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Commentor No. 1491: PatriciaL. Clark

Response to Commentor No. 1491

Septemnber 13, 2000

Ms. Colette Brown
DOE
Cffice of Space and Defense Power Systems

Dear Ms. Brown,

Your Department's recent proposal 1o expand the civitian nuclear infrastructure, outlined in the Draft
Programmatic Environmental impact Stalement for accomplishing expanded civilian nucfear energy
research and development and isolope production mission in the United States, including the rofe of the
Fast Flux Test Facility, raises significant nuclear weapons protiferation and environmental issues.

As a member of the Snake River Alllance | have become aware of the serious puclear contarmination and
waste problems at INEEL. INEEL is one of the most contaminated areas in America, The Department's
recent estimate on cleaning up our site is $22 billion and 15 expected to take 50 years-longer than any
other DOE facility. In addition, we have over 3560 individua! superfund sites within the 880 ¢q. mile area
that comprises INEEL. With this known, the iast thing we need is a plan to generate mare nuclear waste
at a site that needs rmore waste like the DOE needs security scandals. Out of concern for idaho's
environment, | strangly urge you not fo pursue the plutonium-238 production mission cuflined in your
PEIS.

Ctie of the most daunting problems confronting eleanup at major DOE facilities such as Hanford and
INEEL, is the salidification of liquid high-level auclear waste, Your current plan for plutonium-238
producticn entalls the generation of approximately 288,000 additicnal gallons of this waste over the
project's 35 year span. While this is a small portion of Hanford's high level waste, it is approximately one
fifth of what we have remaining here in Idaho, which makes it a very significant amount, Previous leakage
of this waste at INEEL and Hanford threatens our water supplies What we cedainly don't need is any
mere of this mast highly problematic of waste forms.

Given the certain nisks inherent in production of plutonium, the justified need for this material

to be tremendous, and the PEIS does a poor job of providing aJrnple justification. Besyo:éetrl;ae :Jsﬂkl;'d have
nnvqlved in proquction. and the aforementioned resulting waste problem, there is also the issue of an
accident eccurring upon litt-off or reentry of a space probe carry'mg this material. The cassini probe
launched in 1987, carried 72 pounds of Pu-238. The potentiat for an explosion during lift-off or upor.» an
madvgrten:re-:entry during the fly-by phase, gave many in the scientific community pause, including
scientists within NASA, According to NASA's own conservative estimate, a burn up uponlreentry of the
cassini probe could have caused 2,300 cancer fatalities, independent analyses ranged much hvgber)This
potentizi for a catgslrophic release of this extremely toxic material will remain so long as the US A
government femaing committed to the use of plutonium-238, i DOE is to have a role in developing power
systams for NASA's instrumentation, it should focus on promising solar technology, an aWtemat{vegthpat
has been promoted in the European scientific community. .

;I'here are also groliferation concerns as it pertains to this plan, A return to proctuction of this isotope
towever poorly justified, means a raturn to the use of aqueous reprocessing at DOE faclities where this
echnoiogy has been used to extract bomb material for the weapans program. From President Carter to
presidents Bush and Clinton, US palicy has been to halt reprecessing in this country in order to set a

global precedent to curtail the spread of nuclear wea. (=10 i
Borstering oo st weapons material--a noble effort in serious need of

Indeeg#gn ot::erwise lukewarm Nuclear I.'nfra:_structure Nonproliferation impact Assessment conducted by
_ycn::r ice of Armg Control ang Nonpr_ohferaznon questions whether our commitment to nonproiferation
isn't weakened by the use of the Fluarine! Dissolution Process Facility within Building 666 at INEEL.

1491-1

1491-2

1491-3

1491-4

1491-5

1491-1: Thecommentor's position regarding plutonium-238 production at
INEEL is noted. Production of plutonium-238 at one or more of the
candidate sites would be conducted in support of NASA's deep space
missions (Volume 1, Section 1.2.2 of the NI PEIS). Asdiscussedin
Sections4.3.2.1.13 and 4.4.2.1.13 of the EI'S, selection of the Fluorinel
Dissolution Processing Facility and/or the Advanced Test Reactor to
support production of plutonium-238 would have no significant impact
on the waste management system at INEEL. Use of any of the
facilities proposed in this PEIS for the stated missions would not
impact cleanup missions at DOE sites.

1491-2: Theuseof proposed alternativefacilities associated with processing
of neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or
availablefunding for high-level radioactive waste programs at either
Hanford or INEEL. At INEEL, the tanks would not be used although
certain facilities at the |daho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center
INTEC) would be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing
theirradiated targets. These are reliable systems that would process a
maximum of 1,050 cubic meters of low-level radioactive waste over the
35-year nuclear infrastructure operational period. The higher activity
waste would be treated as a solid form via a stand-aone vitrification
system, separate from any tank waste treatment system. At Hanford,
the existing high-level radioactive waste facilitieswould not be used,
and asanalyzed in the PEIS, no existing or planned high-level
radioactive waste facilities would be used to treat the wastes resulting
from processing the irradiated targets.

1491-3: Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support thesemissions. Thereare approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds)
of plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto support
future NASA space missions; no viable dternativeto using plutonium-238to
support these missions currently exists. Based on NASA
guidanceto DOE on the potential use of radi oisotope power systems
for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing
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Commentor No. 1491: Patricia L. Clark (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 1491

INEEL's Teprocessing facility is next door to a wet storage unit for Navy spent fuel, which contains a
greater than average amount of highly eniched uranium. It was reprocessed from 1853 to 1988 al INEEL
for the weapons program. Use of this facility to carry out plutonivm-238 extraction, especially considering
tne dubious need for this isotope, at the very ieast raises the concern that DOE is not fully committed to
ending reprocessing. The international community cannot be expected to trust DOE's civilian-mission
clalm when an agency devoutiy commitled to development of weapons uses a nuclear weapons
technology at & weapons facllity.

Considering all these factors that could adversely affect eur environment and commitment 1o
nonproliferation, 1 strongly urge you to select alternative 5 in the current PEIS, This aternative would
allew the Advanced Test Reactor at INEEL to continue producing medical and industrial isotopes for the
commercial sector and wouid not lead to the production of anymore highly radicactive liquid waste at
Hanford or INEEL. The main mission at these twa facilities has been and should continue to be cleanup
of the mess left over from previous nuclear weapons work, Additional waste production would interfere
with this already difficull and expensive work, Alternative 5 also calls for the decommissioning of the FFTF
reactor al Manford. FFTF is an aging breeder reactor whose use would be inconsistant with United States
policy to discourage use of this technology due to the capability this class of reactors has to produce
mare phateniurn than is consumed. Thank you for the opportunity to commant on this pian.

Sincerely,

Fr28 Cyeseent Foim *I05
Poiee, St 83704

1491-5
(Cont’d)

1491-6

plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.
Without an assured domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ability
to support future NASA space exploration missions may be lost.

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

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

1491-4: 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. Through a Memorandum
of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power
systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions
that require or would be enhanced by their use. These radioisotope
power systems have been used for almost 40 years, and have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions. NASA establishes the need and
requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch. The Cassini fly-by occurred exactly as
planned, with no release of nuclear material.

1491-5: The commentor is correct in stating that the aqueous processing
technol ogy that would be used to separate plutonium consi sting of over
80 percent plutonium-238 and neptunium fromtheirradiated target is
similar to the technol ogy that was used to extract plutonium-239.
However, unlike plutonium-239, plutonium-238 isnot used in nuclear
weapons, but rather it would be used as a power source for NASA space
missions. Thetechnology that isdiscussedin EIS Sections S.3, 2.2.3 and
A.1.4would be used to chemically separate plutonium-238 and
neptunium from irradiated targets and not from irradiated or spent nuclear
fuel whereas reprocessing separates weapons grade plutonium-239 from
irradiated nuclear fuel. Asdiscussed inthe separate nonproliferation
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Commentor No. 1491: Patricia L. Clark (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1491

impact assessment report, use of this technology to produce
plutonium-238 fromirradiated targetswill not create anonproliferation
threat. DOE iscommitted to full compliancewith and support of the U.S.
policy prohibiting reprocessing. Thejuxtaposition of INEEL Building 666
to wet storage of highly enriched uranium Navy spent nuclear fuel and its
previous mission of reprocessing spent nuclear fuel were considered inthe
separate nonproliferation impact assessment.

1491-6: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. It should be noted that medical i sotopeswould
continueto be produced at ATR regardless of which alternativeis
selected in the Record of Decision. The FFTF would produce spent
nuclear fuel and low-leve radioactive waste, and as di scussed throughout
Section 4.3 of Volume 1, none of the proposed alternativeswould add
waste to the high-level wastetanks at Hanford or INEEL. Also, it should
be pointed out that while FFTF supported the breeder reactor program, it
isnot itself abreeder reactor, but rather afast flux research reactor.

Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., seeSection4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructureis analyzed inthis PEIS
for the management of wasteresulting from FFTF restart and operation.
Thisanalysisisconsistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall betreated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the wasteis generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determinesthat use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sitesisnot
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 4.4.3.1.13aso
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
thetarget fabrication and processing in FM EF and how thiswaste would
be managed at the site.

With respect to cleanup of wastes at Hanford or INEEL, the proposed
action and the existing cleanup missions areindependent programsand
actionsrelated to onewill notimpact the other. Whilethe cleanup
activitiesat both Hanford and INEEL are high priority to DOE, it should
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Commentor No. 1491: Patricia L. Clark (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 1491

be noted that the cleanup of legacy wastes is beyond the scope of the
NI PEIS.

Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructureis analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation. Thisanalysisisconsistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1,
that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of
low-level waste, disposed of at the site 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 FMEF and how
this waste would be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 1492: Evelyn Campbell

Response to Commentor No. 1492

FROM @ COAST MORTSAGE Fax NO,

L SH o

L SE3736ETEE Sep. 14 2806 29:55AM
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1492-1

1492-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1493: Beth J. Christiansen

Response to Commentor No. 1493

FROM : LEE E CHRISTIAMSEN FHONE MO. : SB3+297 4358 Sep. i4 2002 @7:25FY PL

Juno e-mail for bethg-raom@juno.com pristed on Thursday, Scptember 14, 2000, 7:59 PM

From: "beth § christiansen" <bethg-mom@juno.com>
To! nuclear.nfrasi rucure-PEIS@hg.doe.gov

Data: Thu, 14 Sep 2000 18:42:48 -0700

Subjact: restart If FFTF

‘To the Department of Energy,

T'm writing on behalf of iny many friends and family members who live in the state of Orcgon very
near the Columbia River. Promises and mission statements by your deparument have been made to close
down the FFTF facility at Ianford in the best interest of cur enviranment and the health and welfare of
the citizens of Oregon. Now there is the possibility of resterting it in December for no good reason
known to the public. Facts known to a few whe have had 1o "dig out” the information after much
investigation show that the restart is not necessary for reasons the Dept. claims, Since an atmnsphere of
mistrust prevails due to unkept promises and unpublicized infornatien Twould iike to voice an opinion
of those people mentioned in my first sentence,

Hanford's high level nuclear waste tanks are already leaking radioaclive waste into groundwarer which
i& imoving closer to the Columbia River and threatening the life of the river and people downstream.
Restart of FFTF will add more waste to the nuclear waste tanks endangering our future a5 human
beings.

What are you thinking?? Please clon't tell me it is an cconomic necessity or an energy conservation plan
or a medical research plan or a space exploraticn plan or any other plan that is proven te not be
necessary.

Pleasc don't do this to us.

Yours truly,
Beth 1. Christiansen,citizen of ORt concerned about our future
citizens. }

1of]

1493-1

1493-2
1493-3

1493-1
1493-4

1493-1:

1493-2:

DOE notesthe commentor's viewsregarding the potential use of FFTF

for enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent
with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain
and enhance itsinfrastructure for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs: 1) to support the need for increased domestic production
of isotopesfor medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified
by apanel of expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear
Energy Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, afuel sourcethat isrequired for deep space 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 wasrevised

to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the migration of
contaminants to 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). Thisagreement specifiesmilestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al parts of theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

More specific to the DOE missions presented in the NI PEIS, no high
level waste will be added to the Hanford high-level nuclear waste tanks
as aresult of operating FFTF. Additionaly, FFTF is located
approximately 4.5 milesfrom the ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto the river 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.

No food or water restrictions are in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as aresult of Hanford activities.
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Commentor No. 1493: Beth J. Christiansen (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 1493

1493-3: Asidentifiedin Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to 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. This waste would not be stored
in the high-level radioactive waste tanks. It is DOE's policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

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

1493-4: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1494: Susan Hamilton

Response to Commentor No. 1494

From: Susan Hamilton[SMTP:SHAMILTON@BMI.NET]
Sent:  Wednesday, September 13, 2000 1:46:29 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: Victor Saavedra

Subject: Opporsition Hanford FFTF restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

|| 1494-1

1494-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1495: Charlene G. Cooper

Response to Commentor No. 1495

Cooper, Charlene G

To: Nuclear infrastructure-pels@hg doe.gov
ce colette brown
Subject; FFTF

hl my name & charlene | am a heafth physics tech at CH2M H3l | have been working on ske since 1991. | think k wouka be a
great spportunity for the people in this community and surounding areas to have FFTF restarted and to make the isolopes
neaded for medical research needed for the peopls in this country.] don't fesl that this would take away from the cisaning up
of hanford as it would open up jobs far new people with the skills to operate FFTF's program. | would love o e a part of
that mission someday. there woutg also be the opportunity for new skilled personnsl to come to hanford to work from other
sites and the cleanup project will still continue with the same amount of pecple as now.1 mean what about the glassification
project thals not going ta take away frem the cleanup so how will resiarting FFTF make DOE stray away from the cleanup
of hanford. there are all kinds of new projects forming out here on site and DOE is still focused on cleanup. Please think
about this before tuming down the FFTF restart.

Gl ohls. Brown

bs. DoE.
BEELE oF Spac? o DEFuse,
Do N Shms

ME -sT \Fag |
C)Jlfmuu%@n fo.

Bov s wlenin . My et Y~ 1299

1495-1

1495-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
DOE will ensure that Hanford's efforts remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission. The restart of FFTF would not have an
impact on the cleanup mission at Hanford.
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Commentor No. 1496: Alison and Bob Hodges

Response to Commentor No. 1496
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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 direetly to DOE oficials

* returning this comment forrn to the registration desk at the mesting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-5§77-362-4593

® faxing your commenis toli-free to: 1-877-562-4592

® COMImEnting via eKaﬂ Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Nams (cptional): Yy soas ¥ &ulj “L‘K‘_Aﬂf

Or

@fOrgmiza:ianAddmss(cimleunc): Hyq "alace P

Ciy it S ol

Telaphone foptionaly_S A G- /A% H340
E-mail (optional): b ad oz @y G nsa-wéi-
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

Silfﬂ:M Zip Code: QR 13

r!\n e Conjact: Cokotte E. Brown. KE-60 ‘f-
us. Dapumnanmrt‘mmr 1, Genmonkown Rood « Germonicwn MD 20372 [
B'SDMHB 1477 552~l5°3 Tellfro¢ Fax: 1-877-562-4592 [}
12100 E-mai. Nucleat infnastuctum-FES@ha.doa. gav

1496-1

1496-2

1496-3

1496-1

1496-1:

1496-2:

1496-3:

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

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart 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). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify that,

the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE 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. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13als0
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

DOE is committed to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with NEPA,
and holding public hearingsis an essential and required part of the NEPA
process. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered
comments received from the public.
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Commentor No. 1497: Andrew C. Klen
Oregon State University

Response to Commentor No. 1497
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Commentor No. 1497: Andrew C. Klein (Cont’d)
Oregon State University

Response to Commentor No. 1497

0915400 t8:36 W4l TIT €480 RADIATION CENTER @ooz-002

Seplember 13, 2000

Dear Secretary of Encrgy Richardson:

After a detailed personal and professional review of the Nutlear Tnfrastrucmure PEIS 1find that it comprehensively
discusses and justifies the needs 10 maintain and expand the narion's rdioisotope production capabilities znd the
civilian nueclear energy infrastrocture. This review incladed my participation in sessions aimed al scarching for
common ground betwaen proponents and opponcnts of re-starting the Fast Flux Test Facility. Itis my conclusion
that the three areas covered in the PETS: medjcal and industrial radioigolope production, Pu-23% production for space
Tussions, and civilian nuclear energy research and development arc all valuable roles that the U.S. EBOVETTLMENT (usT
maintain and expand if the world's future gencrations arc to continue to move loward a higher quality of life,

LTully support Alternative 1 stated in the PEIS - Restart FFTF as the best and only option that can completely
accomplish these ohjectives. There is absolutely no doubt in my mind that FFTF can safely provide the neutron
irradiation services and nuclear energy research and development oppertunities that are required to allow canoer
patients to survive, humenkind (9 reach to the stars, and scientists and engineers to further develop greenhouse gas
emission fiee nuclear generated clectricity well inla the 2151 century. None of the other altermatives or oplions
tucluded in the PEIS can accomplish these missions,

Medical revolurions must be fostered, supporicd and encouraged to enable new diagnostic and therapeutic
technigues to improve the guality of life of the Warld's citizens. Radioisotopes from FFTF and nuclear research and
investigations using these jsotopes can and will provide enhanced quality and length of 1ife for miilicns of people.

Humankind has ac innate desire for exploration and discovery and nuclear power (including the use of Pu-238) is
the best and often anly way 10 accomplish robotic and Iuman missiens into space where sunlight is inadequate to
provide the necessary power 10 sustain exploration activities. Pu-23% and it's engincered applications have = long
histary of providing safe and reliabie power to space missions and the U.S, must maintain adequaie domestic
supplies if it is to continue 1o be the world-wide leader in space exploration and discovery.

The expansion of nuclear energy research and development is absolutely necessary if the world is to avoid the dua)
negative consequences of excessive dependence en fossil fuels for electricity production and global warming. The
world must have a balanced enexgy supply and nuclear power has a well-deserved reputation for safely producing,
imp ities of house gas emissions fee electricity.

Thus, Thighly encourage you 1o select Alternative 1 of the Nuclear Infrasiructure PEIS far implementation. It is the
tight decision for (oday and Lhe future health and well being of the country's citirens.

If you have any ions about my or und ding of these issucs, T would be very glad to discuss
them with you or your Staff further,

IR
Aadrew € Xein

Professar and Head, Department of Nuclear Engineering
Director, Oregon Space Grant Program

Sincerely,

130 Radiation Center
Oregon Stalc University
Carvallis, OR. 97331-5902

Phone: 541-737-2343
Fax; 541-737-0480
email: kleina@ne orstedu

1497-1

1497-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1498: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1498

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/15/00

Anonymous

| strongly oppose the restart of the nuclear reactor at

Hanford. We need to clean up Hanford not have more
activity there. We live down_river. Thank you.

|| 149081
I‘ 1498-2

1498-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1498-2: DOE notesthe commentor's concern regarding the existing cleanup

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

and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones
and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is
fully committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.
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Commentor No. 1499: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1499

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/15/00

Anonymous

Hi, | was just calling to say that | oppose the restart of the

FFTF nuclear reactor at Hanford. | hope that does not
happen. Bye.

1499-1

1499-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1500: Sue Henry

Response to Commentor No. 1500

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/15/00

Sue Henry

My name is Sue Henry and | would like to go on record as

saying that | oppose the restart of the nuclear reactor at
Hanford. | am a tax_paying, voting citizen. Thank you.

1500-1

1500-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1501: Carl Long

Response to Commentor No. 1501

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00

Carl Long
Washington

Yes hello, my name is Carl Long. I'm a citizen of
Washington state and | am concerned about the

llobbyists trying to convince the Department of

Energy to approve the restart of the FFTF,

that Fast Flux Testing Facility nuclear reactor at Hanford
and | am, like many, totally opposed to the restart of this.
I'd like to see the area totally cleaned up and let's move
on. If you want any other comments or discussion please
feel free to call me at (360) 256_6643. Thank you for your
time. Have a nice weekend.

1501-1

1501-2
1501-3

1501-1:

1501-2:
1501-3:

Selection of facilitiesand sitelocationsfor accomplishing expanded
civilian nuclear energy research and development and isotope production
missionsis not being driven by special interests working on behalf of any
corporate, institutional, or other non-governmental entity with astakein
the decisionsto be made. Thefacilities and locations evaluated in this

NI PEIS represent arange of reasonable alternatives for accomplishing the
DOE missions and serve to enable DOE to meet its responsibilities under
the Atomic Energy Act.

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

DOE notes the commentor’s 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 al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missionsdelineated in
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.
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Commentor No. 1502: Agnes Schmoe

Response to Commentor No. 1502

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00

Agnes Schmoe
24410 SE 103rd Street
Issaquah, WA 98027

| received a draft of the summary of the draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact but | got a card that says there's also a
report on the cost report and the Nuclear Infrastructure
Impact Assessment. | would like those two. And if they are
summaries, that would be acceptable.

| really feel very badly about our government going ahead
with startup of the Fast Flux at this point. There have been
mistakes and we certainly should learn from the one that was
in Russia. And anyway | would like the Fast Flux information
that you have. | hope we don't leave a planet that is not
habitable for my great_grandchildren.

Thank you.

1502-1

1502-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Alljoe4 1531 Xn|4 14 8U) J0 8]0y aY1 Buipnou| ‘saeis paliun ayl Ul suoissiiy uoonpold adoios|
pue Juawdo pre pue Yoseasay Abjeu3 JeaonN uel|IAID papuedx3 Buiysidwoody Joy uewslels 1oedu| [ejuswiuo.inug oirewwe  fold feuld



€qT1-¢

Commentor No. 1503: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 1503

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00
Anonymous

Hi. I'm a voter calling to add my voice against the Fast Flux
Test Facility at Hanford. | feel very strongly about this and |

would like to have my voice added against this. Thank you.

1503-1

1503-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1504: Angel Tyse Colton

Response to Commentor No. 1504

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/15/00

Angel Tyse Colton
4822 Rimrock
Colton, WA 99113

Hello. A message please for Colette Brown that
| support Alternative 5 which is a no to the restart
of the FFTF nuclear reactor at Hanford nuclear
reservation in Washington state.

Thank you very much.

1504-1

1504-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1505: Dana Gerome Ameo

Response to Commentor No. 1505

NI PEIS_Toll Free Telephone
9/15/00

Dana Gerome Ameo
Chaktow, OR

Hi my name is Dana Gerome Ameo and | live in Chaktow,
Oregon. I'm calling to leave the message to say that |

oppose the restart of the FFTF nuclear reactor at Hanford.

Thank you.

I‘ 1505-1

1505-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1506: Evan McFadden

Response to Commentor No. 1506

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/14/00

Evan McFadden
Portland, Oregon

Yes, my name is Evan McFadden, I'm from Portland,
Oregon. I'm calling to say | would prefer than you not restart
the FFT nuclear reactor. FFTF | think. Thank you.

| ‘ 1506-1

1506-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1507: Mary Hanson

Response to Commentor No. 1507

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/14/00

Mary Hanson
(206) 528_0289

Hi. I'm asking you on the PEIS to go for Option 5 at Hanford. That
would be, close FFTF permanently with no new missions. There
are...| went to the hearing here in Seattle on the 30th and | put my
name in but my number just never came up so | was not allowed
to speak.

What | would have said if | had been allowed to speak would
have been, that it is, that the search for missions seems suspect
at this time, unfortunately the culture, the history at Hanford and at
FFTF does not inspire confidence.

In my view the focus has to be totally on cleanup and the whole
question of bringing isotopes and fuel and all these other issues in
clouds the picture and adds to the waste stream and is in, | mean,
it's just over for Hanford, | mean it's done, they've had second
chances, third chances, fifth chances, nineteenth chances,
agreements, it's that there just isn't, that is not a solid enough
outfit to trust with something as potentially dangerous as some
kind of nuclear mission, other than cleanup. You know, it's going
to be rough enough and tough enough for them to get

cleanup right. | feel for the people, but on the other hand we're in
a very strong, we're not in an economy where people are having a
hard time finding work, which has been the case during
sometimes this whole scenario as it has played out.

So, there again my opinion is no new missions. Close FFTF
permanently. Thank you for your time. Bye.

I‘ 1507-1
I‘ 1507-2

1507-3
I‘ 1507-1

1507-1:

1507-2:

1507-3:

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

All members of the public that requested an opportunity to speak at the
hearing were given numbers. The numberswere placed in acontainer and
picked at random to establish the speaking order. When the container was
empty, the meeting facilitator said “ Are there any additional ticket holders
out there who've not been called? |sthere anyone who does not have a
ticket who wanted to speak? If not, this concludes the meeting.” (Seethe
last page of the Seattle Hearing transcripts). In addition, several times
during the meeting the facilitator announced that members of the public
could provide comments to a DOE official in aroom adjacent to the
hearing room. It was also announced that the comments would be
recorded by a court recorder and have the same status as comments made
in the hearing. The commentor apparently |eft the hearing before her
number was called and did not take advantage of the opportunity to give
formal commentsto a DOE official and court recorder in the adjacent
room.

DOE notes the commentor’s views regarding the potential use of FFTF
for enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent
with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain
and enhance itsinfrastructure for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs:

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

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

3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of Volume
1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste management activities are the
primary missions at Hanford. With respect to waste management and
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Commentor No. 1507: Mary Hanson (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1507

cleanup issues, the Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. FFTF restart would not impact
the cleanup missions at Hanford.
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Commentor No. 1508: Jonathan Mark

Response to Commentor No. 1508

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/14/00

Jonathan Mark
PO 1999, Wendell Depot, MA 01380

Hi, this is Jonathan Mark, I've sent in an e_mail comment about the
expected expansion of plutonium development especially
plutonium 238. | just wanted to see if the request for proposal
deadline has been extended to September 18th, that's good. You
can send me, just the summary to Jonathan Mark, at PO 1999,
Wendell Depot, MA 01380 .

The only other comment | wanted to add is that there is about 160
species disappearing each day and the lifetime of plutonium
radiation and its harmful effects lasts much longer than we have
awareness of what the problems that really may arise. There's a lot
of ideas that Lyme disease and other such genetic changes of deer
ticks causing great problems has been due to radioactivity.
Millstone and other plants in Connecticut that altered this incident
that's harming many, many people's lives. The lives of workers, the
lives of the instability of the political process, it would be better off
committing to disarmament, and not expanding plutonium
development. We don't need to understand outer space so much
that we have to threaten our very home. If we can develop space
programs that don't threaten our home, than it's a good use of
technology and ideas and I'm all support of it. But when it
threatens life, and radiation does threaten life, it only takes one
decaying atom shown in a 1997 report, showing that the alpha
waves of radioactivity when it's internalized inside a body can
cause a cancer reaction. It's just a bad idea, so | urge all those
involved at DOE and the Defense Department to reconsider the
expansion of Plutonium development and transform the direction
towards total disarmament of dangerous amounts of radioactivity
that can harm people. Thank you for listening to this, but | would
thank you much more if you would take any action in this regard.

1508-1

1508-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concern for NASA's use of nuclear materials
for space missions, interest in the development of aternative energy
sources for space missions, and concern for the use of nuclear power in
space-hased weapons, athough issues such as NASA research priorities
are beyond the scope of this PEIS. Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems,
and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or
would be enhanced by their use. These radioisotope power systems have
been used for almost 40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their
performance, safety, and reliability in various NASA space missions.
NASA establishes the need and requirements for space missions and
undergoes athorough NEPA evaluation for each launch. It should be
noted that none of the missions stated in the NI PEIS are defense- or
weapons-related.
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Commentor No. 1509: Sylvia Haven

Response to Commentor No. 1509

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/14/00

Sylvia Haven
Seattle, WA

Yes, | am ehemently opposed to the restarting of
the Hanford FFTF nuclear reactor, mainly because
it will make more problems for our environment

and it doesn't seem, by some experts I've heard
speak, that it's absolutely necessary and it

might even, in fact, be a problem with the negotiated
treaties that we've made with other people not to
Produce more plutonium and bomb material.

Thank you very much for listening. Good_bye.

1509-1

1509-2

1509-3

1509-1:

1509-2:

1509-3:

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
As shown in Chapter 4 of the PEIS, impacts to the environment are small
for al the alternatives.

DOE notes the commentor’s views regarding the potential use of FFTF
for expanding DOE’s existing nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent
with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeksto 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, 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, a fuel source that is required for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as aviable component of the
United States' energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to
clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

The use of FFTF to produce plutonium-238 does not mean that the
process would produce plutonium-239, which is a weapon useable
material. Unlike plutonium-239, plutonium-238 is not used in nuclear
weapons, but rather it would be used as a power and heat source for
NASA space missions. The technology that is discussed in the PEIS
Sections S.3, 2.2.3 and A.1.4 would be used to chemically separate
plutonium-238 and neptunium from irradiated targets and not from
irradiated or spent nuclear fuel, whereas reprocessing separates weapons
grade plutonium-239 from irradiated nuclear fuel. Asdiscussed inthe
separate nonproliferation impact assessment report, use of this
technology to produce plutonium-238 from irradiated targets will not
create a nonproliferation threat.
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Commentor No. 1510: Marc-Daniel Domond

Response to Commentor No. 1510

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/14/00

Marc_Daniel Domond

Hello. I'm calling because | don't agree with the restart of I‘ 1510-1
the nuclear reactor that's going to make the FFTF reactor take

place because | feel that it's really dangerous to our

well_being. Living in the Portland area, | mean, | already 1510-2

know that it's leaking radioactive waste and that type of thing
so | am really definitely opposed to it. I'm a college

student at the University of Oregon, so you can give

Me a call at (503) 358 0722. Thanks a lot.

1510-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1510-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missions delineated in
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF are
addressed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS. Theimpactsare
shown to be small. These impacts specifically include the risks to human
health during normal operations and associated with postulated accidents.
Over the 35-year operational period no fatalities would be expected
among workers or in the general public in the vicinity of Hanford or at
distant locations. For perspective, the radiation dose the average
American receivesfrom naturally occurring radiation sourcesis about 300
mrem each year. Based on the same 35-year time period used above the
health risk from the natural non-Hanford related) radiation exposure
would be 2,600 latent cancer fatalities to the same popul ation.

All environmental parameters(e.g., air, soil, surface water, groundwater,
vegetation, animals, etc.) in and around the Hanford Site are monitored on
aset frequency. Theinformation isavailable to the public in annual
monitoring reports. No food or water restrictions are currently in place
outside the Hanford Reservation as aresult of Hanford activities.
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Commentor No. 1511: Wrsew@aol.com/Theresa

Response to Commentor No. 1511

From: Wrsew@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:WRSEW@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 9:47:46 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF restart YES!
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Sec. of Energy:

Restart FFTF now. Make FFTF the preferred alternative.
Restart FFTF for medical isotope production.

Thanks,
Theresa

I‘ 1511-1

1511-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1512: Wrsew@aol .com/Kitt

Response to Commentor No. 1512

From: Wrsew@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:WRSEW@AOL.COM]

Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 10:01:12 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: YES for FFTF restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Hi,

Please restart FFTF for medical isotopes. It is needed.

Thank you,
Kitt

I ‘ 1512-1

1512-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1513: Paul Ballard

Response to Commentor No. 1513

From: Paul Ballard[SMTP:PBALLARD@OZ.NET]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 10:00:44 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: Amber Waldref

Subject: FFTF restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Colette E. Brown

US Department of Energy, NE_50
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874 1290

Don't restart the FFTF Nuclear Reactor at Hanford . The Hanford
region needs the long overdue promise of clean_up, NOT another
dangerous addition to the carnage. There must be another way.

Medical isotopes is a red herring. Future demands for medical
isotopes can be met using other facilities.

Future needs for plutonium to power NASA space missions can be
met using existing supplies, supplemented by foreign sources if
necessary.

Weigh all of the costs in making this decision _ costs which extend
out to the life of the waste produced and are going to be inherited
by generations unborn beyond the length of recorded history.

| encourage choosing ALTERNATIVE #5: SHUT DOWN FFTF!!

This issue is growing into one of the most important issues to me. It
is the main reason | am losing support for both of our Senators. It
is one of the few issues which can get me out in the street and
cause me to donate money. Over 20 years ago | devoted 3 years to
stopping WPPSS. We succeeded. Don't get me started again.

Paul Ballard

416 NW 92nd
Seattle, WA 98117
206 782 0924

Il 15131
1513-2

1513-3

1513-4

1513-5

|| 15136

1513-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1513-2: 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 al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missionsdelineated in
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “... ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.” The purpose of
this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other 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.

1513-3: The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies alimited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS. As such, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not

meet DOE’s mission requirements.

Although other manufacturers produce medical isotopes, DOE remains
the key provider for alarge number of radioisotopesthat are used in
relatively small quantities by individual researchers at universities and
hospitals. Because their applicationisinitially 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
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Commentor No. 1513: Paul Ballard (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1513

1513-4:

1513-5:

programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed. Under the

NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhance its existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research. DOE’s
intent is to complement commercial sector capabilitiesto ensure that a
reliable supply of isotopesis availablein the U.S. to meet future demand,
and toencourage the commercial sector to privatize the production of
isotopes that have established applications to a level that would support
commercial ventures 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.

There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238in
the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA space missions.
Although research to identify other potential fuel sources to support
these space exploration missions has been conducted, no viable alternative
to using plutonium-238 has been established. Based on NASA guidance
to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming
space missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005.

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

The purpose of this NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of a
range of reasonable alternativesto fulfill the requirements of the DOE
missions, which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes,
the production of plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and nuclear
research and development. DOE has made every effort to obtain and
evaluate al of theinformation it needs to make a decision on expanding
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Commentor No. 1513: Paul Ballard (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1513

civilian nuclear energy research and development and isotope production
missions in the United States.

DOE's Record of Decision will be based on anumber of factorsincluding
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts,
schedul es, technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic
objectives.

1513-6: Seeresponse to comment 1513-1.

Alljoe4 1531 Xn|4 14 8U) J0 8]0y aY1 Buipnou| ‘saeis paliun ayl Ul suoissiiy uoonpold adoios|
pue Juawdo pre pue Yoseasay Abjeu3 JeaonN uel|IAID papuedx3 Buiysidwoody Joy uewslels 1oedu| [ejuswiuo.inug oirewwe  fold feuld



L9TT-¢

Commentor No. 1514: Joe Darden

Response to Commentor No. 1514

From: Joe Darden[SMTP:JOEJAN2@HOME.COM]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 10:17:37 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

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

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| oppose the restart of the FFTF Nuclear Reactor at Hanford

|| 1514-1

1514-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1515: Andrea Perrine

Response to Commentor No. 1515

From: Andrea Perrine
[SMTP:PERRINEA@HOTMAIL.COM]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 10:43:05 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Restart FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

We need to restart FFTF and make our own medical

isotopes, instead of relying on our neighbors for them. ” 15151

1515-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1516: Paul Kyllo

Response to Commentor No. 1516

From: PKyllo@nea.org%internet
[SMTP:PKYLLO@NEA.ORG]

Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 11:02:20 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: ...no subject...

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| opposse the restart of FFTF Nuclear reactor at Hanford.
The isotopes are not needed for the stated purposes, and
the entire situation is a crisis waiting

to happen.

Paul Kyllo
4054 IBEX St. NE
Salem, OR 97305

|| 1516-1

I ‘ 1516-2

1516-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1516-2: 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 advise regarding the future
form of its isotope research and production activities. DOE has adopted
these growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential
capability of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet
programmatic requirements. Inthe period sincetheinitial estimates were
made, the actual growth of medical isotope use hastracked 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
results of the analysis presented in the PEIS show that risks associated
with operating FFTF are small.
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Commentor No. 1517: Cyndy Maples

Response to Commentor No. 1517

From: Cyndy Maples
[SMTP:CYNDY_MAPLES@PARKROSE.K12.0R.US]

Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 11:22:10 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: | oppose the

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| oppose the restart of the FFTF Nuclear Reactor of
Hanford.

I ‘ 1517-1

1517-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1518: L.L. Meyer

Response to Commentor No. 1518

From: LMeyer1016@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:LMEYER1016 @AOL.COM]

Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 11:39:47 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Re: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

It would seem that since FFTF has the capability to make
medical isotopes, it should be made the preferred
alternative to make them. It makes economic sense as well
as being humane to use a facility to produce those isotopes
that are so critical to human care.

L.L. Meyer

1518-1

1518-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1519: Barbara Bradshaw

Response to Commentor No. 1519

From: Barbara bradshaw
[SMTP:BARBARA_BRADSHAW@PARKROSE.K12.0R.US]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 12:10:40 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: Carol_halvorson@parkrose.k12.or.us%internet
Subject: COLUMBIA RIVER

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| OPPOSE THE RESTART OF TH FFTF NUCLEAR
REACTOR AT HANFORD

THANK YOU,
BARBARA BRADSHAW
PARKROSE MIDDLE SCHOOL

1519-1

1519-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1520: Joe Chdlini

Response to Commentor No. 1520

From: Joseph M. Chelini
SMTP:JCHELINI@IN_TCH.COM]

Sent:  Tuesday, September 19, 2000 12:23:02 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Please restart the FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

It appears that demand is larger than the present sources of
isotopes used for cancer et al research and cure. The plant
at Richmond can help alleviate this problem. Please give it

a hard look.

Joe Chelini

1520-1

1520-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. It

should be pointed out that FFTF is located at Hanford, not Richmond.
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Commentor No. 1521: Hoi Tran

Response to Commentor No. 1521

From: Hoi Tran
[SMTP:HOI_TRAN@PARKROSE.K12.0R.US]

Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 12:12:10 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Nuclear Reactor at Hanford!!!!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

I ‘ 1521-1

1521-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1522: Carmen Smith

Response to Commentor No. 1522

From: Carmen Smith
[SMTP:SASSYREDHEAD7@HOTMAIL.COM]

Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 12:45:50 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: ?Check_Subject

Auto forwarded by a Rule

No to reactivation of Hanford.Please

|| 1522-1

1522-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1523: Mike Rogers

Response to Commentor No. 1523

From: Mike Rogers[SMTP:GOLDBABY@RMCI.NET]
Sent:  Tuesday, September 19, 2000 2:08:04 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: INEEL comments

Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

Dear Ms. Brown,

I wish to comment on the current plan under consideration on
the INEEL laboratory here in Idaho. | support Alternative 5 in
which production of plutonium would not be re_initiated. The
incredible amount of waste already sitting above our primary
aquifer is unacceptable. Our priority as a nation should be
cleaning up this threat to our populace, rather than adding to
it.

Mike Rogers
Boise, ID

I ‘ 1523-1

1523-2

1523-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

1523-2: Thecommentor’s positions regarding waste above the Snake River Plain
aquifer and cleanup as a priority at INEEL are noted. The Snake River
Plain aguifer and DOE's use of the aquifer are described in Volume 1,
Section 3.3.4.2.1 of the NI PEIS. Analyses of water resource impacts that
would result from selection of the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility
as afabrication/processing facility for production of plutonium-238 are
givenin Section 4.3.2.1.4 of the NI PEIS. Anannual increase of 23,000
liters of process wastewater would result from plutonium-238 target
processing. Under normal operations, no radioactive liquid effluent
dischargeswould occur. Selection of the Fluorinel Dissolution Process
Facility asafabrication/processing facility would have no significant
effect on the Snake River Plain aquifer. Asdiscussed in Section 4.4.1.1.4,
selection of the Advanced Test Reactor for irradiation of plutonium-238
targets would not measurably alter groundwater use or effluent discharge
from the reactor.

Schedulesfor the nuclear infrastructure alternativesgivenin Volume 1,
Section 2.7.2 indicate the plutonium-238 production mission at INEEL, if
implemented, would end well before DOE'’s planned completion date of
2050 for accomplishing major cleanup objectives. Selection of candidate
facilities at INEEL to support plutonium-238 production would not
impact existing cleanup activitiesat INEEL.

Alljoe4 1531 Xn|4 14 8U) J0 8]0y aY1 Buipnou| ‘saeis paliun ayl Ul suoissiiy uoonpold adoios|
pue Juawdo pre pue Yoseasay Abjeu3 JeaonN uel|IAID papuedx3 Buiysidwoody Joy uewslels 1oedu| [ejuswiuo.inug oirewwe  fold feuld



LLTT-C

Commentor No. 1524: Joy Prestridge

Response to Commentor No. 1524

From: JOY PRESTRIDGE
[SMTP:JPRESTR@HOME.COM]

Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 1:23:06 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Future of FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

The Hanford, WA Nuclear Facility should be reactivated to
make radioisotopes to support the growth of this strong
anti_cancer medical technology and provide better treatment
opportunities for cancer patients.

As to the issue as to fuel for space vehicles, why should we
buy from Russia when we can make

our own.

Thank you.

Joy B. Prestridge
2006 N. 87th Dr.
Phoenix, AZ 85037
623 936_9775
jprestr@home.com

1524-1

1524-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1525: Eunice and Bill A. Petrowicz

Response to Commentor No. 1525

From: Petrowiczb@cs.com%internet
[SMTP:PETROWICZB@CS.COM]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 1:28:02 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: KDDNEP@aol.com%internet
Subject: Re: FFTF restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

:To Whom it may concern:

In regards to the FFTF facility, please consider a favorable
decision to restart it to produce isotopes for the medical
purposes. It seems to us that the investment of tax dollars in
the facility is being wasted unless the facility is put to use.
Your favorable consideration would be appreciated. Thank
you.

Eunice and Bill A. Petrowicz
2324 Grovedale Dr.
Springfield, OR 97477_2104

| ‘ 1525-1

I ‘ 1525-2

1525-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1525-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opinion. 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.
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Commentor No. 1526: S. M. Ziring

Response to Commentor No. 1526

From: Smartyz@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:SMARTYZ@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 1:32:57 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: rhoffman@animatedsoftware.com%internet
Subject: NI PEIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Att: Colette E. Brown / DOE

In the Director Magwood comunication of July 21, the DOE
speaks of "alternatives" for producing PU_238. Ms. Brown,
THERE ARE NO ALTERNATIVES !! Of the three mentioned,
only the "no action" selection is plausable and sane.

You are seeking approval from the American public to
support you in the manufature of the deadliest brew that man
has ever created, and | refuse to be an accomplice. To date,
the DOE has proven to be incapable of harnessing the
deadly, destructive potential of PU_238.

The price you want the American public to pay for the
production of medical and industrial isotopes is too high.
Environmental contamination at Hanford and Savannah
continues. The number of contaminated victims at Piketon
and Paducah continues to grow. A Fast Flux Test Facility in
the hands of the DOE has already proven to be a threat to
the American public. | urge "NO ACTION" for FFTF.

S.M. Ziring
57 Boylston St. N.
Meriden, CT 06450

1526-1

1526-2

1526-3

1526-4

1526-1

1526-1:

1526-2:

1526-3:

1526-4:

DOE notes the commentor’s support for the No Action Alternative, under
which FFTF would continue to be maintained in standby. Included in the
PEIS are the results of analyses that show that the risks associated with
operating the FFTF are very small.

The commentor’s position regarding production of plutonium-238 is noted.
Asdiscussed in Volume 1, Section 1.2.2 of the NI PEIS, DOE has supplied
power systems that use plutonium-238 in support of NASA's space
missions for over three decades. These systems have demonstrated their
reliability and safety in avariety of space missions that include Apollo,
Pioneer, Viking, Voyager, Galileo, Ulysses, Mars Pathfinder, and Cassini.

The NI PEIS addresses the environmental impacts associated with the
production of various isotopes, including those for medical and industrial
purposes. The impacts are shown in Chapter 4, “Environmental
Consequences,” to besmall. All air emissions and wastewater discharges
would be in accordance with applicable permit and regul atory requirements
such that any environmental contamination would be negligible.

DOE remains committed to its environmental restoration and cleanup
missions at Hanford, Savannah River, and other sitesindependent of
ultimate decisions on nuclear infrastructure activities. None of the
aternatives proposed in this PEIS would have any impact on DOE site
cleanup schedules or activities.

DOE notes the commentor’s concern for workers and the public near other
DOE sites, although these issues are beyond the scope of this Nuclear
Infrastructure PEIS.
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Commentor No. 1527: Lorene Lamb

Response to Commentor No. 1527

Lorene S, Lamb
355 10th Street, 421
Oakland, CA $4607-4037

Loreme Seo lagnb

24801

1527-1

1527-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concern for NASA’s use of nuclear materials
for space missions and concern for the use of nuclear materialsin
weapons, although issues such as NASA research priorities and the use of
depleted uranium in weapons are beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS. Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE
provides radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels
them, for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.
These radioisotope power systems have been used for amost 40 years,
and have repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and
reliability in various NASA space missions. NASA establishes the need
and requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch.
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Commentor No. 1528: Thalia Syracopoulos
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 1528

4649 SUNNYSIDE AVENUE N ROOM #222
SEATTLE WASHINGTON 98103
{206} 632-8547

10 Beptember 2000

I am writing on behalf of the Seattle Chapter of the
National Organization for Women [NOW].

I have read the Summary of the Draft EIS and found almost
no informaticn about what isotopes the Fast Flux Test
Facility [FFTF] at Hanford might be able ts produce. I
also found ne information about what specific isotcopes that
the FFTF might produce are in short supply.

The Draft EI5 went on to say that it is possible that the
DOE’ s isotope production facilities could be fully used in
5-10 years but it was unclear as to whether or not the
Hanford FFTF facility was counted in this calculation.
This prejection was apparently made in the context of a
worldwide market for “some radioisctopes”. One aspect of
the argument for reopening the FFTF at Hanford seems to be
that at present DOE’'s market share is a small fraction of
the overall total worldwide market for "some
radioisotopes” . This leads one to wonder if the DOE is
considering restarting the FFTIF in order to capture a
larger porticn of the worldwide market rather than to
produce isotcpes that are truly in short supply.

The Summary of the Draft EIS discusses medical applications
of isctopes and some are even listed. However, there is no
information on the present availability of those listed.
These isctopes were listed as a “sample of possible
isotopes that could be produced and DOE expects the actual
isotopes produced would vary from year to year”. This
appears to mean that no one really knows if the FFTF at
Hanford is capable of producing needed isotopes and thus
far no one has identified particular isctopes that might
actually be needed., BSuch speculation hardly justifies the
restarting of the FFTF at Hanford.

My own profession requires that I read a wide variety of
medical journals published in the United States and arcund

1528-1

1528-1: 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 advise regarding the future
form of its isotope research and production activities. DOE has adopted
these growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential
capability of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet
programmatic requirements. Inthe period sincetheinitial estimates were
made, the actual rate of growth of medical isotope use is consistent with
the Expert Panel findings. Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this
information and to clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S. research and
commercial isotope production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost
efficient manner were 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
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Commentor No. 1528: Thalia Syracopoulos (Cont’d)
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 1528

the world., At no time in the last 10 years have I
encountered a single article in any medical journal
mentioning the need for additicnal scurces of isctopes for
medical diagnosis, treatment or research.

Pricr to writing thisg, I tock the time to run a search of
the Naticnal Library of Medicine to identify any such
articles published during the last 12 years.

I initially searched “cancer AND isctope AND treatment”,
but this brought up 7,746 articles. I harrowed the search
to “isotopes AND treatment AND supply” and brought up 118
articles, 82 of which have been published since 1988, I
read the abstracts of those 82 articles and found almost
nothing written by a clinician or research scientist that
mentioned a shortage of isotopes.

The last search I ran was for “isctopes AND cancer AND
supply”. This vielded 75 articles, 46 of which have been
published since 1988, T took the time to read these 46
abstracts and again found almost no mention by any of the
authors of a shortage of isotopes for diagnesis, treatment
or research.

I have appended a copy of the 3 abstracts that did address
the subject. One is an historieal article discussing the
discovery of icdine isotopes for the treatment of thyroid
disease, The next one related some of the history of the
commercial scale production of yttrium—3%0 for medical
research,

The last article was published in 1988 and dealt with
cyclotrens and radiopharmaceuticals in positron emission
temography [PET scanningl. This last article was a report
of the Positron Emission Tomography Panel of the Council on
Scientific Affairs.

The lack of literature on the subject of a shortage of
medical isotopes raises serious concerns about the validity
cf the arguments about isotope shortage and people dying
from cancer becauge radicisotopes were unavailable.

Indeed, this appears to be a red herring bandied about the
by DOE to scare the public. One letter from Dr. Rainer
Storb [submitted with the testimony given by Senator Slade
Gorton in Seattle, WA] listing an isotope that he would
like to have for his research does not gualify as a serious
public health threat. If it did, one would have to

1528-1
(Cont’d)

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

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

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
Although other manufacturers produce medical radioisotopes, DOE

remains the key provider for alarge number of radioisotopes that are used
inrelatively small quantities by individual researchers at universities and
hospitals. Because their applicationisinitially experimental, these
isotopes are not generally purchased in large-enough quantities to make
their production financially attractive to private industry. However,
supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available from existing
domestic or foreign sources, causing anumber of medical research
programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed. Under the

NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhanceits existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research. DOE's
intent is to complement commercia sector capabilitiesto ensure that a
reliable supply of isotopesis available in the U.S. to meet future demand,
and to encourage the commercial sector to privatize the production of
isotopes that have established applications to a level that would support
commercial ventures. For the purposes of analysesin the NI PEIS, a
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Commentor No. 1528: Thalia Syracopoulos (Cont’d)
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 1528

question why Dr, Storb has never published anything about
the shortages of this or any other isctope.

Most, if not all, isotopes are available from manufacturers
in this and other countries. It may be that those isotopes
produced in small quantities are extremsly expensive and
that NIH/NCI etc., research grants are not large enough to
purchase as many as the researchers might want. If this is
the case, then it is far simpler and less expensive to
increase grant money for the purchasing of isotopes than it
is to restart the FFTF at Hanford.

I would like to add that over the years, I have done
research on the medical uses of radiation in this country.
In that context, I have found that the DOE in general and
Hanford in particular have an abysmal record regarding
providing safe and adeguate medical ¢are for employees who
are accidentally expesed to high levels of radiation.

There is no known public health reason to restart the FFIF
at Hanford, There are numercus public health reasons NOT
to restart the FFTF. More importantly, there is
substantial medical and sclentific evidence that the entire
Hanford Reservation needs to be cleaned up, not
perpetuated.

1528-1

(Cont’d)

1528-2

1528-3

1528-4

1528-2:

1528-3:
1528-4:

representative set of isotopes was selected on the basis of the
recommendations of the Expert Panel, medical market forecasts, reviews
of medical literature, and more than 100 types of ongoing clinical trials
that use radioisotopes for the treatment of cancer and other diseases.
These isotopes, which are comprised of both reactor- and accelerator-
produced isotopes, are listed in Chapter 1 of the NI PEIS along with a
brief description of their medical and/or industrial applications. As
identified in Appendix C of the NI PEIS, FFTF would be capable of
producing the majority of these representative isotopes. These include
research isotopes with currently limited availability, such as Copper-67,
aswell 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.

DOE notes the commentor’s concern over DOE'’s past management and
medical care practices, although these issues are beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS. The heath and safety of workers and the public isa DOE
priority, regardless of which approach may be chosen. Operation of the
facilities would comply with applicable Federal, state, and local laws and
regulations governing radiological and hazardouschemical use.

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

Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste management activities are the
primary missions at Hanford. Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement. FFTF restart would
not impact the cleanup missions at Hanford.
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Commentor No. 1528: Thalia Syracopoulos (Cont’d)
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 1528

1:

Semin Nucl Med 1996

Jul;26(3):155-64

Radioicding and thyroid disease: the beginning.
Backer DV, Sawin CT

Department of Radiology, New York Hospital-Cornell
Medical Center, New York 10021, USA.

In 193¢, Karl Compton, then president of the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology {(MIT) and the
thyroid group of the Massachusetts General Hospital

{MGH) , undertook a joint study that led to the production
of small amcunts of short-lived radioicdine (icdine 128,
half-life, 25 min}. The original intent was te use it for
diagnosis and treatment of thyroid disease, but in order
to explore the underlying physiology, their first work
was performed in rabbits and published in 1338. It
clearly showed that the radicicdine was selectively and
avidly taken up by the thyroid gland. It was immediately
apparent to the MGH-MIT group and ancther team working at
the Berkeley, CA cyclotren that longer-lasting iodine
isotopes were needed, and soon both developed procedures
for cyclotron-produced 130 thalf-1life, 12.5 hr) and 1311
thalf-1life, 8 d). In 193%, the Berkeley group, using
1311, was the first to show that the normal human thyroid
gland accumulated radioicdine. By 1241, the MGH-MIT team,
using mainly 1307, was able to successfully treat a few
patients with hyperthyroidism, and so achieved their
original goal. The Berkeley group did the same a few
months later, using mainly 131I. Both presented results
at the same meeting of the American Society for Clinical
Investigation in Atlantic €ity, NJ in the spring of 1942.
This was in the midst of World War II and it was not easy
to get much 1301 or 1311, 50 experience was limited.
Although effective, radiciodine treatment of
hyperthyreoidism had not been widely adopted by the end of
the war in 1945, partly because radioiodine remained in
short supply and partly because another medical therapy
for hyperthyroidism, antithyroid drugs, had been
invented. However, by 1844, fission-derived radioiocdine
became readily available as a by-product of the Manhattan
project in Oak Ridge, TN; hundreds of patients were
treated within a few years, both for hyperthyroidism and
for thyroid cancer, A new treatment, based on the
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Commentor No. 1528: Thalia Syracopoulos (Cont’d)
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 1528

physiological applicatien of a radisisctope of iodine,
was then a reallty.

[ 2: Int J Rad Appl Instrum {A]
1390;41 (9} :861-5

Chemistry for commercial scale production of yttrium-50
for medical research.

Wike JS, Guyer CE, Ramey DW, Phillips BP

Chemical Technolegy Division, Oak Ridge National
Laboratory, TN 37831-6014.

Studies were initiated at Cak Ridge National Laboratory
{ORNL}) in 1982 for the radiolabeling of resin
microspheres with yttrium-%0 {80Y) for liver cancer
therapy. Yttrium-90 is the decay product of strontium-90
(90Sr}. Subsequently, 90Y became a major radioisctope of
choice for labeling antibodies for therapeutic trials in
the treatment of other forms of cancer. A 25-Ci 90Y 90Y
generator or 905r cow was placed inm service to supply the
anticipated needs of customers. In vivoe use of 350Y
required that the 90S5r contamination levels be kept below
10 muCi/Ci 90Y [corrected to preparation time}. Also, it
was hecessary to remcve trace metals that interfered in
the 90¥ antibody radieclabeling process, giving low
radiolabeling ylelds. Di-[2-ethylhexyl) phosphoric acid
(HPEHP} in dodecane has been used routipely at ORNL to
extract 90Y and thereby give a product that meets the
radiochemical purity required with respect to 905r.
Methods were also developed to remove interfering trace
elements to provide acceptable labeling yields.

PMID: 2176193, UI: 91092923

3: JAMA 1988 Mar
25;2591(12):1854-60

Cyclotrens and radiopharmaceuticals in pesitron emission
tomography. Council on Sgientific Affairs. Report of the
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Commentor No. 1528: Thalia Syracopoulos (Cont’d)
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 1528

Positron Emission Tomography Panel.

Positron emission tomography (PET) can probe biochemical
pathways in vivo and can provide quantitative data; for
that purpose, tracers labeled with positreon-emitting
radioisctopes are essential. This repert describes the
tracers that are being used or that may have future use,
their production by cyclotrons, and other needed
resources for PET imaging. Current routine and automated
methods for convenient producticon of labeled compounds,
coupled with simple computer-controlled accelerators, can
suppert the creation of clinical PET centers in any large
medical institution, cbviating the need for in-depth
research teams. An alternate approach involves the
development of regicnal centers that provide in-house
service and that supply fluorine 18- and carbon 11-
labeled compounds to nearby hospitals with PET machines.
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Commentor No. 1529: Donald A. Runciman

Response to Commentor No. 1529

1315 SW 174+th St.
Seattle, WA, 98166

September 9, 2000

Ms. Colette Brown

U. 5. Department of Energy

Offlce of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE=-50

19901 Garmantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

Dear Ms. Brown:

Those who do not learn the lessons of hlstory are bound to repeat
them, As a private ¢ltizen ) have learned +he lessons of the

Powder Plant, the local wartime name for The work golng on at
Hanford. This was just acress the river from my unclets ranch
near West Richland.

The Department of Energy has demonstrated It inabT 1ty to take

care of the wastes generated by Hanford. While not all of the
fault Ts with the Department of Energy, a part is the fallure by
Congress to provide funds to accomplish the necessary cf{ean up
of Hanford.

| am not about to let you generate more waste by starting up the
Fast Flux Test Facllity until you ¢lean up the mess you have
already have, if you can,

Toe repeat myself, the answer is NO! You are not fo start up the
FFTF,

Sincerely,

a7 Gt

Denald A. Runcliman
(206) 243-93G7

1529-1

|| 1529-2

1529-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,

and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford. Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing 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 isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

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

1529-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1530: John Browne, Jr.

Response to Commentor No. 1530
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= commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov
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Organtzation__ i T1 220 ©F US. A,

Hol rganization Address (circle one):
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City: BUATO M State: 1#_-)/4 Zip Code-._Lq 3G
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7712100

1530-1

1530-2

1530-3

1530-4

1530-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views. DOE has sought independent analysis,
of trendsin the use of medical radioisotopes, and of its continuing rolein
this sector, consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. In
doing s0, it has established two expert committees. Thefirst, athirteen-
member Expert Panel convened in 1998 to forecast future demand for
medical isotopes, included academiciansfrom leading medical universities
and schools of public health, and professional affiliations ranging from the
National Cancer Institute to manufacturers of radiopharmaceuticals. The
second consists of asubcommittee of DOE’s Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee (NERAC), established in 1999 to provide DOE with
expert, objective advise regarding the future form of its isotope research ang
production activities. The members of this Subcommittee were selected
based upon their expertise and experience in the production, processing,
distribution, and application of stable and radioactive isotopes in the
biological and physical sciences, and in medicine. The membersincluded
basic and clinical scientists, administrators, and users of isotopes from
academia, industry, and the federal government. The Expert Panel
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 ir]
1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advise regarding the future
form of its isotope research and production activities. DOE has adopted
these growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential
capability of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet
programmatic requirements In the period since theinitial estimates were
made, the actual growth of medical isotope use hastracked at levels
consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies alimited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily Molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS. Further, supplies of many research
isotopes are not readily available from existing foreign or domestic sources
causing anumber of medical research programsto be terminated deferred, ol
seriously delayed. As such, reliance on these other sources of isotopes to
satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE’s mission
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Commentor No. 1530: John Browne, Jr. (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1530
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Colette E. Brown, NE-S0
U.8. Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874
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1530-1

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.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In addition,
under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science and
Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's charter
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining the
capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these missions.
There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in
the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA space missions; no
viable alternative to using plutonium-238 to support these missions
currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of
radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated
that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by
approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic supply of
plutonium-238, DOE’s ahility to support future NASA space exploration
missions may be lost.

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

1530-2: DOE notesthe commentor’sview. In developing arange of reasonable

alternatives, DOE examined the capabilities and avail able capacities of
existing and planned accelerators, reactors, and hot cell facilitiesfor meeting
DOE's proposed nuclear infrastructure mission requirements. The basis as
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Commentor No. 1530: John Browne, Jr. (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1530

1530-3:
1530-4:

to why specific facilities were eventually dismissed as reasonable
aternativesis presented in Volume 1, Section 2.6 of the NI PEIS.

DOE notes the commentor’s viewpoint.

DOE notes the commentor’s view. There are numerous DOE hot cell
processing facilities located across the United States that could support
the proposed nuclear infrastructure mission requirements. Given this
general availability, and in order focusthe analyses of alternativeson a
reasonabl e range of processing options, DOE only analyzed the most
suitable hot cell facilities at candidate DOE irradiation facility locations
(i.e., the Oak Ridge Reservation, the Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory, and the Hanford Site). Thisrange of
processing options would not limit the availability or access of isotopes
to potential customers.
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Commentor No. 1536: Lucile Wyers

Response to Commentor No. 1536
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure

PEIS. These include:

» attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
® returning this comment form 1o the registration desk at the meeting or 10 the address below
# calling toll-free and |eavmg your comments: 1-877-562-4393

= faaling youT CoTliwins ivl-itee 0 i-877-362-43%2
» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov
Name {opticnal): /‘ LT

Organization:
@rganization Address (circle one):
20 Wenedsw el 1 e
Ciry:%/é 74 /jik’f— A ’ S[a[e:ﬁ Zip Cmezm
Telephons (opticnal):

O’fa-‘ﬂ.a/?’&#cf_‘/d— w2 QJ‘YB& . mc_’.Z:

E-mazil (optioral): .
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

rrlue intomanon comucr Colette E. Brovn, NE-50

LS. Depotment of Energy + 1 Gememitown = Cemmanigwn,
Toll- !reeh)eph:mﬂ 1-877- 6024593 Tnll-llee Fax: 1-877-542- ﬂ592 \
E-mai: Nuclearinfrastucture PESENG.dos.

FH2i00

|| 1536-1

1536-2
|| 1536-1
|| 15362

1536-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF;
however, it should be pointed out that some research cannot be donein
existing operating thermal reactors (e.g., fusion research, accelerator
transmutation of waste, and space reactor technology).

1536-2: 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 al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement. The DOE missionsdelineated in
the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.
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Commentor No. 1537: Mary Nally

Response to Commentor No. 1537

September 11, 2000

Mary Nally
417 13® Ave E. #105
Seattle, WA 98102

Colette E. Brown

NE-50, US Dept. of Energy
19901 Germantown Rd.
Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Colette Brown,

I am writing to you about Hanford, the most highly contaminated nuclear site in
the western world. T prefer option 5 - "permanently deactivate FFTF with no new
missions."

Restarting FFTF would produce new high level radioactive waste streams.
Permanently shutting down the FFTF is part of the 1989 Tri-Party Agreement between
USDOE, EPA and WA Ecology. Keeping FFTF on hot standby for four years has cost
over 540 million per year, money coming from our tax dollars, atready overspent on our
ever-swelling military budget.

The Washington State Medical Association, WA Academy of Family Physicians
and Physicians for Social Responsibility/National have all passed resolutions opposing
the restart of the FFTF. The legal mission of Hanford is clean-up, not production.
Please listen to the voice of the people who have been saying over and over, shut down
Hanford and clean it up, permanently!

Sincerely,

R

Mary Nally, registered voter

1537-1

1537-2

1537-3

1537-1
1537-3

1537-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. DOE also notes the commentor’s concerns regarding
the existing contamination at Hanford and the cleanup mission. Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are
high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

1537-2: 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
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactive waste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF. It is DOE's policy
that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

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

1537-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1538: Robert L. Washburn

Response to Commentor No. 1538

Draft PEIS Comment Form

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

® atiending public meetings and giving your comments direetly to DOE officials

» returning this comment form to the rogistration desk at the meeting or to the address below

o calling toll-frez and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

 faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4552

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

Name (optionaly: ot dmcdt 2. ftlog K Brecca
Crganization: 2 2 A

Iganization Address (circle one): o L2 A FE ﬁj Y

oy ey P

City:_ Yoo otz e State: &t Zip Codo 2B PDL

Telephone (optiomI)LW
E-mail {optionalj; 2 2l ALAFNLLA T 0T i T
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more Informaton confact; Coletre £- Brgwn, NE-50

Us.D of Encrgy - 15501 Road = . MD 20874
Tol-rers Falephona: 1-877-552-4593 * Tol-trea Fax: 1.8775624592 &

E-mall: Nuclear Infrestuchire-PEISENa doa gov

F1T0

1538-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1539: Nancy M. Washburn

Response to Commentor No. 1539

Draft PEIS Comment Form

ey ne wen? The wrhesl T ¥ 7]
Fot Fhe Hantord drea  Fo oew cuce
bebdds 18 necderd Foarm sedds cmlt erse,

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

o refurning this comment form 10 the registration desk at the meeting of to the address below

o calling toll-frze and leaving your ceroments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing your comnents toll-frez to: }-877-562-4592

© commenting via e-mail; Nuclear Infrastructure-PE1S@hg.doe.gov

Aizney M lipish biir e
Ned AN,
bt 2

Narae (optional):

Organization:

A GTh S

HomeOrganization Address {circle one):

Staeecldfa Zip Code: T FF )

City:. Yz K7 2

. Telephone (optional).
E-mail joptionaly 4 i Az 4] 4/ G0 S ¢ e
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For moe mionrmoken coniact Coietle E. Brown, NE-50

11.5, Department of Energy * 19901 Gemaniown Read = Germantown, MO 20874
Tol-tree Telephone: 1-877-562-4592 » Toll-ree Fax. 1.877-562-4502

E-mail. Nucleos nhestucture-PEISEh doe gov

/12100

1539-1

1539-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1540: David Wiggins

Response to Commentor No. 1540

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrasiructure
PEIS. These include:
 attending public meetings and giving your commeats directly to DOE officials
 retarning this comment form io the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

" @ faking your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592 ~ "7 "7 7
» commenting via e-mail; NuclearInfrasmicture-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Nzme (optioual):
Organization:
HomeOrganization Address (circle one):

City: i " State; . Zip Code:
Talept (optional):
E-mil (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

conioer: Colalte E. Bown, NESD

us. Depcmsn Roed + Gompaniown, MO 20475
lﬂmm 1 Gemaniown
H'phuw 1-371-562-4393 Tol-tree Fac uﬂm—agj
Fudesrinfrotructurs-FEEha.doe.

1200

1540-1

1540-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1541: Thomas F. and Dixie R. Hutson

Response to Commentor No. 1541

Draft PEIS Comment Form

NUCLEAR TNERASTEUCTURE EIs

We support the restart of the FFTF Reactor Facflity at

Hanford to meet the national needs for medical isotopes
and other peaceful nuclear materials. The FFYF it the
most economical, safe, and environmental friendly method
available to meet these needs.

Very truly, yours,
A, e T

s Ty

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuciear Infrastructure
PEIS, These include:

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

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

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

® faxing your comments toll-free 1o: 1-877-562-45%2

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

Name (optional): fL/U 7—506 7}:&/??1‘? A Z D xrs /?
Organizarion:

OIganizaLi(m Address (circle one): S EriA vy lpve

ay . K| CHLAHD

Telephone (eptionai):

Smte:w Zip Code:(z 2 ééu&

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

For mote Information contact: Coletts €. Brown, NE-50
115, Beparment of Energy + 19907 Gemmantown Road » Gemmaniown, MD 20874
Toll-free Talephone: 1-877-562:4593 « Tolltiee Feut 1-877-562-4592

Email: Nuclearinfrastuchire-PEIENG, doe.gov

TAZRH

1541-1

1541-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1542: Mildred Serra

Response to Commentor No. 1542

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

 attending public mcetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® returning this corament form te 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

o commenting via e-mazil: NuclearInfrastruclure-PELS @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional): ,?77 /,ﬁ{aj r*4 Py

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one}:

City: 3437%}»5(’0 Sra[e‘.:@‘-’-zip Code: 3 2 F I

Telephone (opﬁonal):
E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

Tor more inforation contazt: Colefle . Brown, NE-50

of Energy = 19301 Gemmaniown Road . WD 20874 5

Toli-roe Tolophone: 1-877-552-4593 « TolIrea Fa: 1-677-562-4592
E-mall; Nyclecrintiesmuciure-PESGha doe gov %

Us. D

T12/00

1542-1

1542-1: The commentor’s concern for environmental health hazards, hazardous
waste incineration, and cleanup at the Oak Ridge Reservation are noted.
Health effects studies of potential radiological and nonradiological impacts
of the Oak Ridge Reservation are described in Section 3.2.9.3 of Volume 1.
Potential health impacts on workers and the public that could result from
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives are described in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1. Implementation of the alternatives described in
Section 2.5 would not be expected to result in significant contamination of
air, water, or soil. Asdiscussed in Section 4.3.1.1.13, hazardous waste
generated under these alternatives would be shipped offsiteto a
commercial facility licensed to dispose of hazardous waste. Activities at
the High Flux | sotope Reactor and the Radiochemical Engineering
Development Facility would not affect cleanup efforts or funding at the
Oak Ridge Reservation.
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Commentor No. 1543: Michael J. Rudnick

Response to Commentor No. 1543

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

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

 retamning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting of to the address below

« calling wll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-45521

» commenting via e-mail: NuclearJnfrastructure PE1S@hq.doe.gov
P ' 8y 2 -

edanis ( Aredic o

A

Name (optional):

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle ane):

City: ﬁﬂ{’* ' State: hiid Zip CM&:_M;.

Telephone (optianal): ! @-"Tjjl

&

£ é':oz.c'r

——

E-mail (optional):
e
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Septemberﬁ', 2000

rnote infermation contost Colatte E. Brown. NE-50

For
V5. Deprtment of Enetgy + 19901 Gamnoniown + Gemmantown, MD 20874
Tol-free Wlephone: 1.877-542-4593 « Toll-hee Fax 1-877-562-4592
E-mail: Nuclearmismichure-PES@ng doe.gav

TIi2/00

1543-1

1543-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1544: Maurita Bernet

Response to Commentor No. 1544

Septamber 11, 2000

Colette Brown

Office of Space & Defense Power Systems
US Dept of Energy

19801 Germantown Rd

Germantown MD 20874

Dear Colette,

| am writing from our small town of Omak WA where we struggle to unite three distinct
cultures {white, Indian, Hispanic) and have aconomic challenges to go with that.
So | write with awareness of the need for jobs and hopas for “security.”

Tha mair: concern of this letter, though, is the possibility of reopening the Fast Flux
Tesling Facility at Hanford | know thaere are psople who nead jobs, but | think it's past
time to croate jobs at the expense of the whole circle of Lfe. Don't we want to be
CLEANING UP our poisonous messes rather than creating still more? | camae to this
area over 10 years ago & remember hearing the sad stories of cancer -- including on
the Colville reservation in this area — resulting from Hanford's activities over the past
half-century plus. And even now we wait news of polluting waters heading for the
Colombia river. And on and on.

Pigase, | beg af you, to use your wonderful human ang political powers to STOP aif
further waste-creation at the Hanford site (or anywhere else, for that matter!) and to put
all the needed energies and resources into CLEANING UF what has been and
continues to be such a dangercus-to-all-Life situation.

Thar you for your attention: t¢ this urgent matter.

Sinceraly,
Maurit} Bermet
PO Box 3745

Omak WA 98841
509-826-7229

1544-1

1544-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and contamination of the ColumbiaRiver. Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are
high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement
specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the
Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement. As
stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for
Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There are no
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in Chapter
4 of Volumel (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), there would be no discernible impactsto 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.

The Colville Indian Reservation is approximately 320 kilometers

(200 miles) north-northwest of the Hanford Site. River borne
contamination from the Hanford Site would not affect the Colville
Reservation because the ColumbiaRiver flowsfrom the Colville
Reservation toward the Hanford Site. Asdiscussed in Section 3.4.9.3 of
Volume 1, prevailing winds at the Hanford Site blow toward Grant County,
Washington and the Colville Reservation from the south (14.2 percent of
the time) and south-southwest (11.5 percent of the time) directions. Grant
County is adjacent to the Hanford Site. Hence, Grant County would be
expected to bear the major burden of wind borne contamination from the
Hanford Site. Existing data and studies suggest that cancer mortality rates
are not elevated in counties adjacent to the Hanford Site, including Grant
County Volume 1, Section 3.9.4.3). If the cancer mortality risk in Grant
County is elevated due to the presence of the Hanford Site, theincreasein
risk, if there is any, was too small to be identified by the study

methodol ogy and currently available data. Impacts of airborne
contamination from the Hanford Site on the Colville Reservation would be
far smaller than the impacts on Grant County. Due to the distance from
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Commentor No. 1544: Maurita Bernet (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1544

the Hanford Site to the Colville Reservation, radiological impacts that
would result from implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would be essentially zero.
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Commentor No. 1545: R. B. Pinter

Response to Commentor No. 1545

| Dralt PEIS Comment Form

We wish to be on recond #g endorsing the no action option on restarting the FETF at Hanford, WA . Of

coorse, we note that testimony from the east, far removed from the Columbia tiver, endorses the restart, put —
of course these people would suifet no effects of teaks and accidents at Hanford, We are cspecially
concerned abowt the contractors of stomic and nuclear processes at Handord, who are interested only in the
“bottom line”, their profits. They are known, and widely reported here in the press, for their incompetence  —
in storing nuclear waste, with such things as pressure and temperature buitdup in containers which are
underground for the most part. Well, if they explode, or even teak, the waste wifl find its way to the ground  ~
wrater supplies and the Columbia river, mining the environment for ait time. We pay taxes to preserve -
people and salmon, amang other species, and have no confidence that the DOE comractors will do
likewise, of even care. Do the d d all the chemical, stomic and nuclear reactions
invoived ia the mix of materials they are putting in their storage tanks? They don’t, and they won't talk
because they are ignorant and they assume that we are also,

Of course the good eption, if there must be more plutonium here, is purchase from Russia. For many
political purposes this is good. However, we don't enderse the use of auclear plams on satellites as this
creates a possibility of yet more accidents. We endorse the dismantling of US bombs and the re-use of that
phatoniom. We DO NOT need to make mote of this terrible poisen of which we have enough already

Finglly, the problem of isotope creation is important for health cars and therapies, and purchased
plutonium will serve this 100,

‘We aro unicertain that future politicians will not be as careful as those in recent years about escalating
building of more nuclesr weapons, What betier tool to give the aggressive and warlike politician than more
facilities for producing more plutonizm !t WE wish to see peace and #o nuctear pollation, not war,

There are several ways fo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastruciure
PEIS. These include:

o antending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

# reterning this comment form to the Tegistration desk at the meeting or to the address below

» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4393

& faxing your commants roll-free w: §-877-567-4597

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

Name (opticnal):

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one)

Ciry: i State: . Zip Coxde: i

“Telephone (optional}:

E-mail (optional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For moma intormation conltact; Colette £. Brown, NE-50

U5, Dy of Energy + 19001 " Road = Gemmaniown, MD 20874 &
Tol-rga TRlophone: 1-277-562-4591 « Toll-tee Fax; 1-B77-842-4502 5,

E-mail: Nuclecrinkasiuchure-PEIS@ha doo.gov

20D

1545-1

1545-2

1545-3

1545-4

1545-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for the No Action Alternative.

1545-2: DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.” The purpose of
this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other 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 and the risk of contamination to 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 al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

The DOE missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact
on Hanford cleanup activities. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the
ColumbiaRiver. There are no dischargesto the river from FFTF and no
radioactive or hazardous dischargesto groundwater. Asindicatedin
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4,4.43.1.4,4.5.3.2.4, 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.

1545-3: The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of a
range of reasonable alternativesto enhancing DOE' s existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of isotopes for medical,
research, and industrial uses; production of plutonium-238 for usein
future NASA space exploration missions; and U.S. nuclear research and
development needs for civilian application. The plutonium that would be
produced under the proposed action would not be intended for medical

applications.  Plutonium-238, used to support NASA space missions, is
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Commentor No. 1545. R. B. Pinter (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1545

not weapons grade plutonium (i.e., plutonium-239). Whereas the United
States is currently planning for the disposition of tons of surplus
plutonium-239 that is not needed to support the U.S. nuclear weapons
stockpile, there are only approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
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. 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. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the
potential use of radioisotope powersystems for upcoming space missions,
DOE anticipates that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be
exhausted by approximately 2005. There are approximately 9 kilograms
(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to
support future NASA space missions. Although research to identify other
potential fuel sources to support these space exploration missions has
been conducted, no viable aternative to using plutonium-238 has been
established. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of
radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE’s
preference isto 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.

Asdiscussed in detail in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixes H, |, and J
of Volume 2 in the Final NI PEIS, potential health and safety impacts
associated with normal operations, facility accidents, and transportation
as aresult of the proposed action are relatively low. Potential health and
safety impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing
plutonium-238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but
would be addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by
NASA in support of such missions.
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Commentor No. 1545: R. B. Pinter (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1545

1545-4: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in controlling the production of
nuclear weapons, although issues of nuclear weapons production,
dismantlement of weapons, and elimination of weapons systems are
beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. Unlike
plutonium-239, plutonium-238, is not used in nuclear weapons. The
technology that is discussed in the NI PEIS would be used to chemically
separate plutonium-238 and neptunium from irradiated targets and not
fromirradiated or spent nuclear fuel, whereas reprocessing separates
weapons grade plutonium-239 from irradiated nuclear fuel. None of the
DOE missions described in this PEIS is weapons- or defense-related.
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Commentor No. 1546: Claire R. Holmsham

Response to Commentor No. 1546

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 1o DOE officials

® returning this comment form to t. cgistration desk at the meeting of to the address below

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

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

« commenting via e—maiy\'uclca.r.lnfrastmcturej?EIS@hq.doe.gov

oo o A irga Toime

Name (optional):

Organization:
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. City: ﬂ,ﬁz [P A
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‘Telephone (optional)y __ adet e f L
E-mail (optional):
12,

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more iamation contoct: Colatle E. Brows, NE-50

U5, Deprrment of Energy = 19901 Gemantown Road + Gemantown, MO 20874
Toriree Telaphone: 1-677-542.4893 - Toll-res Fax; 1-877-562.4552

E-mal: Nucleorinfrashuchure-PES@hG doe.gov ‘%,*

106 RTE

1546-1

1546-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1547: RonaK. Jakra

Response to Commentor No. 1547

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

w attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
» Teturming this commment form to the registration desk at the mesting or to the address below
» calting toll-free and lgaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toH -free 10: 1—8"!-;-; 4592
* commenting via e * Nuclear. Infrastny cturdj’%ﬁhq.do&gov
M Kot £

Name (optional): ¢

Organization: / A J)
@rganiza{ion Address (circle one): /ﬂéé )D \'%QWM/;% -

; ’) Ry / A
L/ ;
Civy: 7 //ﬂ}l/ﬂﬂ )U ,ﬁ‘,,(/ Qrme%ip cm-u? 5 i
Telephone {optional): v<‘.Z’ / o 7Jﬁ l VJZ?
E-mail (optional):
Ve
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September M, 2000
For mote information contack Gakelte E. Browr, NE-50 @
U5, Deparment of Eneray » 19901 Gamantawn Road » Gammantawn, MD 20874
Toiliee laaphons: 1-877-562.4593 + ToMiza Fax: 1.877-562.4552

a0 Eomal Nucleceinastushure-PEIS@ha doe.gov 4,

1547-1

1547-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1548: Warren Jones

Response to Commentor No. 1548

6219 43rd Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98115
September 17, 2008

Colette E. Brown, NE-5B
U.S. Department of Energy
19981 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms Brown:

The mission of Hanford should be cleanup, and only cleanup.
finy plan that would generate still more radioactive waste
is reckless and irresponsible. I'd like to urge the DOE
to adopt alternative #5: shut doun the FFIF for good, and
get on with cleaning up the mess we already have. We've
already had too many missed deadlines and broken pronises.

Sincerely,

Warren Jones

Cc: Governor Gary Locke
Senator Patty Murray
Senator Slade Gortom

1548-1
1548-2
1548-3
1548-1

1548-1:

1548-2:

1548-3:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. A Tri-Party
Agreement change was made to place the milestonesfor FFTF's
permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches adecision on
whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs. Public meetings
were held on this formal milestone change. The DOE missions delineated
in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the generation of
radioactive wastes. The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts
due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the
proposed action for al alternatives and alternative options. Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.
These programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision. The waste generated from any of the proposed
aternativesin the NI PEISwill 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.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1549: UFCW Local 367

Response to Commentor No. 1549

FROM @ ROBERT WILKINSON Fax ~0. ¢ @3 735 4992 Sep. 17 20828 25:15PY PL

To' Colletle Rroyu
o Dog
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1549-1

TrTE _
Fsotope Pvaaimﬁm

1549-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1549: UFCW Local No. 367 (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1549

Sup;ﬁort of Medical Isotope Production

Whereas,

~ Whereas,

‘Whereas,

Whereas,

Whereas,

at the Fast Flux Test Facility

One in three Americans are touched by cancer, and

The use of medical isstapes in the treatment of cancer and heart disease is
showing very encouraging and dramatic resuits. These new treatments use
radicisotopes tarpeted spexcifically to the discased cells and minimize

" the damage to heatthy cells, The cont of medical isctope. treatmeat is.often muach

{esa than conventional treatments and with less debilitating results; and

Serious concern exists in the scientific and medical professions that the United
States dpes not have the capability 1o produce enough radioisotopes to meet the
rapidly increasing demand, while we depend on forsign supplies as over 90% of
the isotopes currently used are imported, and

Private companies that develop new cancer fregtments hesitaze to mvest millions of
research doflars up front when the isotopes they wast to use may not be reliahly
available, and

The existing Fast Flix Test Facility (FFTF) can reliably produce a diverse selection,

and large quantities of high quality isotopes; and

The FFIF is a significant iational asset as it is the Department of Enetgy's newest
and most sophisticuted nuclear reactor with the potential to play 2 majar role o
supporting eritical national missions such as medieal isotope production for
treatments of disease, non-proliferation fuels testing, research assaciated with the
transtnutation of nuclear wraste, NASA space mission energy needs, and ather
scientific research, and

The United States has an aging and diminishing reactor inventery for seientific
research and testing, while at the szme time the United States is expericnciig an
inereasing demnand for the production of isotapes for medical and mdustrial
applications; therefore ’

RE IT RESCLVED that UFCW Local Ne. 367 suppatts a restact of the Fast Flux Test Facility

-mission research and isotope production r2actor.

Fl 12 Sooeo

(Daey
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Commentor No. 1550: JessC. Gehin

Response to Commentor No. 1550

SiH. 16,203 TinIet MAas MO EEY P.1-4

Dr.Jess C. GEHIN

8309 Westpepper 1. » Knoxville, IN 37923
(865) 531—3442 & gehinje@alum mur.edu

Septernber 18, 2000

To: Fram:
Collette Brown 1. C. Gehin
U.8. DOE, NE-50 Fax: (865) 574-9619
Fax: |-B77-562--4592 Tek: (865) §76—5093
Tel: 1-877-562-4503 E—mail: gehinje@alum mit edu
This lax congists of 3 page {exsl, cover). In case of & transmission error, pleass call the numbsr above.

Subject: Draft Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS Comments

Dear Ms. Brown,
The following pages contain my comments on the Draft PRIS.

Sincerely,

J.C. Gehin
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Commentor No. 1550: JessC. Gehin (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 1550

5EF, 18, 22Ed 752 NRS N2 37 =.2ra

Dr. Jess C.GerIN

8309 Wenpepper Ct. ¢ Knoxvilie, TN 37923
(865) 331-3442 » gehinjc@atm.mil.edy

September 16, 2000

Colette E. Brown, NE-50
1.8, Department of Energy
19901 Germantowo Read
Germantown, MD 20874

Subject. Draft Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS Comments

Deat Ms. Brown:

T have zeviewed the Draft Nuclear Infrastrocture PEIS and the corrssponding ¢ost study and have a few
comments to provide that T hope you will find useful, I also attended the Augnst 22, 2000 public hearing
in Oak Ridpe and appreciate your p i and di i

My commeuts regarding the Drafi PEIS are generally related to the ®*Fu production es this is an arca that
1 am both imerested in and have studied over the past few years, [ work at Oak Ridge Natianal
Labotatory in the Wucleer Analysis and Shielding Se¢tion and have been invalved extensively in design
and, snalysis in the former Advanced Newtron Source project and for the High Flux Isotope Reactor.
Recently, I have been studying the usa of epmmercial light—water reactors (CLWR) for the production of
Py, | am making these comments on my owo behalf bt much of my experience is from work
performed at ORNL.

First, T would like to provide some genera) comments about the Draft PEIS end then make 2 few, more
detailed comments on the wse of CLWRSs for the production of *#Pu. My overall impressian of the report
is that it is relatively broad and does oot provide many details or reference aiy Supposting documents that
may provide more details regardiog the design decisiens p d. However, 1do believe that in
evaluating the environmental impacts, that precise designs are geoerally not required. I am a bit
surprised that DOE did not rely mare on it's technical experts in it™s National Taborgigries to peovide
mare input. There are no contributors from any National Laboratories listed in the Chapter 6 List of
Preparers.

Now od to sorme more technical comments. Generelly the quality of ™%Fo is determined by it's
contamination with *Pu. [ suspect that there is some requirement on the maxintum =P level that is
acceptable for use by NASA (%“Pu produced at SRS had levels around a few parts per million ’_"PLL
perhaps affer s significant decay time). There is no discussion of the acceptable level of 2Py and i all
of the proposed opiions would naeet this requirement. ‘This potentizlly could favor options that have the
capability to produee large amotts of **Pu which would allow time for the Pu to decay away,

The specifications given for the accelerator designs are not complete, The draft report indicates proton

energy Jevels but does not give either a power level (MW) and/or 2 beam current. These parameters are
what determine the size of the system, and therefore the cost and covironmental impacts. These valves

1550-1

1550-2

1550-3

1550-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations including those
relating to new facility designs. Detailed facility designs are generally not
required to support the analysis of environmental impactsin an EIS, as
conceded by the commentor, particularly at the programmatic level. The
preconceptual design descriptions contained in this NI PEIS areintended
to address only such data that is necessary to assess the facility design as
to its ability to accomplish the missions and for evaluating the associated
environmental impacts. Thisinformation includes major design and
structural elements, critical operating features and constraints, and
projected construction and operation resource requirements. These
preconceptual designs draw heavily both from off-the-shelf design
configurations obtained from prospective vendors (i.e., for the new
research reactor) aswell as from design projects that are under
development (i.e., the Oak Ridge Spallation Neutron Sourcefor the high
energy accelerator). See Appendix E and F for details. Contributorslisted
in Section 6 (List of Preparers) do includeindividualsknowledgeablein
both the design and operation of the facilities under consideration to
include the new research reactor and high- and low energy accelerators.
Thislist of preparersincludes individuals who were formally on the staff
of the national laboratories and continue to support work at the national
laboratories as contractors. |n addition the list also includes individuals
with extensive backgroundsin the commercial nuclear industry.

1550-2: Inirradiating neptunium-237 target material to produce plutonium-238,
other plutonium isotopes are also produced as impurities within the target
material. Theseinclude plutonium-236 and plutonium-239. Of these
impurities, plutonium-236 is important because daughter products
resulting from radioactive decay of the plutonium-236 give off high-energy
gammarayswhich are difficult to shield. Plutonium-236 has ahalf-life of
2.85 years and the decay chain includes daughter products with gamma
energies up to 2.6 MeV. Because of this gamma activity, target fabrication
and handling can be more difficult and interaction and interference
problems may arise with spacecraft el ectronics and instrumentation over a
long time period unless this impurity level iskept quite low. The goal for
the plutonium-236 impurity level in the past has been a value less than 2
parts per million. The plutonium-236 impurity level can be minimized
through optimal target designs and core | ocation placement.

The plutonium-236 level present at the end of irradiation can be reduced
by allowing it to decay over a period of time prior to processing or prior
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Commentor No. 1550: Jess C. Gehin (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1550

SER. LK. 2308 TSAAM NHS NCLEST F.3-4

Dr., Jess C.Genix

8309 Westpepper Cr. # Knoxville, TH 37923
(863) 5313442 & pelurje@alum.mit.edu

Page2/3

should be added to both the Dreaft PEIS and the Cost Report.

Based on what is in the repost, I do not understand the logie behind the choice of & TRIGA reactor for the
new research reactor coocept, There is no Information whather the design presented is optimal for the
required uses of the reactor. [ saspect that it is not, Furthermore, the power level of the resctor is mock
higher than aay existing reactor of it's type, and therefore represents a technical risk, On page 2-30 it
does state that “Reactor core physics caiculations were performed to cvilupte thiee different nuclear fuel
Jesipns (desceibed in Appeadix E)." Appendix B, howcver, only discusses the TRIGA design. It seems
that the TRIGA, reactor was chosen purely on the inherent safety of is zirconium-hydride fuel and the
wide~spread use of TRIGAs throughout the warld. A bemer technical justification for the choice of 2
TRIGA reactor should be given, paricularly since three different designs were evaluated.

I have several comments regarding the CLWR production of ®Pu presented in the report. First, the
chosen assembly design (15x15) is an old design and has been mostly replace by 1717 designs for 18—
month cycles, The Drafi PEIS claims to have drewn on the witiom producticn in CLWRs which is belng
performed in reactors which use a 17x17 assembly design. The production of tritium is based upon
plaziag targets in the bumable absorber red locations using Trtum Producing Burmable Absorber Reds
(TPBARS). Thix also seems like a logical choice for the production of ***Pu, but the concepl presemted
in the Draft PEIS is much different. In the report it is proposed that fuel pivs will be removed from an
irradiated assembly and will be replaced with target rods. This s a vory difficult and expensive
procedure. [z my opinion, a betier approach would be to use the target rods as burnable absorbers during
the first cycle of the assembly, similar to the TPBARs, These bumable absorber rods em be easity
withdrawn frem the assembly during refueling (much iike the standard bumzble absorber rods) and thers
wonld bs very little impact an the reactor operatien,

In reading Appendix B.3, | found almost no information on the proposad wrget design. There are oo
dimensions, materials, or other specifications.  The marerial requirements for targets i 2 CLWR are
mmuch differem than that for the tesearch reacsors. Under a program’ to investigate the production of #*Pu
in CLWRs in the 1970's a few test rods were irradiated in the Conpecticut Yankee reactor. In this case
the target rods consisted of neptuaia (NpOy) dispersed in zirconia (ZrOn). The chemical process
requirements for such a target are much different than the standard tacgets of Al-NpQ:, The impact of
these different p i i 1ts was nat d iy the report.

Furtherroore, the report seems w indicate that five kilograms of ®"Pu can be produced per year using
only one assembly 2t the center of the core. I do not believe that yon can produce the requirsd amonnt af
9Py with only one targeted asserably, Based on the experimental reswlts from the above mentioned
propram and on the burnable-absorber target designs, about one kilogrem can be produced per assembly
per year wiile maintining reasopably low levels of 2py,  Therefore, ¢ minimum of five tarpeted
assemblies would be required, Bven five assemblies is a redatively small number and therefore CLWRs

1 M. Pobareckin, et al.. Final Repert on Production of Pu-238 in Commercial Power Reactors: Target
Fabricating, Postirradiation Examination. and Pxnenium and Neptunium Recovery, BMI-X-646, Bauelle
Calumbus Laboratories (1975),

1550-3
(Cont’d)

1550-4

1550-5

1550-3:

1550-4:

to usein fabricating heat sources. Plutonium-238 can also be blended with
existing plutonium-238 stock that has less than 1 part per million
plutonium-236 to lower the plutonium-236 concentration. The
combination of plutonium-236 decay with blending as necessary would
result in a plutonium-238 product that would meet NASA's needs,
provided the plutonium-236 level isrelatively low at the end of
irradiation. The alternative selected to produce plutonium-238 will be
required to ensure thisimpurity requirement ismet. Asdetailed planning
for a selected alternative progresses, this could result in the need for target
design or facility modifications. Contingencieswere added to the cost
estimates provided in the Cost Report to cover the cost effects of
unforeseen design changes, altered performance requirements, or major
schedule delays due to devel opmental problems.

The maximum beam current for the low-energy accelerator
(2 milliamperes) is defined in the System Design Basis writeup on page
F-8 of the Draft NI PEIS.

The maximum beam current for the high-energy accel erator
(72 milliamperes) isdefined in Table F-1, Linac Parameters, on page F-17
of the Draft NI PEIS.

The accelerator costs presented in the Cost Report are based on
accelerator designs provided in Appendix F.

Asstated in the EIS Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.6, a preconceptual design of a
new research reactor was devel oped based on the criteria that meets

1) current research reactor designs acceptableto NRC and IAEA,

2) nonproliferation policy (i.e., using low enriched uranium fuel), and

3) DOE missionsin producing @) medical and industrial isotopes, and

b) plutonium-238 while supporting nuclear energy research and
development EIS Section E.2 describesthe three fuel designswhich were
evaluated for the scoping reactor physics calculations and the basis for
selecting TRIGA fuel. The TRIGA fuel core provided the largest
irradiation volume and highest thermal neutron flux for low enriched
uranium-235 in aresearch reactor. The high thermal neutronflux is
desirable for plutonium-238 production and for producing most of the
medical and industrial radioisotopes. Although the 50 megawatt power
level of the new TRIGA research reactor islarger than the largest
currently operating TRIGA reactor power of 16 megawatts, the fuel
design isalmost identical to the current TRIGA 10 megawaitt high power
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Commentor No. 1550: JessC. Gehin (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 1550

SEP. I 2d22 TindAM MRS NQ L H P.4s4

Dr. Jess C.GEHIN

8309 Wesipepper Ci % Knowille, TN 37923
(865} 531 -3442 % pehinfc@alum mit.edy

Page 3/3

can provide plenty of production capacity. In fact, a large nuniber of tazgess could be simultancously
irradiated to produce all of the #*Pu to meet future requitements, The material could be stored and the
4Py would decay eway therely producing very hiph quality ®"Pu. The CLWR concept (and pertaps the
EFTF) can provide surplus capacity should furure needs cequire more **Pu than current plans. The other

concepts (HFIR, ATR, uew research reactor, and accelerators) would not be able to provide such surgs 1550-5
capncity. This additional flexibility should be factored into the decision process. -
From the above discussion, it’s obvious that 1 believe that CLWR production of *™Pu is hoth techricaily (Cont’ d)

feasible ond cost effective, In addition, using CLWRs for ¥%Pu production allows HFIR and ATR to
provide plenty of capacity for medical isotope produston. Both of these reactors currently are upder—~
utilized for ssolope production. Alternatively, 4 sraaller and less expensive reséarch reagtor conld be
comstrugted for the sole purpose of medial isorope production. One such example is 4 Canadian MAPLE
desipn,

My final comment is in regards £o the epst analysis report. Unfortugately tis teport was not available at
the tme of the public meeting and therefore could oot be discussed. The costs presem_ed are not
complete and therefore do not provide a fair comparison of the alternaves. The cost analysis does not
have any decommissioning costs for any of the alternatives other than for the FFTF, and then only if the 1550-6
FPTF is not choses for the mission. In many cases, the deactivation costs dominate the oversl cosis, It
the FFTF is chosen, decommissioning ¢osts similar to the $281 million will be incured vipon shutdown
inereasing it's total cost significatly over the value given in the Cost Anelysis Repon. The end resultis
that the use of FFTF will cost nearly twice as much ag utilizing existing reactors, which already have
their decommissioning casts covered by other means, Shutdown and decommissioning eosts should also
be included for the new research reactar and accelerators.

1 hepe that you find these comments constructive and vsefol in yorr revision of the Draft PEIS and in
your decision process, If you need forther information please do not hasitate fo COITACT Mé. My work
phone rurmber is (865) 576-5093 and e-mail address is gehinjc@arnl.gov. 1 would alsa like to be added
to your mailing List and would like a CR-ROM copy of the Final Nuclear Infrasuuctuge PEIS when it
available.

Sincerely,

Gt

Jess C. Gehin

design and the system thermal-hydraulic performance represents alinear
extrapolation of existing designs. The power density of the 50 megawatt
designislessthan or equal to that for existing TRIGA reactor designs.
The 50 megawatt TRIGA reactor design has been discussed with General
Atomics, the TRIGA reactor design corporation. Appendix E will be
modified to incorporate the af orementioned additional technical
justification for selecting a TRIGA reactor.

1550-5: Currently operating pressurized water reactor (PWR) commercial light
water reactors (CLWR) inthe U.S. operate with four different fuel
assembly geometries denoted as 14 x 14, 15x 15, 16 x 16, and 17 x 17.
Whilethe newer designsuse 16 x 16 and 17 x 17 fuel assemblies, thereare
14 operating PWRs in the U.S. that use 15 x 15 fuel assembliesin their
core. The CLWR described in the EI'S and used for the purpose of
evaluating environmental impactsis representative of currently operating
PWR CLWRs. Dueto its bounding uranium mass, the 15 x 15 fuel
assembly has the highest radioisotope source term of all commercial PWR
fuel assembly designs. EIS Section 2.2.2.1, Plutonium-238 Production
Target Fabrication, states that CLWR targets would have stainless steel or
Zircaloy cladding. The PEIS did not presuppose the CLWR target design.
The target designs were postulated to alevel of detail appropriate to
assess the environmental impacts associated with plutonium-238
production, target fabrication and post irradiation target processing. The
CLWR target development evaluation assumed the prototype target
design or multiple target designswould beirradiated in the CLWR for one
fuel cycle. During the second fuel cycle the design or designswould be
evaluated, thefinal design selected, and targets fabricated in production
quantities. Production quantities of neptunium-237 targets are inserted
into the CLWR for irradiation during the third fuel cycle. Neptunium-237
targets can be placed in numerous CLWR in-core and ex-core locations for
the production of plutonium-238. The center fuel assembly in-core
location was selected for evaluation in the NI PEIS because it was
assumed that this would be the worst case location during postul ated
beyond design basis accident conditions. Such design and core
configuration details would be analyzed if DOE decides to pursue this
option for the production of plutonium-238. DOE considers the
completion of all CLWR prototype target design testing in asingle test
cycleor fuel cycleahighrisk. The commentor’s support of CLWR
plutonium-238 production, HFIR and ATR medical isotope production,
and the use of asmaller less expensive research reactor such asthe
Canadian MAPLE design for medical isotope production is noted.
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Commentor No. 1550: Jess C. Gehin (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1550

1550-6: The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ

regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
aternatives presented in the NI PEIS. Such an ancillary document need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(¢e)). Nevertheless, DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.
The report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has
also provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final
NI PEIS.

Deactivation of FFTF is not part of implementing Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF. Deactivation of FFTF is part of implementing Alternatives 2, 3, 4,
and 5 and including the cost of FFTF deactivation in the implementation
costs for these alternatives is appropriate. The Cost Report was
structured to identify the implementation costs of the various alternatives
so the Secretary of Energy would have thisinformation along with other
datafor consideration.

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 reviews
to address the associated environmental impacts. Cost assessments
would also be prepared.

DOE remains committed to cleaning up the Hanford Site independent of
an 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. 1551: Marian Grebauier

Response to Commentor No. 1551

Hanford Watch
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Portland. Oregon 97214

b ——

awr A

Ms. Coiette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19501 Garmantown Road

Cermantown, Maryland 20874-1230
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Public comment on Nuciear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Envirenmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

| am epposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
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1551-2

1551-3

1551-1:
1551-2:

1551-3:

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

DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the risk of contamination to 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 al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

The DOE missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact
on Hanford cleanup activities. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the
ColumbiaRiver. There are no dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no
radioactive or hazardous dischargesto groundwater. Asindicatedin
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4,4.43.1.4,4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible
impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from
operation of Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
aternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for
Hanford cleanup, regardiess of the alternative(s) selected. 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 was revised to clarify that, the Hanford
waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS for the
management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation. This
analysisis consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical; or
at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sitesis not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from 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.
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Commentor No. 1552: Colin Mecey

Response to Commentor No. 1552
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Ms. Colette Brown

U.8. 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)

1 am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
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1552-1:
1552-2:

1552-3:

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

DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste storage. The

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

DOE notes the concerns for potential ecological and human health
impacts expressed in this comment. Theimpacts on ecological resources
and human health have been assessed for each alternative in Chapter 4 of
the NI PEIS. Specifically for the FFTF Restart Alternative, the impacts
on ecological resourcesare addressed in Section 4.3.1.1.6; human health
impacts are addressed in Section 4.3.1.1.9 for normal operationsand in
Section 4.3.1.1.10 for postulated accidents. All of these impacts are
shown to be small. Ecological resourceswould not be adversely affected
and no fatalitieswoul d be expected among the general public or Hanford
workers.
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Commentor No. 1553: Everett Anttila

Response to Commentor No. 1553

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Partland, Oregon 7214

Ms. Colette Brown
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1553-1

1553-2

1553-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
athough it should be pointed out that FFTF will not supply fuel to any
reactor, either foreign or domestic.

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

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
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily Molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS. Further, supplies of many research
isotopes are not readily available from existing foreign or domestic
sources, causing anumber of medical research programsto be terminated,
deferred, or seriously delayed. As such, reliance on these other sources of
isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE's
mission requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to
clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers' capabilities to
fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

1553-2: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in controlling the production of
nuclear weapons, although issues of nuclear weapons production,
dismantlement of weapons, and elimination of weapons systems are
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS. The scope of this NI PEIS s limited

to analysis of aternativesto fulfill the requirements of the missions
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Commentor No. 1553: Everett Antila (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1553

addressed, which include the production of medical and industrial
isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and nuclear research and
development.

Thethree missionsare civilian nuclear energy missions and are not
defense-related. Section 1.2. of Volume 1 wasrevised to clarify the
purpose and need of the proposed action.
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Commentor No. 1554: Allan Stockman

Response to Commentor No. 1554
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Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Syste. ..
NE-50

19801 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1260
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)
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1554-1

1554-2

1554-3

1554-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1554-2: 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 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
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE). The
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would
aso be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted
funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s)
selected.

1554-3: DOE notes the views expressed regarding the potential use of FFTF for
expanding DOE's existing nuclear facility infrastructure. However, the
proposed action in the NI PEIS is necessary to meet the Nation's needs; it
will not detract from critical Hanford cleanup efforts. Asdiscussedin
detail in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixesH, |, and Jof Volume2in
the Final NI PEIS, potential health and safety impacts associated with
normal operations, facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the
proposed action are relatively low. Again, the proposed action would not
have an impact on the cleanup missions at the candidate sites.
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Commentor No. 1555: Karen Frost

Response to Commentor No. 1555
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Ms. Colstte Brown

U.S. Department of Energy
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1555-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

DOE notes the commentor's interest in research of aternative energy
sources, although issues of research and development of aternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The
DOE missions to be addressed in this EI'S, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accel erator technol ogies.

1555-2:

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

1555-3:
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Commentor No. 1631: Eddie U. McPherson

Response to Commentor No. 1631

From: Ed McPherson[SMTP:EDMC@INTEGRITY.COM]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 1:47:55 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF, A National/International Asset The World Needs
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Cancer has divestated the lives of many of our friends and loved ones
in our generation. The FFTF has the proven, demonstrated,
technological ability to produce a vass array of medical isotopes that
can change the quality of life for 100's of 1000's of people around the
world. Itis a unique facility that can produce the largest volume and
the purest forms of medical isotopes of any facility on the face of the
planet! The United States has an incredible window of opportunity to
be the world leader in helping to alleviating the ravages of cancer and
its harsh treatments. There is promising new research that will allow
medical isotopes to zero_in on the cancerous tumor and destroy it
without the extensive damage to surrounding tissue and organs that is
part of convenitional treatment.

The USA has the opportunity and moral obligation to improve the
quality of life worldwide by supplying desparately needed medical
isotopes. Currently, many of the potential uses of these isotopes will
never be realized without a facility such as FFTF. We, the most
powerful nation on earth, can either stick our heads in the sand or rise
to the occasion and take the higher moral ground for the better good.
What kind a nation/people do we want to be?

The primary pieces are in place to justify the mission for FFTF to
begin producing medical isotopes. The facilty exists (which includes
an outstanding operating record), the technology is proven, and the
need is both desparate and immediate.

Please take advantage of this once_in_a_lifetime opportunity, and
restart the FFTF for the production of medical isotopes.

Sincerely,
Eddie U. McPherson

2304 Raven Court, West Richland, WA 99352
509 967 3127

1631-1

1631-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1632: Nancy W. Fenn

Response to Commentor No. 1632

From: nfenn@communityschool.org%internet
[SMTP:NFENN@COMMUNITYSCHOOL.ORG]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 4:11:44 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: governor@governor.state.id.us%internet;
mike.simpson@mail.house.gov%internet;
ask.helen@mail.house.gov%internet
Subject: stop the madness

Auto forwarded by a Rule

September 15, 2000

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

Dear Ms. Brown,

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

As a member of the Snake River Alliance | have become aware of
the serious nuclear contamination and waste problems at INEEL.
INEEL is one of the most contaminated areas in America. The
Department's recent estimate on cleaning up our site is $22 billion
and is expected to take 50 years__longer than any other DOE facility.
In addition, we have over 360 individual superfund sites within

the 890 sqg. mile area that comprises INEEL. With this known, the last
thing we need is a plan to generate more nuclear waste at a site that
needs more waste like the DOE needs security scandals. Out of
concern for ldaho's environment, | strongly urge you not to pursue
the plutonium_238 production mission outlined in your PEIS.

1632-1

1632-1: The commentor's position regarding plutonium-238 production at INEEL
is noted. Production of plutonium-238 at one or more of the candidate
sites would be conducted in support of NASA's deep space missions
(Volume 1, Section 1.2.2, of the NI PEIS). Asdiscussed in Sections
4.3.2.1.13 and 4.4.2.1.13 of the PEIS, selection of the Fluorinel
Dissolution Processing Facility and/or the Advanced Test Reactor to
support production of plutonium-238 would have no significant impact
on the waste management system at INEEL. Use of any of the facilities
proposed in this PEIS for the stated missions would not impact cleanup
missions at DOE sites.

1632-2: Theuseof proposed aternativefacilities associated with processing of
neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at either Hanford or
INEEL. At INEEL, the tanks would not be used although certain facilities
at the Idaho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center (INTEC) would be
used to treat the wastes resulting from processing the irradiated targets.
These are reliable systems that would process a maximum of 1,050 cubic
meters of low-level radioactive waste over the 35-year nuclear
infrastructure operational period. The higher activity waste would be
treated as a solid form via a stand-alone vitrification system, separate
from any tank waste treatment system. At Hanford, the existing high-
level radioactive waste facilities would not be used, and as analyzed in the
PEIS, no existing or planned high-level radioactive wastefacilitieswould
be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing the irradiated targets.

1632-3: Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds)
of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions; no viable alternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the
potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will
be exhausted by approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic

sasuodssyd 0@ PUe SIUSWLIOD Ui IN— »eideyDd



c¢ceci-¢

Commentor No. 1632: Nancy W. Fenn (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1632

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

Given the certain risks inherent in production of plutonium, the
justified need for this material would have to be tremendous, and the
PEIS does a poor job of providing ample justification. Beyond the
risks involved in production, and the aforementioned resulting waste
problem, there is also the issue of an accident occurring upon lift_off
or reentry of a space probe carrying this material. The cassini probe,
launched in 1997, carried 72 pounds of Pu_238. The potential for

an explosion during lift_off or upon an inadvertent reentry during the
fly_by phase, gave many in the scientific community pause, including
scientists within NASA. According to NASA's own conservative
estimate, a burn up upon reentry of the cassini probe could have
caused 2,300 cancer fatalities, independent analyses ranged much
higher. This potential for a catastrophic release of this extremely toxic
material will remain so long as the US government remains
committed to the use of plutonium_238. If DOE is to have a role in
developing power systems for NASA's instrumentation, it should
focus on promising solar technology, an alternative that has been
promoted in the European scientific community.

There are also proliferation concerns as it pertains to this plan. A
return to production of this isotope, however poorly justified, means a
return to the use of aqueous reprocessing at DOE facilities where this
technology has been used to extract bomb material for the weapons
program. From President Carter to presidents Bush and Clinton, US
policy has been to halt reprocessing in this country in order to set a
global precedent to curtail the spread of nuclear weapons material_a
noble effort in serious need of bolstering through action.

1632-2

1632-3

1632-4

1632-5

supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ahility to support future NASA space
exploration missionsmay belost.

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.

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

1632-4: 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 PEIS. Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems,
and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or
would be enhanced by their use. These radioisotope power systems have
been used for almost 40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their
performance, safety, and reliability in various NASA space missions.
NASA establishes the need and requirements for space missions and
undergoes athorough NEPA evaluation for each launch. The Cassini fly-
by occurred exactly as planned, with no release of nuclear material.

1632-5: It is not true that resumption of plutonium-238 production constitutes a
return to reprocessing. The agueous technique that would be used to
separate plutonium consisting of over 80 percent plutonium-238 and
neptunium from the irradiated target is similar to the technology that was
used in portions of the complex process to extract plutonium-239.
However, as discussed in PEIS Sections S.3, 2.2.3 and A.1.4, this
technology would be used to chemically separate plutonium-238 and
neptunium from irradiated targets and not from irradiated or spent nuclear
fuel, whereas reprocessing separates weapons grade plutonium-239 from
irradiated nuclear fuel. Plutonium-238 extractionis not reprocessing.
Unlike plutonium-239, plutonium-238is not used in nuclear weapons,
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Commentor No. 1632: Nancy W. Fenn (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1632

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

Considering all these factors that could adversely affect our
environment and commitment to nonproliferation, | strongly urge you
to select alternative 5 in the current PEIS. This alternative would
allow the Advanced Test Reactor at INEEL to continue producing
medical and industrial isotopes for the commercial sector and would
not lead to the production of anymore highly radioactive liquid waste
at Hanford or INEEL. The main mission at these two facilities has
been and should continue to be cleanup of the mess left over from
previous nuclear weapons work. Additional waste production would
interfere with this already difficult and expensive work. Alternative 5
also calls for the decommissioning of the FFTF reactor at Hanford.
FFTF is an aging breeder reactor whose use would be inconsistent
with United States policy to discourage use of this technology due to
the capability this class of reactors has to produce more plutonium
than is consumed. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this
plan.

Sincerely,
Nancy W. Fenn

1632-5
(Cont’d)

1632-6

but rather it would be used as a power and heat source for NASA space
missons.

The Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment, published
in September 2000, confirmsthat extracting plutonium-238 from irradiated
targetswould not undermine nonproliferation goals. Inthisreport, DOE
recognizesthat proliferation concerns might be raised related to one of the
technical assessment factors, “reduction in attractiveness of material

forms,” dueto thefact that, in the extraction of plutonium-238, the
remaining unconverted neptunium, aweapons-useabl efissile material used
astarget material for conversion into plutonium-238, must al so be recovered
(not produced), purified, and recycled. Thisisunavoidable (unlessthe
United States el ectsto neither produce or purchase plutonium-238), and it
impactsall PEISalternatives and options, including theNo Action
Alternative and Alternative 5: permanently deactivate FFTF with no new
missionsat U.S. facilities. However, whilethe fact that concerns might be
raised isavaluableinput to therecord of decision process, it doesnot
constitutean inconsistency with or departure from nonproliferation palicy,
and plutonium-238 isneeded to fulfill our missions. Further, inthe event that
plutonium-238 production isresumed in the United States, thetotal

separated stocks of neptunium would bereduced over timeinanirreversible
manner sincethereisamoratorium on U.S. spent fuel reprocessing. This
overall reduction in aweapons-useable material would mitigate the potential
concernsrelated to material attractiveness, and offer an additional method
to pursue U.S. nonproaliferation goals. DOE's proposed approach in this
mission, and its rigorous nonproliferation impact assessment, demonstrate
its commitment to nonproliferation policy, domestically and in the
international community.

The juxtaposition of Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF) in
INEEL Building 666 to wet storage of highly enriched uranium Navy
spent nuclear fuel, and its previous mission of reprocessing spent nuclear
fuel, wererigorously and objectively evaluated in the Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment published in
September 2000. In no uncertain terms, this report discusses the
proliferation concernsraised in the areas of facilitating cost-effective
international monitoring and supporting negotiation of averifiable Fissile
Material Cutoff Treaty (FMCT), and outlines what is needed to mitigate
these concerns. Thisisavauable input to the record of decision process.
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Commentor No. 1632: Nancy W. Fenn (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1632

1632-6:

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

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. It should be noted that medical isotopes would
continue to be produced at ATR regardless of which aternativeis selected
in the Record of Decision. The FFTF would produce spent nuclear fuel
and low-level radioactive waste, and as discussed throughout Section 4.3
of Volume 1, none of the proposed alternatives would add waste to the
high-level waste tanks at Hanford or INEEL. Also, it should be pointed
out that while FFTF supported the breeder reactor program, it is not itself
abreeder reactor, but rather afast flux research reactor.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g.,
see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that, the
Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS for the
management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation. This
analysisis consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical; or
at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sitesis not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. In addition, Sections 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 1632: Nancy W. Fenn (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1632

With respect to cleanup of wastes at Hanford or INEEL, the proposed
action and the existing cleanup missions are independent programs and
actions related to one will not impact the other. While the cleanup
activities at both Hanford and INEEL are high priority to DOE, it should
be noted that the cleanup of legacy wastes is beyond the scope of the

NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 1633: Maura Zimmerschied

Response to Commentor No. 1633

From: BanjoZ@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:BANJOZ@AOL.COM]

Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 5:46:01 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Fast Flux Test Facility

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| support re_start of the Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford,
Washington, for production of medical isotopes.

Maura K. Zimmerschied
Richland, WA

| ‘ 1633-1

1633-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1634: Chris Fuess

Response to Commentor No. 1634

From: Chris Fuess[SMTP:FUESSC@ENERGY.WSU.EDU]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 6:23:26 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Don't restart the Hanford's FFTF Reactor

Auto forwarded by a Rule

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
absolutely 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_proliferation issues or additional waste from FFTF.
Should FFTF be restarted, that decision will be illegal under Federal
law and will be overturned! Do the right thing, shut down FFTF now
and save the future of the Columbia River!

Sincerely,
Chris Fuess
1126 State Ave NE, Olympia, WA, 98506

1634-1

1634-2
1634-3

1634-2

1634-1

1634-4
1634-1

1634-5

1634-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns. This NI PEIS has been prepared

in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. DOE prepared
a separate Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to
provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so
that he may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS. Such an ancillary document need only be made
available to the public prior to any decision being made under CEQ
regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(€)). Nevertheless, DOE mailed this
document to about 730 interested partieson September 8, 2000. The
report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site
(http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has also
provided a summary of the Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment in Appendix Q in the Final NI PEIS. DOE gave equal
consideration to all comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered comments received from the public. DOE’s Record
of Decision for the NI PEISwill be based on anumber of factors
including environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation
impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and
programmatic objectives.

1634-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding 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 al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

Hanford cleanup is funded by DOE's Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Environmental Management (EM). FFTF funding is currently provided
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science & Technology (NE). The
DOE missions considered in this PEIS would a so be funded by the DOE
Office of NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup
activities. Therefore, restart of FFTF would not impact current cleanup
schedules.
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Commentor No. 1634: Chris Fuess (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1634

1634-3:

1634-4:

The restart of FFTF or any of the other proposed alternative facilities
would not have an impact on the cleanup missions at Hanford, INEEL, or
ORR. The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the
treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated for all aternatives
and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at each of the
proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be implemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. Thewaste
generated from any of the proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.

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 potentia radiological impacts. The
wildfire did not cause arelease of radioactive materialsfrom any Hanford
facilities but did result in resuspension of radioactive materialswhich
were aready in the environment. The very low levels of radioactive
material s that were resuspended were slightly above natural background
levels and required several days of analysisto quantify. Information on
this event has been made availabl e to the public and can be accessed at
http://www.Hanford.gov/envmon/indes.html. This site also provides a
link to information on the independent offsite air monitoring that was
conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

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

Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section 4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation. This analysisis consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1,
that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of
low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if
practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that
use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sitesis
not practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
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Commentor No. 1634: Chris Fuess (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1634

to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13aso0
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.

1634-5: Seeresponse to comment 1634-3.
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Commentor No. 1635: DennisF. Nester

Response to Commentor No. 1635

From: Dennis F. Nester
[SMTP:THEROYPROCESS@HOME.COM]

Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 6:56:49 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: The Roy Process for transmuting nuclear waste.

Auto forwarded by a Rule

TO: U.S. Department of Energy
RE: Plutonium transmutation via the Roy Process.

Dear Sir,

All high level nuclear waste, including plutonium, can be totally
transmuted into non radioactive elements using the Roy Process
invention. See web site: http://members.home.net/theroyprocess

Plutonium can be transmuted into non radioactive lead producing
heat which can be used to make steam and power existing
generators at each nuclear power plant were nuclear waste is now
stored in cooling ponds. The Roy Process Patent Application
contains completed electrodynamic calculations for three

isotopes: Pu239, Sr90 and Cs137. All other isotopes treated by
the same method.

Dr. Roy estimated cost in 1979 at $80 Million dollars and take
three years to construct the Roy Process pilot treatment plant.
Portable units can also be built for on site transmutation.

The Roy Process is available to a company capable of realization
who contracts with us.

Sincerely,

Dennis F. Nester,

Agent for the Roy Process, theroyprocess@home.com
(602) 494 9361, 4510 E. Willow Ave

Phoenix, AZ 85032, U.S.A.

1635-1

1635-1: DOE notes the commentor'sinterest in high-level radioactive waste
treatment methods.
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Commentor No. 1636: Andrea Hornben

Response to Commentor No. 1636

From: Andrea Hornbein
[SMTP:AHORNBEIN@EARTHLINK.NET]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 7:20:03 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Use of depleted plutonium
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Ms. Brown,

Please count me an Anerican Citizen who is opposed to the use of
depleted uranium. From what | understand it is radioactive and in
the area's where it has already been highly used there are serious
health related concerns.

Thank you,
Andrea Hornbein

1636-1

1636-1: The commentor's concerns about depleted uranium are noted. Missions

described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 and alternatives described in Section
2.5 do not involve depleted uranium. This NI PEIS provides estimates of
human health impacts associated with arange of reasonable alternatives
(including restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. Plutonium is one of many substances that have been
considered in the analysis of health and safety impacts for this PEIS.
Both radiological and chemical impactswere addressed. (See Appendixes
H and | of the PEIS.) Plutonium has been identified as the primary
contributor to the health impacts associated with the processing of
irradiated neptunium targets at any of the proposed processing facilities.
The analysis shows that no public or worker latent cancer fatalities
would be expected to result from implementation of the aternatives. See,
for example, Sections 4.3.1.1.9, 4.3.2.1.9, and 4.3.3.1.9 in Chapter 4 and
the Summary Tablesin Chapter 2 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 1637: Ann Tesoro

Response to Commentor No. 1637

From: Ann Tesoro[SMTP:ANTESORO@MICRON.NET]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 7:31:37 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Comment, INEEL

Auto forwarded by a Rule

September 15, 2000
Ms. Colette Brown
DOE, Office of Space and Defense Power Systems

Dear Ms. Brown,

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

As a member of the Snake River Alliance | have become aware of
the serious nuclear contamination and waste problems at INEEL.
INEEL is one of the most contaminated areas in America. The
Department's recent estimate on cleaning up our site is $22 billion
and is expected to take 50 years__longer than any other DOE
facility. In addition, we have over 360 individual superfund sites 1637-1
within the 890 sq. mile area that comprises INEEL. With this known,
the last thing we need is a plan to generate more nuclear waste at a
site that needs more waste like the DOE needs security scandals.
Out of concern for Idaho's environment, | strongly urge you not to
pursue the plutonium_238 production mission outlined in your PEIS.

One of the most daunting problems confronting cleanup at major
DOE facilities such as Hanford and INEEL, is the solidification of
liquid high_level nuclear waste. Your current plan for plutonium_238 1637-2
production entails the generation of approximately 288,000
additional gallons of this waste over the project's 35 year span.
While this is a small portion of Hanford's high level waste, it is

1637-1: The commentor's position regarding plutonium-238 production at INEEL
is noted. Production of plutonium-238 at one or more of the candidate
sites would be conducted in support of NASA's deep space missions
Volume 1, Section 1.2.2 of the NI PEIS). Asdiscussedin
Sections 4.3.2.1.13 and 4.4.2.1.13 of the EIS, selection of the Fluorinel
Dissolution Processing Facility and/or the Advanced Test Reactor to
support production of plutonium-238 would have little impact on the
waste management system at INEEL. Use of any of the facilities
proposed in this PEIS for the stated missions would not impact cleanup
missions at DOE sites.

1637-2: Theuseof proposed aternativefacilities associated with processing of
neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at either Hanford or
INEEL. At INEEL, the tanks would not be used although certain facilities
at the Idaho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center (INTEC) would be
used to treat the wastes resulting from processing the irradiated targets.
These are reliable systems that would process a maximum of 1,050 cubic
meters of low-level radioactive waste over the 35-year nuclear
infrastructure operational period. The higher activity waste would be
treated as a solid form via a stand-alone vitrification system, separate
from any tank waste treatment system. At Hanford, the existing high
level radioactive waste facilities would not be used, and as analyzed in the
PEIS, no existing or planned high-level radioactive wastefacilitieswould
be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing the irradiated targets.

1637-3: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions; no viable aternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the
potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will
be exhausted by approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic
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Commentor No. 1637: Ann Tesoro (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1637

approximately one fifth of what we have remaining here in Idaho,
which makes it a very significant amount. Previous leakage of this
waste at INEEL and Hanford threatens our water supplies. What we
certainly don't need is any more of this most highly problematic of
waste forms.

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

There are also proliferation concerns as it pertains to this plan. A
return to production of this isotope, however poorly justified, means
a return to the use of aqueous reprocessing at DOE facilities where
this technology has been used to extract bomb material for the
weapons program. From President Carter to presidents Bush and
Clinton, US policy has been to halt reprocessing in this country in
order to set a global precedent to curtail the spread of nuclear
weapons material_a noble effort in serious need of bolstering
through action.

Indeed, an otherwise lukewarm Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment

1637-2
(Cont’d)

1637-3

1637-4

1637-5

supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ahility to support future NASA space
exploration missionsmay belost.

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.

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

1637-4: 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 PEIS. Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems,
and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or
would be enhanced by their use. These radioisotope power systems have
been used for almost 40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their
performance, safety, and reliability in various NASA space missions.
NASA establishes the need and requirements for space missions and
undergoes a thorough NEPA evaluation for each launch. The Cassini fly-
by occurred exactly as planned, with no release of nuclear material.

1637-5: Itisnot truethat resumption of plutonium-238 production constitutesareturn
toreprocessing. The aqueous technique that would be used to separate
plutonium consisting of over 80 percent plutonium-238 and neptunium from
theirradiated target issimilar to thetechnol ogy that was used in portions of
the complex processto extract plutonium-239. However, asdiscussedin
PEIS Sections S.3, 2.2.3 and A. 1.4, thistechnol ogy would be used to
chemically separate plutonium-238 and neptunium from irradiated targetsand
not from irradiated or spent nuclear fuel, whereas reprocessing separates
weapons grade plutonium-239 fromirradiated nuclear fuel. Plutonium-238
extractionisnot reprocessing. Unlike plutonium-239, plutonium-238isnot
used in nuclear weapons, but rather it would be used as a power and heat

source for NASA space missions.
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Commentor No. 1637: Ann Tesoro (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1637

conducted by your Office of Arms Control and Nonproliferation
questions whether our commitment to nonproliferation isn't
weakened by the use of the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility
within Building 666 at INEEL. INEEL's reprocessing facility is next
door to a wet storage unit for Navy spent fuel, which contains a
greater than average amount of highly enriched uranium. It was
reprocessed from 1953 to 1989 at INEEL for the weapons program.
Use of this facility to carry out plutonium_238 extraction, especially
considering the dubious need for this isotope, at the very least
raises the concern that DOE is not fully committed to ending
reprocessing. The international community cannot be expected to
trust DOE's civilian_mission claim when an agency devoutly
committed to development of weapons uses a nuclear weapons
technology at a weapons facility.

Considering all these factors that could adversely affect our
environment and commitment to nonproliferation, | strongly urge you
to select alternative 5 in the current PEIS. This alternative

would allow the Advanced Test Reactor at INEEL to continue
producing medical and industrial isotopes for the commercial sector
and would not lead to the production of anymore highly radioactive
liquid waste at Hanford or INEEL. The main mission at these two
facilities has been and should continue to be cleanup of the mess
left over from previous nuclear weapons work. Additional waste
production would interfere with this already difficult and expensive
work. Alternative 5 also calls for the decommissioning of the FFTF
reactor at Hanford. FFTF is an aging breeder reactor whose use
would be inconsistent with United States policy to discourage

use of this technology due to the capability this class of reactors has
to produce more plutonium than is consumed. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment on this plan.

Sincerely,

1637-5
(Cont’d)

1637-6

The Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment, published
in September 2000, confirmsthat extracting plutonium-238 fromirradiated
targetswould not undermine nonproliferation goals. In thisreport, DOE
recognizesthat proliferation concernsmight beraised related to one of the
technical assessment factors, “reductionin attractiveness of material
forms,” dueto thefact that, intheextraction of plutonium-238, the
remaining unconverted neptunium, aweapons-useable fissilematerial used
astarget materia for conversioninto plutonium-238, must also be
recovered (not produced), purified, and recycled. Thisis unavoidable
(unlessthe United States el ectsto neither produce or purchase
plutonium-238), and it impactsall PEISdternativesand options, including
theNo Action Alternativeand Alternative 5. permanently deactivate FFTF
with no new missionsat U.S. facilities. However, whilethefact that
concerns might beraised isavaluableinput to the record of decision
process, it does not constitute aninconsistency with or departurefrom
nonproliferation policy, and plutonium-238is needed tofulfill our missions.
Further, inthe event that plutonium-238 productionisresumed inthe United
States, thetotal separated stocksof neptunium would be reduced over time
inanirreversible manner since thereisamoratoriumon U.S. spent fuel
reprocessing. Thisoverall reductioninaweapons useable material would
mitigatethe potential concernsrelated to material attractiveness, and offer
an additional method to pursue U.S. nonproliferation goals. DOE's
proposed approachin thismission, and itsrigorous nonproliferationimpact
assessment, demonstrateits commitment to nonproliferation palicy,
domestically and intheinternational community.

Thejuxtaposition of Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF) in INEEL
Building 666 to wet storage of highly enriched uranium Navy spent nuclear
fuel, and its previous mission of reprocessing spent nuclear fuel, were
rigorously and objectively evaluated inthe Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment published in September 2000. Inno
uncertain terms, thisreport discussesthe proliferation concernsraised inthe
areas of facilitating cost-effectiveinternational monitoring and supporting
negotiation of averifiable FissileMateria Cutoff Treaty (FMCT), and
outlineswhat is needed to mitigate these concerns. Thisisavaluableinput
to the record of decision process.

Most of the concerns and uncertainties surrounding the use of FDPF are
associated withitshistory asadefense programsfacility and theresulting
lack of transparency that could be afforded in the event that international

monitoring becomesdesirable under an Fissile Materia Cutoff Treaty
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Commentor No. 1637: Ann Tesoro (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1637

1637-6:

(FMCT). Thisisadifferent set of concerns than those expressed in the
comment. Thefactis, that sinceit iswell known that FDPF hasalong
history of Navy defense missions, and since the described mission
(plutonium-238 extraction) in the PEIS does not involve the production of
specia fissile material, sufficient transparency could possibly be provided
by a managed access regime that would meet the requirements of FMCT
verification. If thiscould be done, the af orementioned concerns would be
mitigated.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. It should be noted that medical isotopes would
continue to be produced at ATR regardless of which aternativeis selected
in the Record of Decision. The FFTF would produce spent nuclear fuel
and low-level radioactive waste, and as discussed throughout Section 4.3
of Volume 1, none of the proposed alternatives would add waste to the
high-level waste tanks at Hanford or INEEL. Also, it should be pointed
out that while FFTF supported the breeder reactor program, it is not
itself abreeder reactor, but rather afast flux research reactor.

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 was revised to clarify that the
Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS for the
management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation. This
analysisis consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical; or
at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sitesis not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. In addition, Sections 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.

With respect to cleanup of wastes at Hanford or INEEL, the proposed
action and the existing cleanup missions areindependent programs and
actionsrelated to onewill not impact the other. Whilethe cleanup activities
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Response to Commentor No. 1637

at both Hanford and INEEL are high priority to DOE, it should be noted
that the cleanup of legacy wastes is beyond the scope of the NI PEIS.
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From: hondo[SMTP:HONDO@CYBERHIGHWAY.NET]
Sent:  Friday, September 15, 2000 8:31:44 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: citizen comments on

Auto forwarded by a Rule

September 15, 2000

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

Dear Ms. Brown,

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

As a member of the Snake River Alliance | have become aware of
the serious nuclear contamination and waste problems at INEEL.
INEEL is one of the most contaminated areas in America. The
Department's recent estimate on cleaning up our site is $22 billion
and is expected to take 50 years__longer than any other DOE
facility. In addition, we have over 360 individual superfund sites
within the 890 sq. mile area that comprises INEEL. With this known,
the last thing we need is a plan to generate more nuclear waste at a
site that needs more waste like the DOE needs security scandals.
Out of concern for Idaho's environment, | strongly urge you not to

pursue the plutonium_238 production mission outlined in your PEIS.

One of the most daunting problems confronting cleanup at major
DOE facilities such as Hanford and INEEL, is the solidification of
liquid high_level nuclear waste. Your current plan for plutonium_238
production entails the generation of approximately 288,000
additional gallons of this waste over the project's 35 year span.
While this is a small portion of Hanford's high level

1638-1

1638-2

1638-1: The commentor's position regarding plutonium-238 production at INEEL
is noted. Production of plutonium-238 at one or more of the candidate
sites would be conducted in support of NASA's deep space missions
Volume 1, Section 1.2.2 of the NI PEIS). Asdiscussed in Sections
4.3.2.1.13 and 4.4.2.1.13 of the EIS, selection of the Fluorinel Dissolution
Processing Facility and/or the Advanced Test Reactor to support
production of plutonium-238 would have no significant impact on the
waste management system at INEEL. Use of any of the facilities
proposed in this PEIS for the stated missions would not impact cleanup
missions at DOE sites.

1638-2: Theuseof proposed aternative facilities associated with processing of
neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at either Hanford or
INEEL. At INEEL, the tanks would not be used although certain facilities
at the Idaho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center (INTEC) would be
used to treat the wastes resulting from processing the irradiated targets.
These are reliable systems that would process a maximum of 1 050 cubic
meters of low-level radioactive waste over the 35-year nuclear
infrastructure operational period. The higher activity waste would be
treated as a solid form via a stand-alone vitrification system, separate
from any tank waste treatment system. At Hanford, the existing high
level radioactive waste facilities would not be used, and as analyzed in the
PEIS, no existing or planned high-level radioactive wastefacilitieswould
be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing the irradiated targets.

1638-3: Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions; no viable aternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the
potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will
be exhausted by approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic
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waste, it is approximately one fifth of what we have remaining here
in Idaho, which makes it a very significant amount. Previous
leakage of this waste at INEEL and Hanford threatens our

water supplies. What we certainly don't need is any more of this
most highly problematic of waste forms.

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

There are also proliferation concerns as it pertains to this plan. A
return to production of this isotope, however poorly justified, means
a return to the use of aqueous reprocessing at DOE facilities where
this technology has been used to extract bomb material for the
weapons program. From President Carter to presidents Bush and
Clinton, US policy has been to halt reprocessing in this country in
order to set a global precedent to curtail the spread of nuclear
weapons material_a noble effort in serious need of bolstering
through action.

1638-2
(Cont’d)

1638-3

1638-4

1638-5

1638-4:

1638-5:

supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ahility to support future NASA space
exploration missionsmay belost.

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.

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

DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear materials
for space missions and interest in the devel opment of alternative energy
sources for space missions. Through a Memorandum of Understanding
with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems, and the
plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or would be
enhanced by their use. These radioisotope power systems have been used
for almost 40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their performance,
safety, and reliability in various NASA space missions. NASA establishes|
the need and requirements for space missions and undergoes athorough
NEPA evauation for each launch. The Cassini fly-by occurred exactly as
planned, with no rel ease of nuclear material.

The commentor is correct in stating that the agueous processing technol ogy
that would be used to separate plutonium consisting of over 80 percent
plutonium-238 and neptunium from the irradiated target is similar to the
technology that was used to extract plutonium-239. However, unlike
plutonium-239, plutonium-238 is not used in nuclear weapons, but rather
it would be used as a power source for NASA space missions. The
technology that isdiscussed in EIS Sections S.3, 2.2.3and A.1.4 would be
used to chemically separate plutonium-238 and neptunium from irradiated
targets and not from irradiated or spent nuclear fuel whereas reprocessing
separates weapons grade plutonium-239 from irradiated nuclear fuel. As
discussed in the separate nonproliferation impact assessment report, use
of this technology to produce plutonium-238 from irradiated targets will

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

Considering all these factors that could adversely affect our
environment and commitment to nonproliferation, | strongly urge
you to select alternative 5 in the current PEIS. This alternative
would allow the Advanced Test Reactor at INEEL to continue
producing medical and industrial isotopes for the commercial sector
and would not lead to the production of anymore highly radioactive
liquid waste at Hanford or INEEL. The main mission at these two
facilities has been and should continue to be cleanup of the mess
left over from previous nuclear weapons work. Additional waste
production would interfere with this already difficult and expensive
work. Alternative 5 also calls for the decommissioning of the FFTF
reactor at Hanford. FFTF is an aging breeder reactor whose use
would be inconsistent with United States policy to discourage

use of this technology due to the capability this class of reactors has
to produce more plutonium than is consumed. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment on this plan.

Sincerely,
Carolyn Hondo

219 Hillcrest Rd.
Burley, Idaho 83318

1638-5
(Cont’d)

1638-6

1638-6: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently

with and support of the U.S. policy prohibiting reprocessing. The
juxtaposition of INEEL Building 666 to wet storage of highly enriched
uranium Navy spent nuclear fuel and its previous mission of reprocessing
spent nuclear fuel were considered in the separate nonproliferation impact
assessment.

Deactivate FFTF. It should be noted that medical isotopes would continue
to be produced at ATR regardless of which alternativeis selected in the
Record of Decision. The FFTF would produce spent nuclear fuel and low-
level radioactive waste, and as discussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume
1, none of the proposed alternatives would add waste to the high-level
waste tanks at Hanford or INEEL. Also, it should be pointed out that
while FFTF supported the breeder reactor program, it is not itself a breeder
reactor, but rather afast flux research reactor.

With respect to cleanup of wastes at Hanford or INEEL, the proposed
action and the existing cleanup missions are independent programs and
actions related to one will not impact the other. While the cleanup activities
at both Hanford and INEEL are high priority to DOE, it should be noted
that the cleanup of legacy wastes is beyond the scope of the NI PEIS.
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