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Commentor No. 2055:  Travis Wells Response to Commentor No. 2055

2055-1

2055-2

2055-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2055-2: Cancers are believed to be caused by a combination of hereditary and
environmental factors, including radiological and chemical agents.
Statistics from the National Cancer Institute indicate that the rate of
cancer incidence and the rate of cancer mortality has dropped during the
1990’s [NCI webpage (as of 10/19/2000) - http://cancernet.nci.nih.gov
statistics.shtml article entitled “Cancer Death Rate Declined in the 1990s
for the First Time Ever”].  A survey sponsored by the National Cancer
Institute and published in the Journal of the American Medical
Association in 1991 (JAMA 1991:1403-1408) detected no general
increase in the risk of cancer death for people living in 107 counties
adjacent to or containing 62 nuclear facilities.  The Hanford Site, Idaho
National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory, and Oak Ridge
Reservation were included in the survey.  The study used cancer
mortality data from Benton, Franklin, and Grant Counties in the survey
for the Hanford Site (See Section 3.4.9.3 of Volume 1).

This PEIS has provided an estimate of the potential human health
impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives as described in
Section 2.5 of Volume 1.  The methodology used is intended to provide
realistic results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of
low doses of radiation.  Sections 4.3 through 4.6 of Volume 1 provide the
results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be
expected to result from implementation of each of the 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 alternative and with restarting FFTF would be
small.
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Commentor No. 2056:  Amy Linstead Response to Commentor No. 2056

2056-1

2056-2

2056-3

2056-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2056-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with
the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

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

As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(i.e., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes.  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period
of nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the
waste generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that
all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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In regards to the Columbia River, all environmental parameters (e.g. air,
soil, surface water, groundwater, vegetation, animals, etc.) in and around
the Hanford Site are monitored on a set frequency.  The information is
available to the public in annual monitoring reports.  No food or water
restrictions are currently in place outside the Hanford Reservation as a
result of Hanford activities.

2056-3: 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
alternatives.  DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.  In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE considered comments received from
the public.  No decisions have been made with regard to the facilities and
locations evaluated to fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions.
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.

Commentor No. 2056:  Amy Linstead (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2056
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Commentor No. 2057:  Holly Linstead Response to Commentor No. 2057

2057-1

2057-2

2057-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2057-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  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. 2058:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 2058

2058-1

2058-2

2058-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2058-2: The environmental impacts associated with operation of the Hanford
facilities during normal operations and from postulated accidents are
presented in Section 4.3 of the  NI PEIS.  The assessments were made
using well established and accepted analytical methods, as described in
Appendixes G through L.  The analytical methodology is conservative
by nature; the actual impacts to the environment would be expected to
be less than calculated.  All impacts have been shown to be small.  No
fatalities among workers or the general public would be expected over
the full 35-year operational period.  The impacts to the biosphere (air,
water, and land) are also shown to be small.

All air emissions and wastewater discharges would be in accordance
with applicable permit and regulatory requirements.  The releases of air
pollutants and contaminated liquid are addressed in Section 4.3 of the
NI PEIS.  The release of air pollutants would result in concentrations
well below Federal and state air standards (Table 4-13).  The release of
radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into the atmosphere would have a
negligible effect on human health (Tables 4-17 and 4-19, respectively).
There would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water
quality (Section 4.3.1.1.4).  All impacts on ecological resources,
including animals and fish, associated with operation of the FFTF
would be small Section 4.3.1.1.6).

It is concluded that operation of the FFTF would have small adverse
effects on the environment.
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Commentor No. 2059:  Joyce Fitzgerald Response to Commentor No. 2059

2059-1 2059-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2060:  Dennis A. Fitzgerald Response to Commentor No. 2060

2060-1 2060-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2061:  Seattle City Council Members
(N. Licata, P. Steinbrueck, R. Conlin, J. Nicastro)

Response to Commentor No. 2061

2061-1
2061-2

2061-1: DOE notes the commentors’ concerns.  This NI PEIS has been prepared
in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively.  DOE
evaluated each environmental resource area in a consistent, unbiased
manner across all the alternatives to allow a fair comparison among the
various alternatives.

2061-2: DOE policy encourages effective public participation in its decision
making process.  In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the
NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed
alternatives.  DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.  In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.

2061-3: The evaluation presented in the NI PEIS considered both normal
operations and accidents and indicates that the environmental and
human health impacts of these facilities would be low.

2061-4: See responses to Comments 2061-1 and 2061-2.

2061-5: The environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the
requirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the
NI PEIS.  DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose
all required information to make a decision on expanding nuclear
infrastructure.  CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR
Part 1021) implementation regulations do not require inclusion of cost and
nonproliferation studies in an environmental impact statement.  The basic
purpose of the NI PEIS is to describe the alternatives under consideration
for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume 1) and the environmental
impacts that would occur if these alternatives were implemented
(Chapter 4 of Volume 1).  Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR
1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before a decision is made.  The
associated cost report and nonproliferation report were made available to
the public on August 24, 2000 and September 8, 2000, respectively.  DOE
mailed these documents to approximately 730 interested parties, and these
reports were made available immediately upon release on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in  public reading rooms.  DOE has also

2061-3
2061-4

2061-5

2061-6

2061-7
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Commentor No. 2061:  Seattle City Council Members (Cont’d)
(N. Licata, P. Steinbrueck, R. Conlin, J. Nicastro)

Response to Commentor No. 2061

2061-8

2061-9

2061-10

2061-11

2061-13

2061-12

provided summaries of the Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in Appendixes P and Q, respectively,
in the Final NI PEIS.

2061-6: DOE has read and considered the public concerns detailed in the
Resolutions of the Seattle City Council and the Portland City
Commission.  Section 1.4 of Volume 1 and the expanded discussion in
Appendix N summarize the issues and concerns raised during the
scoping process.

2061-7: Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF) is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation.  This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1,
that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of
low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if
practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that
use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites
is not practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under
DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial
facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the
restart and operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and
4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential impacts associated with the waste
generated from the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how
this waste would be managed at the site.

2061-8: 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).  Nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection
to Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted fund designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

2061-9: DOE notes the commentors’ concern that an independent assessment of
the need for particular isotopes and the suitability of FFTF is not
included in the NI PEIS.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 discusses the need

2061-14
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Commentor No. 2061:  Seattle City Council Members (Cont’d)
(N. Licata, P. Steinbrueck, R. Conlin, J. Nicastro)

Response to Commentor No. 2061

2061-14
(Cont’d)

for isotopes based on the Expert Panel and NERAC subcommittee
recommendations.  As further discussed in the response to
Comment 158-13 and presented in Section 1.5 of Volume 1, the
recommendations of these independent review groups were taken into
consideration in developing the range of reasonable alternatives
evaluated in the NI PEIS.  NERAC is an independent Federal advisory
committee appointed by the Secretary of Energy to advise DOE on
civilian nuclear energy research program as noted in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1.

2061-10: The draft Waste Minimization and Management Plan for the Fast Flux
Test Facility (May 2000) and the NERAC Isotope Subcommittee
report (April 2000) were referenced in the NI PEIS and were available
prior to the public hearings.  The NI PEIS cost and Nonproliferation
reports were made available on August 24 and September 8, 2000,
respectively; immediately after they were completed, as discussed in
response to Comment 2061-5.

2061-11: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during
the next 20 years will range from 7 to 14 percent per year for
therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year
for diagnostic applications.  These findings were later reviewed and
endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert,
objective advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and
production activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a
planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing
nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In
the period since the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of
medical isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert
Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate
this information and to clarify DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research
and commercial isotope production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
the suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and

2061-15

2061-16

2061-17
2061-18
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Commentor No. 2061:  Seattle City Council Members (Cont’d)
(N. Licata, P. Steinbrueck, R. Conlin, J. Nicastro)

Response to Commentor No. 2061

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

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

2061-12: The commentors concern that DOE would expose constituents in the
Seattle area to risks associated with the transport of weapons-grade
plutonium is noted.  None of the purposed 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 review to select a port.
This review would address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and
inland water transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land
transportation, as well as safeguards and security associated with the
import of SNR-300 mixed oxide fuel through a variety of specific
candidate ports on the west and east coasts.  It would consider all
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Commentor No. 2061:  Seattle City Council Members (Cont’d)
(N. Licata, P. Steinbrueck, R. Conlin, J. Nicastro)

Response to Commentor No. 2061

public comments, including local resolutions, concerning the desirability
of bringing mixed oxide fuel into the proposed alternative ports.

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

2061-13: DOE provided notice of scheduled public hearings in accordance with
the requirements of CEQ and DOE regulations (i.e., 40 CFR Parts
1503.1 and 1506.6 and 10 CFR Part 1021.313, respectively).  This
included announcement of the hearings in the Federal Register as well as
in the local media.  In addition, copies of the Draft NI PEIS and/or the
Summary (including the public hearing schedule) were sent to each
individual or group listed to receive it at the address on record.
Additional notification to the public concerning meetings on the Draft
PEIS were made by the Oregon Office of Energy to members of
20 focus groups in six Oregon communities and other Oregon interest
groups.

2061-14: The public hearing format was designed to be fair and unbiased.  The
public hearing format used was based on stakeholder input and was
presented in the Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.) for the
Draft NI PEIS.  This format was intended to encourage public
participation, regardless of the motivation for attending the hearing.
It provided an opportunity for the participants to meet one another,
exchange information, and share concerns with DOE personnel available
throughout the course of each hearing to answer questions.  The
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Commentor No. 2061:  Seattle City Council Members (Cont’d)
(N. Licata, P. Steinbrueck, R. Conlin, J. Nicastro)

Response to Commentor No. 2061

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

2061-15: DOE does not engage in or condone the actions alleged in the comment.
DOE did not and does not label organizations or individuals.  Neither
does it interfere with workshops held by an organization, nor exert
any influence or authority in the matter of fees for security and law
enforcement charged by the owners or managers of facilities in which
public meetings are held.  Such matters are determined by the rules and
regulations adopted by or applied to these facilities, consistent with local
laws and municipal requirements.

For the record, DOE did not characterize public hearings participants as
“opposition” or “protest” groups, and further, did not attempt to
recommend or influence any meeting facility fees or security measures
applicable to any group or individual.

2061-16: The commentors’ concern for proper notice of the public hearing process
is addressed in response to Comment 2061-13.

2061-17: The commentors’ request to establish procedures for unbiased hearings is
addressed in response to Comment 2061-14.

2061-18: The issue of opposition groups is addressed in response to Comment
2068-15.
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Commentor No. 2062:  Aldine P. Gedeon Response to Commentor No. 2062

2062-1 2062-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2063:  Robert E. Brown Response to Commentor No. 2063

2063-1

2063-2

2063-3

2063-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2063-2: The concerns expressed in this comment with respect to a startup of the
FFTF are noted.  All air emissions and wastewater discharges would be
in accordance with applicable permit and regulatory requirements.  The
releases of air pollutants and contaminated liquid are addressed in
Section 4.3 of the draft NI PEIS.  The release of air pollutants would
result in concentrations well below Federal and state air standards
(Table 4-13).  The release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into
the atmosphere would have a negligible effect on human health
(Tables 4-17 and 4-19, respectively).  There would be no discernible
impacts to groundwater or surface water quality (Section 4.3.1.1.4).  All
impacts on ecological resources, including animals and fish, associated
with operation of the FFTF would be small (Section 4.3.1.1.6).

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

2063-3: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  The
DOE missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production
of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238,
and civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only
be met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.
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Commentor No. 2064:  Mary Mayther-Slac Response to Commentor No. 2064

2064-3

2064-1

2064-2

2064-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2064-2: 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.

2064-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 2065:  Brian Barnett Response to Commentor No. 2065

2065-1

2065-2

2065-3

2065-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2065-2: The concerns expressed in this comment with respect to the long-term
effects of FFTF operation are noted.  The environmental impacts
associated with restart and operation of FFTF are presented in
Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS.  All air emissions and wastewater discharges
would be in accordance with applicable permit and regulatory
requirements, such that short- and long-term impacts would be small.
The release of criteria air pollutants would result in concentrations well
below Federal and state air standards (Table 4-13).  The release of
radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into the atmosphere would have a
negligible effect on human health (Tables 4-17 and 4-19).  No long term
adverse health effects, including cancer and genetic disorders, would be
anticipated.  There would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or
surface water quality Section 4.3.1.1.4). All impacts on ecological
resources, including animals and fish, would be small (Section 4.3.1.1.6).
The management of all wastes (Section 4.3.1.1.13) would be conducted in
accordance with applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
appropriate DOE orders.  The generation of spent nuclear fuel from 35
years of FFTF operations would represent less than 1 weight-percent of
the total spent nuclear fuel inventory presently stored at Hanford
(Section 4.3.1.1.14).  DOE is committed to transfer the spent fuel to the
national geologic repository for ultimate disposition.

It is concluded that nuclear infrastructure activities would have small
effects on the environment, both in the long term as well as the short
term.

2065-3: DOE is committed to discharging its responsibilities in an open and
unbiased manner and providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions.  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.  In
compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity
to the public to comment on the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s
proposed alternatives for meeting mission requirements.  In preparing the
Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments received from the
public.
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Commentor No. 2066:  Betty Holman Corker Response to Commentor No. 2066
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Commentor No. 2066:  Betty Holman Corker (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2066

2066-1

2066-2

2066-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2066-2: This NI PEIS provides estimates of human health impacts associated
with a range of reasonable alternatives.  The methodology used provides
realistic results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of
low doses of radiation. Sections 4.3 through 4.6 of Volume 1 provide the
results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be
expected to result from implementation of each of the 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 restarting FFTF would be small.

Worker safety is a key element of the Department of Energy’s
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996).
This policy states in part that Department of Energy facilities must
“conduct radiological operations in a manner that controls the spread of
radioactive materials and reduces exposure to the workforce and the
general public and that utilizes a process that seeks exposure levels as
low as reasonably achievable.”  Each Department of Energy site,
including Hanford, is required to implement a radiological control
program with the intent to meet this policy goal.  Based on the
assessment of worker health impacts for all of the alternatives and
options considered that make use of Hanford facilities, no increase in
cancer fatalities among the facility workers would be expected.  For
example in Alternative 1 option 3, all of the activities (target irradiation
and processing) occur at Hanford facilities.  As shown in Section
4.3.3.1.9, the expected consequences are less than one additional fatal
cancer among the workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancers would be
expected.
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Commentor No. 2067:  Curtis A. Kooiker Response to Commentor No. 2067

2067-1

2067-2

2067-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and opposition to purchasing medical isotopes or plutonium-238 from
other countries.  However, the commentor should note that the United
States currently purchases limited quantities of plutonium-238 form
Russia and approximately 90 percent of its medical radioisotopes from
foreign producers, most notably Canada.

2067-2: The public health and safety, the environmental impacts, and the total
cost (including cleanup costs) associated with the plutonium-238
production in Russia are under Russian control.  The cost for the
purchase of Russian plutonium-238 is determined by the terms and
conditions of the negotiated contract between the U.S. and Russia.
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Commentor No. 2068:  Kathleen Trever, INEEL Oversight,
State of Idaho, Governor’s Office

Response to Commentor No. 2068

2068-1

2068-2

2068-3

2068-4

2068-1: The impacts associated with performing all mission activities at a single
site would be at Hanford and are presented in Section 4.4.2.1,
Alternative 2, Option 2.  If either Alternative 3, Construct New
Accelerator(s) Section 4.5) or Alternative 4, Construct New Research
Reactor (Section 4.6) were selected for implementation, INEEL, ORR,
and Hanford would be assessed in subsequent NEPA documents as
potential sites for all mission activities.  This approach is consistent
with the programmatic nature of this nuclear infrastructure EIS.

2068-2: The NI PEIS Volume 1, Summary Section S.4 and Section 2.6.1 were
revised to include a discussion on ATR capacity.

2068-3: A forecast for future demand for medical isotopes and the expected
growth rate of medical isotope use during the next 20 years is provided
in Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS.  The growth projections were also
adopted by DOE as a planning tool for evaluating the potential
capability of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet
programmatic requirements.  In the period since the initial estimates
were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use at levels consistent
with the Expert Panel findings.

2068-4: The Final NI PEIS has been revised to clearly indicate in Table J–3 that
there would be a total of 24 neptunium-237 shipments from SRS to
support the domestic production of plutonium-238.  These shipments
would occur over a 30-month period.  This estimate is based on 446
kilograms of neptunium-237 being available at SRS for shipment.  This
information was classified at the time the Draft PEIS was developed and
has since been declassified.  The actual number of shipments to a given
irradiation facility, such as ATR, would depend on DOE’s future
allocation of irradiation core volumes to meet plutonium-238 needs.
The Final NI PEIS assumes plutonium-238 produced by irradiation of
neptunium-237 would be shipped to Los Alamos National Laboratory
annually to meet any demand up to 5 kilograms per year.  On this basis,
plutonium-238 chemically separated in a given facility would be held
there no longer than one year.
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Commentor No. 2068:  Kathleen Trever (Cont’d)
INEEL Oversight, State of Idaho, Governor’s Office

Response to Commentor No. 2068

2068-5

2068-6

2068-5: The purpose and scope of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental
impacts of no action and alternatives.  This is the reason why DOE
generated a separate Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment published in September, 2000. DOE will use the separate
nonproliferation impact assessment report in its decision making
process along with other factors.
DOE has also provided a summary of the Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in Appendix Q in the Final
NI PEIS, including an explanation of the difference between what
constitutes reprocessing prohibited by U. S policy and the processing
proposed in this PEIS. DOE will use the recommendations and
information in this impact assessment its decision-making process.
DOE’s decision will be announced in the formal Record of Decision.

2068-6: The point raised in the comment is that the NI PEIS does not follow
DOE Order 435.1 regarding management of radioactive wastes.  The
confusion seems to arise when the commentor indicates that the
wording in the NI PEIS is in conflict with the Implementation Guide for
the Order.

 The Implementation Guide referred to in the comment is a guidance
document but does not impose requirements. In this case, the guidance
suggests that it is appropriate to manage radioactive waste, such as
wastes from irradiated target elements, as high-level radioactive wastes
but it does not  mandate management of such materials as spent fuel or
the processed wastes as high-level radioactive waste.  What DOE Order
435.1 does require is that alternative management practices be safe and
protective of human health and the environment.  The guidance
document is just that, a guidance for how to interpret the orders with
the idea of giving several methods for safe treatment and disposal
without mandating a change from the Order/Manual.  Spent nuclear fuel
[in the NWPA of 1982, and in the definitions attached to the Manual for
DOE Order 435.1] is defined as fuel that has been withdrawn from a
nuclear reactor following irradiation, the constituent elements of which
have not been separated by reprocessing.
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Commentor No. 2068:  Kathleen Trever (Cont’d)
INEEL Oversight, State of Idaho, Governor’s Office

Response to Commentor No. 2068

2068-6

2068-7

2068-7: The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing
of neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or
available funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at  the
INEEL site.  At INEEL the tanks would not be used although certain
facilities at the Idaho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center (INTEC)
would be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing the
irradiated targets. These are reliable systems that would process a
maximum of 1,050 cubic meters of low-level radioactive waste over the
35-year nuclear infrastructure operational period.  The higher activity
waste would be treated as a solid form via a stand-alone vitrification
system, separate from any tank waste treatment system.  No existing or
planned high-level radioactive waste facilities would be used to treat the
wastes resulting from processing the irradiated targets.

Sections 4.3.1.1.13, 4.3.2.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13, and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised
to address comments received during the public comment period.  This
section now states that “DOE is considering whether the waste from
processing of irradiated neptunium-237 targets should be classified as
high-level radioactive waste and not transuranic waste.  Irrespective of
how the waste is classified (i.e., transuranic or high-level radioactive
waste), the composition and characteristics are the same and the waste
management activities (i.e., treatment and on-site storage) as described
in this NI PEIS would be the same.  In addition, either waste type
would require disposal in a suitable repository.  If it is transuranic
waste, it would be nondefense waste and could not be disposed of at
WIPP under current law. Because nondefense transuranic waste has no
current disposal path, DOE Headquarters’ approval would be necessary
before a decision is made to generate such waste, as required by DOE
Order 435.1.  If the waste is classified as high-level radioactive waste, it
is assumed for the purposes of this analysis that Yucca Mountain,
Nevada, if approved, would be the final disposal site for DOE’s high-
level radioactive waste.”
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Commentor No. 2068:  Kathleen Trever (Cont’d)
INEEL Oversight, State of Idaho, Governor’s Office

Response to Commentor No. 2068

2068-7
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Commentor No. 2069:  Gloria K. Koll Response to Commentor No. 2069

2069-1

2069-2 2069-3

2069-4

2069-2

2069-1: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(i.e., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period
of nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the
waste generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that
all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.

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

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

2069-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.  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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2069-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2069-4: DOE works carefully to strike a balance between keeping the public
informed about potential impacts from its proposed actions in a timely
manner, as required by NEPA and CEQ regulations, and controlling the
cost of the NEPA compliance process.  A Summary was prepared for
the Draft NI PEIS and this Final NI PEIS as required by CEQ
regulations, and the public had the option of receiving the Summary or
both the Summary and the NI PEIS in hardcopy or via CD-ROM.
Electronic publishing via the Internet is also used extensively by DOE for
NEPA analyses and many other types of documents in order to reduce
publications costs and material usage.  Both the Draft PEIS and this Final
NI PEIS have been made available on the NE website (http://www
nuclear.gov) and on CD-ROM.

Commentor No. 2069:  Gloria K. Koll (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2069
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Commentor No. 2070:  James L. Johansen Response to Commentor No. 2070

2070-1

2070-2
2070-3

2070-2

2070-1
2070-4
2070-1
2070-5

2070-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns.  This NI PEIS has been prepared
in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively.  DOE
prepared a separate 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 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
September 8, 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 Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in Appendix Q in
the Final NI PEIS.  DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.  In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.  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.

2070-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford and
protection of the Columbia River.  Although beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.
Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., DOE’s Richland
Operations Office, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the State
of Washington Department of Ecology).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  As stated in
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected. .

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).
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The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to
Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation
of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

Hanford tank waste issues are not within the scope of this PEIS, as none
of the alternatives considered would add to these waste volumes.

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

In regards to the Hanford wildfire of 2000, the DOE Richland
Operations Office, the State of Washington Department of Health, and
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency performed environmental
monitoring on and around the Site to assess potential radiological
impacts.  The wildfire did not cause a release of radioactive materials
from any Hanford facilities but did result in resuspension of radioactive
materials which were already in the environment.  The very low levels of
radioactive materials that were resuspended were slightly above natural
background levels and required several days of analysis to quantify.
Information on this event has been made available to the public and can
be accessed at http://www.Hanford.gov/envmon/indes.html.  This site
also provides a link to information on the independent offsite air
monitoring that was conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.

2070-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

2070-4: Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF) is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g.,  see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify

Commentor No. 2070:  James L. Johansen (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2070
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Commentor No. 2070:  James L. Johansen (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2070

that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation.  This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE
Order 435.1, that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in
the case of low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is
generated, if practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if
DOE determines that use of the Hanford waste management
infrastructure or other DOE sites is not practical or cost effective,  DOE
may issue an exemption under DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-
DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of
such waste generated from the restart and operation of FFTF.  In
addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential
impacts associated with the waste generated from the target fabrication
and processing in FMEF and how this waste would be managed at the
site .

2070-5: See response to comment 2070-3.  FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles
from the Columbia River.  There are no discharges to the river from
FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater.  As
indicated in analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections
4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be
no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at
Hanford from operation of Hanford facilities that would support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 2071:  Marvin M. Johnson Response to Commentor No. 2071

2071-6

2071-1

2071-2

2071-3

2071-4

2071-5

2071-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for the No Action Alternative.

2071-2: 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.

2071-3: The NI PEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of a range of
reasonable alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the proposed action,
which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238 for future NASA space exploration
missions, and civilian nuclear research and development.  In addition to
restarting the FFTF, the NI PEIS also evaluates alternatives that would
either employ the use of existing facilities or rely on the construction of
new facilities.

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

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope production
capability is being used.  Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex.  This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with the facilities’ primary missions
basic energy sciences or defense).  DOE is currently meeting most of its
short-term requirements.  However, in the long-term (next 5 to 10 years)
there will be a shortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
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as it has recently, or if DOE’s  market share increases, there will be a
need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short-term (less
than 5 years).  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify
DOE’s isotope production role and other producers’ capabilities to fulfill
U.S. isotope needs.

DOE notes the commentor’s concern for NASA’s use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of
alternative energy sources for space missions, although issues such as
NASA research priorities are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS.  NASA
establishes the need and requirements for space missions and undergoes
a thorough NEPA evaluation for each launch.  Plutonium-238 sources
are used only when they enable the mission or enhance mission
capabilities.  None of the missions stated in the NI PEIS are defense- or
weapons-related.

2071-4: DOE notes the commentor’s concern for NASA’s use of nuclear
materials for space missions.  Through a Memorandum of Understanding
with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems, and the
plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or would
be enhanced by their use.  These radioisotope power systems have been
used for almost 40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their
performance, safety, and reliability in various NASA space missions.
NASA establishes the need and requirements for space missions and
undergoes a thorough NEPA evaluation for each launch.  The scope of
this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS is limited to analysis of alternatives to
fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions, which include the
production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and development.

2071-5: See response to comment 2071-1.  With respect to cleanup of wastes at
Hanford, the proposed action and cleanup of wastes at Hanford are
independent programs and actions related to one will not impact the other
However, it should be noted that the cleanup of legacy wastes at
Hanford is beyond the scope of the NI PEIS.

2071-6: DOE notes the commentor’s viewpoint.

Commentor No. 2071:  Marvin M. Johnson (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2071
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Commentor No. 2072:  Thomas S. Tenforde Response to Commentor No. 2072

2072-1

2072-2

2072-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to Alterntive 4, Construct New Research Reactor.

2072-2: As discussed in Section 1.3 of Volume1, in addition to the range of
reasonable programmatic alternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS, DOE
could choose to combine components of several alternatives in selecting
the most appropriate strategy. The combination suggested by the
commentor is an example that could be selected in the Record of
Decision.
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Commentor No. 2072:  Thomas S. Tenforde (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2072

2072-2
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 2073:  Karen Bowman Response to Commentor No. 2073

2073-1 2073-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to building new facilities (i.e., new accelerator(s) or research
reactor).

2073-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations and concerns
regarding misinformation in the public participation process.  It is DOE
policy to encourage public input on matters of regional, national and
international importance as part of its commitment to facilitate a public
participation process that is open and unbiased.
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Commentor No. 2073:  Karen Bowman (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2073

2073-1
(Cont’d)

2073-2

2073-1
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Commentor No. 2074:  Richard J. Giever Response to Commentor No. 2074

2074-1 2074-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2075:  Ruth Yarrow Response to Commentor No. 2075

2075-1

2075-2

2075-3

2075-4

2075-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2075-2: FFTF restart would not impact the schedule or available funding for
existing cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s)
selected.  As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart
of FFTF would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive
waste (i.e., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

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

2075-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
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Commentor No. 2075:  Ruth Yarrow (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2075

2075-2

2075-5

2075-7

2075-6

2075-3

2075-6

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and
to clarify DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

The commentor points out that both the National Academy of Sciences
Institute of Medicine 1995 Report and the April 2000 NERAC
Subcommittee for Isotope Research and Production Planning Final
Report recommend against restarting reactors, such as FFTF, for isotope
production.  However, the conclusions presented in the more recent
NERAC Report were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  DOE agrees that the FFTF’s large
size and configuration are not particularly well suited for the singular
purpose of producing small quantities of various research isotopes.
However, sustained operation of the FFTF for the production of both
research and commercial isotopes would be viable if operated in concert
with producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research
and development for civilian applications.  As the NERAC report  states:
“In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high
flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be
utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for
commercial interests who might consider its use for isotope production”.
In recognition of these constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI
PEIS only evaluates use of the FFTF when coupled with the other
proposed  missions.

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

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

2075-4: Genetic research and other research will hopefully lead to other effective
ways to prevent and fight cancers.  However, certain radioisotopes
currently offer effective treatment for some cancers.  Consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is proposing this
enhancement for the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to
support the increased domestic production of isotopes for medical,
research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of experts in
the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration
missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for deep space missions and
for which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear energy research and development in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of the
United States’ energy portfolio.

2075-5: DOE notes the commentor’s views concerning DOE’s presentation at
the Seattle, Washington public hearing.

2075-6: The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions are
not required by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be included in a PEIS.
DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an informed
decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Such
ancillary documents need only be made available to the public prior to
any decision being made under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).
Nevertheless, DOE mailed these documents to more than 730 interested
parties on August 24 and September 8, 2000, respectively.  Both reports
were made available immediately upon release on the NE web site (http:/
www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has also
provided summaries of the Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in Appendixes P and Q,
respectively in the Final NI PEIS.

2075-7: 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

Commentor No. 2075:  Ruth Yarrow (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2075
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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.

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

Commentor No. 2075:  Ruth Yarrow (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2075
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Commentor No. 2076:  David Wootan Response to Commentor No. 2076

2076-1 2076-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2077:  John Serop Simonian Response to Commentor No. 2077

2077-1

2077-2

2077-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to the use of nuclear power.  The
scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS is limited to analysis of
alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions, which include
the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and development.
The three missions are civilian nuclear energy missions and are not
defense-related.

2077-2: The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of a
range of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the proposed action, one of
which is the domestic production of plutonium-238.  Through a
Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope
power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space
missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In addition,
under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science and
Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE’s charter
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining the
capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of
radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005.  Without an assured domestic supply of
plutonium-238, DOE’s ability to support future NASA space exploration
missions may be lost.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further
clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238
production capability to support NASA space exploration missions.  The
commentor has been added to the NI PEIS mailing list and will receive a
copy of the Final NI PEIS Summary.
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Commentor No. 2330:  Victoria Meier Response to Commentor No. 2330

2330-1

2330-1

2330-3

2330-2

2330-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

While it would not be cost effective to restart FFTF for the singular
purpose of producing small quantities of various research isotopes,
sustained operation of FFTF for the production of larger quantities of
both research and commercial isotopes would be viable if operated in
concert with producing  plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy
research and development for civilian applications.  As the NERAC
report states:  “In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources,
e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volume in FFTF,
that could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is
best suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for
isotope production”.  In recognition of these constraints on its operational
feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled
with supporting the other stated missions.

2330-2: 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.

2330-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., DOE’s Richland Operations Office, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the State of Washington
Department of Ecology).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.



2-1958

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent and

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 2331:  Andrew Cook Response to Commentor No. 2331

2331-1

2331-2

2331-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2331-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views.  However, the purpose of the
NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives
to enhancing DOE’s existing nuclear facility infrastructure to support
production of isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses,
production of plutonium-238 for use in future NASA space exploration
missions, and U.S. nuclear research and development needs for civilian
application.  No component of the proposed action is for the purpose of
producing nuclear energy.

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

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain
Nevada, would be the final disposal site for DOE’s high-level radioactive
waste and spent nuclear fuel.  As directed by the U.S. Congress through
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, Yucca Mountain is the only
candidate site currently being characterized as a potential geologic
repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel.  DOE
has prepared a separate EIS, “Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High
Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada”
DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts
from construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and
eventual closure of a potential geological repository.
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Commentor No. 2332:  Port of Pasco Commissioners
(O.E. Boston, Jim Klindworth, Del Lathim)

Response to Commentor No. 2332

2332-1

2332-2

2332-3

2332-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2332-2: DOE notes the Commissioners’ concerns and their support for
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2332-3: No decisions have been made with regard to the facilities and locations
evaluated to fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions. However, in
accordance with Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR
1502.14(e)), DOE has identified its preferred alternative in Section 2.8 of
Volume 1 of the Final NI PEIS.  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.

2332-4: The commentor is correct on the separation of DOE program funding
sources.  The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM),
and the FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and
Technology (NE).  The nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no
funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.  Therefore, restart of
FFTF would not impact current cleanup schedules.

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.



2-1960

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent and

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 2332:  Port of Pasco Commissioners (Cont’d)
(O.E. Boston, Jim Klindworth, Del Lathim)

Response to Commentor No. 2332

2332-4

2332-3
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Commentor No. 2618:  Lesley Pomeroy Response to Commentor No. 2618

2618-1

2618-2

2618-3

2618-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2618-2: DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “… ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.”  The purpose
of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impacts to
accomplishing this mission.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of
several existing DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE remains
committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities.

2618-3: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  The
DOE missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production
of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.
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Commentor No. 2619:  Patrick Sobotta
Nez Perce Tribe

Response to Commentor No. 2619

2619-1

2619-2
2619-3

2619-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

2619-2: DOE values its relationship with the Nez Perce Tribe and remains
committed to treaty resource rights and access.  Based on your
discussion on September 28, 2000, with Mr. Dan Tano of the
Department’s Richland Operations Office staff, the concern about access
to treaty resource sites is premised on your understanding of the waste
and funding impact the Fast Flux Test Facility could have on Hanford
Nuclear Reservation cleanup and restoration, a program in which the Nez
Perce Tribe participates and provides oversight, pursuant to its interests
under the Treaty of 1855. Specifically, we understand your position to be
that in order to protect Tribal treaty-reserved resources, funding should
be used for environmental cleanup at Hanford rather than for the Fast
Flux Test Facility.

First, should the Department decide to restart the Fast Flux Test Facility,
the waste streams would not impact the Hanford cleanup and would be
managed according to a Waste Minimization and Management Plan being
developed in consultation with the States of Oregon and Washington.
Second, the Secretary is committed to maintaining the Hanford cleanup
as a top priority.  The management and possible enhancement of DOE’s
nuclear facility infrastructure based on the Secretary’s decision, including
the Fast Flux Test Facility if the decision called for its restart, would not
divert or reprogram any funding from Hanford cleanup activities.  The
Hanford Site environmental restoration activities would continue in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement.

Therefore, should DOE restart the Fast Flux Test Facility, we believe its
operation would not impede in any way Nez Perce Tribe access to treaty
resource sites.  The Fast Flux Test Facility may eventually serve an
important role in the Nation’s science infrastructure.  Given the limited
and declining nuclear research infrastructure in the United States, we
believe that an exhaustive evaluation of this facility is warranted.

2619-3: 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
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Commentor No. 2619:  Patrick Sobotta (Cont’d)
Nez Perce Tribe

Response to Commentor No. 2619

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. 2619:  Patrick Sobotta (Cont’d)
Nez Perce Tribe

Response to Commentor No. 2619
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Commentor No. 2620:  Janet Kimball Response to Commentor No. 2620

2620-1 2620-2

2620-3

2620-4

2620-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2620-2: Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE remains
committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities.

2620-3: The NI PEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of a range of
reasonable alternatives for enhancing DOE’s existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to support production of isotopes for medical, research,
and industrial uses; production of plutonium-238 for use in future NASA
space exploration missions; and U.S. nuclear research and development
needs for civilian application.  In addition to restarting the FFTF, the
NI PEIS also evaluates alternatives that would either employ the use of
existing facilities or rely on the construction of new facilities specifically
designed to support the proposed action.

2620-4: The Record of Decision for the 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.
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Commentor No. 2621:  Luis Ojeda Response to Commentor No. 2621

2621-1 2621-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

2-1967

Commentor No. 2622:  Sandra Piper Response to Commentor No. 2622

2622-1

2622-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the high-level waste
tanks at Hanford 200 Area. The high-level waste tank issues are not
within the scope of this NI PEIS, as none of the alternatives described in
Section 2.5 of Volume 1 would add to these waste volumes.  The
Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are a high priority to
DOE and 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 remains committed to upholding this
agreement.  The missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not
impact ongoing Hanford cleanup activities.

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

With regard to groundwater contamination, it is currently limited to the
Hanford Site and no food or water restrictions are currently in place
outside the Hanford Reservation as a result of Hanford activities.  All
environmental parameters (e.g. air, soil, surface water, groundwater,
vegetation, animals, etc.) in and around the Hanford Site are monitored
on a periodic basis.  The information is available to the public in annual
monitoring reports.

With regard to the Hanford wildfire of 2000, the DOE Richland
Operations Office, the State of Washington Department of Health, and
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency performed environmental monitoring
on and around the Site to assess potential radiological impacts.  The
wildfire did not cause a release of radioactive materials from any
Hanford facilities but did result in resuspension of radioactive materials
which were already in the environment.  The very low levels of
radioactive materials that were resuspended were slightly above natural
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Commentor No. 2622:  Sandra Piper (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2622

2622-1
(Cont’d)

2622-2

2622-1

background levels and required several days of analysis to quantify.
Information on this event has been made available to the public and can
be accessed at http://www.Hanford.gov/envmon/index.html.  This site
also provides a link to information on the independent offsite air
monitoring that was conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.

More specific to the stated missions presented in the NI PEIS, FFTF is
located approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River and will have
no discharges to the river and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to
the groundwater.  Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS
(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)
indicate that there would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or
surface water quality from the stated missions.

It is DOE’s policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
applicable DOE orders.

2622-2: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2623: Shelley Cimon Response to Commentor No. 2623

2623-1
2623-2

2623-3

2623-4

2623-5

2623-6

2623-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

2623-2: See response to comment 2623-1.

2623-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding high-level waste tank
and cleanup issues at Hanford.  The high-level waste tank issues are not
within the scope of this NI PEIS, as none of the alternatives considered
would add to these waste volumes.  The Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are a high priority to DOE and 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 remains
committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities.

FFTF is located approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River and
will have no discharges to the river and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater.  Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the
NI PEIS (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) indicate that no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface
water quality would result from implementation of the alternatives
described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1.

Chapter 4 of Volume 1 addresses the environmental impacts that would
be due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated by
the nuclear infrastructure missions for all alternatives and alternative
options.  Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are
also addressed.  These programs will be implemented for the alternative
selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste generated from any of
the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated,
stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and
in compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and applicable DOE orders.

2623-4: The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
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Commentor No. 2623:  Shelley Cimon (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2623

2623-6
(Cont’d)

2623-7

2623-3

attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE’s mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE’s isotope production role and other producers’
capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

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

2623-5: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  Hanford Site
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cleanup is funded through the DOE Environmental Management Program
Office.  The stated missions considered in this PEIS would be funded by
the DOE Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology, which has
no funding connection to cleanup and waste management activities.
Therefore, the stated missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have
an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

The NI PEIS addresses the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed missions for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.

2623-6: A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium-
238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, the suspension of SRTG
development efforts was conducted in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator.  This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires 1/3 less plutonium as
its fuel source.  However, the Stirling technology is developmental and
NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that the
plutonium-238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as a backup.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

2623-7: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to restarting FFTF for expanding
its existing nuclear facility infrastructure.  Consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to
support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy

Commentor No. 2623:  Shelley Cimon (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2623
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Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of
the United States’ energy portfolio.  Section 1.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

Commentor No. 2623:  Shelley Cimon (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2623
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Commentor No. 2624:  Valjeanne B. Meadows Response to Commentor No. 2624

2624-1

2624-2

2624-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2624-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views. The selection of facilities and site
locations for accomplishing expanded civilian nuclear energy research
and development and isotope production missions is not a political
decision.  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.
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Commentor No. 2625:  Paige Knight
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 2625

2625-1

2625-2

2625-3

2625-4

2625-1: DOE, and the Secretary of Energy in particular, is aware that there is a
considerable difference of public opinion regarding the alternatives
evaluated in this NI PEIS to accomplish the DOE missions, including
direct support as well as opposition to Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF).

The commentor’s concerns regarding the attendance of persons from the
Tri-Cities area at the Seattle, Washington and Hood River and Portland,
Oregon public hearings are noted.  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.  It is not uncommon or illegal under CEQ regulations for
individuals and special interest groups, who may be for or against a
particular proposed action or alternative, to attend multiple meetings
including those outside their “home” area.  However, DOE believes and
strives to ensure that the hearing format used serves to promote open and
equal representation by all individuals and groups, regardless of the
motivation for attending.

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021)
implementation regulations do not require inclusion of cost and
nonproliferation studies in an environmental impact statement.  The basic
purpose of the NI PEIS is to describe the alternatives under consideration
for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume 1) and the environmental
impacts that would occur if these alternatives were implemented
(Chapter 4 of Volume 1).  Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR
1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before a decision is made.  The
associated cost report and nonproliferation report were made available to
the public on August 24, 2000 and September 8, 2000, respectively.  DOE
mailed these documents to approximately 730 interested parties, and these
reports were made available immediately upon release on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in  public reading rooms.  DOE has also
provided summaries of the Cost Report and Nuclear Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment in Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final
NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 2625:  Paige Knight (Cont’d)
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 2625

2625-3

2625-5

2625-3

2625-6

2625-7

2625-1

2625-8

2625-9

2625-3

2625-10

In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.  All pertinent information and public input will
be provided to the Secretary so that he may make an informed and
unbiased decision with respect to the alternatives presented in this
NI PEIS.

2625-2: The 300 Area Revitalization Plan (DOE 1999) provides for continued
 Multi-program R&D operations in the 300 Area, including operation of
 various laboratories, office facilities, and services.  It also provides
 for consolidation (but not complete elimination) of radiological
 operations, with support for Hanford Site facility transition and
environmental restoration efforts.  The plan does not require closure of
the 325 and 306-E buildings as long as they are needed for active research
projects.  Operation of these facilities would not violate any existing
agreements between DOE and stakeholders or other legal obligations, nor
would it affect ongoing or planned environmental restoration and
facility transition activities.

2625-3: DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.”  The purpose of
this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impacts to
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

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

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

2625-4: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE remains committed to
upholding this agreement.

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

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

The cumulative environmental impact assessment provided in
Section 4.8.3.3 takes into account the radiation exposure to the public
from all reasonably foreseeable Hanford Site activities over the 35 year
timeframe. The activities considered in the cumulative impact assessment

Commentor No. 2625:  Paige Knight (Cont’d)
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 2625
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include future waste management activities as estimated in the Hanford
Comprehensive Land Use Plan, tank waste remediation, K Basin spent
nuclear fuel management, decommissioned naval reactor plant disposal,
Plutonium Finishing Plant Stabilization and the proposed NI PEIS
operations at FFTF and FMEF or RPL.  As shown in Table 4-173, the
dose to the maximally exposed individual would be expected to remain well
within regulatory limits.  Based on an exposure period of 35 years, 0.21
(<1) latent cancer fatalities would be expected to occur among the local
population over the 35-year period as a result of Hanford related radiation
exposure.

2625-5: The commentor’s concerns about the adequacy of the impact and risk
assessments are noted.

The impact assessments performed for the NI PEIS are comprehensive
in scope, employ state-of-the-art analytical methodologies, and are
consistent with the approach taken by the Department in the preparation
of  numerous other environmental impact assessments. The results of the
impacts associated with nuclear infrastructure  actions that may be
implemented are presented and discussed in Chapter 4; each of the
environmental disciplines that may be affected is addressed.  More
detailed discussions of the impact methodology, including computer codes
and other assessment techniques, are presented in Appendixes G
through M.  Appropriate references are given to support the
presentations.

2625-6: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

2625-7: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE’s
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions; no viable alternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the

Commentor No. 2625:  Paige Knight (Cont’d)
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 2625
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potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will
be exhausted by approximately 2005.  Without an assured domestic
supply of plutonium-238, DOE’s ability to support future NASA space
exploration missions may be lost.

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

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

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

Commentor No. 2625:  Paige Knight (Cont’d)
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 2625
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terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed.  As such, reliance on these
other sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would
not meet DOE’s mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has
been revised to clarify DOE’s isotope production role and other
producers’ capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

2625-8: The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing  plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production.”  In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions.  While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
it is unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without disturbing the
existing missions of these facilities.

2625-9: A number of alternatives to the use of FFTF were considered in the NI
PEIS.  In addition to FFTF, the PEIS evaluated ATR, HFIR, commercial
light water reactors, a new accelerator(s), and a new research reactor.
It also evaluated a number of other irradiation facilities; however, these
were dismissed from further consideration for a variety of reasons
Volume 1, Section 2.6).  Among the reasons they were dismissed was
the fact that they lacked sufficient neutron production capacity, were
fully dedicated to existing missions, were not capable of steady-state
neutron production, had insufficient power to sustain adequate steady

Commentor No. 2625:  Paige Knight (Cont’d)
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 2625
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Commentor No. 2625:  Paige Knight (Cont’d)
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 2625

state neutron production, were unable to produce a constant, reliable
source of neutrons due to dependency on operating schedules of their
primary missions, are under construction with capacity fully dedicated to
other panned mission, or have been permanently shut down.

2625-10: See response to comment 2625-6.
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Commentor No. 2626:  Barbara Clark Response to Commentor No. 2626

2626-1

2626-2

2626-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford and
protection of the Columbia River.

Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE remains
committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities.

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

The stated mission is not resumption of weapons production.  DOE was
tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to
“ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial, and research
applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal agencies
 and undertaking research and development of activities related to
development of nuclear power for civilian use.”  The purpose of this
PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impacts to
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

Regarding the concerns over the possible migration of contaminants to
the Columbia River, the Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste
minimization and pollution prevention program in place as summarized in
Section 3.4.11.8 of Volume 1 that would govern any proposed site
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activities.  More specific to the alternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS,
FFTF is located approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There
are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater.  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) indicate that there would be no discernible impacts to groundwater
or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of the existing
Hanford facilities in support of the stated missions.  Also, no water
quality impacts would be expected as a result of permanent deactivation
of FFTF  (Section 4.4.1.2.4).

Regarding the Hanford wildfire of 2000, the DOE Richland Operations
Office, the State of Washington Department of Health, and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency performed environmental monitoring
on and around the Hanford site to assess any potential radiological
impacts.  The wildfire did not cause a release of radioactive materials
from any Hanford facilities, but did result in the resuspension of
radioactive materials which were already present in the environment.
The very low levels of radioactive materials that were resuspended were
only slightly above natural background levels and required several days of
analysis to quantify.  Information on this event has been made available
to the public and can be accessed at http://www.Hanford.gov/envmon
indes.html.  This site provides a link to information on the independent
offsite air monitoring that was conducted by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency.

2626-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
for plutonium-238 production.

Commentor No. 2626:  Barbara Clark (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2626
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Commentor No. 2627:  Eric L. Platz Response to Commentor No. 2627

2627-1

2627-2

2627-3

2627-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2627-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to restarting FFTF for enhancing
its existing nuclear facility infrastructure.  Consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is proposing this enhancement for
the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to support the need
for increased domestic production of isotopes for medical, research, and
industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of experts in the medical
field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory
Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re
establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source
that is required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long
term, assured supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and
development needs in order to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use
of nuclear power as a viable component of the United States’ energy
portfolio.

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

While some existing DOE reactors may possess the potential capability
or capacity to support research isotope production, it is unlikely that
reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support projected needs
could be accomplished without disturbing the existing missions of these
facilities. Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope
production capability is being used.  Much of the remaining isotope
production capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex.  This
capability supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used
due to the operating constraints associated with the facilities’ primary
missions (basic energy sciences or defense).  DOE is currently meeting
most of its short-term requirements.  However, in the long-term (next 5
to 10 years) there will be a shortfall in available DOE capacity to meet
demand.  Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert
Panel Report, as it has recently, or if DOE’s  market share increases,
there will be a need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short
term (less than 5 years).

2627-3: DOE notes the concern of the commentor that the restart of the FFTF
draws attention from the mandate to clean up the Hanford facilities.
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 remains
committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities.

Commentor No. 2627:  Eric L. Platz (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2627
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The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to
Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2 of Appendix N,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.

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

Commentor No. 2627:  Eric L. Platz (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2627
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Commentor No. 2628:  Donlee and William Deamud Response to Commentor No. 2628

2628-1

2628-2

2628-1

2628-3

2628-2

2628-4

2628-1: Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste management activities are the
primary missions at Hanford.

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

Implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives described in
Section 2.5 of Volume 1  would not impact Hanford cleanup activities.
Potential health effects associated with normal operations and releases
from a spectrum of accidents, including severe accidents, were evaluated
for the alternatives described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1.  All of the
alternatives, including the restart of FFTF, are shown to pose little risk to
the health and safety of the public.

2628-2: The incremental impacts associated with managing an additional 16
metric tons of heavy metal of FFTF spent nuclear fuel were evaluated in
Section 4.3.1.1.14 of the NI PEIS for the restart of the FFTF. The
radiological impact to the public from overall radionuclide releases from
the entire FFTF complex during the last year of reactor operation was
less than 0.0001 mrem/year.  Additionally, the dose contribution from
FFTF spent nuclear fuel management would be expected to be a small
fraction of the FFTF reactor operation dose.  Therefore, it would have no
discernable impact on the 0.1 mrem/year dose from the existing 2133
MTHM Hanford spent nuclear fuel inventory.  The currently used FFTF
specific spent nuclear fuel storage system designs (i.e., facility storage
vessels and dry storage casks) are the key contributors for determining
that the incremental radiological and environmental impacts are small.

In addition to evaluating on-site management of the NI PEIS related
FFTF spent fuel, section 4.3.1.1.14 also states that “the spent [FFTF]
nuclear fuel would be packaged in acceptable containers and shipped to a
geologic repository for ultimate disposal.”  Disposal of DOE spent nuclear
fuel is within the scope of a separate EIS titled, “Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent
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Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain,
Nye County, Nevada” (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999). As directed by the
U.S. congress through the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended,
Yucca Mountain is designated, and is currently being characterized, as
the candidate site for constructing a geologic repository for disposal of
high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel.

2628-3: The purposes for which FFTF, and the other facilities evaluated under
each of the alternatives, does not include any defense-related activities.

Current DOE safety regulations require the accurate reporting of
radiological exposures.  The data used to quantify offsite consequences
is derived from reports (available to the public) on the normal operational
releases at the facilities being evaluated (for example DOE/RL-99-41
Radiological Air Emissions Report for the Hanford Site Calendar Year
1998).  These reports are generated in response to DOE requirements
for radiological control.  DOE Order 231.1 Environment, Safety, and
Health Reporting requires an annual radiation dose summary addressing
doses to workers and members of the public.  DOE radiological control
requirements are designed with the intent to meet the legal requirements
of 10CFR 835, and there are provisions for enforcement actions should
the requirements of 10CFR835 not be met.  In order to meet these
requirements, DOE has established the DOE Radiological Health and
Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996).  Accuracy of radiological
records is among the goals of this policy: the policy states in part “Ensure
radiological measurements, analyses, worker monitoring results and
estimates of public exposures are accurate and appropriately made.”

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

Commentor No. 2628:  Donlee and William Deamud (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2628
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The NI PEIS addresses 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.

This NI PEIS has provided estimates of human health impacts associated
with a range of reasonable alternatives  for the production of isotopes for
medical uses, research and development, and as heat sources for
radioisotope power systems, including the restart of FFTF.  The
methodology used provides 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.

2628-4: The U.S. has signed the nuclear non-proliferation treaty.  The plutonium
being considered for production in this EIS is plutonium-238 which is not
an isotope of plutonium that is used in nuclear weapons.  The production
of plutonium-238 does not present a nonproliferation concern.  DOE
developed a separate Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment, published in September, 2000, that analyzed the
nonproliferation impacts of the actions considered in this PEIS and found
that, “There are currently no U.S. nonproliferation policies, laws,
regulations or international agreements that preclude the use of any of the
facilities in the manner described in the Draft NI PEIS.”

Commentor No. 2628:  Donlee and William Deamud (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2628
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Commentor No. 2630:  James R. Beaver, Mayor, City of
Kennewick

Response to Commentor No. 2630

2630-1 2630-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2630:  James R. Beaver, Mayor, City of
Kennewick (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2630

2630-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 2631:  Stephen Bomkamp Response to Commentor No. 2631

2631-1

2631-1: 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.  It is not
uncommon or illegal under CEQ regulations for individuals and special
interest groups, who may be for or against a particular proposed action or
alternative, to attend multiple meetings including those outside their
“home” area.  While DOE does not pay contractors working on DOE
projects or its civil service personnel to attend public hearings, it does not
specifically prohibit individuals from attending as private citizens.

2631-2: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.  However
Canada only supplies a limited number of economically attractive
commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not supply
research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial isotopes
considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian sources of
isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE’s
mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to
clarify DOE’s isotope production role and other producers’ capabilities to
fulfill U.S. isotope needs.
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Commentor No. 2631:  Stephen Bomkamp (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2631

2631-1
(Cont’d)

2631-2

2631-3

2631-4

2631-6

2631-5

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope production
capability is being used.  Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex.  This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with the facilities’ primary missions
basic energy sciences or defense.  DOE is currently meeting most of its
short-term requirements.  However, in the long-term (next 5 to 10 years)
there will be a shortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
as it has recently, or if DOE’s  market share increases, there will be a
need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short-term (less
than 5 years).

2631-3: DOE is required under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq., to prepare an environmental impact statement
when its actions could significantly affect the quality of the human
environment.  The NEPA public participation process has provided an
opportunity for all interested parties, including members of the public,
and local, state, and Federal officials, to independently review and
comment on the Draft NI PEIS.  Therefore, any interested party has the
capability to examine the data, assumptions, and analytical techniques
used in the assessments of the impacts of each alternative.

The analyses in the PEIS have been performed using radiological data
taken from the three sites considered in the range of reasonable
alternatives.  This data is collected under controls instituted to meet DOE
radiological control requirements which are in turn designed with the
intent to meet the legal requirements of 10CFR 835, and there are
provisions for enforcement actions should the requirements of 10CFR835
not be met.  In order to meet these requirements, DOE has established
the DOE Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1,
April 26, 1996).  Accuracy of radiological records is among the goals of
this policy:  the policy states in part “Ensure radiological measurements,
analyses, worker monitoring results and estimates of public exposures are
accurate and appropriately made.”  DOE Order 231.1 Environment,
Safety, and Health Reporting requires an annual radiation dose summary
addressing doses to workers and members of the public.  The data used to
quantify offsite consequences has been derived from reports (available to
the public) on the normal operational releases from operation of the
facilities at Hanford, INEEL, and Oak Ridge (for example DOE/RL-99-41
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Radiological Air Emissions Report for the Hanford Site Calendar Year
1998).

2631-4: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

As discussed in Volume 1 of the NI PEIS (Section 3.4.11.2), low-level
radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive wastes are the only
types of radioactive wastes that can be disposed in a burial ground.  Low
level radioactive waste that would qualify for disposal by this method
would have to meet stringent waste and package acceptance criteria (i.e.
only short half-life radionuclide content, high integrity packaging, etc.).
The Hanford Site’s 200 Area’s Low-Level Waste Burial Ground (i.e.,
trenches) are regulated by DOE under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended, and under DOE Order 435.1, Radioactive Waste
Management.

The 200 Area’s Low-Level Burial Ground also contain the following
three active permitted mixed waste trenches whereby mixed low-level
waste is both stored and disposed of: (1) Trench 31 is a permitted, lined
Subtitle C disposal trench that is currently utilized for greater than 90-day
storage of mixed low-level radioactive waste; (2) Trench 34 is permitted,
lined Subtitle C disposal trench currently utilized for the disposal of mixed
low-level radioactive waste that has been treated and is compliant with
Land Disposal restrictions; and (3) Trench 94 is a permitted, unlined
disposal trench utilized for the disposal of decommissioned naval reactor
components.  Use of Trench 94 for naval reactor compartments is
authorized under a special exemption from the State of Washington
Department of Ecology (Ecology).  Currently, the Low-Level Burial
Ground has a Part A Permit approved by Ecology under the State of
Washington Dangerous Waste Regulations, State of Washington
Administrative Code (WAC) 173-303, and, as such, is an interim status
treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) unit under the Resource

Commentor No. 2631:  Stephen Bomkamp (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2631
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Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The permitted active and
future mixed waste units of the Low-Level Burial Ground meet all
regulatory requirements of WAC 173-303 and RCRA and will be
incorporated into the Hanford Site RCRA Facility Part B Permit and will
operate under final status regulations.  In early June 2000, a working
draft of the Hanford Site RCRA Facility Part B Permit application was
submitted to Ecology.

2631-5: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2631-6: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high
priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

Commentor No. 2631:  Stephen Bomkamp (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2631
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Commentor No. 2632:  T. James Bigham Response to Commentor No. 2632

2632-1

2632-2

2632-3

2632-4

2632-5

2632-6

2632-7

2632-8

2632-9

2632-10

2632-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.  It should
be noted that Alternative 5 as presented in the NI PEIS does not include
any new missions.

2632-2: Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks
to maintain and enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing
three primary needs: 1) to support the need for increased domestic
production of isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses, as
initially identified by a panel of experts in the medical field and reaffirmed
by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support
future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic
capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for
deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term, assured
supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs
in order to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as
a viable component of the United States’ energy portfolio.  The NI PEIS
evaluates the environmental impacts of a range of reasonable alternatives
for accomplishing this mission. Section 1.2 of Volume 1 was revised to
clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

2632-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., DOE’s Richland Operations Office, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the State of Washington
Department of Ecology).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

Ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE.  The current inventory of wastes managed at the
Hanford Site are identified in Section 3.4.11.1 of Volume 1.  In addition,
the generation rates of wastes associated with the NI PEIS options that
use  Hanford facilities are compared with the current waste generation
rates at the site in Section 4.3 of Volume 1.  As stated in
Sections 4.3.1.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13, and 4.4.3.1.13, the generation rates of
wastes at Hanford associated with the options that utilize either FFTF,
FMEF and or RPL/306-E would be much smaller than the current waste
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Commentor No. 2632:  T. James Bigham (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2632

2632-11

2632-12

generation rates at the site.  These volumes would also be small  in
comparison to the existing inventory at the site (Section 3.4.11.1,
Volume 1).  These comparisons were also made for the other options
which involved INEEL and ORR facilities.  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.

2632-4: NEPA does not require that cost-benefit analyses be provided in an EIS,
and none have been provided in this Final NI PEIS.  The estimated costs
of the range of reasonable alternatives are presented in the Cost Report,
summarized in Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS.  However, the Cost
Report is not a cost-benefit analysis.  While it is reasonable to believe
that the benefits of medical isotopes are substantial, the purpose of this
NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of
Volume 1), a range of reasonable alternatives for satisfying the mission
requirements (Section 2.5 of Volume 1), and the environmental impacts
that would result from implementation of the alternatives.  According to
40 CFR Section 1502.23, if a cost-benefit analysis exists, it must be
reported and summarized in the NI PEIS.

2632-5: Companion (to FFTF) facilities at Hanford that have the potential to
provide nuclear infrastructure support activities are FMEF and RPL
Building 306-E.  FMEF could support plutonium-238 and medical
industrial production and nuclear research and development (Volume 1,
Section 2.3.2.3 of the NI PEIS); RPL/Building 306-E could support
medical/industrial isotope production and nuclear research and production
(Volume 1, Section 2.3.2.4).  FMEF is assessed in the NI PEIS for
possible use in each alternative except Alternative 5, “Shutdown FFTF.”
RPL/Building 306-E is assessed for possible use only in Alternative 1,
“Restart FFTF.”

Potential impacts to the environment associated with FMEF and RPL
Building 306-E operations are addressed in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS.
Consequences are shown to be small during normal operations; risks
associated with postulated accidents are also shown to be small.  Specific
to waste streams, there would be no discharges to the Columbia River
and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater; impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality would not be discernible.
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Commentor No. 2632:  T. James Bigham (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2632

2632-12
(Cont’d)

2632-13

2632-10

2632-12

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021)
implementation regulations do not require inclusion of cost studies in an
environmental impact statement.  The basic purpose of the NI PEIS is to
describe the alternatives under consideration for implementation (Section
2.5 of Volume 1) and the environmental impacts that would occur if these
alternatives were implemented (Chapter 4 of Volume 1).  Pursuant to
CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make
ancillary decision documents available to the public before a decision is
made.  The associated cost report was made available to the public on
August 24, 2000.

2632-6: The environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the
requirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the NI
PEIS.  DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose all
required information to make a decision on expanding nuclear
infrastructure.  The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of
proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be
included in a PEIS.  As discussed in the response immediately above, a
separate cost report was made available to the public on August 24, 2000
A nonproliferation report was mage available to the public in
September 8, 2000.  DOE mailed these documents to more than 730
interestedparties.  Both reports were made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms.  DOE has also provided summaries of the Cost Report and
Nuclear Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in Appendixes P and Q,
respectively, Final NI PEIS.

Appendix J contains a comprehensive risk analysis of all materials
transported under the alternatives defined in the NI PEIS.  The results of
the risk analysis is shown in detail in Table J-7 and J-8, and summarized
in Chapters 2 and 4 of Volume 1 and the Summary Volume for this PEIS
These results show that the risk to the public is small under all
alternatives.

Sections 2.4.3 and 2.4.4 of Volume 1 provide general descriptions of
DOE’s systems to protect special nuclear materials from possible terrorist
activities.  DOE would rely on the Transportation Safeguards System for
overland transportation and purpose-built ships operating in accordance
with International Atomic Eneragy Agency guidance for the at-sea
transportation.
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2632-7: At this time, an independent safety review of the restart of FFTF is not
required. Thet 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.

 In the event that FFTF restart is selected in the Record of Decision,
complete safety and operational readiness reviews will be performed
prior to the restart.  The FFTF Safety Analysis Report is routinely
reassessed and updated when required to address any changes in plant
configuration due to physical modifications or changes in plant operation
procedures.  The operational readiness review would assess the current
updated Safety Analysis Report to ensure that the analyses bound the
reactor-operating envelope for the stated missions.  The analyses
presented in this NI PEIS reflect the proposed changes to the reactor
core (including fuel and irradiation targets) to perform the stated missions.

2632-8: The discussion in the Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of Volume 1 on the
cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at Hanford was
revised to clarify that the management of the existing spent nuclear fuel
at Hanford results in a dose of less than 0.1 millirem per year ot the
maximally exposed member of the public.  This dose is well within the
DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5.  As discussed in that Order, the
dose limit from airborne emissions is 10 millirem per year, as required by
the Clean Air Act; drinking water is 4 millirem per year, as required by
the Safe Drinking Water Act; and the dose limit from all pathways
combined is 100 millirem per year.  DOE has committed to remove the
spent nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate disposition in a geologic
repository.

2632-9: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  This NI PEIS has
examined the risks associated with the operation of the FFTF for 35
years for the purpose of producing isotopes for medical use, research and
development, and for the production of radioactive heat sources for
power supply systems.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of

Commentor No. 2632:  T. James Bigham (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2632
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the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. (Accident analysis is described in Appendix I and the
normal operations risk analysis is described in Appendix H.) The
environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological risks
associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

Additionally, in the event that FFTF restart is selected, a new Safety
Analysis Report will be prepared and  subjected to a thorough
independent review process.  The facility reanlysis as part of the Safety
Analysis Report update process would ensure that the analyses bound the
reactor-operating envelope for the duration of FFTF operation,  The
Safety Analysis Report would be routinely reassessed and updated when
required to address any changes in plant configuration or changes in plant
operation procedures. This continuing safety analysis updating would
include analysis of changes that may occur as a result of facility aging
during the 35 years of operation

2632-10: See response to comment 2632-1.

2632-11: DOE policy encourages effective public participation in its decision
making process.  In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the NI
PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed
alternatives.  DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.  In
preparing the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral
and written comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public
comment period and has responded to these comments in the Final PEIS.
 Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public comments received on the NI
PEIS and DOE responses to those comments.  These comments are
summarized, tabulated, and cross-referenced by commentor, category,
and method of submission.  A summary discussion is also provided of the
overall prevailing issues raised during the public comment period.

2632-12: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.  DOE
notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at
Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities
to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high priority to DOE

Commentor No. 2632:  T. James Bigham (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2632
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The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE remains
committed to upholding this agreement.

A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF’s permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.
Public meetings were held on this formal milestone change.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities.

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

Implementation of the alternatives described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1
would not relax the standards for cleanup or violate laws or regulations.
Potential health effects associated with normal operations and releases
from a spectrum of accidents, including severe accidents, were evaluated
for the alternatives described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1.  All of the
alternatives, including the restart of FFTF, are shown to pose little risk to
the health and safety of the public.

2632-13: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (i.e.
solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactive waste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF.  It is DOE’s policy

Commentor No. 2632:  T. James Bigham (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2632
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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 use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing of
neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at Hanford.  The higher
activity waste would be treated as a solid form via a stand-alone vitrification
system, separate from any tank waste treatment system.  Therefore, the
existing Hanford high-level radioactive waste facilities would not be used,
and as analyzed in the PEIS, no existing or planned high-level radioactive
waste facilities would be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing
the irradiated targets.

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

Commentor No. 2632:  T. James Bigham (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2632
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Commentor No. 2633:  Bob Anderson
Benton County Democratic Central Committee

Response to Commentor No. 2633

2633-1 2633-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2633:  Bob Anderson (Cont’d)
Benton County Democratic Central Committee

Response to Commentor No. 2633

2633-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 2633:  Bob Anderson (Cont’d)
Benton County Democratic Central Committee

Response to Commentor No. 2633
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Commentor No. 2634:  Robert O. Olson, Sr. Response to Commentor No. 2634

2634-1

2634-2

2634-3

2634-2

2634-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2634-2: The only missions being considered by DOE are those analyzed in the NI
PEIS, which are the production of isotopes for medical, research, and
industrial uses; plutonium production for future NASA space exploration
missions; and U.S. nuclear research and development needs for civilian
application.  None of the alternatives in the NI PEIS include defense
missions and would not contribute to future weapons testing and
development.

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

2634-3: The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to
Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation
of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are a high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE remains
committed to upholding this agreement.  The missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities.

Socioeconomic impacts of the alternatives are discussed throughout
Chapter 4 of Volume 1.  The analysis shows that none of the alternatives
would significantly impact direct and indirect jobs in the potentially
affected areas.

Commentor No. 2634:  Robert O. Olson, Sr. (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2634
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2635-1

Commentor No. 2635:  Spencer Marston Response to Commentor No. 2635

2635-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 2636Commentor No. 2636: Tom Clements
Nuclear Control Institute

From: Tom Clements [mailto:clements@nci.org]
Sent: Thursday, September 28, 2000 2:41 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: Brown, Colette
Subject: for NI PEIS

To Whom it Concerns:

The following facility which is discussed in a LANL news lease MUST be
considered as part of DOE's NI PEIS. Exclusion of this facility and isotope
production at Brookhaven National Laboratory in the final PEIS will taint the
NEPA process.

Mention of isotopes in the news release underscores the need for the NI PEIS
to present a list of all isotopes currently used and projected for use and
which facilities currently produce them and which facilities could produce
them in the future. All U.S. potential and actual production facilities much
be included, not just FFTF, HFIR, and ATR.

Tom Clements

Nuclear Control Institute

New facility will ensure steady supply of medical isotopes
Los Alamos National Laboratory

News Release

September 11, 2000

LOS ALAMOS, N.M., Sept. 11, 2000 __ To ensure that U.S. researchers have a
steady supply of medical isotopes, the U.S. Department of Energy's Los
Alamos National Laboratory is building a new Isotope Production Facility to
replace an existing facility. Construction of the $16.5 million IPF began in
February, and the project should be completed in June 2002.
Once operational, the IPF will support eight months of isotope production
annually. Combining its output with similar isotope production capabilities at

2636-1

2636-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views.  The Isotope Production Facility
IPF) at Los Alamos National Laboratory produces radioisotopes using
the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center’s (LANSCE) half-mile
accelerator that delivers medium-energy protons.  Among other isotopes,
the IPF’s three major products include germanium-68, strontium-82, and
sodium-22.  As a result of changing DOE missions, the production of
radioisotopes at target area “A” of the LANSCE has been rendered
inoperable.  In order to replace the level of production lost due to this
change, DOE is completing a new and more efficient IPF that would
allow DOE to continue to produce most of these same isotopes in an
effort to meet existing demand.  As addressed in Section 2.6.1 of the NI
PEIS, IPF at LANSCE was considered but dismissed from further
evaluation because, although it can be used in tandem with the
Brookhaven Linac Isotope Producer (BLIP) located at the Brookhaven
National Laboratory to supply near-term isotope requirements, it is
unlikely that these facilities could accomplish reliable, increased isotope
production at the level needed to support projected needs.

In 1998, an Expert Panel convened  to forecast future demand for
medical isotopes estimated that the expected growth rate of medical
isotope use during the next 20 years will range between 7 to 14 percent
per year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for
diagnostic applications.  These growth projections were adopted by DOE
as a planning tool for  evaluating the potential capability of the existing
nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In
the period since the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of
medical isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel
findings.  As addressed in Section 2.6.1 of the NI PEIS, IPF at LANSCE
was considered but dismissed from further evaluation because, although it
can be used in tandem with the Brookhaven Linac Isotope Producer
BLIP) located at the Brookhaven National Laboratory to supply near
term isotope requirements, it is unlikely that these facilities could
accomplish reliable, increased isotope production at the level needed to
support projected needs.

For the purposes of analyses in the NI PEIS, a representative set of
isotopes was selected on the basis of the recommendations of the Expert
Panel, medical market forecasts, reviews of medical literature, and more
than 100 types of ongoing clinical trials that use radioisotopes for the
treatment of cancer and other diseases.  These isotopes, which are
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Response to Commentor No. 2636 Commentor No. 2636:  Tom Clement (Cont’d)
Nuclear Control Institute

Brookhaven National Laboratory in New York will ensure doctors and
researchers an adequate, year_round supply of accelerator_produced
medical isotopes.

U.S. researchers use medical isotopes to perform 36,000 diagnostic
procedures daily and 50,000 therapies annually, along with 100 million lab
tests annually. DOE's Office of Isotopes for Medicine and Sciences estimates
the annual value of these procedures to the medical industry at between $7
billion and $10 billion.

Los Alamos' Neutron Science Center Division and Chemistry Division have
produced some of these medical isotopes, such as Strontium_82 and
Germanium_68, at Technical Area 53 for more than 20 years under DOE's
Isotope Production and Distribution Program, said Carol Burns, deputy
director for C Division.

"The program is an essential element of the nation's overall health_care
system, and Los Alamos' ability to deliver key medical isotopes to customers
is a critical part of the DOE program," she added.

Researchers use radioisotopes in clinical trials; to diagnose and treat
diseases such as cancer, epilepsy and coronary artery disease; to perform
research and development of new pharmaceuticals; and in other medical
research and treatment applications. Millions of patients would be
adversely affected if medical isotopes weren't available.

In the past, targets were irradiated with LANSCE's half_mile_long linear
accelerator, then shipped to a Chemistry Division facility at Technical Area
48 for processing. Los Alamos processes irradiated targets obtained from
other sources worldwide as well.

Needed upgrades to LANSCE's facility and accelerator eventually will make
it impossible for Los Alamos to continue using the currentisotope production
facility. To avoid interruption of the nation's medical isotope supply and
continue serving this important mission, DOE's Office of Nuclear Energy
funded construction of the new Isotope Production Facility.

comprised of both  reactor- and accelerator- produced isotopes, are listed
in Chapter 1, Volume 1 of the NI PEIS along with a brief description of
their medical and/or industrial applications.  These include research
isotopes with currently limited availability, such as Copper-67, as well as
commercial isotopes whose current application is inhibited by lack of
availability or high cost, such as Palladium-103.  However, the absence of
any specific isotope from these tables should not be interpreted to mean
that it could not be considered for production under the proposed action.
DOE expects that the actual isotopes and specific amounts produced as a
result of the proposed action would vary from year to year in response to
the focus of clinical research and the specific market needs occurring at
that time.
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Response to Commentor No. 2636 Commentor No. 2636:  Tom Clement (Cont’d)
Nuclear Control Institute

The new facility, also located at TA_53, will irradiate a wide range of
materials underground, including rubidium chloride, gallium and other
targets, using a portion of the LANSCE proton beam. The irradiated targets
will be raised to ground level via a specially designed transport system and
placed in certified shipping containers. Los Alamos then will ship the targets
to TA_48 for isotope processing and recovery via chemical processes.

The new building is a collaborative effort among Los Alamos, Michael S.
Rich Contractors, Inc., J.B. Henderson Construction Co. and Merrick and
Company. Los Alamos' Design Engineering Group and Accelerator
Maintenance and Development Group designed the special beam line
and target handling equipment for the IPF, in collaboration with experts
inside and outside the Laboratory.

Richard Heaton of Los Alamos' Nuclear and Radiochemistry Group is the
IPF project manager, and Armando Cordova of Los Alamos' Project
Management Division is the engineering and construction project leader.

{http://www.lanl.gov} Los Alamos National Laboratory is operated by the
University of California for the U.S. Department of Energy.

{http://ext.lanl.gov/worldview/news/releases/lansce.shtml} More news
releases</underline><color><param>0100,0100,0100</param> from
the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANSCE)

http://www.lanl.gov/worldview/news/releases/}News releases

http://www.lanl.gov/orgs/pa/} Public
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Response to Commentor No. 3462 Commentor No. 3462:  Edward Deutsch
University of Missouri Research Reactor

3462-1: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
 DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information
and to clarify DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial
isotope production needs.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada. Although
other manufacturers produce medical isotopes, DOE remains the key
provider for a large number of isotopes that are used in relatively small
quantities by individual researchers at universities and hospitals. Because
their application is initially experimental, these isotopes are not generally
purchased in large-enough quantities to make their production financially
attractive to private industry.  However, supplies of many research
isotopes are not readily available from existing domestic or foreign
sources, causing a number of medical research programs to be
terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed. Under the NI PEIS proposed
action and consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act,
DOE would enhance its existing nuclear facility infrastructure to, among
other things, more effectively  support production of radioisotopes for
medical applications and research.  DOE’s intent is to complement
commercial sector capabilities to ensure that a reliable supply of isotopes
is available in the U.S. to meet future demand, and to encourage the
commercial sector to privatize the production of isotopes that have
established applications to a level that would support commercial
 ventures.
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Response to Commentor No. 3462 Commentor No. 3462:  Edward Deutsch (Cont’d)
University of Missouri Research Reactor

3462-1

3462-2

3462-3

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope production
capability is being used.  Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex.  This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with the facilities’ primary missions
basic energy sciences or defense).  DOE is currently meeting most of its
short-term requirements.  However, in the long-term (next 5 to 10 years)
there will be a shortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
as it has recently, or if DOE’s  market share increases, there will be a
need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short-term (less
than 5 years).  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.

3462-2: DOE acknowledges that while some existing reactors may possess the
potential capability or capacity to support research isotope production,
as suggested in the “NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope Research and
Production Planning Final Report, April 2000,” it is unlikely that reliable,
increased production of these isotopes to support projected needs could
be accomplished without disturbing the existing missions of these facilities.
As described in Table 2-4 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS, the research
reactor at the University of Missouri lacks sufficient neutron production
capacity to support the proposed action without impacting existing
missions.

3462-3: DOE notes the commentor’s views and the University of Missouri
Research Reactor’s (MURR’s) contributions to domestic isotope
production.  As described in Volume 1, Section 2.6 of the NI PEIS, DOE
considered the use of MURR for supporting the proposed action, but
subsequently dismissed it from further consideration.  This was based on
DOE’s understanding that MURR could not likely accomplish reliable,
increased production of isotopes at levels necessary to support projected
needs without disturbing the existing missions of the facility.



C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

2-2013

Response to Commentor No. 3462 Commentor No. 3462:  Edward Deutsch (Cont’d)
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