the data thac was submitted to it by K308 that were not under
contract to DOE, and then re-evaluate its analysis afrer
including the full body of evidenrce.

3. Flawed methcdology and administrative procedures have
invalidated this version of the Praft PEIS:

The Publie Hearing on the Draft PEIS was hela on Tuesday, August
29, 2000; about ten menths after the Department’s last hearing in
our area. We expected our comments to be included in the Draft
but the more than 700 unigue comments that the Department
received were dismissed in only four sentences.

The pubklic did not receive the same treatment ag was granted to
the pro-FFTF restart community, which was allowed to include
comments that had previocusly been proven to be false with respect
to medical isctopes. Instead, the Department gave greater weight
to information that was known to be false because that data was
given in fawvor of restarting FFTF%

2027-13

2027-14

2027-14:

suitability of FFTFto produce research isotopesin atimely and cost
efficient manner were madein the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both research and commercial isotopes
would beviableif operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production.” In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other 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 devel oping 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.

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 commentsreceived from the public.

Whileall commentsreceived during the scoping periodsfor boththe
Plutonium-238 Production EIS and the NI PEIS are part of the
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Commentor No. 2027: W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

The Department had nearly an ertire year to produce this Draft
PEIS and could have delayed even more if chey needed more time to
produce a completed document that included the information that
the public needed in order to reach ar intelligent decision.

Instead, they preduced an incempetent collection cof selected data
Lo support their intent to restart FFTF, and guaranteed that the
public could not responsibly aralyze it because the Department
failed to include two important components of the Draft: The cost
analys’s for the different Alternatives; and the analyais of the
Norpreliferation Impact Asseasment.

The Cost Report for Alternatives was transmitted with a cover
letter dated August 24, 2000, but was not mailed to PSRA until
August 29, 2000; the date of the hearing in Portland, Cregcon.

The Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessmeni was
transmitted with a cover letter dated August 30, 2000, but was
not mailed to PSRA until September B, 20G0. This meant that the
Department did net release that information until aftesr the date
of the hearing in Portland, Oregon, and then with-held mailing
the Assessment for another nine days.

@Given that the Department apparently can't even manage a timeline
tkat it established internally, and then can't even mail its owm

documents within a week of their release, we do not believe that

it has satisfactorily dermonstrated its skility te safely operate

the FFTF reactor (which is much more technically complex than the
DOE's postage meter machines).

We find it interesting te note that the Department has set an
arbitrary time limit of whemn it will stop accepting response
comments from the public, but that it failed to provide the data
needed by the public to prepare those comments in a timely
manner . A much better solution would have been to delay the
distribution of the Draft until all data, including the Cost
Report and the Impact Asseszsment and pertinent comments from non-
FFTF restart contributors, had been ccupiled and then submit it
as a esingle document with geveral included appendices.

The logical progression here would be to expec: that the
Department will next discard all public comments because they did
not consider the Cost Report and/cr Impact Assessment: A
challenge by the Cepartment on those grounds would be virtually
unassailable because of the Department’s own actions of delaying
the needed information instead of including it in the report as a

single package @/

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 asis required for public comments on
aDraft 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
issuesis attributable to the manner in which they were originally
categorized and counted. For example, anumber 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 asasingle
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
reasonabl e alternativesto fulfill the requirements of the missions were
disclosed and evaluated in the NI PEIS. Further, DOE evaluated each
environmental resource areain a consistent, unbiased manner acrossal the
alternativesto allow afair comparison among the various alternatives.
DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose al required
information to make adecision on expanding nuclear infrastructure.

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021) implementation
regulations do not requireinclusion of cost and nonproliferation studiesinan
environmental impact statement. The basic purpose of the NI PEISisto
describe the alternatives under consideration for implementation (Section
2.5 of Volume 1) and the environmental impactsthat would occur if these
alternativeswere implemented (Chapter 4 of Volume 1). Pursuant to CEQ
regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary
decision documents avail able to the public beforeadecisionismade. The
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Commentor No. 2027: W. P. Mead (Cont’d)
Public Safety Resources Agency

Response to Commentor No. 2027

PEIS iz fatally flawed in both its accuracy and methodology, and
we regquest that the process be reviewed and - if necessary - that
z new round of public hearing be held to congider the new datadégff'

2027-14

in sheort, PSRA believes that the current version of che Draft |

0. P. Mead
Director, PSRA
Portland, Oregon

associated cost report and nonproliferation report were made availableto
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 aminimum
of 45 days be alowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. As
stated inthe 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
inthe 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

W. P. Mead, Director
Public Safety Rescurces Agency
F. O. Box 724
Portland, CR 87207-0724

August 29, 2000

USCOE Craft PEIS Hearing
(Verbal Comments Specific To FFTF-related Concerns.|

1'1]1 submit our specific comments by wail as I normally do, but
for the purposes of this hearing, I really have to congratulate
the Department of Hnergy on the quality of their work in crafting
a document to justify the continued existence of the FFTF
Reactor, a reactor that has been in search of a mission for the
past decade.

The guantity of maps, tables, diagrams and appendices in the
Draft PEIS are all skewed in favor of supperting the Department’s
pre-determired decision to restart the FFTF regardless of chat
reagtor’a actual need within the Nuclear Infrastructure.

In fact, this Draft PEIS included so many exbilbits that T fully
expected to see the *26 Bx10 color glossy photographs with
clrcles, arrows, diagrams, and a paragraph on the back” that Arle
Guthrie told us about in Alice’s Restaurant.

However, one thing that I failed to see was any competent
discussion or citation af the thousands of specific comments that
were made by citizens like us at these hearings, or even by tax-
exempt professional public health and safety organizations in
cheir written comments to the Departrent of Energy.

What I did see were citations of studies by nuclear industry
organizatiorns that favored FFIF's restart because they had a
financial incentive to divert funding from Hanford's cleanup
operations, to return to arother 35 years of nuclear waste
production and its’ associated risks to our populations.

The package of documents I reviewed totaled 1,214 pages., weighed
6 pounds, and cost $10.00 to ship %o me via USPS Priority Mail.
Hundreds of other persons, libraries, businesses and public
gervice orgarizations received these, but po_one was able to
review any of the thousands of comments that had been made by
individuals or organizations who cpposed the FFTF's restart.

The Department cited “faveorable” comments mads by pro-nuclear
groups in exhaustive detail, but dismissed our concerns even
though the Department’s own Draft PEIS identified Portland and

Hopd River as having the two highest levels of attendance of thezfa/

2027-15
(Cont’d)

2027-15: Whileall commentsreceived during the scoping periodsfor 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 areintended to provide asummary of theissuesand
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 asisrequired for public commentson
aDraft 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 particul ar issue or set of
issuesis attributable to the manner in which they were originally
categorized and counted. For example, anumber of statements, letters,
or resol utions signed by multiple persons, such ascity 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 asasingle
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. Thisformat 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

ten Scoping Meetings that were held in the United Staces in 1598
and 193% [Vol-2; Table ¥-1]. The Department acknowlecdoed
receiving *more than 700 unigue comrents” buc dismissed them in
four sentences of the Craft PEIS.

At other DQE public hearings I've often heard speakers say that
the citizens of Portland must underscand that nuclear production
issues are realiy a matter of national security, and that we must
taxe the leong view of what's good for the country, instead of
siwply conecentrating on what's good for our region. I ncticed
that many of thoge gpeakers were “Three Hour Immigrancs” who had
been pussed into Pertland from the Tri-Cities to pack our hearing
and then return to their jobs at Hanford: I saw them get off the
bua, they wore cheir unicn hats and jackets while they testified,
and I watched them get back cnte the bus to return teo Richland.

wWhy not take another, untarnished, view of true National Security
inatead of buying into the company line? True “"National
Securizy” is the ability to provide a safe and healthy
environment in which to live. We have a horrendous health and
safety problem at Hanford. Let’s clean that up and then bring
the rest of the Department’s sites and the rest of the United
States up to the standard of living that we have a right to
expect in the Northwest.

We all know that the Columbia River flows through Hanford.
That's the water that we drink. We use it to irrigate our crops
prepare our food, and wash cur clothes and dishes. It's a
Naticnal Treasure that we can’t afford to contaminate, yet we
have in the name of “National Security.”

The people of Valemoun:, British Columbia at the northern reach
of the Columbia near Jasper Natiomal Park could net imagine what
we’'ve done to their river. Nor could the people of Canal Flats,
180 miles to the south where the river actually begins after it
makes it’'s U-turn arcund the Selkirk Mountains to its headwaters
in a beautiful area of the Canadian Rockies.

What they could believe, though, is that once again an industry
with a vested financial interest has bought the suppeort of a
government at the expanse of the reasion’s residents.

In the 18808 the people of Montana and Scuthern British Colurbia
dug a canal that was less than a mile long tc join the Columbia
and the Kootenai Rivers. The Canadian Pacific Railrocad, a
private corporation that had a government-issued transportation
monopoly at that time, had the Canadian Government close tThe
canal after only two boats had made the transit.

This is not really muach different from what’s happening teoday

with Hanford: The nuclear industry wants to protect its jobs at‘faf,t

2027-15

2027-16

2027-16:

facilitated by an independent moderator to ensurethat all personswishing

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. Thiswas accomplished by arandom number
drawing. In addition to the comment recorder stationed at the main
hearing, asecond recorder was availablein an adjacent roomto receive
comments without the need to await selection at the main proceeding.
The hearing format used promoted open and equal representation by all
individualsand groups.

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). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement. FFTF restart would not impact the schedule or
availablefunding 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
aso 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

the taxpayer’s expense and the Department of Energy is a willing
partner in destroying the slight chance we have of cleaning up
their mese.

An example will underscore just how incestuous this relacionship
is: FFTF is a federallv-owned reactor on a federal enclave, hut
in an internet search on “ffof* you will find che following
statement:

“Fast Flux Test Fzcility (FFTF] - Welcome. This is the
official website of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF}!, the
U.S. Department of Znergy’'s 400-megawatt test reactor.”

Again, this is a DDOE-owned reactor on a federal reservatiom, but
the cfficial URL is *http://www ffrf.org® -- not *.gov.”

*.0rg for “Organization,” not “.gov" for "Govermmen:t® as is
standard practice. By this time next year both FFTF and DOE will
have a common URL: “.Com” for “Commercial®” and the pecple of the
NorthWest will gqualify for *.WBH* for "We’wve Been Had.”

FFTF‘e site has links to five private nuclear medicine sites, ard
ten links to sites such as the "Nuglear Energy Institute” and
*NucNet,” but it has no links to any of the public interest
organizations here or even to the State of Oregon’'s Office of
Energy.

The Department of Enerqy is very quick to state that no funding
will be diverted from cleanup acticns at Hanford, regardless of
the decision to restart the FFTF reacter or any of their ocher
facilities.

This is absolutely false.

The Department has diverted more than a hundred million dollars
of cleanup funding just to keep the TFTF reactor in Standby
status while they fabricate a “need” to restart it.

The truth at Hanford is that the Department of Energy and its
contractors have never accomplished a single Environmental Health
and Safety rerediation project within their announced budget and
time frame, not even when the Department’s internal “peer review”
process underscored the importance of achieving those goals.

The Department’s predecessor agencies began creating waste at
Hacford in the early 13408, Forty-five years later I heard a DOE
Manager testify that he was very proud of their record of
sclidifying tank wastes, arnd he cited an example of the previoua
year's accamplishmenca. What he failed to mention, however, was
that the entire year's project actually solidified less than iﬁé}’//

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

aingle day’'s proedustion of liguid high-level radicactive wastes
from Hanford's operations at the time of his testimony.

The Department should address the real issue of National Security
as it relates to Hanford's production operaticns: That is, it
must previde for the security of future generations here on earth
instead of inventing a reaseon to pollute space. NASA didn't even
know that the Department had decided it needed more Plutonium-238
for space missions until it was published in the Federal Register
on September 15, 1939,

When Ma. Colette Brown, the Department’s perscn who 1s managing
this PEIS process, was gquestioned about this on October 15, 1999,
ahe never answered the gquestion she had been asked about whether
NASA had requested additional Plutonium-238 beyond what was
currently available for the three cited missions.

What is really needed is a naticnal commitment to clean up the
wastes that we’wve already created at Hanford, which has been
identified as having approximetely 1,000 separate areas of
radiclegical and chemical contawinaticn that gualify for rhe
EPA’'s Superfund cleanup status.

We have a 55-year history of waste producticn at Hanford and we
have not been able to centain, wanage or isolate that waste even
when using “State-of-the-art" technolegy. IE we can’t clean up
the present mesa, how can we possibly justify creating even more
waste when we will need to contain, manage and isclate that
legacy from pur descendants for the nexc 10,000 years?

Tn 1%85, while testifying at another DOE Hearing, I presented a
timeline showing the accepted 10-half-lives decay chain of
Hanford's radioleogic contamination to put this argument into an
understandable perspective. &t the rate of 1 inch per 100 years,
that timeline - which was produced on a roll of paper towels -
was 125 feet long and, when un-rolled, stretched down an entire
aigle of the Bonmeville Power Administration’s auditorium.

Make no mistake about it, the Department’'s Draft PEIS was written
with one objective: to justify the restart of Hanford’s FFTF
Reactor as the core component of a new generation of nuclear
production operations. Much of the materials that would be
produced or irradiated at Hanford would require shipments of
several thousand miles each way frem their initial storage areas
to this reactor - which rezllv is not a gocd candidate for those
types of operaticns - and then kack te the esast coast for
processing before they could be shipped to the end user somewhere
else in the United Staces.

Regardiess of how you cock the books, restarting the FYTF Reactor

carnnot be justified on the basis of sconomic, social, medical,é%},

2027-16
(Cont’d)

2027-17

2027-18

2027-19

2027-20

2027-17: Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE'’s
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for 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 anew contract and may require additional NEPA review.

The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, SRTG
development effortswere stopped in order to permit reprogramming of
fundsto support devel opment of anew radioisotope power system based
on aStirling technology generator. Thisnew radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requiresone-third less
plutonium-238 asitsfuel source. However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA hasrequested in a September 22, 2000, |etter to
DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1
wasrevised 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

envircnmental, transpertation, nealth, safety or natiomal
security arguments. It‘s the wrong type of reactor to use in
many of the postulated roles. The cnly reason IFTF is being
considered is because it is already at Hanford and the nucleaxr
industry wants to create jobs at that site.

I'm all in faver of putting those folks back to work, but it's
time for the DCE to accept its responsibility for Hanford’'s
waste.

We have a clear message for the Department:

¥E support you financially:
WE pay your bilis and WE buy you youxr coys.

YOU broke those toys and acted inappropriately:
¥OU lied when we asked you to tell us the truth, and
vorr didn’t keep your promises when you said that you
would clean up Hanford.
You hawve betrayed our trust and for that,

YOU ARE GROUNDED!

And you can’c go out and play with the reactor until ASTER

you have cleaned up your mess! @ .
Lbefm; PIRA

/%ﬂﬁmq OF.

2027-18: Seeresponse 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. Inthe NI PEIS, DOE has analyzed each
environmental resource areain a consistent, unbiased manner across al the
alternativesto allow for afair comparison among the various alternatives.

2027-20: While there are differencesin the total shipping distances and risks

among the alternatives, risks from transportation are small for al of the
alternatives. Figuresand tablesin 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’sreasonsfor selecting it.

AiljioeH 1581 XN 1524 81 JO 8|0y 8y Buipnjou| 'sereIs PalIUN 8Y) Ul SUOSSIA UOIINPO. 8dolos|
pue Juawdopneqg pue yoeasay ABseug JeajonN uelalD papuedxg Bulysidwoddy Jo) Juswielels 10edw| [eluswiuodinug direwirelbold feuly



TS81¢

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, | would like to tell you about the FFTF, here in Washington
state. My wife and | 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.

|| 20281

2028-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2029: Tom Clements
Nuclear Control I nstitute

Response to Commentor No. 2029

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, | request that
you accept the following for the record of the PEIS on isotope
production/FFTF restart. | 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

2029-1: DOE notes the commentor’sviews. Asdiscussed in Section 1.7 of the
NI PEIS, the “Final Environmental Impact Statement, Medical 1sotopes
Production Project: Molybdenum-99 and Related Isotopes’ analyzed the
proposed establishment of a domestic capability to produce
molybdenum-99 and related medical isotopes such asiodine-131,
xenon-133, and iodine-125. At the time this review was conducted, the
U.S. supply of molybdenum-99 depended on the production capacity of
one aging reactor in Canada, so DOE proposed this action to ensure a
reliable domestic source for thisvital isotope. Therange of reasonable
alternatives evaluated in this EI Sincluded facilitiesat SNL, LANL,
ORNL, and INEEL. In the subsequent Record of Decision, DOE
selected the ACRR and the Hot Cell Facility at SNL for the production of
molybdenum-99 and the related isotopes, with target fabrication to be
conducted at LANL. However, since that time, the diversity and
reliability of world supply of molybdenum-99 have increased. DOE has
determined that, because the vulnerability in supplies of molybdenum-99
has sufficiently diminished, the selected SNL facilities should be further
developed for molybdenum-99 production using private funds.
Negotiationstoward that end are ongoing. Until an agreement isreached,
thereactor and hot cell facilitiesare available for emergency
molybdenum-99 production should the need arise. The reactor isaso
being used for the production of other isotopes, for example iodine-125,
and has been made available on aservices basisto serve defense
missions. As such, the ACRR is currently configured to support DOE
Office of Defense Programs pulse testing missions. This configurationis
compatible with reactor operations for the production of isotopes.
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Commentor No. 2029: Tom Clements (Cont’ d)
Nuclear Control |nstitute

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."

"l 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 |nstitute

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 |nstitute

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 |nstitute

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 |nstitute

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.K12.0R.US]

Sent:  Thursday, September 21, 2000 7:17:06 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: | oppose the restart of the FFTF Nuclear Reactor at

Hanford!!!!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

I ‘ 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 notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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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. | 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. |1 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:

2032-2:

2032-3:

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

DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding waste generation and
disposition. The restart of FFTF or any of the other proposed aternative
facilitieswould not impact the schedule or availablefunding 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 al 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. Thewaste
generated from any of the proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

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 apanel of expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed
by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support
future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic
capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel source that is required for
deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term, assured

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

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Paortiand, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50
18901 Germantown Road
- Germantewn, Maryland 20874-1280
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
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Address
City, state POQTWCQ :C\Q

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
thermoel ectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, the suspension
of SRTG development efforts was conducted in order to permit
reprogramming of funds to support development of a new 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 asits fuel source. However, the Stirling
technology is developmental and NASA hasrequested in a

September 22, 2000 |etter 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

Hanford Watch Lo
2285 SE Cypress i N
Portland, Oregon 97214

Nis. Colette Brown

L.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-5G

19801 Germantcwn Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-12¢0
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

I am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:

)
el g m\b\ued tocth vuelaar

emercu ot all TH I@c:‘ametmg

he vma Hey V\\kafr\lmﬂo o

Address 23“—} N\Mm

City, state %/‘H&Vld OR_

7p TTAO

|| 20341
2034-2
I‘ 2034-3

2034-1:
2034-2:

2034-3:

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

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.

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

Response to Commentor No. 2035
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2035-1

2035-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEI'S, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement. 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
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2036-1

2036-2

2036-1:

2036-2:

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing 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). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

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

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrasiructure
PEIS. These include: _
« artending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
® returning this comment form 10 the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593
« faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592
» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS@hgq.doe.gov
Name (optional): P A e L R P
lecedi ¢ & farte Coldoce
4

Organtzation:

Telephone (optional):_ & 5~ HE - D v e

E-mail {optional): |
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September)%mo

L u:nm*. : Colette E. Brown, NE-50

Fot mane
U5, Depariment of Energy = 19901 GeMoniown Road + Garmantown. MD 20874 (3
Tok-ree Telephore: 1-877-562-4593 = Job-tea Fax: 1 877542-4572 )
E-mai: Nudleariirastricire-PESEHC.

v

preye]
T

Home/Organization Address (circlo one)__x@l o0 (riton, L s # kg
O6rS St Podiiine b Rk,
City: /'B:I ~L /quf( Stsle:_f//KZip Coder & 7277

{Ce winps] PER0D EXTEMMD

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 apanel of expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed
by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support
future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing adomestic
capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel source that is required for
deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term, assured
supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and development
needsin 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 |ess than those cal cul ated.

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. Theimpactsto 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

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

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

# returning this comment form {0 the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

o calling toil-fres and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

# cominenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastnicture-PEIS @ha.doe.gov

Name (optional): F al ll R 1 4

Organization:

@rganization Address (circle one): cool W 9KQ9 } f A’Ve

Ciye Henheni el suae W ZipCode 13326
Telephone (optional):
E-mail {optional): A1 H_-Ma Hin s @ AOL. cont

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For mose Information confact: Caoette £, Brown, NE-50
1.5. Deparment of Energy » 19901 Gennantowm koG - Ganmantown, MD 20874
Tol-hae Talpphone: 1-877-562-4573 + Tol-lnea Fax: 1-877-562-4692
E-nail: Muctear Infasiuchie-PES@ha.doe.gov

T80

T

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

Drafit PE1S Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These inciude:

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

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

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

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

* commenting via e-mail; Nuciear. Infrasttpety:-PELS @ hg.doe.gov
Name (optional 73?’-/&—/5_

Organization: [

Home/Organization Address (circle onel L% 2. r\ﬁ//?/\? 79

i )
City: /gfb// AT sl zip cote: JIZLF A
Telephone (eptional): £Z7 ¥ = SAT-23€

E-mail (optional}: A, 4 : /f
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For more Informalion contact; Colette . Brown, HE-50

4.5 Denattment of Energy + 19901 Gamaniown Road » Gonmoniown. MD 20874 f2
Toll-feo Talephone: 1-877-562-45¢3 + Tolltres Fax: 1-877-582-4592

E-mall: Nuclaatinfrashc hte-PEIS@ha.cloe. gov

741200

2039-1

2039-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd




898T-¢

Commentor No. 2040: Kara Mathiason

Response to Commentor No. 2040

T e

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

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

 returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address helow
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-§77-562-4593

® faxing your comments toil-free to; 1-§77-562-4592

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

Eara (NatheaSore
Ak
@Organiulion Address (circle one): 401 Mcd;f Lr

Name {optionaly

O ization:

City: E'ﬂfwuﬂd aAL

Telephone (optional):

State: &-.}_,t} Zip Code:. 07

E-mail (optional): 4&"
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September

» 2000

For mou nformetion confact: Coletie E. Srown, NE-50
U5, Departhent of Enengy * 19501 Gemmariown Road = Gemmaonicwn, MD 20874
Toi-rea Felephone: 1-877-562-4593 + Tol-ree Fax; 1-877-562-4552 12
Emal: Nudedeinkasiucnae FEB@hG. doe.gov G

T

2040-1

2040-2

2040-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF, aswell 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.

Asidentified in the Cost Report, thelisted cost for each dternativeis, by
itself, not sufficient information to provideamission decision. Each of the
irradiation facility aternatives under consideration can meet various
portionsof DOE’sidentified need for expanded isotope production and
nuclear research and development. The capability of eachirradiation
facility to support the proposed expanded mission areaswould determine
the extent that DOE would be ableto meet its stated objectives. The high
energy accelerator (Alternative 3) would generate neutrons by spallation,
solely for the production of plutonium-238. Alternative 3would also

require the construction of alow-energy accelerator (cyclotron) to
produce moderate quantities of medical isotopesthrough proton-target
interactions. Nuclear reactors, such asthe FFTF (Alternative 1) could
produce awider range of medical isotopes, aswell as plutonium-238,
through neutron interactions with appropriate targets. Each facility hasits
own technical advantages and disadvantages. Therelative capabilities of
each alternative, the degree to which each alternative satisfies policy and
programmatic objectives, aswell astherelative cost of alternativeswill
be factorsin the Record of Decision.

2040-2: Seeresponseto comment 2040-1.
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Commentor No. 2041: Scott Finfrock

Response to Commentor No. 2041

Draft PEIS Comment Form

T oo™ reSTard of The FFTA

FOI‘ ﬂfr;ﬂur'ﬁm c’fﬂ HPJZ”(@./’ o lg s

There are several ways to provide cominents on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These inciude:

» attending public meetings and giving your comments direetly w DOE officials

» retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

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

® faxing your commenis twoll-free 1o 1-877-562-4592

® commenting via e- mal! Nu:learlnfrastructum PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Sca? T~ _Fintrock

Name (optional}y:

Organization:

.
Vﬂggdbrgamz:mon Address (circle one):
2169 Clémru /€t

City: I".' C.A /&lnj

Telephone (optichal):

E-mail {optionaly: 227 7~ Lrntbncd-Eexmb ol ¢ oim
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

sune: 44 zip e TZTE 2

U8, Departmenl of Energy 1 Gemmantown Road + Gem
Tl !rea'la\sphane 1 877-562.4593 - Toll-tae ch 1 377 5&2-4592
E-rnail: Ruckearnrastuciue-PERS@ NG d08.50v

T/E2i00

Fw mare Informelian sontact: cctene E lrwn NE 50

” 20411

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

PRI,

Draft PEIS Commentform -~ - e
T vl sk cFTE Goog voliobl poamees Yoo
radh o §orsebpea ooddech sred L\“.s;%:—w{"‘ v,

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

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

 retwrning this comment form 2o the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
 calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

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

» commenting via e-mail: NuclearInfrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe. gov

Name {optional ) iy el @\J l‘..ma.
Organization:

Glémajorganizmion Address (Gicle one) =2 & 3 /A2 M B SE

=
City: e LMoo onr State:_ A Zip Code: 3 §C L o

Telephone (optional}:

E-rmail {opticnal):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For mers infornation contact: Colette £. Brown, NE-SO

o Energy + 19901 . M 20874
Tol-ree Telephone: 1-877-562-4593 » loktrea Fax 1.077-562-4592
E-mall: Nuclearinirasinuchire-PEIS@Ha.000.gov

U5, Dy

/1200

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

Draft PCIS Comment Form

il S PP T i B 2 T O S T
ForR 7rlE RPRADJc 2ol OF AFEDr exl e
CoTE P AL D Lo OTHES i) Al
L Tt AT AN AL g T s

There are several ways lo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PE]S, These include:

» attending public mestings and giving your comments directly 1o DOE officials

* retumning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

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

# faxing yeur comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4392

® commenting via c-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @ hg.doe.gov
Name (optional) 7\\ o e \{ NOT LR

Qrganization:

@niuﬂon Address (cirele ane); S8 CZ S G—ﬂ_éé '\S S T
City: K & o} /\> EVG e Smtc:ﬂ’\lipCaﬂe: i L_j_zj
“Telephone (optional):

E-mail {optional): /.Vik"n U{ef"fa 3-c ]{ ces. coml
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

iﬁoﬂmﬂonmmuct Colatie £, Bown, NE-50 4
us. DemmnlnfEmrqv wvu‘\semn » Germaniown, MD 20874 [
ea Telephona: 1-877-562 - LS?B Toll-free Fax, PF}S’@’!Zq 56245?2
E-mai: Nuclearinfrostiuch.e 06
/2700 Sty

SR

7

[i=]

&3

&

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
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. WASHINGTOM EMVIROMMENTAL €OUMEIL

¥ Scplomber 15, 2000

Coletie E. Brown

S Department of Energy

M/ NE-30

990! Germantown Road
Gerriantowrn, MD 20874-1290

" Dear Mé Brown, -

The Washington Enyirenmental Couneil (WE) ie a stotewide malmcm of 90
mernber groups and thousends of individuals working t protect, restore, and enhance

the environment of Washmgton State. For 33 years we have worked on a wide range

of environmental issues, insleding preventing pol luncn and protcclmg public biealth.

¥ The U.5. Dopamnent of Enetgy is considering & pian to restart the FFIF Nuclear

Reactor at Manford to produce research medioal isotopes and plutani um-238

The W ashmglon Envumunental Oouncu stmng]y oppnses ﬂus plam for the fol]uwmg

WQSOI]S

"'Restart of the reactor would:

- Put Hanford back into plutenium prcductluu creatmg more 11 quld waste for
leaking, high-level nuclear waste tanks;

- Likely detay Harford elzan-up further threatening the Colwmbia River; and

. Increase the danger of sceidents and further nuclesr contamination in the Pacific )

Norlhwcqt .

- The Environmental Impact Statement released by the DOE dnm not include

important information, such as the followmg
~ . Puture demands for medizal lsmupes catl be met usmg ather facilities; and

- Tuture needs for piutonium ta power NASA #pace missions gan be met usmg
e:ustmg supplles, supplcmcmed by foreign sourees if necessary

SEATILE -

OLEMPIA SPOKANE
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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: Theuseof proposed aternativefacilities associated with processing

2044-3:

2044-4.

2044-5:

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 asa 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.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of al partsof theHanford Site. DOE iscommitted to honoring
thisagreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternativeswould 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
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
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.

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

Candidatefacilities, including FFTF and other irradiation facilities, for
radi oisotope 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

Finally, the cost analysis, non-proliferation study and waste management study, all of
" which are extremely important to measuring the impact of FFTF restart, are scparated
from the environmental impact study.

We thank you for this opportunity to provide public comment relating to this
important.issue. _ ‘ .

Sincerely,

e

Joan Crooks
Executive Director

I| 2044-6 || 2044-7

2044-6:

Candidateirradiation facilitiesand 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 applicationsare not readily availablefrom
existing domestic or foreign sources, causing some medical research and
development programs to be terminated, deferred, or delayed.

Asdiscussed in Sections 1.2.2 and 2.5.1, based on NASA guidanceto
DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming
space missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005. Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet the
space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in the
NI PEIS. However, 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 anew contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

Asdiscussed in Chapter 4 of Volume 1, environmental impacts of
reasonable alternativesto 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 adecision
on expanding nuclear infrastructure. The costs and nuclear
nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions are not required by NEPA
and CEQ regulationsto beincluded in aPEIS. DOE prepared a separate
Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary
of Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
aternatives presented in the NI PEIS. Such ancillary documents need
only be made 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 reportswere made available
immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www.nucl ear.gov)
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Commentor No. 2044: Joan Crooks (Cont’d)
Washington Environmental Council

Response to Commentor No. 2044

and inthe public reading rooms. DOE hasal so 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.
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Commentor No. 2045: Marjorie Rieck

Response to Commentor No. 2045

Marjorie L, Rieck
L8710 Sound View Ti,
Edmonds, WA 98020- 1384

9-17-00

Dear Colette Brown,

The only option for the FFTF at Hanford is 5: '"permanently
deactivate the Fast Flux Text Facility with no new missions”.

Why add more deadly pollution to the most highly contaminated
nuclear site in the western world?

Keeping the FFTF on hot standby for four years has cost over

$40 million per year.

We need medical isotopes? Your're not serious. The Washington
State Medical Association, the WA Academy of Family Physicians
and Physicians for Social Responsibililty/National have all
passed resolutions opposing the restart of the FFTF.

Thank you for your attention.

¥Yours truly,

Marjorie Rieck

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. ItisDOE's
policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a
safe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federa and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders. The 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 trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate thisinformation and
to clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.
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Commentor No. 2045: Marjorie Rieck (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 2045

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

2045-4:  See response to comment 2045-1.
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Commentor No. 2046: William J. Kinsella
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 2046

William J. Kinsella, PhD

Assistant Professor of Communication
Lewis and Clark College

Portland, OR 97219

18 Septenther 2000
Secretary Bill Richardsen
United States Department of Energy
Forrestal Building
1000 Independence Avenuc, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secrelary Richardson:

Tam mailing my comments on the Drafi Programmatic Environmental hnpaet Statement for
Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Isotope
Preduction Missions in the United Siates, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility (Draft
NIPEIS} dircetly to you, with 2 copy to Ms. Colette Brown in your Office of Nuclear Enérgy. 1
ani requesting that these comments be vead by a qualified member of vour ewn office stafl, as
well as by the staff of the Office of Nuclear Energy.

The comments below are in addition to those [ read into the record at the public meeting held by
the Department of Energy in Porlland, Oregon, on 29 August 2000

After reviewing the draflt PEIS, [ am in support of a permanent deactivation of FFTE. [also wish

10 register a strong objection lo Alternative 1 in the PEIS, which calls for a restart of FFTF. 1am 2046-1
not, at this time, opposed to Alternatives 2, 3, or 4, if and only if'they are adopted together with a

permanent deactivation of FFTF and do not add radicactive or hazardous contamination to the

Hanford site {including FMEF).

T'am also concemed about a number of process and content issues related 1o the draft PEIS.
The dacument relies upon a number of ad koc assumptions, and [ am requesting that these be
examined in more detail in any further stages of the EIS process and in the final decision.

First, it is problematic that the document was prepared entirely by the same program office that is

proposing, and will benefit most directly from, an expansion of the nuclear infrastructure. The

document presumes, rather than determines, that an expansion of the nuclear infrastructure along

the lines proposed is necessary and mandated. Tn this regard, the PEIS is not 2 disiterested 2046-2
scientific study. No checks and balances, in the form of cutside review or analysis by

independent experts, were present in the preparation of the document. While previous studies

including those of NERAC were cited in the PEIS, the citations were selected to support the

claims of NE and contrary findings in these sources were ignored.

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
therelated CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR
Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. DOE
evauated each environmental resource areain aconsistent, unbiased
manner acrossall the alternativesto allow afair comparison among the
variousalternatives.

The NEPA process addresses concerns related to EI'S objectivity and
accuracy by requiring the Draft EIS be made availablefor 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 aswell asindividuals 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 trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
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Commentor No. 2046: William J. Kinsella (Cont’d)

Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 2046

Secretary Bill Richardson Page 2

For example, the PEIS assumes that fiture demands for medical isotopes cannot be adequately
mel using exisling, operational domestic facilities and/or foreign sources. In fact, in a letler to
Senator Ted Kennedy dated 22 December 1995, Terry Lash, then Director of the Office of
Nuclear Energy, stated that “FFTF. is not necessary to DOE’s preduction mission... ATR and
HFIR have significant addilional capacity to produce isotopes well into the next century if fuiure
market needs develop.” As recently as April 2000, NERAC recommended that DOE utilize
other domestic facilities in place of FFTF for medical isotopc production. Foreign sources arc
also available, but the PELS appears to have rejected this option without adequate study.

Similarly, the PEIS assumes that future needs for Pu-238 cannot be met using existing
inventories, supplemented by foreign sources if necessary. In fact, the PEIS makes unwarranted
warst-case assumplions about the amount of Pu-238 that might be nceded. These assumptions
are not supported by an analysis from NASA or from independent experts. I additional uses for
Pu-238, beyond those of NASA, are being considered by DOE, then these have covironmental
impact implications and should be inciuded in the final PEIS.

Second, the separation of the cost and nonproliferation studies from the PELS process, and the
lack of availability of the corresponding documents throughout most of the public comment
period, has undermined both the public comment process and the credibility and legitimacy of
the EIS process. Cost information is directly pertinent to the risk/benefit analysis that you have
asked the public to consider and to comment on. Annual budgets for staffing, training, safety
audits, and other essentials wil! affect public safety and environmental impact throughout the
proposed 35 years of nuclcar operations. These connections need to be included in the analysis,
with the participation of independent experts and the public.

Non-proliferation considerations, also, carmot be separated from the EIS process. In fact, nuclear
proliferation is a public safety and environmental impact issue. Undermining (he existing non-
proliferation regime, through the use of MOX and HEU fiscls at FETF, increases risks to the
public and to the environment. These risks need (o be identified, quantified and included in the
analysis, with the participation of independent experts and the public. The appearance of the
nonproliferation study well after the completian of the PEIS (and near the very end of the public
comment peried) gives the impression that the NN study was written to fit the needs of NE.
Whether this is true or not, this perception has undermined public confidence in the process.
Furthermore, vague refercnces to exploring olher fueling options, made in the NN study, may be
used te justify a restart of FFTF before those oplions are properly cvaluated.

Third, the draft PEIS assumes that existing safety analyses adequately represent the risks of a
catastrophic accident involving FFTF. The reactor, its control system, and its safcty systems are
now more than twenty years old, and the PEIS considers operating them for anather 35 years, Al
the end of that time FFTE would be 535 years old — older than the lifetime of any reactor to date.
Its design is far from “inherently safe” — at lcast two other liquid sodium reactors have suffered
partial meltdowns (EBR-1 and Fermi-1) and others have been remaved from service as a result af

2046-3

2046-4

2046-5

2046-6

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate thisinformation and
to clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

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

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

Secretary Bill Richardson Page 3

safety risks {Monju) or technical failure {(Supcrphenix). FFTT failure modcs may well exist that
have not been anticipated or adequately examined. Additional concerns exist regarding the 2046-6
integrity of fuel that has been stored for long time periods, or that is acquired from other
supplicrs, and that may lack adequate quality control documentation.

Finally, perhaps the most egregious of the assumptions in the PEIS is that the wastes thal would
be produccd by FFTF are acceptable in the context of Hanford. Hanford, its environmental
remediation workers, and the Pacific Northwest community bear a truly staggering burden of
wastes-the largest burden of any site in the Western world. Restarting FFTF would contaminate 2046-7
buildings and areas that are not yet contaminated, and would directly interfere with the existing
cleanup plan for the 300 area. Intreducing any now wastes to the site is unacceptable, and would
underming the Department of Energy’s own stated mission to clean up Hunford and regaia public
trust.

Trust, in fact, is at the heart of the matier as we continue with this decision process. PFTF was

ordered shutdown by a previous Secretary of Energy in 1993, and despite the creative and costly

efforts of those who identify most elosely with it, no compelling need for the facility has been

shown. Tt's time to honor the voices of the public and of a wide range of independent technical I | 2046-8
experts, by shutiing FFTF down and moving on toward more productive goals.

Thank you for your attention to these comments, and T look forward (o your response.

Sincerely,
AR i el

William J. Kinsella

\/ copy: Ms. Colete Brown, Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology

2046-4:

desirableirradiation space. At HFIR, the ability to expand medical
isotope targets into additional reactor locationsis 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 isbeing used. Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex. This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with 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 ashortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
asit hasrecently, or if DOE’s market share increases, there will bea
need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short-term (less
than 5 years).

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

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
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Commentor No. 2046: William J. Kinsella (Cont’ d)
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 2046

2046-5:

2046-6:

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
asaresult of the NI PEIS Record of Decision.

DOE notes the commentor’s views and concerns. The costs and nuclear
nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions are not required by NEPA
and CEQ regulationsto beincluded in aPEIS. DOE prepared a separate
Cost Report and Nuclear 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.nucl ear.gov)
and in the public reading rooms. DOE has also provided summaries of
the Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment in Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

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

The technical issues that need to be addressed to assure safe operation
for an extended lifetime arewell understood. The U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission has extended the operating licensefor a
commercial power plant an additional 20 years over and above its current
40 year licensing period and is anticipating several more extensionsin the
near future.
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Commentor No. 2046: William J. Kinsella (Cont’ d)
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 2046

2046-7: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
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. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

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

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed 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 missionsin the PEIS
represent the most suitable alternative sites for carrying out the activities
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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 areafacilities at Hanford for
these activitieswould 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
reguirements before any new activities wereinitiated.

The 300 Area Revitalization Plan (DOE 1999) provides for continued
multi-program R& D operationsin the 300 Area, including operation of
various laboratories, office facilities, and services. It also providesfor
consolidation (but not compl ete elimination) of radiological operations,
with support for Hanford Site facility transition and environmental
restoration efforts. The plan does not require closure of the 325 and
306-E buildings aslong as they are needed for active research projects.
Operation of these facilitieswould 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 alocation
to conduct activities that do not involve radioactive materials. Whilethe
325 Building has an inventory of radionuclides associated with ongoing
activities at the facility, the building is not contaminated in worker
accessibleareas.

2046-8: See response to comment 2046-1.
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Commentor No. 2047: PhyllisE. Fiege

Response to Commentor No. 2047

5319 215th s.E.
Woodinville WA 98072
September 18, 2000

Colette E. Brown, NE-50
U.S.bept. of Energy
18%01 Germantown Rd.
Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown,

I do not understand why we have not shut down the Fast Flux

Test Facility and still keep it on standby. I testified at

a hearing in Seattle several years aqe supporting the permanent
shutdown of the FFTF. At that time most of the people testified
against restarting this facility. I heard physcians from the
University of Washington Cancer Research state there was no
shortage of medical isotopes. 1 heard the President of the
washington State Medical Association testify against the restart
of this facility because of the danger to the health of the
workers and the people of this state and regicn.

The only people testifying in favor of restarting the FFTE were
workers from the Hanford-TriCities area, They see startup as

an opportunity for jobs. If starting the reactor is a means

to provide jobs and to stimulate the economy, it becomes a very
expensive program. It gives no benefits to the public as a
whole (such as schools, city halls, parks, etc.) and is a danger
to the health and safety of the workers and to the citizens

while increasing the dangerous toxic pelution of the environment.

The need for jobs and economic stability is real and of concern.
We could use the $40,000,000.00, that we spend each year to
keep the FFTF on standby, to increase the number of research
and other jobs to clean up Hanford. That would be a better

uge of our tax dollars.

Please shut down the FFTF--permanently.
Sincerely,

£ Ve

Phyllis E. Fiege

2047-1

2047-2

2047-3

2047-4

2047-5

2047-6

2047-1

2047-1.

2047-2:

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

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate thisinformation.

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

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE's isotope production
capability isbeing used. Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex. This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with 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 ashortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
asit hasrecently, or if DOE’'s market share increases, therewill bea
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Commentor No. 2047: PhyllisE. Fiege (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2047

2047-3:

need for expanded i sotope 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.

ThisNI PEIS provides estimates of theincremental potential human

health impacts associated with arange of reasonabl e 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
accidentsthat 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) isakey element of DOE's
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996).
This policy states in part that DOE facilities must “conduct radiological
operations in amanner that controls the spread of radioactive materials
and reduces exposure to the workforce and the general public and that
utilizes a process that seeks exposure levels as low as reasonably
achievable.” Each DOE site, including Hanford, isrequired toimplement a
radiological control program with the intent to meet this policy goal.
Based on the assessment of worker health impacts for the range of
reasonabl e 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 examplein Alternative 1
option 3, al of the activities (target irradiation and processing) occur at
Hanford facilities. Asshownin Section 4.3.3.1.9, the expected
consequences are lessthan one additional fatal cancer among the
workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancers are expected.

2047-4: DOE isnot considering restarting FFTF for the purpose of
creating jobs and stimul ating the economy. However, itispossiblethat
restarting FFTFwould have apositive socioeconomicimpact onthe
Hanford area. Aswork expandswithin aregion, the money spent on
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Commentor No. 2047: PhyllisE. Fiege (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2047

2047-5:

accomplishing thiswork flowsinto thelocal economy. Itisspenton
additional jobs, goods, and serviceswithin theregion. Theincreased taxes
realized by local governments, from incometaxes, salestaxes, etc., are
expected to cover the cost of any socioeconomic impact on schoolsand
public services. The socioeconomicimpactsassociated with Alternative 1,
Restarting FFTF, are presented in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS.

ThisNI PEIS provides estimates of theincremental potential human
health impacts associated with arange of reasonabl e 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
accidentsthat 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) isakey element of DOE’s
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996).
This policy states in part that DOE facilities must “conduct radiological
operations in amanner that controls the spread of radioactive materials
and reduces exposure to the workforce and the general public and that
utilizes a process that seeks exposure levels as low as reasonably
achievable.” Each DOE site, including Hanford, isrequired to implement
aradiological control program with the intent to meet this policy goal.
Based on the assessment of worker health impacts for the range of
reasonabl e 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 examplein Alternative 1
option 3, all of the activities (target irradiation and processing) occur at
Hanford facilities. Asshown in Section 4.3.3.1.9, the expected
consequences are lessthan one additional fatal cancer among the
workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancers are expected.

The NI PEISidentifies (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species
that live on or near al of the candidate sites, aswell asaquatic and
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2047-6:

wetlandsareasthat may beimpacted by operations at candidate locations
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

publication (IAEA Technical Report Series No. 332, Effects of lonizing
Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implied by Current Radiation
Protection Standards), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1 rad per day. ThelAEA concluded that adose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or lessfor animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations. The largest individua dose for any of the nuclear
infrastructures alternatives under normal operations would be less than
0.1 millirem, which isthree orders of magnitude less than the IAEA
threshold for adverse effects. Therefore, any of the range of reasonable
nuclear infrastructure alternatives analyzed would not be expected to
result in adverse impacts on plants and animalsliving in potentially
affected areas around the candidate sites.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes. 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. Itis 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.

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
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Response to Commentor No. 2047

U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

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. Asstatedin
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. 2048: Randy Schwarz

Response to Commentor No. 2048

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways 1o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officizls

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

« calling toll-free and leaving your comements: 1-877-562-4593

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

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

Name (optional }: O tQ ‘—'.1‘ S(_L\wd(b

Organization:
Home/Organization Address (circle one): P O, BO}C ! W

City: Q r (_,‘/\ [4-. S Sta.ze&;lf}\_ Zip Code:m

Telephone (opticnai): [ hY ‘oq:_} ? ‘f‘_ {f ‘? ?

E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE FOSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

rone [lermnallon contoct: Colette E. Ilrnmm NE-EB

11.5. Department of Energy * 19907 Gemantown kead = Gemnant D 2087
Toll-free Telepheone: ] B7T-542-4593 - Tol-fige Fax 1-| 877 562—4592
mai: Nucleorinfrasnchre-PESEhg dog.gov

7/12/00

2048-1

2048-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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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/K uiper 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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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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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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Commentor No. 2050: Stanley Hobson, INEEL
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 2050

> > 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,
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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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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 notesthe INEEL CAB’srecommendation.

2050-2: CEQ regulationsfor 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
issuesraised 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. Infact, 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 commentsin the Final PEIS.
Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public comments received on the

NI PEIS and DOE responses to those comments. Moreover, late
comments were considered to the extent practicable.

2050-3: DOE'sOfficeof 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 facilitieswere
considered as potential alternatives for implementation of the proposed
action. One of the primary considerations for including a candidate
facility as areasonable 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 facilitiesin 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 activitiesat INEEL. The statement
concerning “ needs beyond DOE’s Office of Nuclear Energy, Science,
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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” isreferring 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. Itis
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 thecivilian 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 inthe 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: Thealternatives 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 alternativesin selecting

the most appropriate strategy.
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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 theirradiation
service needsidentified 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). Asdescribed in
Section 1.1.1, 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 coreloading intheirradiated facilities, worse-casetarget
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
guideisintended to facilitate the classification of indefinite waste asto
whether or not they are high-level radioactive waste. It isrecognized that
the definition of high-level radioactive wasteisnot preciseand is
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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.

2050-5
(Cont’d)

2050-6

2050-7

2050-8

essentially a source-based definition that also alludes to concentrations of
agiven waste stream. Page I1-8 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. Asaresult 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 aresult, the Waste
Management sections(i.e., Sections4.3.1.1.13; 4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13;
and 4.4.3.1.13) of this NI PEIS have been revised to reflect this different
classification from what was assumed in the draft NI PEIS. As discussed
in these revised sections, irrespective of how the wasteis 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 thewaste is managed as high-level radioactive wasteit would
have no impact on the existing high-level radioactive waste management
infrastructure (e.g., high-level waste storage tanks), sincethe high

activity waste from processing of the targets would be initially stored and
vitrified within the processing facility (i.e., FMEF, REDC, or FDPF).

This NI PEIS addressed wastes produced for each aternative, aswell 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 beimplemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of the proposed
aternativesin the NI PEISwould be managed (i.e., treated, stored, and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federa and state laws and regulations and
applicable DOE orders. Spent nuclear fuel is discussed for those
alternatives where it would be generated as aresult 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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Commentor No. 2050: Stanley Hobson (Cont’d)
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 2050

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 adiscussion 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., alow power accelerator in combination with the existing reactorsto
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 isrequired under NEPA.
Alternative 5 was added to the analysis as aresult of scoping comments
provided by the public. Permanent deactivation of FFTF is a part of all
aternatives 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 alimited number of economically attractive
commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not supply
research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial isotopes
considered in the NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian sources of
isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE's
mission requirements. Section 1.2.1in Volume 1 wasrevised 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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Commentor No. 2050: Stanley Hobson (Cont’d)
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 2050

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, thefirst 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 availablefor
FFTF. MOX fuel does not use highly enriched uranium. Further, use of
the Hanford MOX fuel would dispose of asignificant U.S. stockpile of
highly attractive fresh plutonium fuel by conversion to spent fuel 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 isfound infeasiblein FFTF
for meeting assigned missions, policy would allow DOE to subsequently
procure highly enriched uranium fuel for usein FFTF. Again, this
approach is consistent with U.S. nonproaliferation policy. DOE did
consider the impacts on nonproliferation policy in the selection of its
preferred dternativein this Final NI PEIS.

2050-16: While there are differencesin the total shipping distances and risks
among the aternatives, risks from transportation are small for al of the
alternatives. Figuresand tablesin 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(€)). 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.

Asconsidered 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 aternatives except the No Action
Alternative and Alternative 1.

Asdiscussed in Section 2.5.1 of Volume 1, adecision 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 aresult, 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 PEISisadequate. 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)

2050-17
(Cont’d)

2050-18

2050-19

the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. The
environmental impacts of reasonable aternativesto fulfill the
reguirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the

NI PEIS. Further, DOE evaluated each environmental resource areain
aconsistent, unbiased manner across al the alternativesto allow afair
comparison among the various alternatives. Thiswas accomplished
through review and evaluation of site-specific information on the
environmental conditions prevailing at ORR, INEEL, and Hanford to
include acomprehensive analysis of the associated environmental and
health risks of each alternative. DOE made every effort to obtain,
analyze and disclose all required information to make adecision 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.K12.0R.US]

Sent:  Friday, September 22, 2000 6:28:10 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Hanford

Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

|| 2051-1

2051-1:  DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto 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, | 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

1l 2052-3

2052-1
2052-2

11 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 concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., DOE’s Richland Operations Office, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the State of Washington Department of
Ecology). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
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 aternatives would not divert or reprogram
funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s)
selected.

2052-2:  Seeresponseto Comment 2052-1.

2052-3:  Thecosts of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
aternatives presented in the NI PEIS. Such an ancillary document need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(¢e)). Nevertheless, DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on

August 24, 2000. The report was made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms. DOE has also provided a summary of the Cost Report
in Appendix Pinthe Final NI PEIS.

2052-4:  Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms

(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to
support future NASA space missions; no viable aternative to using
plutonium-238 to support these missions currently exists. Based on
NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power

Sasu0dssy 30 pue SIuBLIWLOD U IW—Z Bideyd



906T-C

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

Response to Commentor No. 2052

2052-5:

systemsfor upcoming space missions, it isanticipated 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 asitsfuel source. However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000 |etter
to DOE that the plutonium-238 needed for large RTG may be
maintained as abackup. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to
further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.

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. Indoing so, it established two expert bodies, the Expert
Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert Panel, which convened to
forecast future demand for medical isotopes, estimated that the
expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the next 20 years
would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic applications,
and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications. These findings
were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to
provide DOE with expert, objective advice regarding the future form of
its isotope research and production activities. DOE has adopted these
growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential
capability of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet
programmatic requirements. Inthe period sincetheinitial estimates
were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use has tracked at
levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings. Section 1.2.1 of
Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.
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Commentor No. 2052: Andrew Butz (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 2052

2052-6:

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies alimited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and
industrial isotopes considered inthe NI PEIS. Assuch, relianceon
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.

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 analysisto select aport. Thisreview
would address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water
transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as
well as safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300
mixed oxide fuel through avariety of specific candidate ports on the east
and west coasts. It would consider all public comments, including local
resol utions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxidefuel into
the proposed aternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
aternative. Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations. Associated 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 arepresentative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and
overland transportation to Hanford. Also in that section, a bounding
analysis demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risksto
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Commentor No. 2052: Andrew Butz (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 2052

2052-7:

the surrounding public from mixed oxidefuel shipmentswould be
extremely small (e.g., lessthan 1 chancein atrillion for alatent cancer
fatality per shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and
lessthan 1 chancein 50 billion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment
from overland highway accidents).

Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Appendixes H through Jdiscusstherisk to
the public from normal operation and from accidentsthat 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: SandraJ. 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

| 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

Page 1 of
Beth Call
From: Beth Call <trolishouse@bmi.net>
To: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEISE@hg doe.gov. <mailte Nuclear. Infrastructure-PEIS@hg. doe.gov>
Sent: Saturday, September 16, 2000 3:57 PM

Subject: DONT RESTART FFTF

ATT. Colette E. Brown

How can you ethically consider restarting FFTF? In the 1995 Hanford Clean-Up Agreement the Dept. of
Energy agreed to deactivate and decommision FFTF.
The reasons for doing 50 are even more compelling today:

4. Phtonium238 would be the major preduct of FFTF, creating still more nuciear waste for the leaking, High-
Level Nuclear Waste Tanks. NASA has wriilen 1o the Depl.Cf Enargy stating they don' need more Plutonium
238 so why create it?

2. The secondary product, medical isctopes, stifl in an experimental stage in cancer treatment, are also
unneeded according to the Washington Medicai Association. An adequate supply is already available through
reactors in Canada and aisewhere.

3. Delaying the Hanford Clean-Up and vioialing the Clean-Up agreement, futher threatens the Columbia
River, all life in the Celumbia River, and ail lands drained by the Celumbia River. The epidemic cancer, birth
defects ete. which would result create far more risk of cancer than any isolopes made m FFTF could ever
cure,

4. shipments of plutonium needed as fuel in FFTF would have to amive either via Puget Sound or cross
country by truck or rallroad. The results of any accident in shipping would be catastrophic to any region
involved, for thousands of years and countiess generaticns.

5. The DOE will not release the Environmental Impact Statement until the time for public comment is over!

6. More nuclear waste, high or low level, is not acceptabie at Hanford until present <wastes are in a
permanently stable form. Adding new wastes would interfere with the primary mission of Hanford to clean it
up.

7. Hanford employees, who showed up at the Richland heaning Aug. 31, 2000 i such great numbers, need
not woery about job secunty. The Hanferd clean-up required will employ large numbers of people for a very
long time, probably at least for the following century. If scientists ever are successful in developing a process
to render nuclear wastes permanently stable, there will surely be a great demand for them to enact this
pracess on the auclear waste of the whole word. Engineers should focus on reeducation in slean-up
technolagy.

Please do not take on your shouiders the responstbility for the potentially catastrophic restart of FFTF,
Please enter my cernments in the public record. | would appreciate a response,
Beth Call
Irmisfloyse@bmi‘n_et

102 Otis
Walla Walla,WA 29362
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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 thisformal milestone change. FFTF
restart would not impact ongoing cleanup missions at Hanford.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart 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. Thiswould account for about
2,205 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste to be generated over
the 35-year period of nuclear infrastructure operations and issmall in
comparison to the waste generated by current Hanford activities. Itis
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 wastetanks.

The use of proposed alternative faciliti es associated with processing

of neptunium-237 targetswould have no impact on schedules or
availablefunding for high-level radioactive waste programsat Hanford.
The higher activity wastewould betreated asasolid formviaa

stand-al one vitrification system, separate from any tank waste treatment
system. Therefore, theexisting Hanford high-level radioactivewaste
facilitieswould not be used, and asanalyzed in the PEIS, no existing or
planned high-level radioactive waste facilitieswould be used to treat the
wastes resulting from processing theirradiated targets.

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.

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

Aj10ed 1591 Xn|4 1584 83U} 0 310 B} Buipniou| 'Ssres PRMIUN dY} Ul SUOKSSIN U0 1ONPO.d adolos|
pue wawdo praq pue yodJeasay ABisu3 JeaonN uel|IaD papuedx3 Buiys1idwoddy 10} uswisiers 10edw | [ejuswiuoiaug drewuwe  fold euld



TI6T

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

Response to Commentor No. 2054

2054-4:

that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, the suspension
of SRTG development effortswas conducted in order to permit
reprogramming of fundsto support devel opment of anew radioisotope
power system based on a Stirling technology generator. Thisnew
radioi sotope power system, referred to in the subject correspondence,
requires 1/3lessplutonium asitsfuel source. However, the Stirling
technology isdevelopmental and NASA hasrequestedina
September 22, 2000 | etter to DOE that the plutonium-238 needed for
large RTG may be maintained asabackup. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1
wasrevised to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.

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

radioi sotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada. However,
Canadaonly supplies alimited number of economically attractive
commercial isotopes primarily molybdenum-99, and it does not supply
research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial isotopes
considered in the NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian sources of
isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE's
mission requirements.

Although other manufacturers produce medical radioisotopes, DOE
remains the key provider for alarge number of radioisotopesthat are
used in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at universities
and hospitals. Because their application isinitially experimental, these
isotopes are not generally purchased in large-enough quantities to make
their production financially attractive to private industry. However,
supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available from existing
domestic or foreign sources, causing anumber of medical research
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'sintent isto complement commercial sector capabilitiesto ensure

that areliable supply of isotopesis available in the U.S. to meet future
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Commentor No. 2054: Beth Call (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2054

2054-5:

demand, and to encourage the commercial sector to privatizethe
production of isotopesthat have established applicationsto alevel that
would support commercial ventures.

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE'sisotope production
capability isbeing used. Much of the remaining isotope production
capability isdispersed throughout the DOE complex. Thiscapability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used dueto the
operating constraints associated with thefacilities’ primary missions
basic energy sciences or defense. DOE is currently meeting most of its
short-term requirements. However, inthelong-term (next 5to 10 years)
therewill beashortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel
Report, asit hasrecently, or if DOE’'s market share increases, there will
be a need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short-term
(less than 5 years).

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford 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 al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There are no
dischargesto the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Response to Commentor No. 2054
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2054-7:

Medical isotope production has been identified as one of the purposes
and needs (Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1) for which DOE actionis
necessary. The NI PEIS addresses the environmental impacts that would
result from the production of medical isotopes. Althoughthe12 million
medical proceduresayear that use radioisotopes would be expected to
resultin significant health benefits, the evaluation of impactsresulting
from medical proceduresis outside the scope of the NI PEIS.

This PEIS has provided an estimate of the potential human health
impacts associated with arange of reasonable aternativesasdescribed in
Section 2.5 of Volume 1. Themethodology used isintended 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 alower frequency for
the samelevel of exposure. Since latent cancer fatalities would not be
expected among the public, it follows that the expected result for other
radiological heathimpactswould also be small.

Alternative 1 does postul ate that DOE might decide at some point to
import mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF. At thistime,
however, DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any
specific port. If DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it
would perform a separate NEPA analysis to select aport. Thisreview
would address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland
water transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land
transportation, as well as safeguards and security associated with the
import of SNR-300 mixed oxide fuel through avariety of specific
candidate ports on the east and west coasts. It would consider all
public comments, including local resolutions, concerning the desirability
of bringing mixed oxide fuel into the proposed alternative ports.
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In the event that DOE decides to enhanceits nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptablerisks under any
aternative. Any transportation activitiesthat 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 I nternational Atomic Energy
Agency requirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential
maximum impactsfrom the marine transportation of mixed oxidefuel
from Europeto arepresentative military port, Charleston, South
Carolina, and overland transportation to Hanford. Alsointhat section,
abounding analysis demonstrates that the maximum potential
radiological risksto the surrounding public from mixed oxidefuel
shipmentswould be extremely small (e.g., lessthan 1 chanceinatrillion
for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from severe accidents at docks
and in channelsand lessthan 1 chancein 50 billion for alatent cancer
fatality per shipment from overland highway accidents).

DOE iscommitted to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with NEPA,
and to providing ample opportunity for public comment on those actions,
The origina 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)). Asstated inthe
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 commentsin the Final PEIS. Volume 3 of the
NI PEIS contains public comments received on the NI PEIS and DOE
responses to those comments. Moreover, late comments were
considered to the extent practicable.

DOE notes the commentor’s 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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