Chapter 2

Written Comments and DOE Responses




Commentor No. 2055: Travis Wells

Response to Commentor No. 2055

Praft PE1S Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

» artending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

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

o calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877- 562-4393

» faxing your comments tolk-free 10: 1-877-562-4592

« commenting via e- mllmmm -PEIS @ hq.doe. 39

Name (optional}; TV dyis —

Vg
Crganization: fArs

D002 MNE Shaueld

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

Sate: € Zip Code: L7220

City: ot U’
Telephone (optional»:
E-mail {optionaly: X o teran es 77 ) e e
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September}‘l’ 2000
For mra infonmation confoct, Colete £ Sown, NESO 4 ;
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2055-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2055-2:  Cancersare believed to be caused by a combination of hereditary and
environmental factors, including radiol ogical 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
Ingtitute and published in the Journal of the American Medical
Association in 1991 (JAMA 1991:1403-1408) detected no general
increase in therisk of cancer death for peopleliving 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 arange of reasonable alternatives as described in
Section 2.5 of Volume 1. The methodology used isintended 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

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure

PEIS. These include:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

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

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

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

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Enfrastructure-PEIS @ hq.doe.gov

Boony
e

Lin=t em

Name (optional):

Organization: [ 2 1 €

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

Ciry-_jllo cxlancd State: O B Zip Code:_ G F 230

Telephone {optional):

E-mail {optional): "a,
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11,2000

I
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|| 2056-1

2056-2

2056-3

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

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

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. Thereareng
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in

Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to

groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(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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Commentor No. 2056: Amy Linstead (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2056

2056-3:

Inregardsto the ColumbiaRiver, al environmental parameters(e.g. air,
soil, surface water, groundwater, vegetation, animals, etc.) in and around
the Hanford Site are monitored on a set frequency. Theinformationis
available to the public in annual monitoring reports. No food or water
restrictions are currently in place outside the Hanford Reservation asa
result of Hanford activities.

DOE policy encourages effective public participationinitsdecision-
making process. In compliancewith NEPA and CEQ regulations,

DOE provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the
NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed
aternatives. DOE gave equal considerationto all comments. In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE considered comments received from
the public. No decisions have been madewith regard to thefacilitiesand
locations evaluated to fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions.
DOE's Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on anumber
of factorsincluding environmental impacts, publicinput, costs,
nonproliferationimpacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy
and programmatic objectives.
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Commentor No. 2057: Holly Linstead

Response to Commentor No. 2057

Draft PEIS Comment Form )—736% 5&%{&9%9
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There are several ways to provide conmments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

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

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

» faxing your comments toll-free 10: 1-§77-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuc]eanmfrasu'ucrur;ﬁls @hq.doe.gov

Y N
Name {optional); \\\:\J\ } Ve ¢
Organization: _{YO\E, Coskrome ¥ S
Home/Organization Address (cirele one): o= O O3, N SY\QU < S

City: '\Pt:f“)\;\cm\& s IR 75 Cote GTRAE

Telephone (opticnal):

E-mail (optional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September}f 2000

For mare informotion confact: Comthe £ Brown, NE-50
Us.mtds:ww 19901 Gemantown Road » Gamontown. MD 20874
-fwe Tetephons: 1377-5524.593 - Tol-tee Fax; u-nsoz-ﬁqz

mai: Nucear niosmuchae-PES@hG. aow.
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2057-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2057-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 2058: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 2058

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

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

# returning this comment form to the registrarion desk at the meeting or 1o the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your compents: 1-877-362-4503

» faxing yowr comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4552

® commenting via e-mail: Nuckar Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.dee.gov

Name (optichal):

Organization:
Home/Organization Address (circle one): a2 NE

e
City: Portlond ; ("{& Sta;egémpcgde;fi 13,20

Telephone (optional):

E-mail {optional): i"?
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 31, 2000
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|| 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 postul ated 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
belessthan 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 dischargeswould bein 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. Therelease 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 (Tables4-17 and 4-19, respectively).
There would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water
quality (Section 4.3.1.1.4). All impactson ecological resources,
including animals and fish, associated with operation of the FFTF
would be small Section4.3.1.1.6).

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

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

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

® returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toli-fres and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4563

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

» comyenting via ¢-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure- PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Narme (optional): l‘a}m)’Lr N G..( i f’{‘

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one): _¥£.34 / ’/’a ',(14 wiln iy
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E-mail (optional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mofe Wifomeaion cantct: Colate E. Brown, NE-SG

U5 De of Energy * 19901 - MO 20874
Tolb-rea Telephone: 1-877.582-4593 » Talkree Fax: 1-577-562-4552
E-mal: Nucleo InPastruchuro-PESENG.G00. 00V
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2059-1

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

Response to Commentor No. 2060

Draft PEIS Comment Forin
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There are several ways to pmwde comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure

PEIS. These include:

& atiending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officizls
 requrning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or 1o the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

* faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4562

® commenting via e:mail: Nuclear.Infras re-PEES @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional): kit s A 1260 — Cantsn G buThe
Ve -

Organization: i

Home/Organization Address (circle one):ﬁéo { E"J beAdid GR)‘L?

ey WX L1 sl 2 coae 2935 3

Telephone (optionaly, SO- & 27 OF3 6

E-mail (optional): oM The TLEVGRL & AOL. Com /€

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 14, 2000

For more confact: Coletre E. Sown, NE-SO

U.5. Department of Energy + 19901 Gemnaniorn Rood « Germantown, MO 20874 3
Tol-iree Telephone: 1-877-542-4503 + Tol-free Fo 1-877.552-4592
E-mail: Nuclear infrastucture-PESDha. coe.gov

1200

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

RE/2T/2088 17:15 2862338654 N LIZAT

@ Seattle City Council

August 25, 2000

Honorable Bill Richardson,
Secrstary of Energy

U.S. Depariment of Energy
1000 Independanes Ave. BW
Washington, D.C. 20485

Dear Secretary Richardson:

| We suppor your initlatives for discussions and use of irdependently fecilitated,
negotiations regarding the fuiure of Hanford's FFYF Nuclear Reactor, which vou pu;
forwa?d at the Washington State Democratic Convention on Jusie 102 in a mee'ii:-xg with
Washingten Democrats. These commitments were innovative afforts at ensuring
me:mmgﬁsl‘ d}alogue o an issue that has erealed deep opposition. We congrattlate you
for your willingnsss 10 make comminrep:s to improve the EIS and engage in principled
negotigtions. We are growing increasingly concemed, however, with the apparent biag of
the ZI5, end the public participation process for the EIS.

Rettast of die FFTF Niclear Reactor and resumption. of Plutonium processing at
Hanford would have potentiaily catzstrophic itapacts on the health of Northwest citizens
and our enviromment, Qur constituepis ace stitled to a fair and impartial process tg
consider ail reasonably foreseeable impacts and reasonable alfematives.

Tt.le Departinent is preventing our constituants and ourselves from reviewing and
commenting on the Department’s assessment of many of those polential izopacts and
allemauveg by separating them from the Draft Environmental Impast Statement (EIS)
aud only di sclosing them in reports to e made availahle after the public hearing are over.
Apart from the biBSA of such ap approach, this seems to be a clear violation of the National
Emvuom?;lental P_ohcy Act (NEPAY. Mujor public concemns stated in our conutents for
the scoping of this EIS, including those deisiled in the Seatile City Council and Pertlend
City Commission Resolutions opposing FETE restmt {and formally entered into the
tecord at 3goping hearings) are ignored i the Draft BIS.

It is not accepiable o have left ot of the Draft BI ing i
details: ft EIS the following important

*  what the D_:pm'tmem will de with the nucicar and toxic wiastes from zestarting FFTF
ard Plutonium operations at Hanford,

1107 Municipa! Buiiding, 600 Faurtn Avenuse, Seattie, WA 961041876
) {208) 6848888, Fax: (206) 6B4-A587, TTY: {206) 233-0025
E-Mail Adaiess: council@ci saattle wa.us memar Address: hitp//www.pan.ci.seattie.wa.us
An EESHAA smployer. Accommodatione for peopis with drgabilties providad upon request

» Ty~ inted ar Racysed Paper @

2061-1
2061-2

2061-3
2061-4

2061-5

2061-6

2061-7

2061-1:

2061-2:

2061-3:

2061-4:

2061-5:

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 areain aconsistent, unbiased
manner acrossall the alternativesto allow afair comparison among the
variousalternatives.

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

NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE's proposed
aternatives. DOE gave equal consideration to all comments. In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.

The 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.

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

The environmental impacts of reasonable aternativestofulfill the
requirements of the missionsweredisclosed and evaluated in the

NI PEIS. DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose

all required information to make adecision on expanding nuclear
infrastructure. CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR

Part 1021) implementation regulations do not requireinclusion of cost and
nonproliferation studiesin an environmental impact statement. Thebasic
purpose of the NI PEISisto describe the alternatives under consideration
for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume 1) and the environmental
impactsthat would occur if these alternativeswere implemented

(Chapter 4 of Volume 1). Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR
1505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents availableto the public before adecisionismade. The
associated cost report and nonproliferation report were made availableto
the public on August 24, 2000 and September 8, 2000, respectively. DOE
mailed these documentsto approximately 730 interested parties, and these
reportswere made availableimmediately upon rel ease on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in public reading rooms. DOE hasalso

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



€e61C

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

Response to Commentor No. 2061

- LR PAGE Q2

* the costs of restarting 1he FFTF reactor and each altemative {especially when the

Deparinent has target budgets thet are not adeguate to comply with the Hapford

CleanUp Agreessent) 2061-8
» the impacts on the natien's nuclear nop-prolifiration polivies from restarting the

reactor and use of Plutosjum or High Enriched Ursrowm fuels
* the independent assessment of the need for partice feal i

e inds particular medieal isotopes and th
suitebility of the FFTF reactor 10 produce ther. pes e e I | 2061-9

For cach of these critical arees, the Department 1as chosen to jssu:- & repott
separate from the Druft E18 aod 5ot to reiease that report before the publi i I |
. ] . d epi public hearings on

) We are dismayed that the Dra BIS fails o disclose thar the Drepariment’s own
blue ribbon medical advisory committes recommended lzst Apr] that “ehe FFTF not be
considered ax a vichle long-term source af research radioizotopes. Additionally,
neither disclosed or veferenced in the Dnaft FIS are the NERAC Subcommines for
Tsotope Research and Production Flanftings' findings regarding 1) the suitability of the
FFTF teactor for production of rasearch medical isotapes. 2) the claims of the contracters 2061-11
reg’ardmg FETF's costa and projected revenues for produsing isetepes, and 3) the "poor” i
rating of the manufacturing practices st Hanfurd are.

~ Th; Drafi EIS should have coasidersd the alternatives regommended by the
aubgonuruttce, and fully disclosed its eriticisty of the ciaims made by the FFTFs
centractors. Tnstead, the Dreft EIS and DOE docurments repeat the cost and isatape need
claims that the Subcommittes fouad 30 be flawed and overly optimistic. The public
deserves to have this fully disciased in the Draft EIS.

_The concemns of the City of Seantie (Resolution 30050 and Resolution 28848)
regarding the impon of Plutoniwn on boasd ships passing through inland warers {such as
Puget Seung or the Cohuahia River to the Port of Portland), and tansport of Phutonium
Lhm\._lgh tb:-f crewded Puget Sound region, are entirely ignored in this BIS, A shipboard
fire involving a shipment of Weapons Grade Pluronium fiel in inland waters poses
hortific consequences. Expacure of o.r constituents to such risk is entirely unacceptable. 2061-12
Other major coneermns raised in the Portlend and Sesitie resolutions, and by Membets of
Congress, are similarly ignored in the Draft EIS. The Department undermines the public
confidencs in iis consideration of the restart of FFTF when it proposes such actions and
ignores the formal input from elscted officials and the tegion's major cities.

As the hearings on the Inaft Environmental Tmpact Staternent (EIS) approach, the

061-13
061-14

Deparinent has rot provided for adequate fotice of the hearings 1o our constituents, has
not changed its pians for contust of fhe hiearirgs, apd thoss in charge of the EIS have

-——
NN

2061-6:

2061-7:

2061-8:

2061-9:

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

DOE hasread and considered the public concernsdetailed in the
Resolutions of the Seattle City Council and the Portland City
Commission. Section 1.4 of Volume 1 and the expanded discussionin
Appendix N summarize the i ssues and concerns raised during the
scoping process.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF) isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section 4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation. Thisanalysisisconsistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1,
that DOE radioactive waste shall betreated, stored, andin the case of
low-level waste, disposed of at the site wherethewasteis generated, if
practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determinesthat
use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites
isnot practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under
DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities(i.e., commercial
facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the
restart and operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and
4.4.3.1.13 a'so address the potential impacts associated with the waste
generated from the target fabrication and processing in FM EF and how
this waste would be managed at the site.

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

DOE notesthe commentors’ concern that an independent assessment of
the need for particular isotopes and the suitability of FFTF is not
included inthe NI PEIS. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 discusses the need
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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

B8/25/2008 17:15 206233005 NoLIZATA

PREE B3
gslié:d 1o live up te expectations for weaning®ul discussions regarding the substance of the

Last year, the Ccuducl‘of :'he lhea:ings was jtselfa major eonwoversy baczuse the 2061-14
Department refuged fo uee 2 sign in Jise for determining the order of speakers. Again, the '
Department appears intent to allow the ‘process to appear biased by allowing the (Cont d)

Department's modsrator to choose the order of speakers, Last year, this resulted in the
spokespeople for the region's major public interest eroups not being called on to speak
untid Jaie in the night at hearing after hearing, i

i We are also disturbed that the Deparment hes identified public interest groups s
’ opposttion” and "protest” graups, thus requiring thém to pay for police in oxder ta hold 2061-15
pre-hearing workshops. We must refterats that the Cities of Seattle and Portland are also
officially opposed to the restart of FFTF,

‘We urge the Department to take immediate steps o do the following:

1. Provide proper notice desighed to natify our constituents that these hearings 2061-16
are on an EIS reparding the possible restart of Honford's FETE Nuclear
Reactor and Plutoniur processing. .

2. Utilize unbiased procedures for the conduet of the hearings. 1l 2061-17

3. Discontinue the characterization of groups as "opposition” or “protest” and 2061-18
#nsure that there s no intinridation of public comment, I | :

Sincerely.

%
membaiick Licata Counflimen: Judy Nicastro
-

-cct
M
i
% o %M
Comcilmember Peter Steinbrueck
¢ 4

-"Councilmenmber Richard Conliz

for isotopes based on the Expert Panel and NERA C subcommittee
recommendations. Asfurther discussedin theresponseto

Comment 158-13 and presented in Section 1.5 of Volume 1, the
recommendations of theseindependent review groupsweretaken into
consideration in devel oping the range of reasonabl e alternatives
evaluated inthe NI PEIS. NERAC isanindependent 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, asdiscussed in
response to Comment 2061-5.

2061-11: DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel 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 findingswere later reviewed and
endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert,
objective adviceregarding the future form of itsisotope research and
production activities. DOE has adopted these growth projections as a
planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing
nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. 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
thisinformation and to clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research
and commercial isotope production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
thesuitability of FFTFto produceresearchisotopesin atimely and

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



Gc6l¢

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

Response to Commentor No. 2061

13/08/%3 —_ -
SMiss]
1
RESOLTTION JRAUR
z ; !
3 A RESOLUTION satating the City's position that high level
nuclear wastes should not be moved through Seattle or the i
a Puget Scund area by water or land transportation.
5 WHEREAS, in resp:onsa to a proposal from the Federal Departaent
of Energy in 1986 to ship high-level nuclear wasta from
s Asla through Puget Sourd and  Seattle ¢ inland
destinations, the #Mayor and all cCouncilmembers signed
lett_ar§ to the Secretary of Energy requesting a sita-
7 specific EIS beforse undertaking such shipments; and
a WHEREAS, in. 1890 the City Council again, this time by
regolut_lon, opposed a Department of Energy proposal £o |
s ship high-level radicactive wastes from the Hanford
Nuclear Reservetion to West Germany through the City and
10 Part of Seattle; and
" WHEREAS, this proposal was also withdrawn; and
WHERFAS, in 1981, the Department of Enargy made another policy
12 proposal for a ten—y_ea.r program £q transport from 100-352
cask-shipments of high-lavel nuclear waste from research
15 reactors in foreign countriss to DOE facilitias in South
Carolina and Tdaho threough Puget Sound ports witheut a
14 complate EXS and again, the Council, through Resolution
28433, opposed such shipment; and .
15 WHEREAS, t‘.he Department of Energy on October 21, 1993 began a
public comment period an the scope of an EXS for a
8 propased policy which would permit acceptance through the
Port _cf Seattle of spent nuclear fuel containing enriched
17 uraniuvm of U.5. origin from foreign research reactors;
and this EIS will evaluate the impact of such shipments
. - on marine ports of entry, overland transportation routes
and storage at its Hanford or the Idaho Natiomal
Engineering Laboratory {INEL) site, until 2 mesns for
19 permanent dispesition is available; and )
20 WHEREAS, the DOE press release gf October 21, 15%3 appears to
suggest that it wishes to return up to 760 spant fuel
21 elements from foreign research reactor while the EIS on
,the acceptance policy ls being prepared; and
2z WHEREAS, the City GCouncil, the Port of Seattls, and tha
Longsharemen's Union in Szattle continue to oppose these
23 nuclear shipwents through Seattle without adeguate
safeguards, procedures and risk assessmentsa in place, in
24 advance of any such shipments; KOW, TEERETORE,
25
26 BE IT RESCLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SBATTLE, THE
HAYOR CONCURRING, TEAT
27
28
tna

2061-12:

cost-efficient manner were madein the context of thefacility producing
research isotopes asits sole mission. It would not be cost effectiveto
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities

of variousresearch isotopes. However, sustained operation

of FFTF for the production of larger quantities of both research and
commercial isotopes would beviableif operated in concert with
producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report states:
“In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the
high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volumein FFTF, that
could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best
suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for isotope
production.” In recognition of these constraints on its operational
feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled
with the other missions. While some existing reactors may possess the
potential capability or capacity to support research isotope production,
as suggested in the NERAC report, it isunlikely that reliable, increased
production of these isotopes to support projected needs could be
accomplished without disturbing the existing missions of thesefacilities.

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

The commentors concern that DOE woul d expose constituentsin the
Seattle areato risks associated with the transport of weapons-grade
plutoniumisnoted. None of the purposed alternativesinvolved the
shipment of any weapons-grade plutoniumto any portinthe

United States. Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at
some point toimport mixed oxidefuel from Europetofuel FFTF. At
thistime, however, DOE hasnot proposed to import thisfuel through
any specific port. If DOE ultimately decidestoimport fuel from
Europe, it would perform a separate NEPA review to select aport.
Thisreview would address all relevant potential impactsof overseasand
inland water transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land
transportation, aswell as safeguards and security associated with the
import of SNR-300 mixed oxidefuel through avariety 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

RESCLUTION
1
2 I. It is the City's position that no shipments of nigh Jevel
3 ’ nueclear waste, from any source and to any destination
4 requiring transport through the State of Washingtan,
5 shall ba moved through Seattle by land or watar

transportation without complate sita=specific EIS's for
each port and each transportation corrider Involved,
which ccncl{asively establish that shipments will not pose

risk to the health or safety of Seattle's residents.

12 II. It ls the City's position that the EIS which is being
11 prepared for the propased pelicy should be as th'arough
12 and detailed as pessible, addressing all potential ;isks
13 . to human health and the envirormeﬁt. Tha FEIS should
explore a range of altermativas including leaving the
nuclear waste in site until a strategy feor disposal is
resclved upon; having DOE take title to the material at
the point of its generatian, rather than when it arriv:es
at the storage facility; using less-populated locatiens
" than the Port of Seattle for transfer frem ship te land
19 transport; and using a less congested and dangercus
20 transportation corridar than through Seattle and over the
Casczdes. It should fully evaluata accidents or events
which might result in breakage or leaking from the
transport casks, as well as the resulting risks of harm
frem such leaks and the existence and availability of

appropriate emergency eguipment and facilities.
25

26 III. It is further the City of Semattla's position that if it
27 is net completely satisfied with the EIS, and Seattle is
o8 chesen as a Port of Entry, the City will ccntinue,_by all

means available, to oppose such a plan.

camr

2061-13:

2061-14:

public comments, including local resol utions, concerning the desirability
of bringing mixed oxidefuel into the proposed alternative ports.

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

DOE provided notice of scheduled public hearingsin accordancewith

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 hearingsin the Federal Register aswell as
inthelocal 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 receiveit at the address on record.
Ad(ditional notification to the public concerning meetings on the Draft
PEIS were made by the Oregon Office of Energy to members of
20focusgroupsin six Oregon communitiesand other Oregon interest

groups.

The public hearing format was designed to befair and unbiased. The
public hearing format used was based on stakeholder input and was
presented in the Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.) for the
Draft NI PEIS. Thisformat was intended to encourage public
participation, regardless of the motivation for attending the hearing.

It provided an opportunity for the participantsto meet one another,
exchangeinformation, and share concernswith 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

sfage —
RESOLUTION

Iv. -This resolution shall be transmitted by the city Clerk to
the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Energy and the

Congressicnal delegation frowm the State of Washington,

& ADOPTED by the €ity Council of the City of Seattle the
7 Q'Q‘HI day of m, 1993, and signed by me in open
8 session in suthentication of its adeption this g;‘f‘t day of

o Dioember, | 1901

T H
12 “President of the ity {ouncil

1a Filed by me this g4, aay or DECEMEN , 1993,

o | M dat (ﬁw:
o baputy c&jrk.

20

21 THE MAYOR CONCURRING:

22
23. ‘Nﬁfman B, Rice, Mayok

1%j8lex

24

235

26

27

28

2061-15:

2061-16:

2061-17:

2061-18:

meetingswerefacilitated by an independent moderator to ensurethat

all personswishing to speak had an opportunity to do so. Persons
wishing to comment were sel ected at random from the audiencesrather
than according to the order in which they registered. Thiswas
accomplished by arandom number drawing. Inadditiontothe
comment recorder stationed at the main hearing, asecond recorder was
availablein an adjacent room to receive comments without the need to
await selection at the main proceeding. The hearing format used
promoted open and equal representation by al individuals and groups.

DOE does not engage in or condone the actions alleged in the comment.
DOE did not and does not label organizations or individuals. Neither
doesit 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 facilitiesin 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
applicableto any group or individual.

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

The commentors' request to establish procedures for unbiased hearingsig
addressed in response to Comment 2061-14.

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

Mrs. Aldine Gedeon
85950 Territorial Rd
Eugene OR 97402-9206

usa20

:’i—‘z;'Lé T7E SRoUW
U.S.DEPT. 05 ENERG X
/990, GEemAn ToOuy KD,

Cow. Pian TOWY, MD 2. 0874
Arin: NE-5C
ENETFATLEDST !lt}l!Hlll]i!]!tIHI!!HI!H"llli”lllIII!I”IIIIIII“I!II!I
Ksstaps FAST FIUX TEST FACIAI :‘/
FFTE ISNEEPED T o FROVIPE
Mg pran» [SOTOPES,
To. (Ledines Y2 Lo tosns

F5G570 TELLCITOLIA A /éﬁ
EUGENE, OR 77%02-920(

2062-1

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

Response to Commentor No. 2063

Hanford Watch LTI .
2285 SE Cypress : o
Portiand, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

1.8, Departent of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systerns
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental impact Statement{NI PEIS)

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

f’/—{:u o> mf, lete i€ j/»—z_ezzf‘fo
F The poesTe

o i = e n ot Sess /L%T“Ce;: :

/{{/w—o@( o /;C[ W2 et 2e> e \L
L e T L, '

Name i A N 2 z‘:\b sJropu

Address | D2 F 2 LN APT.

Cvi . Zp T 7/ C3

-tL\-Q/ -é,bsMC”f"’léL.

City, state A ST ol 1 A

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 arenoted. 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. Therelease of air pollutants would
result in concentrations well below Federal and state air standards
(Table 4-13). Therelease of radioactivity and hazardous chemicalsinto
the atmosphere would have a negligible effect on human health

(Tables 4-17 and 4-19, respectively). Therewould be no discernible
impacts to groundwater or surface water quality (Section 4.3.1.1.4). All
impacts on ecological resources, including animalsand fish, associated
with operation of the FFTF would be small (Section 4.3.1.1.6).

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

2063-3:  DOE notes the commentor’s interest in alternative energy sources,
athough issues of research and devel opment of alternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The
DOE missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production
of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238,
and civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment, can currently only

be met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technol ogies.
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Commentor No. 2064: Mary Mayther-Slac

Response to Commentor No. 2064

Hanford Watch o ’
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Gffice of Space and Defense Power Systems
MNE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Gemantown, Maryland 20874-1290 -

TSI S TT] TR
diohifladiitinnliiahd

Public comment on Nuciear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (Nl PEIS)

I am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
IT 1S DaNGERgus ' THE Gowersvieny
MADE A COMMITMERT 1D CAEANING—
VP HANFORD. THEY ARE NoT KEEPAG-
T PRoMuSE. T AM DiS6ustzD BY
NouR [AcK pF /A)Tz?éﬁrw HUD DET_/
BESARD FoR eua%ﬁﬂ.{ .

Name

Addr.itasisiég?a? SE' LHSTE:.D f‘zb

City, slalé BOQ"”‘“’: Df&,'-" - le "f’7&07

2064-1
2064-2

2064-3

2064-1:
2064-2:

2064-3:

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

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

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

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

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 2065: Brian Barnett

Response to Commentor No. 2065

Hanford Watch “*
2285 SE Cypress o
Portiand, Oregon 97214

L)

4 T e

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19601 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

DRSS LEDT latellisdediisadidodeaiinbedliodimdlindildd

Public comment on Nuclear infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS})

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

i he \c-«q-fo'f'\ d—'@&ad"ﬁ have

, - _
V\C‘—\r \Oa,ctm 34¢q4)4+'¢[v S Sweresd .

0& wAoccatic processe s of @l e owiLg

t(«,c,uuicg\ tauuwauwaﬁt—}! !M-’JIDJC‘:{T '
have beaoe 4 ave beiue bacfﬂv Sbsed

Name q%f\éw @BJMG‘#

Address l()"\ SE ALved -fj U ﬁ-
City, state T%ﬂ-{(— ) 6/’2_. Zip cf?)—f (f

|| 20651

2065-2

2065-3

2065-1:
2065-2:

2065-3:

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

The concerns expressed in this comment with respect to thelong-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 bein accordance with applicable permit and regul atory
requirements, such that short- and long-term impacts would be small.
The release of criteriaair pollutants would result in concentrations well
below Federal and state air standards (Table 4-13). Therelease of
radioactivity and hazardous chemicalsinto the atmosphere would have a
negligible effect on human health (Tables4-17 and 4-19). Nolongterm
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.

DOE is committed to discharging its responsibilitiesin 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 commentsreceived from the
public.
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Commentor No. 2066: Betty Holman Corker (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2066
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2066-1

2066-2

2066-1:
2066-2:

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

ThisNI PEIS provides estimates of human health impacts associated

with arange 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 1includesrestart of FFTF), including normal operations

and a spectrum of accidentsthat included severe accidents. The
environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risksassociated with restarting FFTF would be small.

Worker safety is akey element of the Department of Energy’s
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996).
This policy statesin part that Department of Energy facilities must
“conduct radiological operationsin 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, isrequired to implement aradiological 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 increasein
cancer fatalities among the facility workers would be expected. For
examplein Alternative 1 option 3, all of the activities (target irradiation
and processing) occur at Hanford facilities. Asshownin Section
4.3.3.1.9, the expected consegquences are | ess than one additional fatal
cancer among theworkforce; that is, no additional fatal cancerswould be
expected.
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Commentor No. 2067: CurtisA. Kooiker

Response to Commentor No. 2067

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

® attending public meetings and giving your comments directly 10 DOE officials

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

o calling tolt-fres and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

© faxing your comments toll-free 1o: 1-877-562-45592

® commenting via gomaii: Nuc]ear.Infraslmclt?efPEIS_@hq.doc,gov

Name {optional}): —/':"f'Hﬁ A. . oo K

Crganization:

- 4
HomeOrganization Address (circle one): Hof |l dal +f0‘ Lonzg

City: R ' V[,I\ {f‘\ /\Ly

Telephone (optional). 5P 7‘ 517’ 52)63
E-mail {optional): ﬁfkﬁm'&gr@ ool Cam

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

Stale: m'/fq Zip Code: '??3 T

For more information contact: Colette E. Brown, NE-50

of Enargy + 19901 ocd « WO 20874 8
Tol-free Telephons: 1-877-562-4503 « Tollree Fox: 1-877-562-4502

E-nail” Nicleariniosiiuchure PESGHG doe.gov Q)

us.

712400

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 1daho, Governor’s Office

Response to Commentor No. 2068

idahios epes on the .‘NEEL;

B ¥emativosme, Governor 900 North Skyhne, Swite © < faaho Fafts, Iaaho 83402
191G Norii» Hittan + Boita, ldaho 83706

Kathtenn) L frewar. Coorginator

September 18, 2000

Calette E. Brown, Document Manager

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems (NE50)
Office of Nuclear Energy, Science, and Technology
U.S. Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, MID 20874

RE:  State of Idaho Comments - Draft Prog fe Envir { Impacet S for
Accomplishing Expariied Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and
Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux
Test Facility (Draft EIS)

Dear Ms. Brown:
The State of 1daho has the following comments on the above-referenced Draft EIS:

L INEEL appears to have the most existing capabilities for performing this mission at a
single location, thereby minimizing transportation and construction and modification of
facilities. The Final EIS should provide a more straightforward comparison of the impacts
and capabilities for performing the various aspects of this mission at single locations.

* Summary page S-14 indicates the Advanced Test Reactor {ATR) has insufficient capacity
to meet long-term needs for medical isotope production and nuclear research and
development. The Final EIS should clarify the ATR’s capacity to perform these missions,
2s ATR representatives have previously indicated to us that ATR does have sufficient
capacity. The EIS should also provide more detailed projections for medical isotope
needs during the timeframe evaluated.

. The Draft EIS does not clearly indicate how much neptunium-237 would be sent to
INEEL for irradiation at the ATR. The final E1S should include the voluene of neptunium-
237 and number of shipments involved over the 35-year campaign. The Final EIS should
aiso clarify how long Pu-238 produced would be stored prior to shipment to Los Alamos
Mational Laboratory.

r: fefufe state program that indeperdratly

muonitors activities at the INEEL on bofalf of

the crtires of Mo

@ 1 [208] 526-2600 Bolse: (208 3730498
1 {208/ 528-2605 Boise: (208) 3730429

— wwwa.state.idusdeqinel/main_op.fitm

2068-1

2068-2

2068-3

2068-4

2068-1:

2068-2:

2068-3:

2068-4:

The impacts associated with performing all mission activitiesat asingle
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 sitesfor all mission activities. This approach is consistent
with the programmatic nature of this nuclear infrastructure EIS.

TheNI PEIS Volume 1, Summary Section S.4 and Section 2.6.1 were
revised to include a discussion on ATR capacity.

A forecast for future demand for medical isotopes and the expected
growth rate of medical isotope use during the next 20 yearsis provided
in Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS. The growth projections were 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 sincetheinitial estimates
were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use at levels consistent
with the Expert Panel findings.

The Final NI PEIS has been revised to clearly indicate in Table J-3 that
there would be atotal 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 SRSfor shipment. This
information was classified at the time the Draft PEIS was developed and
has since been declassified. The actual number of shipmentsto agiven
irradiation facility, such as ATR, would depend on DOE’s future
alocation of irradiation core volumes to meet plutonium-238 needs.
The Fina 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 agiven 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

Ms. Colette E. Brown Page 2 September 18, 2000

L] The State of Idahe recommends that the Final EES explain the difference betweens what
constituics reprocessing prohibited by U.S policy and the reprocessing proposed in this
EIS. The Final ETS should incorporate the recommendations contained on page 6-7 of
DOE’s Office of Arms Coatrot and Nonproliferation's Nonproliferation mpact
Assessment for this project {September 2000)

2068-5

- The position DOE takes in this Draft EIS regarding the classification of waste derived
from dissoived neptunium-237 targets is contrary to DOE’s direction, atticulated in the
Implementation Guide prepared for DOE Order 435.1. In Volume 1, page 4 -70 of the
Draft E18, DOE states, “No high-level radioactive waste would be associated with
neptunium-237 target fabrication or processing in the FDPE.” And on page 4-72, DOE
states, “Although it may be managed as if it were high-level waste, the transuranic waste
would not be designated as high-level radioactive waste.” 1n short, in this Draft EIS, it is
DOE’s position that waste products removed from solutions of dissolved irradiated target
material would he classified as transuranic waste.

Confusingly, the EIS also indicates that because INEEL does not currently generate
transuranic waste, the waste could be managed as high-level waste. The Final EIS should
reconcile the definition of waste products with DOE’s waste management order 4351,

In DOE G 435.1, DOE takes the position that, “For the purposes of managing high-level
waste under DOE M. 4351, spent nuclear fuel includes spent driver elements and/or
irradiated target elements that contain transuranium elements.”’ As spent nuclear fuel, the
dissolution of such target elements for the purpose of removing Pu-238 would constitute
reprocessing. As explained in DOE G 435.1, “...the term repracessing is not defined
statutorily. However, reprocessing is considered by the Department to be those actions
necessary to separate fissile elements {U-235, Pu-239, 1J-233, and Pu-241) and/or
transuranium elements {e.g. Np, Pu, Am, Cm, Bk} from other materials (e.g. fission
praducts, activated metals, cladding) conrained in spent nuclear fuel for the purposes of
recovering desired meterials.””

2068-6

From the above, it should be clear that under the adopted position of the Depariment as
applied to the Draft EIS, irradiated neptunium-237 targets are spent nuclear fizel, since the
irradiation process is expressly conducted to produce the transuranic element Pu-238,
Using the Facility Dissolution Processing Facility (FDPF} at the Idaho Nuclear

! DOE G 435.1, ILA. Definitien of High-Level Waste, Comp and Equd) & J with
High-Levef Waste

1 DOE G. 435.1. 1A Befinition of High-Level Waste, Background.

2068-5:  The purpose and scope of the NI PEISisto evaluate the environmental
impacts of no action and alternatives. Thisis 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 thisimpact assessment its decision-making process.
DOE'sdecision 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 PEISisin 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 doesrequireisthat alternative management practices be safe and
protective of human health and the environment. The guidance
document isjust that, a guidance for how to interpret the orders with
theidea 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

Ms, Colette E. Brown Page 3 September 18, 2000

Technology and Engineering Center 1o dissolve the irradiated targets and recover the
transuranic element Pu-238% for future use is clearly reprocessing as intended in the DOE
guidance. Therefore, it follows that any waste penerated from the reprocessing of ihe
neptunium-237 targets would be high-level waste, as defined in the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act.

Historically, DOE has declared onty waste from the first cycle of reprocessing to be high-
level waste.” In this regard, the removal of transuranic waste products from the dissolved
target selution would constitute the first eycle of reprocessing and would qualify as high-
level waste. The liquid waste remaining after the first cycle wasie is removed and Pu-238
is recovered, may or may not be high-level waste depending upon its characteristics. As
provided in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, it may be high-level waste if it contains fission
products in sufficient concentrations to warrant permanent isolation DOE M 4351
indicates that the Department can make this determination.

Finally, since the dissolution of irradiated neptunium-237 targets and the recovery of Pu-
238 constitutes reprocessing, DOE will have to carefully determine the status of any
objects contaminated with associated high-level waste. DOE G 435.1 provides guidance
on making waste incidental to reprocessing determingtions for such contaminated wastes
and residues. It is by following this procedure that DOE can determine whether such
wastes would be more properly managed as transuranic or low-level and therefore
reclassified accordingly.

The Draft EIS must discuss DOE’s pesition as adepted in DOE Order 435.1 and
elaborated in supporting documentation. In addition, the implications of the waste being
classified as high-level and the appropriate treatment options should be explained.

. DOE is currently preparing a Final High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition EIS,
DOEEIS-02870 (HLW & FD E1S) for the management of liqusd and calcined waste
generated when uramum-235 was recovered from spent nuclear fuel at the Idaho Chemical
Processing Plant, now called the Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center
(INTEC). The preparers of this E18 should coordinate with those involved in the HLW &
FDy EIS, to determine if the high-level waste from reprocessing neptunium-237 can be
added to the existing inventory at INTEC and treated in accordance with related decisions.
The current plan is to have ali the high-tevel waste at INTEC treated and ready to leave
Idahe for interim storage or disposal in a peokegic repository by 2035, This schedule
would be relatively comparable to that proposed for the Pu-238 campaign.

% The State of ldaho disagrees with this pasition, as indicated in the State’s Foreword 1o the ldaho High-
Level Waste and Facilities Disposition Draft EIS. (Deceaber 1999)

2068-6

2068-7

2068-7:  Theuseof proposed aternative facilities associated with processing
of neptunium-237 targetswould have no impact on schedules or
availablefunding for high-level radioactive waste programsat the
INEEL site. AtINEEL thetankswould not be used although certain
facilitiesat theldaho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center (INTEC)
would be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing the
irradiated targets. These arereliable systemsthat would processa
maximum of 1,050 cubic metersof |low-level radioactivewaste over the
35-year nuclear infrastructure operational period. Thehigher activity
wastewould betreated asasolid form viaastand-alone vitrification
system, separate from any tank waste treatment system. No existing or
planned high-level radioactive waste facilitieswould be used to treat the
wastes resulting from processing theirradiated targets.

Sections4.3.1.1.13, 4.3.2.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13, and 4.4.3.1.13 wererevised
to address comments received during the public comment period. 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 wasteisclassified (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 istransuranic
waste, it would be nondefense waste and could not be disposed of at
WIPP under current law. Because nondefense transuranic waste has no
current disposal path, DOE Headquarters approval would be necessary
before a decision is made to generate such waste, as required by DOE
Order 435.1. If thewasteis 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 radioactivewaste.”
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Commentor No. 2068: Kathleen Trever (Cont’d)
INEEL Oversight, State of Idaho, Governor’s Office

Response to Commentor No. 2068

Ms. Colette E. Brown Page 4 September 18, 2000
L] In any event, DOE should determine an appropriate disposal location for waste classified 2068-7
as non-defense transuranic waste prior to its generation,

If you have any questions or concerns, please call me at {208) 373-0498 or Ann Doid at (208)
528-2615.

Sincerely,

il & S

Kathieen Trever
Coordinaror-Manager

KT/nrh

cc. Amn Daold, Manager
Rick Denning, Environmernal Scientist
Richard Kimmel, NEPA Document Manager, HLW & FD EIS
Roger Twitchell, NEPA Compliance Officer, DOE-1D
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Commentor No. 2069: GloriaK. Kall

Response to Commentor No. 2069

ATTN: Information for Public Comment

6488 South Admiralty Way
Freeland, WA 98249

Kalt@wiudbey.com
September 18, 2000

Colette E. Brown
US Department of Energy
Germantown, MD

Dear Colette Brown;

More wastes and contamination must not be added at Hanford. Restarting the reactor

would cause more liquid waste, delay Hanford clean-up, and threaten the Columbia I‘ 2069-1
River.

Direct efforts to cleaning up this dangerous area. Do not restart the reactor and add to the || 2069-2 || 2069-3
uncontrolled, perhaps uncontrollable, mess.

1 am further outraged that, in response to my previous letter as a concerned citizen, you
spent $15.00 of taxpayer money on postage, not to mention the cost of printing, to send
me seven pounds (I weighed it!) of technical material. Rather than your techno-
justification for this project, use the commeon sense you were taught in elementary school:
don’t make another mess until you’ve cleaned up the one you already made,

| ‘ 2069-4

|| 2069-2

Sincerely,

A pra L. Ketd

Gloria Koll

Copy to Washington Senators Murray and Gorton

2069-1:

2069-2:

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(i.e., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period
of nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the
waste generated by current Hanford activities. 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 regul ations and applicable DOE
orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for

all dternativesand alternative options. Waste minimization programsat
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be

implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

FFTFisapproximately 4.5 milesfromthe ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated inanalysespresentedin
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

DOE notes the commentor’ s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 2069: Gloria K. Koll (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2069

2069-3:
2069-4:

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

DOE works carefully to strike a balance between keeping the public
informed about potential impacts from its proposed actions in atimely
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 viathe Internet is also used extensively by DOE for
NEPA anayses 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://mww
nuclear.gov) and on CD-ROM.
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Commentor No. 2070: JamesL. Johansen

Response to Commentor No. 2070

Sept 12 2000

Dear Collette Brown/Secretary Richardson,

Please accept the following as public comments on the Draft
Environmental impact Statement on the Nuclear Infrastructure EIS.

As a citizen of the Pacific Northwest, | am deeply concerned about the
United States Department of Energy’s proposal to restart Hanford's Fast
Flux Test Facility Nuclear Reactor. | wish to have my values incorporated
into the formal administrative record and taken into consideration when
adopting the final record of decision. | also want you to respond to my
concerns before you make your record of decision,

Considering Hanford’s overwhelming problems, including the crisis with
tank waste treatment, as well as the damage caused by and radiation
released from the Hanford wildfire, restarting FFTF is absoclutely
unacceptable. We must deal with the waste already at Hanford and focus
on the clean-up mission. FFTF maintenance has already gobbled up $100
million in clean-up money and distracted from desperately needed clean-
up. Tank wastes are already seeping towards the Columbia River. More
wastes must not be added to those tanks. Clean-up must be the only
priority. We must save the Columbia River.

Also, | object to the fact that you are asking citizens to comment on an
incomplete study. You have not told us how you will deal with non-
profiferation issues or additional waste from FFTF, Should FFTF be
restarted, that decision will be tlegal under Federal law and will be
overturned! Do the right thing, shut down FFTF now and save the future of
the Columbia River!

Sincerely,

James L. Johansen

i!y_h %}UL{M%—
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2070-1

2070-2
2070-3

2070-2

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

2070-1:

2070-2:

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 asummary of the Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in Appendix Q in
theFinal 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 anumber of factorsincluding environmental impacts,
public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical
assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding 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 isfully committed to honoring this agreement. Asstatedin
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected. .

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

Response to Commentor No. 2070

2070-3:

2070-4:

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

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
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

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. Thewildfiredid not cause arelease of radioactive materials
from any Hanford facilities but did result in resuspension of radioactive
materials which were aready in the environment. The very low levels of
radioactive materials that were resuspended were slightly above natural
background levels and required several days of analysisto quantify.
Information on this event has been made available to the public and can
be accessed at http://www.Hanford.gov/envmon/indes.html. Thissite
also provides alink to information on the independent offsite air
monitoring that was conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency.

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

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF) isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., seeSection 4.3.1.1.13). Section 4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify
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Commentor No. 2070: JamesL. Johansen (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2070

2070-5:

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 sitesis not practical or cost effective, DOE
may issue an exemption under DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-
DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of
such waste generated from 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.

See response to comment 2070-3. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles
from the ColumbiaRiver. There are no dischargesto theriver from
FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater. As
indicated in analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections
4.3.1.14,4331.4,443.1.4,45.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be
no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at
Hanford from operation of Hanford facilities that would support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 2071: Marvin M. Johnson

Response to Commentor No. 2071

14410 5,W. 1i2th Ave., #6
Tigard, OR Y7224
(5033639-7178
September 18, 2000

Colette E. Brown, HE-50

U.8. Department of Energy

0ffice of Nuclear Energy,

Science and Techrolopy

19901 Germantown Hoad, Room A-270

Cermantown, Md 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

daving attended the DOE presentation in Portland on August 29, reading
the literature provided, and considering the testimony, T distilled some
relevant facts!

1. Mediecal isotopes are needed now and in the future.

2. The Hanford fast f1ux test facility cannot produce them simply
by restarting.

3, The FFTF is move accident prene than a newer tacility desipned for
isotope production.

4. ‘Tne impetus for restarting the FFTF for isotope production is a
ruse; the isotopes can be produced safer in a new US produetion
site or purchased more ecunomically from new Ganadian facilities.

5, Nuclear emerpy for NASA expleration and military projeets is
madness. Have NASA engineers forgotten hew to use solar nower?

4nother spaece probe like the Cassini mission would risk the destruction
of all life and the systems that support 1life as we know it. The Cassini
capsule Aurtled over 70 pounds of Plutonium 233 back to Earth, using the
Farth's gravatation system to pivot and sccelerate the space probe, NASA
makes mistakes—-remember the Mars missions. (The US must unilaterally
Wwan nuclear energy [rom space, or risk losing what remaining respect it
has from the world's peoples)

The Ne Action Alternative seems prudent to me as long as it does not impede
the Hanford cleanup schedule. This action alse would be u clear message
to Russia that the US does not faver more cold war adventurism.

Sincerely.

Marvin X¢ Johnson

2071-1
2071-2
2071-3

2071-4

2071-5
2071-6

2071-1:

2071-2:

2071-3:

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

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

The NI PEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of arange of
reasonabl e 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. Inadditionto
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 alimited number of economically attractive commercial isotopes
primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not supply research isotopes or
the diverse array of medical and industrial isotopes considered in the

NI PEIS. As such, reliance on Canadian sources of isotopes to satisfy
projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE’s mission
requirements.

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE's isotope production
capability isbeing used. Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex. This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with the facilities' primary missions
basic energy sciences or defense). DOE is currently meeting most of its
short-term requirements. However, in the long-term (next 5 to 10 years)
there will be ashortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
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Commentor No. 2071: Marvin M. Johnson (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 2071

2071-4:

2071-5:

2071-6:

asit hasrecently, or if DOE’'s market share increases, therewill bea
need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short-term (less
than 5 years). 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
aternative 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
athorough 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.

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 amost 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 PEISislimited to analysis of alternativesto
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 devel opment.

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.

DOE notes the commentor’s viewpoint.
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Commentor No. 2072: Thomas S. Tenforde

Response to Commentor No. 2072

Seplember 135, 2000

Ms. Colette E. Brown

Office of Space and Defense
Power Systems (NE-5()

Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technology

11.5. Department of Energy

19901 Germantown, MD 20874

Germantown, MD 20874

SUBIJECT: Nuclcar ]_nfrastructure PEIS
Dear Ms. Brown:

[ am wriling as an advocate for the restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility to produce medical
isotopes and 1o conduct other nuclear services and science missions of importance to the United
States.

The need for FFTF as a major supplier of isotepes for the treatment of cancer, cardiovascular
disease, and other human health problems is beyond question. At the present time, there are no
other reactors in the United States with the capabilities of TFTT for producing medical
radipisotopes, and the U.S. must currently rely on foreign suppliers for many of the isotopes used
{or both the diagnosis and treatment of disease. [n addition to its remarkable capabilities for
producing isotopes for medicine, industry and research, the FFTF has demenstrated its capability
for safe and reliable operations over a ten-year period dating from the early 1980s to 1992.

During the past two decades there have been remarkable advances in the use of targeted
radipisotope therapy of cancers that are difficult, and in some cases, impossible Lo treat by
conventional methods such as chemotherapy. The basic limitation to using these pew targeted
therapeutic methods has been the limited supply of medical isotopes in the United States, and the
Department of Encrgy must respend by making these isotopes available for use in nuclear
medicine procedures. There is no other available domestic source with the capability of FFTF for
producing these isotopes, most of which have short half-lives and must be produced in the United
States to assure both reliable delivery and high quality. [n addition, the S0-MW pool reactor
proposed as one alternative in the PEIS has a thermal neutron energy spectrum and a relatively
low neutron flux, making it unable (o match FETE s capability to produce large quantities of a
wide variely of medical isotopes.

My recommendation to DOE, however, goes beyond just the restart of FFTF for producing
isotopes 1o treat cancer and other diseases. There are several diagnostic isctopes in short supply
such as jodine-123, which is used for imaging to detect tumors in the brain and other sofl tissues,
that can only be produced by cyclotrons. My opinion and strong recommendation to DOE is that
a hybrid option should be chosen in which FFTF is restarted and, in addition, for a relatively
small incremental cost of approximazely 15%, a cyelotron with an energy of 50 to 100 MeV and a
high beam current should be constructed at a DOE site with ah existing radiochemical processing
facility. This low-energy cyclotron would be dedicated to the reliable, year-around production of
proton-rich medical isolopes. Because the programmetic ELS considers both the FFTF and low-
energy cyclotron options, only site-specific cnvironmental documentation would be required for
the cyclotron option in erder to implement this full course of action. These additional NEPA

2072-1

2072-2

2072-1:

2072-2:

DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to Alterntive 4, Construct New Research Reactor.

Asdiscussed in Section 1.3 of Volumel, in addition to the range of
reasonable programmatic alternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS, DOE
could chooseto combine components of several aternativesin selecting
themost appropriate strategy. The combination suggested by the
commentor isan examplethat 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

Ms. Colette E. brown
September 15, 2000
Page 2

studies could be carried out in parallel with the initial stages of work required to resiart FFTF,
thereby avoiding any further delays in the reactivation of FFTF.

The combined FETF and low-energy cyclotren option would provide the capability te produce
the full set of radioisotopes needed by nuclear medicine physicians for the diagnesis and
treatment of cancer and other diseases, and for medical research. Tt is, in my opinion, the optimal
approach to take for improving the quality of health carc for Americans in a cost-effective
manner that uses the full range of technology offered by modem nuclear medicine.

Sincerely,

Thomas S. Tenforde, Phld
2438 Alexander Avenue
Richland, WA 99352
(509} 375-3089

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

Response to Commentor No. 2073

September 14, 2000

Ms. Colette E. Brown

NE-50 - Office of Nuclear Science
Energy & Technology

U.S. Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Read
Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

This letter is to express my support for the restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility, and 1
would like ta state some rcasons why I de.

¥

2

There is no question thal used in some ways, nuclear materials can and have been very
harmful, and also that clean-up of the Ianford Site contamination is very necessary.
This is # unique opportunity to assign a mission to the FFTF that ean serve to
compensate for some of the harm that has historically been done by actnally doing
some very real good. Since it’s known that the FFTF is not part of the clean-up
problem, will not contribute to the clean-up problem or create one, nor take money from
the clean-up budget, it's the right thing to do.

The FFTF can be likened 1o & national (reasure ye1 to be uncarthed. Tt is a statc-of-the-art
facility that’s never had a rcal chance to show what she can do, and now is her time,
The mission propesed for the FFTF - producing medical isotopes for diagnostica
and treatment and pu-238 for NASA - is a werthy one from every standpoint:

« The facility is capable of produeing large quantitics of needed isatopes and
pu-238 and is already built and paid fur. This in itself is 2 most compelling reason
1o restart. To shut down this perfectly serviceable reactor and then spend millions and
millions building new facilities io do the same thing this reactor is capable of would
be just plain stupid, not to mention irrespensible and unaccountable. Startup would
<08t far less than any other proposed option and would show taxpayers that the
government is doing its best to be fiscally responsible, in that it wouldn’t just throw
away a perfectly good facility to suit political whims.

Medical isotopes are sorely needed to battle disease, both to diagnose and to treat.
This is the treatment of the future for cancers and many other afflictions, and the
future is now. Yes, we can buy isolopes from other countries, but why send our
dollars elsewhere when we can produce them here? Haven't the lessons been learned
about relying on other countries and then falliug prey to their changing governments?
How many more people must needlessly suffer and die before we provide this product
in sufficient quantities to make a difference? We need first to take care of ourselves

2073-1

2073-1:  DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
oppositionto building new facilities (i.e., new accelerator(s) or research
reactor).

2073-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’sviews and observations and concerns
regarding misinformation in the public participation process. 1tisDOE
policy to encourage publicinput on matters of regional, national and
international importance aspart of itscommitment to facilitateapublic
participation processthat isopen and unbiased.
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Commentor No. 2073: Karen Bowman (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2073

from within our own country, and only when we cannat, go to another for what
we need.

k) You may be aware that the DOE's Hanford complex has long been the staple of
Tri-Cities, Washington econoimy, and that strong efforts are being made to diversify
through attracting new, private businesses. It is interesting that in all the hearings I've
attended thus far, not once have [ heard the vision been spoken of that seems so clear to
me: If we produce isotopes here, many of them, because of their short hatf-lives, will

need to stay here and patients - and perbaps researchers - will need to come here to use 2073-1
them. This will open the doors for a more extensive medical community to serve the

public, thus serving the public in two ways: (Cont’ d)
- First and by far most importantly, by providing a methed to improve health and

relieve suffering;

. Second, by adding to the desired diversity through creating a major regional
“medical hub” where patients know they’ll receive the best of treatment, thus
improving the local economy while reducing dependence on Hanford’s
payroll.

1 have attended several of the PEIS hearings, and continue to be alarmed and concerned at the
misinformation being disseminated by Heart of America and others. How this can be allowed to
go on, [ simply do not understand. Shame on the DOE for not clearly requiring that information
must be accurately presented from both sides in the interest of fully and correetly informing
the public. Tn my mind, every cilizen has the right to disagrec with a proposed program, but does
not have the right e try to sway public opinion through halfetruths, blatant lying and fear- 2073-2
mangering, and this is what Gerald Pollett and othcrs do best. As a tragic consequence,
otherwise rational people have a great fear of what is being proposed for the Fast Flux Test
Fugility. {Remember the “Raging Grannigs” at the Seattle PEIS hearing last month? I had the
epportunity to speak [civilly] with a couple of them; sadly, one of them actually told me she’d
rather that one of her children or grandchildren died than use “anything nuclear” te help them,
even should that be the only method open to them to diagnose or treat. By the way, that
comment clicited quite a surprised expression from the other Granny. Perhaps that will cause her
to re-think what she’s doing.)

[ appreciate the opporlunity to express my views to you in this letter, as well as (o attend the
hearings. T pkad with you to ignore the political aspect and heed the simple truth and commen 2073-1
sense of this matter: Restavting the FFTF is the right decision to make.

Sincercly,

ﬁm ) /_)/a{x;/;mf\ -
Kdren Bowman

211 Saint §t.

Richland, WA 69352

(509) 375-0731
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Commentor No. 2074: Richard J. Giever

Response to Commentor No. 2074

ééj%‘ Oncology Group PLIC

Execlience in Radiation On

and Associaled Services

September 12, 2000

Mg. Collette Brown

United States Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems (NE-50
1$301 Germantown Road

Cermantown, Maryland 20874

RE: FAST FLUX REACTOR AT RICHILAND WASHINGTON
Dear Ms. Brown:

{ have been in the practice of cancer medicine for approximately 18
years. During that time, I have actively been involved with the
use of radioactive isotopes in the treatment of malignant disease.
T use temporary, permanent and infusienal radicactive iscotopes in
my care of cancer patients as deemed appropriate. There is no
juestion that the medical use of radioactive isotopes 1s well
established and quite beneficial for inany cancer patients.

I am aware that the Fast Flux Test Facility at the Hanford Nuclear
Reservation near Richland, Washington is currently being assessed
for restart versus mothballing. I would stromgly urge you to
consider a restarting of FFTF. I beliewve that cnly through active
research and clinical trials using radioactive isctopes can wo
learn how to optimally utilize their walue in the treatment of
cancer patlents. From everything that T have read and heard, the
FFTF facility is an optimal facility for producing racicactive
isotopes for medical purposes. I would hope that you wculd
strzongly consider this possible benefit to the United States and
the people of the world when you review this facility’s potentials.

If I can be of any assistance to you in discussing the potential
value of radicactive isotopes for the treatment cof cancer, please
contack me.

Sincerely,

62}1/ i, T

Richard J/ Glever, M.D., F.A.C.R.O.

Chair Cancer Committes

Xennewick General Hospital and Cur Lady of Louraesz Medical Center
RIG:TTSik

08/12/00

2074-1

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

Response to Commentor No. 2075

Draft PEIS Commeht Form

T U ge. The TOOE 2 chvose ﬁpﬂm 5
Sbuilicig Aown Tre FFTE parmanesdty, with no ngeg
mssipds . My reasons inelede The —sfofllowrng .
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researeds, tWilum fop radd lsoleloe Users’ (e.q ot Tt Uy
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on the Nuclear Infrastructure

There are several ways fo provide ct
PEIS. These include:

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

# retuming this comment form to the registraiion desk at the meeting or to the address below
 calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4563

* faxing your commenis toll-free to: 1-§77-562-4592 -

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

Tt Yarvow

Name (optional}:

Organization:

Hﬁuﬂrgammmn Address (circle one):

Y4917 Cascodlea, Boe .
Ciry: &M@ i

Telephone (optignal).

Smre:i’q Zip Code: 781 e

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

Folme\mormalvonaunmd Coiette £, arown NEén
usbepqﬂmnlurl‘m-w o

1 Ganmaniown * Genmartowm,
7aleohune T Ay ooy Fooe 1577 863,450
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s Sunald Ommmt | JUASH vizids can be purchiased +av VBussia.

2075-1

2075-2

2075-3

2075-4

2075-1: DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2075-2: FFTF restart would not impact the schedule or available funding for
existing cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not divert or reprogram
funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s)
selected. Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart
of FFTF would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive
waste (i.e., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. Itis DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and 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 aternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

2075-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice

regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.

DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potentia capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
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Commentor No. 2075: Ruth Yarrow (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2075

4417 Cascadia Ave. 5.

Seattle, WA 98118

September 14, 2000
To: Colette E. Brown

Public hearings are snpposcd 1o be to hear the public. For the pablic to contribute their wisdom to
& decision, key information needs (o0 be available 10 the public, At the recent hearings on the US
Depariment of Energy's (DOE's) inlrastructure, includding the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF), the
opportunity for the public to be informed and 10 be heard was serioushy jeopardized. Here are some of the
problems | chserved. and suggestions for improvement.

Problem: In Scattle on August 30, vou noted that you would present the EfS und the five oplions
for the future of the FFTF but in reality you presented a list of arguments about why the facility should be
testaned.  Suggestion: The public shonld have an apporhmity to hear an aliernative view at the start of the
ﬂlmlﬂg‘

Problem: The venue (a room in the Convention Center) was caveraous with serious noise
digtractions from ouisids, the date was at the height of interested public being away an vacation, and
parking was either very expensive or very difficuli. Supgestion: Plcase hold the hearing in one of the
Northwest Rooms at the Seartle Center in late September.

Problem: Tnformation sbout the projected costs of the five alternalives was not available to the
Ppublic before the meeiing. an appalling omission. Suggestion: Please provide the relevant information or
postpone the hearing,

Problem: Central to the entire discussion is the proposed use of the FFTF 1o produce medical
isptopes, and but the specific recommendation of the National Academy of Science’s Institute of Medicine
repon on the nation’s radicisotope needs was not included in the EIS. Sugpestion: Aghere 1o the opermess
initiatives lapnched by the BOE in 1993, and provide the relevani information to the public in a timely
INTICT.

Problem: N 1i 1 is of critical imp ¢ to the survival of life on our planet, but was
not considered in the materials for thls hearing. Suggestion: Again, provide the relevant information.

Problem: While DOE acknowledged that the plutoniuer-233 need for NASA could be met more
cheaply by purchasing it from abroad than by resiarting the FFTF. the environmental impact study
<lismisses this eption, ad emils information from NASA about how litlie is needed.  Suggestion: Agmn,
pravidz the relevant information.

Problem: Any production at FFTF will produce new radioactive wasic slicams of the most
contaminated site in the weslern world. a fact of overriding importance, not clearly presented in the EIS
Sugpestion: Once again, please provide the relevant mformation.

Thank you for your atiention to these requests.

Sincerely yours,

Tt

Ruth M. Yarrow /

2075-5

2075-6

2075-3

2075-6
2075-7

2075-2

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

The commentor points out that both the National Academy of Sciences
Institute of Medicine 1995 Report and the April 2000 NERAC
Subcommittee for | sotope 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'slarge
size and configuration are not particularly well suited for the singular
purpose of producing small quantities of various research isotopes.
However, sustained operation of the FFTF for the production of both
research and commercial isotopeswould beviableif operated in concert
with producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research
and development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report states:
“In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high
flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volumein FFTF, that could be
utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for
commercial interests who might consider its use for isotope production”.
In recognition of these constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI
PEIS only evaluates use of the FFTF when coupled with the other
proposed missions.

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

NI PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at ww.nuclear.gov.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada. However
Canadaonly supplies alimited number of economically attractive
commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not supply
research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial isotopes
considered in the NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian sources of
isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE's
mission requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to
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Commentor No. 2075: Ruth Yarrow (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 2075

2075-4:

2075-5:

2075-6:

2075-7:

clarify DOE'sisotope production role and other producers' capabilitiesto
fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

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, asinitialy identified by a panel of expertsin
themedical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration
missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, afuel sourcethat isrequired for deep space 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 aviable component of the
United States' energy portfalio.

DOE notes the commentor’s views concerning DOE'’s presentation at
the Seattle, Washington public hearing.

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

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In

sasuodsay 3O PUe SIUBLIWOD UsNIW—Z JeldeyD



Vs61¢

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

Response to Commentor No. 2075

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.
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Commentor No. 2076: David Wootan

Response to Commentor No. 2076

David Wootan

1476 Oxdord Ave
Richland, WA 88352
{509)627 5663

September 17, 2000

Coletts E. Brown

Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
U.8. Department of Energy

19801 Germantown Road

Germartown, MD 20874

Dear Ms Brown.

Aftached is a paper that | wouid like to submit for consideration in determining the preferred option for
the Programmatic Envirenmental Impact Statement for Accompiishing Expanded Civiian Nuclear
Energy Research and Development and Isotope Production Missions in the United States, including
the: Role of the Fast Fiux Test Faciity. This paper illustrates the flexibility and effectiveness of the FFTF
in producing unigue neutronic environments for medical isctope production, basic nuctear research,
and development testing. The targe available volume and high mectron flux level make the FFTF
uniquely suited to simultaneously perform the anticipated civilian nuclear energy research and
develcpment and isotope production missions for the United States.

Sincerely,

RIN/IN ~

David Wootan

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

9759 El Arco Dr.
Whittier, CA 90603-1303

September 17, 2000

Colette Brown

Department of Energy

Office of Space & Defense Power Systems, NE-50
19901 Germantown Rd,

Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown

It has eome 1o my attention that the Department of Energy is considering reepening previously
closed phutonium-238 production facilities. The stated purpose for this expansion of Pu-238 use
is t power future space missions, The production of Pu-238 would resume at Hanford,
Washington, Oak Ridge, Tennessee; or ldaho Falls, [daho.

Any expansion of the use of nuclear power anywhere in the world should concern us as
Americans. The branching out of this dangerous energy source into space is even more alarming.
Since the discovery and implementation of nuclear fission and fusion in the middle of the
twentieth century, scientists have promised us that nuclear power weuald only benefit the world
The benefits, however, come at enormous ¢ost 10 human life and freedom, One need look no
further than the tens of thousands of civillans incinerated in Japan in 1845, the Pelynesian
islanders forced to undergo irradiation at the hands of Western powers in the 19505 and 1960s,
the thousands around the world who have suffered unspeakable health problems because of
meltdowns at nuclear power plants, and the billions of tax dollars wasted by world governments
on building huge nuclear arsenals.

Clearly, the Department of Energy's love affair with nuclear power and with the almighty nuclear
power industry’s lobbyists has caused our government to move away from safer sources of power.
It is understandable that NASA would like to travel to Mars more quickly, but the professional
cunosity of already over-finded scientists should not override the rights of all Americans and all
people to a world habitat free from nuclear power and its unmanageable waste, not to mention the
disastrous effects of nuclear accidents. For this reason, 1 jein with milliens around the world in
calling on you to halt the expansion of plutonium production. Will you please send me a summary
copy of the final envirenmental impact study of the expansion of production of Pu-2387

Sincerely,

g

John Serop Simonian

2077-1

| 20772

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
alternativesto 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 devel opment.
Thethree missions are civilian nuclear energy missions and are not
defense-related.

2077-2: Thepurpose of the NI PEISisto evaluate the environmental impacts of a
range of reasonable alternativesto 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 ahility to support future NASA space exploration
missions may belost. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further
clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238
production capability to support NASA space exploration missions. The
commentor has been added to the NI PEIS mailing list and will receive a
copy of theFinal NI PEIS Summary.
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Commentor No. 2330: Victoria Meer

Response to Commentor No. 2330

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 87214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

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

o ouncafe o B s &\\{tm&,} Wherri Wl
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Cad i TL&‘H?LS. We N\,’S‘Y werk ‘(’\\, {\emuf bl wad .

Name \.F VCURRVA MEIER.

| zip 1068

Address__ 4Ll EXETER CIRET. .,

1

City, state __\WEST LIWN, ef

2330-1
2330-2

2330-3

2330-1

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 beviableif operatedin
concert with producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy
research and development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC
report states: “In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources,
e.g., thehigh flux of fast neutrons and largeirradiation volumein FFTF,
that could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is
best suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for
isotope production”. In recognition of these constraints on its operational
feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled
with supporting the other stated missions.

2330-2: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiol ogical
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

2330-3: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., DOE’s Richland Operations Office, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the State of Washington
Department of Ecology). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 2331: Andrew Cook

Response to Commentor No. 2331

Hanford Watch )
2285 SE Cypress ;
Poritand, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Sysiems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PELS)

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
Nocleas grwer in bho Uniled Oedes has oeen
N LS AEEO8. & v W

& pulace AR Cowe sl ang WGl

Name __ QORE0D) ooy
Address_Qag) €€ BT ™ Alenve
City, state_\2can D « OR

-Zip_ Qﬂ&\‘{_

I ‘ 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 PEISisto 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 needsfor 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 programswill 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 bethefinal disposal sitefor DOE’s high-level radioactive
waste and spent nuclear fuel. Asdirected by the U.S. Congress through
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, Yucca Mountain isthe only
candidate site currently being characterized asa potential geologic
repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel. DOE
has prepared a separate EIS, “Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High
Level Radioactive Waste at 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 apotential 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

G4 B AL ORI
[KeX

POROIpAsLOR POpasen oIy

Porr CommisstoNERs:
C1E "Ermie” Bostion
larres T Klinehwort Iy

Dl 1athin

August 31, 2060 Fxecumve DhgecTon:

James L. Taomey

Colette Brown, Bocument Manager

Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
U.S Department of Energy

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown

The Port of Pasco has been a long time supporter of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) an_d
strongly supports the objectives of the Depariment of Energy’s Energy: Program and spe_c,_lﬁcally
the implementation of the various uscs atiributed to the restart of the Fast Fh._lx Test Facility
(FFTF) as autlined in the Draft Environmenzal fmpact Statement. We uneguivocally support the
use of FETF for production of isotopes for medicine, space missions as well as other commercial

isotope research and development projects. 2332-1

‘The Draft EIS evaluation of these alternatives clearly shows the capability and superiority of the
FFTF over other altematives being considered.

Residents of Franklin and the surrounding counties were involved in the design construction an‘d
operation of FETF. They are extremely knowledgeable about the facil‘ﬂ}"’s track rem?r_d for sate
operation. We would object to our federal tax dollars being spent to build a new facility, or
retrofit an existing facility that has less capability than FFTF. We were pleased that the cost
analysis done by the Department of Energy, as part of the current Environmental I.mpaq 2330.2
Statement, confirms that FETF is clearly the preferred alternative for the programs considered
tbased on the availability, capacity for multi praduct missions, demonstrated technology, cost
effectiveness, safety and minimal environmental impact,

We believe that the FFTF has been clearly identified in the EiS studies to be the preferre_d
options for meeting the identified program missions without any significait _negative socxfil',
environmental, or economic impacts. Operation of the FFTF will provide stgmﬁcgm positive 23323
gconomic and social impacts not enly to the Pacific Northwest, but also‘to the nation. Not only
through its capability to supply currently unavailable or Timited medical isotopes for general use
bu for its other capabilities attributed with a reacter of this magnitude.

Columbia 5
“ -Snake River

2332-1:
2332-2:

2332-3:

2332-4:

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

DOE notes the Commissioners concerns and their support for
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

No decisions have been made with regard to the facilities and | ocations
evaluated to fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions. However, in
accordance with Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR
1502.14(e)), DOE hasidentified its preferred aternative in Section 2.8 of
Volume 1 of the Final NI PEIS. DOE’s Record of Decision for the

NI PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental
impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules,
technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

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 hasno
funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities. Asstatedin

Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected. 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.
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Commentor No. 2332: Port of Pasco Commissioners (Cont’ d)
(O.E. Boston, Jim Klindworth, Del Lathim)

Response to Commentor No. 2332

Furthermore, the startup and operation of the FFTF for the missions evaluated in this ETS will
not interfere with or detract from the Hanford cleanup mission. The funding for FFTF programs
is provided through Nuclear Energy program appropriated funds, which by law are separately
appropriated and segregated from the Environmental Management prograto. But, if the decision 2332-4
is made to shutdown FFTF and decommission it, then responsibility for the facility would be
1ransferred to the Environmental Management program, which would have a major negative
impact on the limited cteanup program funding that is available.

It is time for the Department of Energy to develop 2 new legacy and the Port of Paseo is asking
you Lo make the bold decision to restart the reactor, We request that the assets of the FFTF

receive an objective, balanced, and realistic evaluztion of the alternatives during the preparation 2332-3
of the Record of Decision on this EIS.

Respectfully, Port of Pasco Commissioners,

. Juillo) (ol et

O.E. “Ernie” Boston Jim Klindworth Del Lathim
President Vice-President Secrctary
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Commentor No. 2618: Lesley Pomeroy

Response to Commentor No. 2618

Secretary, The

From: Lasisy Pomeroy [apigee@hotmail.com)
Sent: Tuesday, August 29, 2000 4:03 PM
To: Secretary, The

Sublect: Hanford

Dear Secretary Richardson,

Please do not allow the restarting of the lest reactor at Hanford Nuclear
Reservation!!! There are so many reasons why this project should be stopped.
The fact that we still have the radioactive and chemical wastes up thare are
polluting the environment should be reason enough not to continue. As the
Sacretary of Energy, why won't you shut this facllity down and invest our
tax dollars and future in safe renewable enargy sources like solar energy? |
doubt you will even read this e-mail, but whoever does, i's your pianet
t00. We can still make a difference. Stop the Fast Flux Test Facility!

Sinceraly,
Lesley Pomaroy

Il 26181
” 2618-2
I‘ 2618-3

2618-1:  DOE notesthe commentor’ soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2618-2: DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to“... ensurethe availability of isotopesfor 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 civilianuse.” The purpose
of this PEISisto determinethe environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of

several existing DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate existing contamination at Hanford areahigh priority to DOE.
TheHanford Site environmental restoration activitiesare conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE remains
committed to upholding thisagreement. Themissionsdescribedin
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities.
2618-3:  DOE notesthe commentor’ sinterest in alternative energy sources,
athough issues of research and development of aternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The
DOE missionsto be addressed in thisEIS, which includethe production
of medica and industrial i sotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accel erator technologies.
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Commentor No. 2619: Patrick Sobotta
Nez Perce Tribe

Response to Commentor No. 2619

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION & WASTE MANAGEMENT
P.O. 80X 385 © LAPWAI, IDAHO 835400365 - (P08) 843-7376 [ FAX: 843-7378

September 15, 2000

William D. Magwoad, LY, NE-{
U.8. Department of Energy
1600 Indepondenca Ave , S.W.
Waskington, D.C. 20583

RE:  Draft Programmatic Envircnmental lmpact Statement for Accomplishing Expanded
Civilinn Nuclear Encrgy Resezrch and Development and Isotope Production Missions in
the United States, Including the Role of the Fast Fiux Test Facility, Suly 2000; DOB/GIS-
0310D

Dear Mr. Magwood:

The Nez Peree Tribe's Envitonmental Restoration snd Waste Managemeni (ERWM)
Program’s main purpese is the oversight and participation in the clean-up

and restoration at the Henford Nuclear Reservation. The basis for the Tribe's
invalvement s the Treaty of 1855, in which the Federal Gavernment acknowledged
<ommitted o protecting ot retained usual and ageustomed Columbia River eights.
Resonrce areas i the Hanford Roach and elsewhere ara protected by our weaties and
provide the basis for the relationship between the U.S. Departinent of Epergy (DOE) and
the Nez Perce Tribe.

The Noz Perce Tribol Executive Committee has passed a Resolution (sce attachment)

apposing the restact of the Fast Flux Test Feeility (FFTF) and to permancatly deactivate I ‘ 2619-1
FFTF (with no new missions). FETF could fotertidlly irfipede \ipai ddcéss th resly &

ﬁwwm@! The possible bealth benefits do not outweigh the creation of new waste I | 2619-2
whién new fochnologics are still needed to treat waste already in existence. Obligated

Tunding should be redirected to the mission of clean-up and restoration efforts at Hapford, I | 2619-3

Treatment of wastes ate still in need af new technologies.

The Nez Perce Tribe ERWM appreciates the opportunity to provids comments on the
Draft NI PEIS, Juty 2000; DOE/EIS-0310D. If you have any questians please cantact
Patrick Schotta ai (208) 8437375 or cunzil at patsi@nezperce.org.

Sincerely,

Patrick Sobatta
ERWM Directar

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

2619-2: DOE vauesits 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 sitesis 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 aWaste 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 atop priority. The management and possible enhancement of DOE's
nuclear facility infrastructure based on the Secretary’ sdecision, 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 continuein
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 infrastructurein the United States, we
believe that an exhaustive evaluation of thisfacility iswarranted.

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) Response to Commentor No. 2619
Nez Perce Tribe

Hanford cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not divert or reprogram
NF 60-470 budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the

RESOLUTION alternative(s) selected.

WHEREAS, the Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee has been empowered to act for and
in behalf of the Nez Perce Tribe, pursuant to the Revised Constituiion and By-Lows,
adopred by the General cowncil of the Nez Perce Tribe an may &, 1961 and approved
by the Acting Commissioner of Indian Affoirs on June 27, 1961; and

WHEREAS, the Nez Perce Trikal Executive Committee (NFTEC) is the governing body
of the Nez Perce Trbe; and

WHEREAS, the Nez Perce Tribe has been designated an offected Tribe since 1982
under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA); ond

WHEREAS, the Nez Perce Tribe has interesis en the Hanford Nuclear Resarvation, that
include protecting our savereignly, rescurces, culture, health and safety;
End

WHEREAS, the Fast Flux Test Facility {FFTF) is an experimental facility cansisting of
special customn made components with no real mission that has been shown
te cost $60 million per year to keep it in standby mode; and

WHEREAS, the United Statas Depariment of Energy is curmently drafiing an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that will consider optiens for the
disposition of the FFTF, Including the restart of the facility.

NOW, THEREFQRE BE IT RESOIVED, theat the NFTEC opposes the spending of deflars
on projects such as the FFTF and urges that these doliars be used te clsan
up and protact those Tribal treaty-reserved resources which have been
contarminated or @re being threatened by Hanford activities.

BE IT FINALLY RESQOLVED, that the Nez Perce Tribe urges the United States Department
of Energy fo select as the preferred alismative for the FETT draft B1S the
parmonent clasure and demolition of the FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2619: Patrick Sobotta (Cont’ d)
Nez Perce Tribe

Response to Commentor No. 2619

NP 00-47G
CERTIFICATION
The foregoing resclution was duly ndopted by the Nez Perce Tribal Executive Commitles

mesting in Regular Sessios on Sepfember 12, 2000, in the Richoard A,
Halfmoon Council Chambers, Lapwai, Idahe, a quorum of iis members

being present and voting.
BY:.
J‘r_’Arﬂ'&ur M. Tafor, i, Secretary

ATTEST:

é? Sumué ﬁ Panney, Chairman
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Commentor No. 2620: Janet Kimball

Response to Commentor No. 2620

8051 28th NE
Seattle WA 98115
20 Scptember 2000

Secretary Bill Richardson

Deparmment of Energy

1000 Independence Avenuc

Washington, D.C. 20585
Dear Mr. Richardson:
I am writing about the Hanford Nuclear Reservation.

1 am encouraging you to shut down the FFTF and focus on CLEAN UP. 26201 ||2620-2
Although Scnator Gorten states the FFTF will generate radionuclides for
cancer therapy, these can be made more cfficicntly in newer facilities. And I| 2620-3
although he states that restarting the FFTF will bring needed jobs to the

Richland area, truc clcan up of existing problems will generate jobs and ” 2620-4
provide a lasting legacy of environmental restoration.

Yours truly,

St Bumba L

Janet Kimball

2620-1:

2620-2:

2620-3:

2620-4:

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

Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
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.

The NI PEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of arange of

reasonabl e aternativesfor 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 devel opment
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.

The Record of Decision for the PEISwill be based on anumber of
factorsincluding 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

Secretary, The

From:
Sent:
To:

Subfect:

Dear Senators,

Luis A. Ojeda [lacyadagowt.com|

Sunday, Saptember 10, 2000 1.05 PM

Secratary, The; INFRASTRUCTURE-PEIS, NUCLEAR;
senator_torriceli@torricelli.senate goviintamaet; senaton@dpm senate.gov%intarnet;
senator@ecumer.sanale.goviintemat, senator_dawine@dewine.senate.gav%hintamat;
senator_voinovich@voinavich.senate gov%internat, senator_specter@spectar.sanate.gavi
infernet; senator@eantorum.senaie.gavinternet; senator@hollings.senate.goviinternet;
senator@thurmand.senate.govisinternet; senator@hutchinson.s&nate.gov%internet;
phil_gram@gramm.senate govinternet; Senator_frist@frist.senate.goviiinternet;
senator@breauz.senate. goviiniemel; senator@ieinstein.senate . gaviintamat,
senstor@boxer.senate.govi%intemet; b_graham@graham.senata.govintemat;
connia@@mack.senate govthintarned; frank_lautanberg@lauienbeny.senate. gov%internal;
Rick Mounce

For Medical |sotopes!

1 wrile to you today to ask you to support the restart of the Fast Test Flux Faclilty {FFTF) for the produstion of medical
|sotopas. Medical isotopas are changing the face of medical trealments in the area of cancer treatment and arthritis
therepy, just to name a faw. Some schentists think they may be the long sought aflar "cure” for cancer. The FFTF is
undargoing the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statemant (EIS yright now. The Departmant of Energy (DOE) is
axpecied 1 issue a record of decision in Decemnber of this year on the fate of the FFTF based on thie EIS and cormmenis
from the public. Thanks for your time and consideration on this matter.

Luis Ojeda

3001 South 38th Avenue
Waest Richland, WA 99353

{500) 657-5664

|| 2621-1

2621-1:  DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2622: Sandra Piper

Response to Commentor No. 2622

‘ .Secretarz, The
From: S Piper [sun4sand@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2000 12:13 PM
To: Secretary, The
Subject: Fires at Hanford

Sandra Piper
14837 206th Ave. SE
Renton, Wa 88059

Mr. Bill Richardson
1000 Independence Ave. SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson,

I'm writing to let you know of the concern | have
about the present and future site conditions at the
Hanford reservation.

| understand that the most recent wildflres
traveled across two areas of wasta storage at Hanford.
| also understand that when it was monilored six miles
from the site during the fire, levels of radiation
detected were 50 clicks of the geiger counter {(1000x)
above the normal level.

| believa it is time to pay attention to the
potential for disaster that exists with the improperly
stored containers of radioactive wasle. it's time to
admit scientists have been unable to find a way to
safely hold lhese wastes for their enlire projectad
radioactive lifespan. :

The proximity of Hanford's leaking containers to
the Columbia River, which brings water along the
southern part of our state and our border with Oregon
must be respected. Since the wasta can't be seen; the
tendency may be to deny it's a problem. We all know
that scientists have detacted radiation in the
groundwater next to the site.

2622-1

2622-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding 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 hone of the alternatives described in
Section 2.5 of Volume 1 would add to these waste volumes. The
Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are ahigh 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 aternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(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 aresult 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 aperiodic basis. Theinformationisavailableto the publicin annua
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 arel ease of radioactive materials from any

Hanford facilities but did result in resuspension of radioactive materials
which were aready in the environment. The very low levels of
radioactive materialsthat were resuspended were slightly above natural
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Commentor No. 2622: Sandra Piper (Cont’'d)

Response to Commentor No. 2622

In the worst case scenerio; lef's say the toxic
wastes mingle with the waters of the Columbia, and
bring the radiation along it's path out to the ocean.
What effact would it have on our ecosystem and our
food sources? Would you want to tell your children you
were partly responsibie? The prospecis are grim and
the consequences will be, local, national or even
global.

| urge you to consider the futures of our
chiidren and make the truly courageous decision to
shut down the reactors. Let's end the creation of more
"unsterable” waste and refocus on cleaning up the area
as carefully as possible.

Sincerely,
Sandra Piper
P.S. Please include my comments
as part of the Draft Nuclear

Infrastructure Peis on the
FFTF Nuclear Reactor!

2622-1
(Cont’d)

2622-2

2622-1

background levelsand required severa daysof analysisto quantify.
Information on this event has been made available to the public and can
be accessed at http://www.Hanford.gov/envmon/index.html. Thissite
also provides alink 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 milesfrom the ColumbiaRiver and will have
no dischargesto the river and no radioactive or hazardous dischargesto
the groundwater. Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS
(e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,45.3.2.4, 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

September 12. 2000

The Honorabie Biil Richardson
Secretary of Energy

Forrestal Building

1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington D.C. 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

This letter is in response to a request for comument on the recently issued draft Environmental

Impact Statement that discusses the restart of Hanford Nuclear Reservation's Fast Flux Test

Facility (FFTF) to meet expanded isotope production and nuclear energy research missions. I arn

;hud.amanlly opposed to the restart of FFTF for these missions. You must permanently shut down
s reactor.

The H.anford Nuclear Reservation is a national, environmental disaster, the scale of which mast
Amcricans are unaware. § have formally participsted in the cleanup dialogue for the past 13 years
now, representing Oregon through a govemor appointed board and currently as co-vice chair of
the site specific advisory board. It is requisit= that we keep our vision to the task at hand: the
cleanvp of Hanford.

We have scon no compelling need for the production of medical isotapes through a restart of
FFTF. This mission, though impontant, i3 not of a megnitude great enough to justify the restart
9f an sging relic of the cold war when we currently have, at hand, an adequate source for these
isatopes. A report published by a subcommittee of the Department of Energy*s Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committce states that FFTF is not economically viable, and that we have
other reactors within the DOE complex which could serve that pupose. They are focated in
é’;;nessee and Missouri. They have been identified and their efficacy must be addressed in this

1 have continuzlly heard for countless years the DOE position that we cannot look cutside of our
country for isotopes, yet Canada is currently one of our major suppliers. They are also in the
process of building two more heavy water reactors expregsedly for the purpose of producing
medical isotopes. This stance does not hold water, (nor do 67 leaking tanks at Hanford). Qur
needs for an'adequate supply for these isotopes can most certainly be met without a restart of
FFTF.

It is incredible, to me, that this EIS ignored addressing very viable aiternatives o fill the
demands for isotopes. Nor did it include in it the issue of ths waste produced by this proposed
production and the inability and unwillingness of our government to address the fundamantal
cleanup issues of waste already produced and ill-managed at Hanford.

It is my understanding that in May NASA informed the Department of Energy that they would ne

| 26231
| 2623-2

2623-3

2623-4

2623-5

|| 26236

2623-1:

2623-2:
2623-3:

2623-4:

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

See response to comment 2623-1.

DOE notesthe 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 islocated approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River and
will have no dischargesto the river and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater. Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the
NI PEIS (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,45.3.2.4, 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 missionsfor all aternatives and alternative
options. Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are
also addressed. These programswill beimplemented for the alternative
selected in the Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of

the proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated,
stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and
in compliance with all applicable Federal and state |aws and regulations
and applicable DOE orders.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canadaonly supplies alimited number of economically
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Commentor No. 2623: Shelley Cimon (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2623

longer need the fuel that FFTF might have produced. This underscores, once zgain, the lack of 2623-6
missions which would justify economicatly or morally the restart of this reactor, (Cont’d)

There is no justifiable mission for the restart of the FFTF. It is time to stop spending taxpayer I | 2623-7
money trying to build a structurally robust case for restart. Let’s focus instead on structurally

robust designs for containment of the waste we've already produced. People of the Northwest

have paid dearly for the cold war effort. The Columbia River which is the lifeblood of the NW is ‘
already compromised. The future health of our children should not be jeopardized, too.

Permanently shut down the FFTF, It is the morally right thing to do.

2623-3

Sincerely,

AyDran

Shelley Cimon \,\

1208 First Street (\\
La Grande, Cregon 97850

(541} 963-0853

2623-5:

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

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

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

and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE remains committed to upholding this agreement. Hanford Site
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Commentor No. 2623: Shelley Cimon (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 2623

2623-6:

2623-7:

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

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
itsfuel source. However, the Stirling technology is developmental and
NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000 |etter to DOE that the
plutonium-238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as 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 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, asinitialy identified by apanel of
expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
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Commentor No. 2623: Shelley Cimon (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2623

Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel sourcethat is required for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of
the United States' energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of Volume 1 was

revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.
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Commentor No. 2624. Valjeanne B. Meadows

Response to Commentor No. 2624
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|| 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
locationsfor 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 factorsincluding 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

HANFORD WATCH
2285 S.E. CYPRESS
PORTLAND, OR 87214
(503) 232-0848

September 12, 2000

The Honorabie Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy and Claanup
Forrestal Building

1000 indepandonca Avenue SW
Washington, D.C, 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

! am writing you and sending a copy of this statement to Colette Brown rather than the reverse
bacauss | do not trust that you will get a full and accurate accounting of public comments here in
the Northwest on the restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility. My doubts are based on past
aaparience, SiNce this is our fifth time in addressing these issues. After five diffsranl attempts and
B years o get the public to support the restart of the waste producing FFTF and the FMEF
{sithough it was not given a full view of ervironmenial and cost impacts in the Dratt PEIS), you
can imagine the discouragement we feel as well as our outrage.

Before | summarize aocma of the specific faults in thia promotional document, let me give you a
sanse of the public interest in this issue. In the last 3 haarings in Portiand, we have had a tumout
of 350, 400 &nd nearly 500 cilizens. Hood River and Seattle have had significant attendance from 2625-1
their citizens as well — from 250 in the small town of Hood River 1o 400 at each of two of the
Seattia hearings. This past weak the Tri-City FFTF boosters made a concarted attampt to skew
the sentimaents across the region of Oregon and Washington by bussing around 50 supporters of
the mestart to ssich hearing. Yes, thers are around 5 or 6 activists who travel to the Tri-Cities on
thesa rounds of hearings (o raprosent a different poirt of view, but wa have not attempled to
demonstrate to the ).S. DOE that there is mixed sentiment in the Tri-City area. Thus, |
encourage you 1o look al the testimony coming from thase hearings in an accurate light. This may
not ba presented to you by Ms. Brown and tha Office of Nuciear Energy, Science and
Technology, who obviously have their own financial interest at heart rathar than the health and
safety of the residents of this region.

It is of deep concamn to us that at & recent meeting of the Environmental Resloration Committee
of the Hanford Advisory Board , when Keith iQein, Richland DOE Manager presentad us his
vision for accelerated Harford cleanup, he was surprised to laam that some of the buildings he 2625-2
envisioned being demulished in the 300 area at Hanford wera inciuded in the PEIS to support the
rastart of the FFTF. As usual there ja a disconnect between local sites and Headquarters,
batwaen cleanup programs and production programs. Around 8,000 peopfe aver the pasl severai

yaars have wisely stated that the cleanup mission gt Hanford is thwarted when peoduction I
missions create more wastas. This PEIS stated that the wastes to be produced by restart of the
FFTF were “insignificant” compared to the wastes siready taltied at Hanford. in light of the lack of
adegquate furding and delays in the cleanup of no amount of waste can rightfully be considered
INSIGNIFICANT.

| 26253

2625-4
Throughout the satire PEIS, the longes! term view of wustes and impacts was for the supposed
35 yaars the raactor would be operating. The wastes from it {16 1ons), while deemed miniscule in
the drafl publicity piece, are pan of the everlasting gargantuan legacy of wastes that ere not being

2625-1:

DOE, and the Secretary of Energy in particular, isaware that thereisa
considerabledifference of public opinion regarding the aternatives
evaluatedin thisNI PEISto accomplish the DOE missions, including
direct support aswell asoppositionto Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF).

The commentor’s concerns regarding the attendance of personsfrom the
Tri-Citiesareaat the Seattle, Washington and Hood River and Portland,
Oregon public hearingsare noted. 1tis DOE policy to encourage public
input on matters of regional, national and international importance as part
of itscommitment to facilitate a public participation processthat isopen
and unbiased. Itisnot uncommon or illegal under CEQ regulationsfor
individualsand specid interest groups, who may befor or against a
particular proposed action or alternative, to attend multiple meetings
including those outside their “home” area. However, DOE believesand
strivesto ensure that the hearing format used servesto promote open and
equal representation by all individualsand groups, regardliess of the
motivation for attending.

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021)
implementation regulationsdo not requireinclusion of cost and
nonproliferation studiesin an environmental impact statement. Thebasic
purpose of the NI PEISisto describe the alternatives under consideration
for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume 1) and the environmental
impactsthat would occur if these alternativeswere implemented

(Chapter 4 of Volume 1). Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR
1505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents availableto the public before adecisionismade. The
associated cost report and nonproliferation report were made availableto
the public on August 24, 2000 and September 8, 2000, respectively. DOE
mailed these documentsto approximately 730 interested parties, and these
reportswere made availableimmediately upon rel ease on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in public reading rooms. DOE hasalso
provided summaries of the Cost Report and Nuclear Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment in Appendixes P and Q, respectively, inthe Final

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

Response to Commentor No. 2625

cleanad up at Hanford as promised us since 1988 Hanferd is the only DOE site that has no tank
wasia treatment systam, # is the mast contaminated site in the Wastern Hemisphere, and it is the
mast urgent envircnmantal disaster facing our nation. We cortinually feca butdget shorifalls. We
are tokd that the monay for FFTF comes from a different budget. We find this kind of rhetone and
moneay shall- game decaithy. The PEIS' axploration of environmental impacts and risks to the
public is a sham. One of the spaakers who has deg, in environmantal science state thal this
PE!S is 2 bed piece of homawcrk on the part of the writers. Thet is an understatement! It is
hopefully the last in a long series of studiss and documents that has cost the laxpayer milliens of
doltars. Just think of how much more work on cleanup could have been accomplished for the
same price!

tet me summarize a few other aspecis thal laad so many of us to oppose the rostart of tha FFTF

- The need for the use of this reactor is questionable at best: the PEIS refused to lock at our
curent contractual supplies of PU-238 from Russia; NASA has stated that # no longer naeds PU-
228 in guantities to jusiify the rastan of ihe reactor, we already have a ready supply of isolopes
from Caneada and other reaciors—Colette Brown sisled that the goal is to have all capacities for
these product be within our own country — who has come up with ihis national poticy in the midst
of our country’s dogged drive toward a globat economy?

- The cost documant on this proposal just arrivad in the mail-afer the haerings, as has the non-
proliferation document. The DOE continues this duplicitous piace-maaling of issues which is alse
a tramandous waste of taxpaysr money. For those who took the time to maka their siatements af
the hearings, thay now have to incorporate two new documents imo their previous stataments or
not ba heard.

- The subcommittea of the DOE's Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committes states that ihe
FFTF would not ba Bn sconomically viable or dependeble source of isatopes for research
purposes and that olher reactors are batter suitad to thia mission. This committes's findings which
ware published in April, were complately missing from the PEIS which came out in Auguat.
Disconnect>>?? Decsit?77?

- Viable alternatives to the proposed uses for the FFTF were glossed over or disregarded in the
PEIS.

# is obvious to those of us who stand to gain no jobs, but all of the ilt affects of the restart of the
FFT, that far too much tirne, snergy, and money has been diverted by ihe spacisl interests of the
Nuciear Ressarch [nstiiute, Pacific Northwest National Laboraiories end others. Dellars, time and
anergy diverted away from claanup. This reactor is truly in search of & mission. The Department
of Energy owes it to tha Northwest region to ciose the eactor tewn and focus on Keith Kein's
vision for cisanup of the Hanford site.

Paiga Knight, HANFORD WATCH

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 fromthe public. All pertinent information and publicinput 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 AreaRevitalization Plan (DOE 1999) providesfor 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 aslong asthey 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 wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.” The purpose of
this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

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

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

Response to Commentor No. 2625

2625-4:

through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
Thenuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also befunded by NE, which has no funding connectionto
Hanford cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
thenuclear infrastructure alternativeswoul d 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.

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

Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE remains committed to
upholding this agreement.

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste (i.e.,
solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. Itis DOE's policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and 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
fromall reasonably foreseeable Hanford Site activitiesover the 35 year
timeframe. The activities considered in the cumulative impact assessment
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Commentor No. 2625: Paige Knight (Cont’d)
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 2625

2625-5:

2625-6:

2625-7:

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
operationsat FFTFand FMEF or RPL. Asshownin Table4-173, the
doseto 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.

The commentor’s concerns about the adequacy of theimpact and risk
assessments are noted.

The impact assessments performed for the NI PEIS are comprehensive

in scope, employ state-of-the-art analytical methodol ogies, 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 disciplinesthat may be affected is addressed. More
detailed discussions of the impact methodol ogy, including computer codes
and other assessment techniques, are presented in Appendixes G

through M. Appropriate references are given to support the
presentations.

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

Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missionsthat require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Palicy 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 viableaternativeto using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the
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Commentor No. 2625: Paige Knight (Cont’d)
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 2625

potential use of radioisotope power systemsfor upcoming space
missions, it isanticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will
be exhausted by approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic
supply of plutonium-238, DOE’sahility to support future NASA space
exploration missionsmay belost.

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
itsfuel source. However, the Stirling technology is devel opmental and
NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000 |etter to DOE that the
plutonium-238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as a backup.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

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 alimited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily Molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS. Further, supplies of many research
isotopes are not readily availablefrom existing foreign or domestic
sources, causing anumber of medical research programsto be
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Commentor No. 2625: Paige Knight (Cont’d)
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 2625

2625-8:

2625-9:

terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed. Assuch, relianceonthese
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’ capabilitiesto fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

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

A number of dternatives to the use of FFTF were considered in the NI
PEIS. Inaddition to FFTF, the PEIS evauated ATR, HFIR, commercial
light water reactors, anew accelerator(s), and anew research reactor.

It also evaluated anumber of other irradiation facilities; however, these
were dismissed from further consideration for avariety 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
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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 aconstant, 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: Seeresponseto comment 2625-6.
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Commentor No. 2626: Barbara Clark

Response to Commentor No. 2626

P.O.Box 1222
Walla Walla, WA 99362
Sepiember 5, 2000
Secretary Bilt Richardson
US Department of Energy
Germantown, MD 20874-1290

Dear Mr, Richardsom: RE: PU-238/FFTF EIS

1 was unsble to atend the August 31 public hearing beld in Richland regarding plutonium
production at FFTF, and hope that this letter may be considered as testimony.

{ am dismayed that once again it is proposed 1o add more waste to the Hanford site before
the contamination already here is cleaned up. The existing scil and water contamination
and leaking tanks are e serious and continving hazard o health and safety.

The recent fire on the reservation and releases of plutonium into the air demonstated
clearly that existing wastes are oot adequately confined or protected from spreading. It
would be irresponsible and unfair of the DOE to add firther contamination until we have
leamed how to deal with the waste that is already here.

Nor is it ethical to divert money from cleanup into production. Cleanup has to be the first
and only mission of the Hanford site until it is completely accamplished. Although some 2626-1
work has been doac, the most critical ¢cleanup has not even begun.

At a time when the Northwest is being threatened with breaching of dams to save salmen.
it certainly makes no sense 16 retard cleanup of the Columbia River and even possibly
increase contamination of salmon habitat. [s there no coordination of policy in this area?

We have wasted unconscionable amounts of time, money, and energy since 1987
continually re-visiting the question of new production at Hanford. It's time to stop
allowing the federal government and the majority whe live in this region 1o be jerked
around by a few people in Richland who can't see beyond their own personal wants. 1
spoke to one scientist who wants to re-start FFTF because “it's such an elegant little
reactor™: others I've discussed this with consider cleanup to be trivial and unmantly..

The Tri-Citier economy does not need new production; cleanup provides immense
amounts of federel money. What Tri-Cities do¢s need is an unequivocat and fipal

decision from DOE that there will be no re-start of plutonium production and equally I | 2626-2
unequivocal direction to get on with the cleanup that they’re beinig paid to do.

i sl

/ Barbara Clark

2626-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford and
protection of the Columbia River.

Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of 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 fundsthe Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

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

The stated mission is not resumption of weapons production. DOE was
tasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to
“ensure the availability of isotopesfor medical, industrial, and research
applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal agencies
and undertaking research and devel opment of activitiesrelated to
development of nuclear power for civilian use.” The purpose of this
PEIS s to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

Regarding the concerns over the possible migration of contaminantsto
the Columbia River, the Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste
minimization and pollution prevention programin placeassummarizedin
Section 3.4.11.8 of Volume 1 that would govern any proposed site
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Commentor No. 2626: Barbara Clark (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2626

2626-2:

activities. More specificto theaternativesevaluated inthe NI PEIS,

FFTF islocated approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There
are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater. Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of
Volume1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,45.3.2.4,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 aresult 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. Thewildfiredid not cause arelease of radioactive materials
from any Hanford facilities, but did result in the resuspension of
radioactive material s 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
analysisto 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 alink to information on the independent
offsite air monitoring that was conducted by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
for plutonium-238 production.
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Commentor No. 2627: EricL. Platz

Response to Commentor No. 2627

1524 South Sunset Drive
Tacoma, Washington 98465

August 31, 2000

William Richardson

Secretary of Energy

USDE

Jares Forrestal Building

1000 Independence Ave. 5. W.
‘Washington, DC

20585

Dear Secretary Richardson,

1 am writing as a member of Physicians for Sociai Responsibility to strongly protest the
proposal to restart the Fast Flux Facility at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation, 1am
cspecially concerned that the public is being misled with bogus claims regarding a
potential shortage of medical isotopes. It ia my understanding that A) No such shortage
exists, B) In the event of a shortage, & clean facility would be used for their production,
and C) This issue is being used as a “Let"s use Hanford to curs cancer™ smokescroen ta
absciure the facts about plutonium production, the real motive for reactivation.

In addition, the Fast Flux restart issus potentially draws attention away from the mandate
10 clean up the entire Hanford Reservation, & frue public bealth hazard,

Please put me on record zs absolulely opposed to any plan to restart the Fast Flux
Facility.

Eric L Platz, MD

|| 2627-1
2627-2
” 2627-3

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

2627-2: DOE notesthe commentor’sopposition 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, asinitially identified by apanel of expertsin the medical
field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory
Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re
establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel source
that is required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long
term, assured supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and
development needsin 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. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
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Commentor No. 2627: Eric L. Platz (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2627

2627-3:

Thesefindingswerelater reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice

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

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

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

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.
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Commentor No. 2627: EricL. Platz (Cont’'d)

Response to Commentor No. 2627

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to
Hanford cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2 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 impactsto
accomplishing this mission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.
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Commentor No. 2628: Donlee and William Deamud

Response to Commentor No. 2628

1700 Fowler St.
Hount Vernon, WA 98274
September 7, 2000

Bill Rlchardson,
U.5. Energy Sec'y
Washington D.C.

Dear Mr. Richardasom

#8 can hardly belleve that once again the insue of restarting a test
reactor at Hanford has slithersd ontc the DJE table, smelling very
much llke pork barrel.

PLEASE! Let WA State bs wlthout more nuclear waete and let the gov'i
keep it's word in rgally cleaning up the horrific contamiration of 50
years, There have baen endless delays, promisse, and much shifting of
the blame with 1ittle progress. Now, even the glassification complex
and process bas been delayed to beain in 2007 with an extension to 2011,
put DOE im willing to spend millions to restert the reactor,

Why doeen't the DOE and gov't officials just admit they don’'t know what
to do with "IT" and wlll poatpone dealing with “IT" indeflnitely, that
is, the tons of nuclear waate,

However, the U.S. haa recently bacome intereatad in the world enviran-
ment intending to help Russis clean up lts nuclear eud bzae and mave ths
ogeans from further contamination. What other country might we volunteer
to help out in this regard - maybe start bringing the waste from other
countries to Hanford again as was done in the past.

S0 many pecple have been lied Yo regarding their health and eafsty in
worki in nuclear weapong production plants, exposure of persons to
radiation releagea, and from iiom, servicemen have become ill from nuke
tosta and chemicals.

There are hazardous waste giteg everywhare, fertllisers even showing up
with radioactive materisl as well as asbestos and heavy metal products.

There are unbelievable amounts of chemical warfare cannlsters, stockplled,
(with eome leakage), and it im not known how to safely dispose of them,

Doea any of the above facts gound rational to you?

The U.S5. nesds %o sign the non-prolifsratlon treaty and become a true
world leadar., commanding respect at home mnd abroad.

Sincerely,

P.S. $50 million or more
tc Rupeia

2628-1

2628-2

2628-1

2628-3

2628-2

2628-4

2628-1.

2628-2:

Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste management activities are the
primary missions at Hanford.

Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are ahigh 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 uphol ding 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
aternatives, including the restart of FFTF, are shown to pose little risk to
the health and safety of the public.

Theincremental 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 radionuclidereleasesfrom
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
discernableimpact 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 theincremental radiological and environmental impactsare small.

In addition to eval uating 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 iswithin the scope of a separate EIS titled, “Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent
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Commentor No. 2628: Donlee and William Deamud (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 2628

2628-3:

Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at YuccaMountain,

Nye County, Nevada® (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999). As directed by the
U.S. congress through the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended,
YuccaMountain 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.

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 thefacilitiesbeing 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 theintent 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 statesin part “Ensure
radiol ogical measurements, analyses, worker monitoring resultsand
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.
Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. Itis DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

sasuodsay 3O PUe SIUBLIWOD UsNIW—Z JeldeyD



8861-¢C

Commentor No. 2628: Donlee and William Deamud (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 2628

2628-4:

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 arange of reasonable aternatives 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.

The U.S. has signed the nuclear non-proliferation treaty. The plutonium
being considered for production in this EISis 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 palicies, laws,
regulations or international agreements that preclude the use of any of the
facilitiesin the manner described in the Draft NI PEIS.”
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Commentor No. 2630: JamesR. Beaver, Mayor, City of

Kennewick

Response to Commentor No. 2630

KEDREWICK

Qffice of the Mayor
Aupgust 31, 2000

The Honorable Bill Richardson, Secretary
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E1S)
Dear Secretary Richardson:

The Tri-Cities offers a National Laboratory that is known throughout the world for its
innovations. The Hanford Site brings to our community a highly skilled workforce that
contributes greatly to the success of the Department of Energy. The restart of the FFTF
for the production of isotopes for medicine, space missions and research and
development projects will only add to the success of DOE and this community. |
understand the Department of Energy’s position for the EIS scooping hearings. Preparing
an Environmental Impact Statement formally involves the public in any decision about
FFTF’s future. I want to address the positive effects of an expanded role for the FFTF.

Are Medical Isotopes meeded? Medical isotopes arc increasingly being used in
research and in providing new, cost-effective, cutting-edge technologies for the diagnosis
and treatrnent of disease, including cancer, heart disease, and arthritis. Diagnostic
isotopes provide improved images of intemal organs. This makes earlier detection
possible and provides better data for diagnosis. The United States is importing more than
ninety percent of the reactor-produced medicai isotopes currently used to save a
significant number of the lives of our citizens. Market projections for utilization of
medical isotopes for diagnosis and treatment show our country will need new production
sources to assure a domestic supply to meet the increasing demand.

Reactor Safety — The FFTF was designed, constructed, and safely operated as a state of
the art reactor with world isotope production capabilities and is the newest, most
sophisticated reactor in the U.S. Department of Energy’s complex and as such is an
irreplaceable national asset. The reactor’s cooling system is inside a building that was
designed and tested 1o meet stringent containment criteria. The reactor uses a safety
system designed te automatically shutdown if there is an abnorma! condition. Before
FFTF began operation, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the advisory Comminee
on Reactor Safeguards performed an extensive review of the Plant design and the Final

2630-1

2630-1:  DOE notesthe 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

Safety Analysis Report. Our community helped design and construct the operation of the
FFTF and is very knowledgeable about the facility's track record for safe operation.

How Will Wastes Be Stored & Disposed? The current storage of contaminated waste
from patients at hospitals and treatment centers has in some cases been managed poorly
due to lack of proper training and facility neceds. The DOE site has the capabilities and
knowledge base on how to store waste associated with medical isotope research and
treatment, and a final waste minimization plan will be conducted to include an analysis of
all waste associated with medical isotopes.

FFTF shouid no longer be maintained in a stand-by mode. The citizens of our couniry
deserve better. Our country needs the capability to provide isotopes for cancer victims.
FETF provides that solution

Sincerely,

R L

James R. Beaver
Mayor

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

Response to Commentor No. 2631

3944 SW 97th St.
Scartle, WA 98136
8/31/00

Secretary of Energy

U.5. Department of Energy

Washington, D.C.

Secretary Bill Richardson: -

Last night | attended the hearing in Seattle on the draft Environmental Impact
Statement concerning the restart of the FFTF at Hanford and found it very
interesting. I heard two groups giving conflicting testimony. It boiled down to
an issue of credibility. Arguing against restart was Heart of America and the
Physicians for Social Responsibility and some other groups and ajso a number of
unaffiliated individuals. Arguing for restart was a group of men who identidied
themselves as “‘private citizens, representing no one but myself”, who were,
apparently, nuclear industry workers from Hanford, all weaning matching T-
shirts.

The Hanford engineers have a large vested interest in this issue. T do not
know if they work directly for the Department of Energy or if they work for
private companics who do contract work for the DOE, but, either way, they
probably have high-paying jobs, milking taxpayer money from the government
cash cow. And here they were, lobbying the Energy Department for an
expansion of their job opportunities while claiming to be just ordinary citizens
concerned by the shortage of nuclear isotopes. They were well rehearsed and
well orchestrated. Each speaker had a slightly different emphasis, leading me to
believe that they had worked together on their prepared statements, so that all
points would be covered without much overlap and repetition. Perhaps they did
not even write their own statements but were merely reading pieces of their
company position. If they were truly “private citizens™ acting on their own, who
just happened to have picked out the same T-shirts to wear last night, they all got
themscives to the meeting on their own, taking vacation time as necessary, |
suspect that it is more likely that they were paid to be therc and arrived together
in a bus chartered by their employer. I would not be surprized if this same group
of men attended the hearings in Hood River, Portland and Richland as well as in
Seattle. Yaou might check with Colette Brown to verify this.

The people opposed to the restart of FFTF were not wearing matching T-
shirts and were obviously private citizens who were not being paid to be there
or, if they were being paid, it was by a non-profit organization subsisting on
donations from other concemed citizens and dedicated to promoting a safer

2631-1

2631-1: ItisDOE palicy to encourage public input on mattersof 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 regulationsfor individualsand special
interest groups, who may be for or against a particular proposed action or
aternative, to attend multiple meetingsincluding those outside their
“home” area. While DOE does not pay contractors working on DOE
projects or its civil service personnd to attend public hearings, it does not
specifically prohibit individuals from attending as private citizens.

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

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate thisinformation.

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

world. There is not much money 10 be made in opposing nuclear power. [ feft
more inclined to believe these people.

Each group accused the other of dishonesty, but 1 could see and hear the
Hanford engineers misrepresenting themselves.

Also at the meeting was 2 woman who read a letter that Senator Gorton wrote
for the meeting in which he said thar Heart of America was lying. Senator
Gorton is often: referred to as “Slippery Slade™. He is notorious for sneaking
conwroversial legislation through the Senate by attaching the legislation as riders
lo important appropriations bills. [ do not think Senator Gorton is an honest
man. 'When he says someone is lying, it makes me think they are telling the
truth.

One of the erguments presented in favor of restarting FFTF is that medical
isotopes are in critically short supply. Is this true? If it is true, why do I not
know about it? | know that transplantable organs arc in critically short supply.
Hardly a month goes by that I do not hear about someone on a waiting list for a
heart or a liver. And I have known people undergoing cancer treatment and 1
hiear about many more people in that situation and never once have | heard about
medical isotope shortages. The only time ! hear about isotope shortages is when
people are arguing to restart the FFTF. T this just more deception by the nuclear
industry?

Ever since the Manhattan Project, the nuclear industry has been surrounded
by secrecy, obfuscation and deceit. We are constantly reassured thal nuclear
power is safe. And we are constantly shocked by Three Milc Island, Chernoby!,
Hanford downwinders, and on and on. How are we to belicve assurances of
safety this time after what has gone before?

It is utter lunacy to be manufacturing substances which will be lethal for ten
times longer than our civilization has existed. It is even worse 1o be storing
these substances in un-lined pits and allowing them to leak into the groundwater
and into rivers. Until safe methods of storage and disposal are devised I promise
I will oppose any moves to cxpand the nuclear industry. Please, Sccrctary
Richardson, if you are a sane and honorable man, do not restart the FFTF.
Please, clean up the mess at Hanford as you are required by the 1995 Tri-Party
Agreement and put those engineers in matching T-shirts to work developing a
safe, permanent waste-disposal system.

Sincerely,
Stephen Bomkamp

w

2631-1
(Cont’d)

2631-2

2631-3

2631-4

2631-5
2631-6

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

2631-3: DOE isrequired 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 al interested parties, including members of the public,
and local, state, and Federd 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 analysesin the PEIS have been performed using radiological data
taken from the three sites considered in the range of reasonable
aternatives. Thisdatais collected under controls instituted to meet DOE
radiological control requirementswhich arein 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 recordsisamong the goal's of
this policy: the policy statesin 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 rel eases from operation of the
facilitiesat Hanford, INEEL, and Oak Ridge (for example DOE/RL-99-41
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Commentor No. 2631: Stephen Bomkamp (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2631

2631-4:

Radiological Air Emissions Report for the Hanford Site Calendar Year
1998).

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

Asdiscussed 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 aburia 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-L evel 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 compartmentsis
authorized under a specia exemption from the State of Washington
Department of Ecology (Ecology). Currently, the Low-Level Burial
Ground has aPart A Permit approved by Ecology under the State of
Washington Dangerous Waste Regul ations, State of Washington
Administrative Code (WAC) 173-303, and, as such, is an interim status
treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) unit under the Resource
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Commentor No. 2631: Stephen Bomkamp (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2631

2631-5:
2631-6:

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The permitted active and
future mixed waste units of the Low-L evel 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, aworking
draft of the Hanford Site RCRA Facility Part B Permit application was
submitted to Ecology.

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

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford areahigh
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.
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Commentor No. 2632: T. James Bigham

Response to Commentor No. 2632

T.James Bigham
6125 Rowena River Rd.
The Dalles, OR. 97058

Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Ave,
Washington D.C. 20585

9-5.2000

Dear Mr. Richardson;

Are you listening?. Do you have trouble understanding? I am
oppesed to the restart of the FFTF reactor for any reason. | ask
you to siop this study process! If you proceed, I request you inelude the
following in your cnvironmental impact statement on this
issue:

1.Demonstrate a compelling need for any new missions recommended,
with full consideration of alternative means of mecting those needs.

2.Characterize all existing contaminant sources at Hanford aed all
other sites before adding additional waste. Analyze all potential new waste
streams and their cumulative impact 1o the environment

at all sites.
3.Do a cost benefit analysis for all alternatives, including total life
cycle cosis, wasie Ireatment and disposal costs. Examples - Lincar

accelerator vs FFTF.

4 Analyze the cost to the current clean-up budge: for both
maintenance and possible restart. Accurate and verifiable startup figures
must be calculated and included.

S.include any other companion facilities and their cosls, waste streams
and potential impacts to the epviromment, including reprocessing.

6.Analyze all transportation costs and risks, including public safety
and any counler terrorist actions that may be needed.

7.Allow for independent auclear safety oversight of FFTF restart and
operation if restart js recommended.

8.Analyze all impacts from additional spent fuel slorage.

9. Disclose all safety. and cavironmental risks associated with FFTF
restart based on a new safety analysis.

In addition, there needs to be another alternative #5 that deactivates FFTF
without new production missions.

2632-1

2632-2

2632-3

2632-4

2632-5
2632-6

2632-7
2632-8
2632-9

2632-10

2632-1:

2632-2:

2632-3:

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.

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
initialy identified by apanel of expertsinthe medical field and reaffirmed
by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support
future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic
capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel source that isrequired 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
aviable component of the United States' energy portfolio. The NI PEIS
evaluatesthe environmental impacts of arange of reasonable alternatives
for accomplishing this mission. Section 1.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to
clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

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

Ongoing activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE. The current inventory of wastes managed at the
Hanford Siteareidentified in Section 3.4.11.1 of Volume 1. In addition,
the generation rates of wastes associated with the NI PEIS options that
use Hanford facilities are compared with the current waste generation
rates at the sitein Section 4.3 of Volume 1. Asstated 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

I sent you the following some time ago. Perhaps you would do me the
service of reading it. How many more do you suppose T will send before I
decide that the department of energy of the United States does not serve
mec and does not work for me. That the department is not my servant but
a monolithic juggernaut that caters to the interests of carporations while
it ignores the citizens.

Please do the right thing- no fftf-complete
clean-up now.
Sincerely,

T R

T. James Bigham

Secretary of Energy 1-24-99
U.S. Department of Energy
1600 Independence Ave.
Washington D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Richardson;

My family and I live in a house we have built on the banks of the
Columbia River, We recognize the rarity of the natural beauty of this part
of our land and do what we can o be responsible stewards of the
Columbia and its environment. We have lived here for ten years and have
sadly witnessed other Secretaries of the DOE backslide, prevaricate, or in
the best of cases, stand idle while promised efforts to deal seriously with
the environmental crisis of the Hanford aree slip way unmet and
unfulfilled,

The problems at Hanford are not being addressed in any meaningful
way. The Department of Energy has not made a good faith effort to clean
up the disgusting and lethal mess it has made. USDOE hRas constantly
resisted acknowledging the seriousness of this problem and has resisted
gccepting responsibility for getting on with the clean-up.

Now you have announced that you have ordered an environmental
impact study of restarting the FFTF. Does your job have anything ar oll io

2632-11

2632-12

generation rates at the site. These volumeswould also besmall 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. Asstated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardiess
of the alternative(s) selected.

2632-4: NEPA does not require that cost-benefit analyses be provided in an EIS,
and none have been provided in thisFina NI PEIS. The estimated costs
of the range of reasonable aternatives are presented in the Cost Report,
summarized in Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS. However, the Cost
Report is not a cost-benefit analysis. Whileit isreasonable to believe
that the benefits of medical isotopes are substantial, the purpose of this
NI PEIS isto describe the nuclear infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of
Volume 1), arange of reasonable alternativesfor satisfying the mission
reguirements (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 devel opment (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 aternative except Alternative 5, “ Shutdown FFTFE”
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.
Conseguences are shown to be small during normal operations; risks
associated with postul ated 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; impactsto
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

do with the development and exercise of responsible energy policy?. Do
you care that DOE has not lived up to ils promise to clean up the Hanford
site? Are you aware that DOE's request t¢ relax the standards for cleanup
vialate state and federal siandards and endanger the lives and the health
of citizens, especially children, who live in this area? Do you wunderstand
that FFTF will generate more liquid high level radioactive wasie, the very
problem USDOE has thus far done so lintie to deal with?

I want to believe in my government. | want to believe in its laws and
the administretion of justice. [ need you to now demonsiate that this
government seeks o safeguard its citizens and act in the long term best
interests of its people. In the warm months of the year, my family plays in
the water of the Columbic nearly every day . We should be able to do this
without the danger of being affected by our goverment's negligence.

Please, I beg you, shut down the FFTF., Do not mothball it. Do nor
delay a decision. Shut it down forever and ger on with the real job at
hand. Clean up the Hanford site so thar you would feel safe feeding fish
caught there to your family.

Sincerely,

T. James Bigham

2632-12
(Cont’d)

I‘ 2632-13

I‘ 2632-10
|| 2632-12

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

2632-6. Theenvironmental impacts of reasonable aternativesto fulfill the
requirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the NI
PEIS. DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose all
required information to make a decision on expanding nuclear
infrastructure. The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of
proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto be
included in aPEIS. Asdiscussed 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 publicin
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 Jcontains a comprehensive risk analysis of all materials
transported under the alternatives defined in the NI PEIS. The results of
therisk analysisis 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 specia 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 guidancefor the at-sea
transportation.
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Commentor No. 2632: T. James Bigham (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 2632

2632-7.

2632-8:

2632-9:

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 besmall.

In the event that FFTF restart is selected in the Record of Decision,
complete safety and operational readiness reviewswill be performed
prior to the restart. The FFTF Safety Analysis Report is routinely
reassessed and updated when required to address any changesin plant
configuration due to physical modifications or changesin 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.

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 lessthan 0.1 millirem per year ot the
maximally exposed member of the public. Thisdoseiswell withinthe
DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5. Asdiscussed in that Order, the
dose limit from airborne emissionsis 10 millirem per year, asrequired by
the Clean Air Act; drinking water is4 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 ageologic
repository.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. ThisNI 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
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Commentor No. 2632: T. James Bigham (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2632

2632-10:
2632-11:

2632-12:

the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. (Accident analysisis described in Appendix | and the
normal operationsrisk analysisis described in Appendix H.) The
environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological risks
associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

Additionaly, 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 changesin plant configuration or changesin plant
operation procedures. This continuing safety analysis updating would
include analysis of changes that may occur asaresult of facility aging
during the 35 years of operation

See response to comment 2632-1.

DOE policy encourages effective public participation in its decision
making process. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the NI
PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE's proposed
aternatives. 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 commentsin 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
overal prevailing issues raised during the public comment period.

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
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Commentor No. 2632: T. James Bigham (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 2632

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 uphol ding 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 thisformal 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 devel opment of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.” The purpose
of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

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
aternatives, including the restart of FFTF, are shown to pose little risk to
the health and safety of the public.

2632-13: Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (i.e.
solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactive waste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF. It is DOE's policy
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Commentor No. 2632: T. James Bigham (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2632

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

The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing of
neptunium-237 targetswould have noimpact on schedulesor available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programsat Hanford. The higher
activity wastewould betreated asasolid form viaastand-alonevitrification
system, separate from any tank waste treatment system. Therefore, the
existing Hanford high-level radioactive wastefacilitieswould not be used,
and asanalyzed inthe PEIS, no existing or planned high-leve radioactive
wastefacilitieswould be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing
theirradiated targets.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and aternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.
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Commentor No. 2633. Bob Anderson
Benton County Democratic Central Committee

Response to Commentor No. 2633

Bob Anderson, Chairmag

Benton County Demacratic Central Committes
1108 W, 14" Avenue

Kennewick, WA 99337

{509 586-B054

August 31, 2000

The Honorable William Richardson

Secretary of the United States Department Of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue SW

Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

The Benton County Democratic Central Committee (BCDCC) met on October 20, 1999
and passed the attached resolution in support of restarting the Fast Flux Test Facility
{FFTF} at Hanford.

On Apnit 22, 2000 the Benton County Democratic Party adopted a platform, which states;

“Canicer i3 the sccond leading cause of death in this country, with 600,000 cancer victims
dying ennually. The American public cannot accept current expensive and agonizing
traditional treatments with their devastating side effects. Chemotherapy and radiation use
a buckshot approach which frequently causes nausea, hair loss, bone weakness, tymph
edema, bumned and blistering skin, chronic coughing, and increased susceptibility to
shingles, These old-fashioned treatments are effective for 40 percent of the patients and
cost $105 billion annually, It is unconscionable not to devote all efforts to starting
production of medical isotopes at the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF). 2633-1

Good results with kinder and gentler treatment of cancer using medical isotopes have
been achieved at the University of Washington Fred Hutchinson Cancer Treatment
Center in Seattle. Quistanding success has been achicved in treating blood cancers, such
as non-Hodgkin's lymphoma. Prostate cancer can be treated on an outpatient basis using
medical isotope sceds instead of expensive surgery and hospitalization.

If these and zdditional new developments m cancer treatment are 1o be available to every
American citizen in the future, we will need the production capability of FFTF to provide
the quantity and quality needed of several different and new medical isotopes. The
American public should not have to depend on medical isotopes produced in Canada,
Russia, and South Africa when we have a facility right in owr own back yard (Richland,
Washingtor) which is not being adequately funded because of political manipulations
and delays.

Page 1 of 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

Continved operation of FFTF has widespread support among scientists, educators,
informed physicians, cancer survivors, and kmowledgeable grass roots organizations
because medical isotopes, which can be produced at FFTF, are an effective way of
treeting several kinds of cancer.”

The Nucicar Infrastructure Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement released
an July 21, 2000 has reinforced our belief for the need to restart FFTF. -

As Chairman and spokesman for the Benton County Democratic Central Committee 1 ask
that restart of FFTF be ordered.

© Sincerely,

“BebCndeac

Bob Andetsoe, Chairman
Benton County Democratic Central Committee

Attachment: Resolution in Suppert of Restarting FFTF adopted October 20, 1999

Page 2 of 2

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

Resolution In Support of
Restarting the Fast Flux Test Facility
at Hanford '

WHEREAS, medical isotopes are increasingly being used in
research and in providing new, cost-effective, cutting-edge
technologies for the diagnosis and treatment of disease, including
cancer, heart disease, and arthritis; and

WHEREAS, the United States is importing more than ninety
percent of the reactor-produced medical isotopes currently used to
save a significant number of the lives of our citizens; and

WHEREAS, market projections for utilization of medical isotopes
for diagnosis and treatment show owr country will need new
production sources to assure a domestic supply to meet the
increasing demand; and

WHEREAS, the Hanford Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF} has
unique capabilities for providing large quantities and a wide
variety of high quality medical isotopes; and

WHEREAS, the FFTF was designed, constructed, and safely
operated as a state of the art reactor with world class isotope
production capabilities and is the newest, most sophisticated
reactor in the U .S. Department of Energy complex and as such is
an irreplaceable national asset; and

WHEREAS, the FFTF is presently being maintained in a stand-by
mode;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Benton County
Demwcratic Central Committee hereby encourage U.8. Department
of Energy Secretary William Richardson to order the restarting of
the FFTF.

! Adopted by Benton County Democratic Central Committee on
October 20, 1999
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Commentor No. 2634: Robert O. Olson, Sr.

Response to Commentor No. 2634

ROQBERT O. OLSON, MD, FACOG
1478 E. KELLY RD. BELLINGHAM, WA. 98228
PHONE:(360)358-7153 FAX:(360)398-8094
amall:drboboison®usol.com
25 August 2000

Secretary of Energy Wiliiam Richardson
US Depastment of Enargy

James Forrestal Building

1000 Independance Avenus, SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Richardson:

| am writing as a Physician and Public Health advocate 10 urge you to not fund
restarting of the Fast Fiux Test Facliity at Hanford Washington. Studies
claarty show that this technclogy is not necessary for madical isotope purposes.. This
facliity neads all funding to be directed toward cleaning up that taclilty.
Cleaning the facility would craate far more jobs for the area and would finally stop the
pollution to the air, 50il, and ground water.

From a Medical standpoint, further tasting and developmant for nuclear
weapons or medical |sctopes will sarva no worthwhile purposs and will just further
contaminate the Hanford area. This ia totally unaccoptable. Please review
testimony of groups supporting no further funding and | trust you will come to the right
decision on this matter.

1 shall be icoking forward to your reply and thank you for your considaration.

Sim?{gly. ) ,:—(b

Robert O. Olson,Sr., MD

2634-1
2634-2

2634-3

2634-2

2634-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2634-2: Theonly missionsbeing considered by DOE arethose analyzed inthe 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 needsfor civilian
application. None of the alternativesin 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. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

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

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate thisinformation
andto clarify DOE'srolein 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
aternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 2634: Robert O. Olson, Sr. (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 2634

Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are ahigh 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 describedin
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would not impact ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities.

Sacioeconomic 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.
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Commentor No. 2635: Spencer Marston

Response to Commentor No. 2635

Draft PEIS Comment Form

L Jupiens g Seicd Tl of FETE @S FHE

PR B IWE T MEtT AV
LA TEl STHTES LtDS Ao2 LESEPREIT AIpn) ATEHInE
L7 ET ,

2635-1

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

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

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

& faxip your comments toll-free 1o: 1-877-562-4592

# commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov .
Name (optional}: .\ ,4 2yl rg > 4_‘%W

v

Organizatien:

Home/Organization Address (circle one)

City: St Ffon L7 = suwe/ A zip Coterf FELA

Telephone {optional ):

E-mail {optional):
i3
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September,ﬂ’, 2000

For mota Infomaton contoct: Coialle E. Brow, NE50

US. Department of Enesgy = 19901 Gemnanlown < Germnontown, MD 20874

T o Toepriona: 1877 ErarA Yoo Fom. 1 877-582.4592

- malt Noclear kficshchure-PEIS@he, doe.gov

2635-1:

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

Response to Commentor No. 2636

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 Concems:

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
e 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. Asaresult 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 | PF that would
allow DOE to continue to produce most of these same isotopesin an
effort to meet existing demand. Asaddressed in Section 2.6.1 of the NI
PEIS, IPF at LANSCE was considered but dismissed from further
evaluation because, although it can be used in tandem with the
Brookhaven Linac | sotope Producer (BLIP) located at the Brookhaven
National Laboratory to supply near-term isotope requirements, it is
unlikely that these facilities could accomplish reliable, increased i sotope
production at the level needed to support projected needs.

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

medical isotopes estimated that the expected growth rate of medical
isotope use during the next 20 years will range between 7 to 14 percent
per year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for
diagnostic applications. These growth projections were adopted by DOE
asaplanning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing
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. Asaddressed in Section 2.6.1 of the NI PEIS, IPF at LANSCE
was considered but dismissed from further evaluation because, although it
can be used in tandem with the Brookhaven Linac | sotope Producer
BLIP) located at the Brookhaven National Laboratory to supply near
term isotope requirements, it is unlikely that these facilities could
accomplish reliable, increased isotope production at the level needed to
support projected needs.

For the purposes of analysesin 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. Theseisotopes, which are
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Commentor No. 2636: Tom Clement (Cont’d)
Nuclear Control Institute

Response to Commentor No. 2636

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 o 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. Theseinclude research
isotopes with currently limited availability, such as Copper-67, as well as
commercial isotopes whose current application isinhibited 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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Commentor No. 2636: Tom Clement (Cont’ d)
Nuclear Control |nstitute

Response to Commentor No. 2636

The new facility, also located at TA_53, will iradiate a wide range of
materials underground, including rubidium chloride, gallium and other
targets, using a portion of the LANSCE proton beam. The iradiated targets
will be raised to ground level via a specially designed fransport system and
placed in certified shipping containers. Los Alamos then will ship the targets
fo TA 48 for isofope 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 farget 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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Commentor No. 3462: Edward Deutsch
University of Missouri Research Reactor

Response to Commentor No. 3462

Pagelot3

Crockett,_Tamara R.

From: Edward Deutsch Jeddeutsch@earthiink.net]

Sent:  Maonday, September 18, 2000 8:59 PM

To: wew Nuclear. Infrastructure-PEIS@hg.doe.gov

Ce: Butler, Raiph; Tamara Crackett; Crocke®, Tamara R.
Subjeet: FFTF Staterment

STATEMENT

Dr. Edward Deutsch
Director
University of Missouri Research Reactor
Columbia, Missouri

September 18, 2000

1 am pleased to present the following statement regarding the programmatic environmental impact
statement for the Fast Flux Test Facility. Te provide context for my comments, I will first briefly
describe my own background. I have extensive experience in the research, development and clinieal
use of medical isotopes. Prior to joining MURR as Director in 1997, 1 spent nearly nine years in the
nuclear medicine and isotope dustry s a Vice President for Research at a major U.S.
radiopharmaceutical company. Prior 1o that, [ spent more than twenty years in academic institutions
where [ aud my students conducted research oa isotopes of medical benefit. T personaily know very
well the medical isotepe marketplace, including how isotopes are used for both diagnosing and
treating human diseases.

9119/G0
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3462-1: DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical

isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate thisinformation
andto clarify DOE'srolein 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 alarge number of isotopesthat are used in relatively small
quantities by individual researchers at universities and hospitals. Because
their application isinitially experimental, these isotopes are not generally
purchased in large-enough quantities to make their production financially
attractive to private industry. However, supplies of many research
isotopes are not readily available from existing domestic or foreign
sources, causing anumber of medical research programsto be
terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed. Under the NI PEIS proposed
action and consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act,
DOE would enhanceits existing nuclear facility infrastructure to, among
other things, more effectively support production of radioisotopes for
medical applications and research. DOE’s intent isto complement
commercial sector capabilities to ensure that areliable supply of isotopes
isavailablein the U.S. to meet future demand, and to encourage the
commercial sector to privatize the production of isotopes that have
established applications to alevel that would support commercial
ventures.
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Commentor No. 3462: Edward Deutsch (Cont’d)
University of Missouri Research Reactor

Response to Commentor No. 3462

Papge 2 of 3

What I de niot know, and do not believe anybody to know, is the future of the isotope mdustry. Prior
to the gdvent of financial reimbursement for positron emission tomagraphy (PET), for example, PET
appeared destined to remain a research 120l to be used only in the most advanced medical schools.
Now, with reirnbursement, it {5 rapidly becoming the tool of choice lor diagnosing cancer in
cemmunity hospitals around the nation. Similarly, several market studies, including one by Frost and
Sullivan, forecast a boom iu the use of radiopharmaceuticals for cencer therapy and other medical
applications, Although some strides have been made in this area, including advances at my own 3462-1
institution, these advances have not had as a great an econosmic or clinical benefit as hoped. The
market demand for radioisotopes has simply not met the expectations of some of these studies. I am
very skeptical , therefore, of markel studies that promnise a several hundred percent increase in
futare isotope sales. [ am especially skeptical when these studies are used to justify investments of
tens of millions of dollars in infrastructure aimed at isotope production and processing.

From the perspective of an crganization that sells in isotopes to both academic and commercial
customers, [ do not foresee a huge near- or mid-term surge in demand for isotope production and
processing for biomedical applications. Furthermore, there already exists substantial domestic
capacity to meet any rationally foreseen demand. A relatively small federal investment into existing
facilities, rather than a multi-million dollar capital investment, could much better serve the needs of
domestic isotope customers.

My own organization, the University of Missouri’s Research Reactor (MURR), for example, is a
major piayer in both domestic and international isotope markets. MURR makes approximately 2,000
radicisorope shipments annually and thereby reaps several millions of dollars in sales each year. We
supply the bulk of the world’s phosphorous-32 and we are developing, either alone or in
collabaration with private companies, new cancer therapeutics based on radiopharmaceuticals.
MURR has three FDA-approved radiopharmaceuticals currently in the marketplace, and several in
development, MURR's entire budget, however, is less than $10 million annually, of which it receives 3462-2
very little support from the federal sector. MURR could do much more with small infusions of
federal resources.

Despite its successes, however, either the marketplace or politics have kept private companies and
the federal government from investing in MURR's infrastructure, My bottom line is: if MURR will
not be able to make the neat large leap in radiopharmaceutical production, processing, and
distribution, then federal facilities, in the absence of significant subsidies, also will not be able to
make such a jump. This is especially true given that MURR s overhead costs ate a fraction of those
at federal facilities, and our operating schedule is an eaviable 6.5 days per week each and every week
of the year.

MURR has safaly produced and distribured radioisotopes nationally and internationally for over 30
years, From 1968 to 1583, MURR was a major supplier of technecium-99 for Matlinckrodt, Inc. and
Medi+Physics, Inc. when this radioisotope was produced by neutron irradiation of molybdenum.
MURR radioisotope production escalated in 1974 when the reactor was upgraded to I0MW. Because
of demand for more continuous research capability and redioisotopes supply, the reactor went to an
operating schedule of 155 hours/week in 1978. Since that time the reactor has operated at full power
aver $0% of 2l clock hours and greater than 100% of scheduled hours.

3462-3

In addition, MURR is an integral part of the University of Missouri's medical R&D, health care
delivery, and science and technology education prograrns, MURR is a multidisciplinary research
center that serves the School of Medicine, College of Veterinary Medicine, College of Agricuiture,
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3462-2:

3462-3:

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’sisotope production
capability isbeing used. Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex. This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with the facilities' primary missions
basic energy sciences or defense). DOE is currently meeting most of its
short-term requirements. However, in the long-term (next 5 to 10 years)
there will be ashortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
asit hasrecently, or if DOE’s market share increases, therewill bea
need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short-term (less
than 5 years). 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 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 | sotope Research and
Production Planning Final Report, April 2000,” it isunlikely that reliable,
increased production of these isotopes to support projected needs could
be accomplished without disturbing the existing missions of these facilities.
Asdescribed 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.

DOE notes the commentor’s views and the University of Missouri
Research Reactor’'s (MURR'Ss) contributions to domestic isotope
production. Asdescribed 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.
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Commentor No. 3462: Edward Deutsch (Cont’d)
University of Missouri Research Reactor

Response to Commentor No. 3462

7a 4 TEl0l Page 3of3

College of Engincering, and the College of Arts and Science.

Specific to this staterent, MURR is instrumental in: 1) developing and producing isctopes for use in
cancer research and treatment; 2) developing and producing isotopes for cardiovascular research; and
3) providing a stable supply of radio- and stable-isotapes for biomedical applications. In addition,
MURR is active in the commescialization of University technology via the creation of public-private
partnerships.

MURR is the largest, most powerful university research reactor in the nation. It has an extremely
consistent operations record that has provided unparalleled access for national and international
researchers. Preparations are underway for renewal of the facility’s Nuclear Regulatory Commission

operating license. In addition, MURR is in the planning stages for a $20 million building expansion 3462-3
aimed at providing state-of-the-ant biomedical research Jaboratories. If managed to meet its full ,
potential, MURR could amply provide unique resources and services aimed at radiopharmaceutical (Cont d)

research, production and processing,

MURR is exploring collaborative partnerships with several DOE national laboratories in areas of
mutual benefit. Coordinating MURR’s research resctor capabilities, for example, with Los Alamos
National Laboratory's accelerator-produced isotopes program seems to offer obvious benefits. Prior
to making substantial, multi-year programmatic commitments, I urge that the Department of Energy
censider fuily 21t existing domestic isotope production and processing resources, such as MURR, and
potential relationships that would obviate the need for substantial investment of federal resources in
facilities such as FFTF.

Thank you.
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