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Commentor No. 1491:  Patricia L. Clark Response to Commentor No. 1491

1491-1

1491-2

1491-3

1491-5

1491-4

1491-1: 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).  As discussed 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.

1491-2: The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing
of neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or
available funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at 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 waste facilities would be used to treat the wastes resulting
from processing the irradiated targets.

1491-3: 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
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Commentor No. 1491:  Patricia L. Clark (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1491

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 Appendixes H, I, and J of Volume 2 in
the Final 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
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 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
technology 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 is discussed in EIS 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.  As discussed in the separate nonproliferation
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impact assessment report, use of this technology to produce
plutonium-238 from irradiated targets will not create a nonproliferation
threat.  DOE is committed to full compliance 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.

1491-6: 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 alternative is
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 a fast 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 analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

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

Commentor No. 1491:  Patricia L. Clark (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1491
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be noted that the cleanup of legacy wastes is beyond the scope of the
NI PEIS.

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

Commentor No. 1491:  Patricia L. Clark (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1491
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Commentor No. 1492:  Evelyn Campbell Response to Commentor No. 1492

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

1493-1

1493-2

1493-3

1493-1

1493-4

1493-1: 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 its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs: 1) to support the need for increased domestic production
of isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified
by a panel of experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear
Energy Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of
the United States' energy portfolio.  Section 1.2 of Volume 1 was revised
to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

1493-2: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the migration of
contaminants to the Columbia River. Although beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at
Hanford are high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration
of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully 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 a result of operating FFTF.  Additionally, FFTF is located
approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

No food or water restrictions are in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as a result of Hanford activities.
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1493-3: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes.  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. 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.

Commentor No. 1493:  Beth J. Christiansen (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1493
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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

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

1496-1

1496-2

1496-3

1496-1

1496-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

1496-2: 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, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

1496-3: DOE is committed to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with NEPA,
and holding public hearings is 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. Klein
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

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

I 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.

1498-1

1498-2

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

1498-2: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones
and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE 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, I was just calling to say that I oppose the restart of the
FFTF nuclear reactor at Hanford. I 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 I would like to go on record as
saying that I oppose the restart of the nuclear reactor at
Hanford. I am a tax_paying, voting citizen. Thank you.

1500-1 1500-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to 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 I 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 I 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: Selection of facilities and site locations for accomplishing expanded
civilian nuclear energy research and development and isotope production
missions is not being driven by special interests working on behalf of any
corporate, institutional, or other non-governmental entity with a stake in
the decisions to be made.  The facilities and locations evaluated in this
NI PEIS represent a range of reasonable alternatives for accomplishing the
DOE missions and serve to enable DOE to meet its responsibilities under
the Atomic Energy Act.

1501-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1501-3: 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 all 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. 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

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

I 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 I would like the Fast Flux information
that you have. I 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.



C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

2-1153

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. I feel very strongly about this and I
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.



2-1154

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent and

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 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
I 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 I live in Chaktow,
Oregon. I'm calling to leave the message to say that I
oppose the restart of the FFTF nuclear reactor at Hanford.
Thank you.

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 I would prefer than you not restart
the FFT nuclear reactor. FFTF I think. Thank you.

1506-1 1506-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

2-1157

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...I went to the hearing here in Seattle on the 30th and I put my
name in but my number just never came up so I was not allowed
to speak.

What I would have said if I 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, I mean,
it's just over for Hanford, I 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. I 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.

1507-1

1507-2

1507-3

1507-1

1507-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

1507-2: All members of the public that requested an opportunity to speak at the
hearing were given numbers. The numbers were placed in a container 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?  Is there anyone who does not have a
ticket who wanted to speak?  If not, this concludes the meeting.” (See the
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 a room 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 left the hearing before her
number was called and did not take advantage of the opportunity to give
formal comments to 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 its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs:

1) to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

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

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

1507-3: 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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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 all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  FFTF restart would not impact
the cleanup missions at Hanford.

Commentor No. 1507:  Mary Hanson (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1507
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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. I 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 I 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 I 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 I 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 alternative energy
sources for space missions, and concern for the use of nuclear power in
space-based weapons, 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.  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, I 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: 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 all the alternatives.

1509-2: 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 seeks to maintain
and enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs: 1) to support the need for increased domestic production
of isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified
by a panel of experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear
Energy Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of the
United States’ energy portfolio.  Section 1.2 of Volume 1 was revised to
clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

1509-3: 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.  As discussed in the
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 I don't agree with the restart of
the nuclear reactor that's going to make the FFTF reactor take
place because I feel that it's really dangerous to our
well_being. Living in the Portland area, I mean, I already
know that it's leaking radioactive waste and that type of thing
so I 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

1510-2

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

1510-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are 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 is fully
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.  The impacts are
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 receives from naturally occurring radiation sources is 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 population.

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

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

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.

I 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 I 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 I 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

1513-1

1513-2

1513-3

1513-4

1513-5

1513-6

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

1513-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  The DOE missions delineated 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 impacts to
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE
resources that was assessed for this mission.

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

Although other manufacturers produce medical isotopes, DOE remains
the key provider for a large number of radioisotopes that are used in
relatively small quantities by individual researchers at universities and
hospitals. Because their application is initially experimental, these
isotopes are not generally purchased in large-enough quantities to make
their production financially attractive to private industry.  However,
supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available from existing
domestic or foreign sources, causing a number of medical research



C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

2-1165

programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed. Under the
NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhance its existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively  support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research.  DOE’s
intent is to complement commercial sector capabilities to ensure that a
reliable supply of isotopes is available in the U.S. to meet future demand,
and 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.

1513-4: 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 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.

1513-5: The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.

The purpose of this NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of a
range of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the DOE
missions, which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes,
the production of plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and nuclear
research and development.  DOE has made every effort to obtain and
evaluate all of the information it needs to make a decision on expanding

Commentor No. 1513:  Paul Ballard (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1513
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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 a number of factors including
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts,
schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic
objectives.

1513-6: See response to comment 1513-1.
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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: I oppose the restart of the FFTF Nuclear Reactor at
Hanford
Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

1515-1 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

I 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

1516-2

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

1516-2: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC, established
in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective 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 the initial estimates were
made, the actual growth of medical isotope use has tracked at levels
consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was
revised to incorporate this information and to clarify DOE’s role in
fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope production needs.  The
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.OR.US]

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2000 11:22:10 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: I oppose the
Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

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.OR.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

I 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 Chelini 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.OR.US]

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2000 12:12:10 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Nuclear Reactor at Hanford!!!!
Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

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. I 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

1523-1

1523-2

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

1523-2: The commentor’s positions regarding waste above the Snake River Plain
aquifer and cleanup as a priority at INEEL are noted.  The Snake River
Plain aquifer 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 a fabrication/processing facility for production of plutonium-238 are
given in Section 4.3.2.1.4 of the NI PEIS.  An annual increase of 23,000
liters of process wastewater would result from plutonium-238 target
processing.  Under normal operations, no radioactive liquid effluent
discharges would occur.  Selection of the Fluorinel Dissolution Process
Facility as a fabrication/processing facility would have no significant
effect on the Snake River Plain aquifer.  As discussed 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.

Schedules for the nuclear infrastructure alternatives given in 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 activities at INEEL.
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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

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 PEIS will be based on a number of factors including environmental
impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical
assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.
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Commentor No. 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 I 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. I 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: 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.

1526-2: The commentor’s position regarding production of plutonium-238 is noted.
As discussed 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 a variety of space missions that include Apollo,
Pioneer, Viking, Voyager, Galileo, Ulysses, Mars Pathfinder, and Cassini.

1526-3: 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 be small.  All air emissions and wastewater discharges
would be in accordance with applicable permit and regulatory 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 sites independent of
ultimate decisions on nuclear infrastructure activities.  None of the
alternatives proposed in this PEIS would have any impact on  DOE site
cleanup schedules or activities.

1526-4: 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

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 materials in
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 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.
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Commentor No. 1528:  Thalia Syracopoulos
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 1528

1528-1

1528-1: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC, established
in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective 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 the initial estimates were
made, the actual rate of growth of medical isotope use is consistent with
the Expert Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this
information and to clarify DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and
commercial isotope production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
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Commentor No. 1528:  Thalia Syracopoulos (Cont’d)
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 1528

1528-1
(Cont’d)

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

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

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 a large number of radioisotopes that are used
in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at universities and
hospitals. Because their application is initially experimental, these
isotopes are not generally purchased in large-enough quantities to make
their production financially attractive to private industry.  However,
supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available from existing
domestic or foreign sources, causing a number of medical research
programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed. Under the
NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhance its existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively  support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research.  DOE’s
intent is to complement commercial sector capabilities to ensure that a
reliable supply of isotopes is available in the U.S. to meet future 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 analyses in the NI PEIS, a
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Commentor No. 1528:  Thalia Syracopoulos (Cont’d)
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 1528

1528-1
(Cont’d)

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,
as well as commercial isotopes whose current application is inhibited by
lack of availability or high cost, such as Palladium-103.  However, the
absence of any specific isotope from these tables should not be
interpreted to mean that it could not be considered for production under
the proposed action.  DOE expects that the actual isotopes and specific
amounts produced as a result of the proposed action would vary from
year to year in response to the focus of clinical research and the specific
market needs occurring at that time.

1528-2: 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 health and safety of workers and the public is a 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 hazardous chemical use.

1528-3: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1528-4: 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 all 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
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Commentor No. 1528:  Thalia Syracopoulos (Cont’d)
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 1528
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Commentor No. 1528:  Thalia Syracopoulos (Cont’d)
National Organization for Women

Response to Commentor No. 1528
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Commentor No. 1529:  Donald A. Runciman Response to Commentor No. 1529

1529-1

1529-2

1529-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.  Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing
contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

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

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

1530-1

1530-2

1530-3

1530-4

1530-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views.  DOE has sought independent analysis
of trends in the use of medical radioisotopes, and of its continuing role in
this sector, consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In
doing so, it has established two expert committees.  The first, a thirteen-
member Expert Panel convened in 1998 to forecast future demand for
medical isotopes, included academicians from 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  a subcommittee 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 and
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 members included
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 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 In the period since the initial estimates were
made, the actual growth of medical isotope use has tracked at levels
consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily Molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  Further, supplies of many research
isotopes are not readily available from existing  foreign or domestic sources,
causing a number of medical research programs to be 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
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Commentor No. 1530:  John Browne, Jr. (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1530

1530-1

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.

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 ability 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 notes the commentor’s view.  In developing a range of reasonable
alternatives, DOE examined the capabilities and available capacities of
existing and planned accelerators, reactors, and hot cell facilities for meeting
DOE’s proposed nuclear infrastructure mission requirements.  The basis as
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to why specific facilities were eventually dismissed as reasonable
alternatives is presented in Volume 1, Section 2.6 of the  NI PEIS.

1530-3: DOE notes the commentor’s viewpoint.

1530-4: 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 focus the analyses of alternatives on a
reasonable 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).  This range of
processing options would not limit the availability or access of isotopes
to potential customers.

Commentor No. 1530:  John Browne, Jr. (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1530
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Commentor No. 1536:  Lucile Wyers Response to Commentor No. 1536

1536-1

1536-2

1536-1

1536-2

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

1536-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE 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. 1537:  Mary Nally Response to Commentor No. 1537

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 is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

1537-2: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactive waste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF.  It is DOE’s policy
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

1538-1 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

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

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

1541-1

Response to Commentor No. 1541

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

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.  As discussed in Section 4.3.1.1.13, hazardous waste
generated under these alternatives would be shipped offsite to a
commercial facility licensed  to dispose of hazardous waste.  Activities at
the High Flux Isotope 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

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

1544-1

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

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

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 Columbia River flows from the Colville
Reservation toward the Hanford Site.  As discussed 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, the increase in
risk, if there is any, was too small to be identified by the study
methodology 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

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 impacts to
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE
resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the risk of contamination to the Columbia River.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
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
Columbia River.  There are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no
radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible
impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from
operation of Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

1545-3: The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of a
range of reasonable alternatives to enhancing DOE’s existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of isotopes for medical,
research, and industrial uses; production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions; and U.S. nuclear research and
development needs for civilian application.  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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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 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.

As discussed in detail in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixes H, I, and J
of Volume 2 in 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.  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.

Commentor No. 1545:  R. B. Pinter (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1545
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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
from irradiated 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.

Commentor No. 1545:  R. B. Pinter (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1545
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Commentor No. 1546:  Claire R. Holmsham Response to Commentor No. 1546

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

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

1548-1

1548-2

1548-3

1548-1

1548-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  A Tri-Party
Agreement change was made to place the milestones for FFTF’s
permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on
whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.  Public meetings
were held on this formal milestone change.  The DOE missions delineated
in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

1548-2: 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 all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.
These programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision.  The waste generated from any of the proposed
alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
applicable DOE orders.

1548-3: 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

1549-1 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
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Commentor No. 1550:  Jess C. Gehin Response to Commentor No. 1550
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Commentor No. 1550:  Jess C. Gehin (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1550

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 impacts in an EIS, as
conceded by the commentor, particularly at the programmatic level.  The
preconceptual design descriptions contained in this NI PEIS are intended
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.  This information 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) as well as from design projects that are under
development (i.e., the Oak Ridge Spallation Neutron Source for the high
energy accelerator).  See Appendix E and F for details.  Contributors listed
in Section 6 (List of Preparers) do include individuals knowledgeable in
both the design and operation of the  facilities under consideration to
include the new research reactor and high- and low energy accelerators.
This list of preparers includes individuals who were formally on the staff
of the national laboratories and continue to support work at the national
laboratories as contractors.  In addition the list also includes individuals
with extensive backgrounds in the commercial nuclear industry.

1550-2: In irradiating neptunium-237 target material to produce plutonium-238,
other plutonium isotopes are also produced as impurities within the target
material.  These include 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
gamma rays which are difficult to shield.  Plutonium-236 has a half-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 electronics and instrumentation over a
long time period unless this impurity level is kept 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 location 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

1550-3
(Cont’d)

1550-4

1550-5

to use in 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 is relatively low at the end of
irradiation.  The alternative selected to produce plutonium-238 will be
required to ensure this impurity requirement  is met.  As detailed planning
for a selected alternative progresses, this could result in the need for target
design or facility modifications.  Contingencies were 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 developmental problems.

1550-3: 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 accelerator
(72 milliamperes) is defined 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.

1550-4: As stated in the EIS Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.6, a preconceptual design of a
new research reactor was developed based on the criteria that meets
1) current research reactor designs acceptable to NRC and IAEA,
2) nonproliferation policy (i.e., using low enriched uranium fuel), and
3) DOE missions in producing a) medical and industrial isotopes, and
b) plutonium-238 while supporting nuclear energy research and
development EIS Section E.2 describes the three fuel designs which 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 a research reactor.  The high thermal neutron flux 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 is larger than the largest
currently operating TRIGA reactor power of 16 megawatts, the fuel
design is almost identical to the current TRIGA 10 megawatt high power
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Commentor No. 1550:  Jess C. Gehin (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1550

1550-5
(Cont’d)

1550-6

design and the system thermal-hydraulic performance represents a linear
extrapolation of existing designs.  The power density of the 50 megawatt
design is less than 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 aforementioned additional technical
justification for selecting a TRIGA reactor.

1550-5: Currently operating pressurized water reactor (PWR) commercial light
water reactors (CLWR)  in the U.S. operate with four different fuel
assembly geometries denoted as 14 x 14, 15 x 15, 16 x 16, and 17 x 17.
While the newer designs use 16 x 16 and 17 x 17 fuel assemblies, there are
14 operating PWRs in the U.S. that use 15 x 15 fuel assemblies in their
core.  The CLWR described in the EIS and used for the purpose of
evaluating environmental impacts is representative of currently operating
PWR CLWRs.  Due to 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 a level 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 designs would be irradiated in the CLWR for one
fuel cycle.  During the second fuel cycle the design or designs would be
evaluated, the final 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 postulated
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 a single test
cycle or fuel cycle a high risk.  The commentor’s support of CLWR
plutonium-238 production, HFIR and ATR medical isotope production,
and the use of a smaller less expensive research reactor such as the
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
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Such an ancillary document need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.
The report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has
also provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final
NI PEIS.

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 this information along with other
data for 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

1551-1

1551-2

1551-3

1551-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1551-2: DOE notes the 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 activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
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
Columbia River.  There are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no
radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible
impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from
operation of Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

1551-3: 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.  Management of
wastes that would be generated under implementation of Alternative 1,
Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g., see Section
4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that, the Hanford
waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS for the
management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.  This
analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical; or
at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 1552:  Colin Mecey Response to Commentor No. 1552

1552-1

1552-2

1552-3

1552-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1552-2: 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
alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at each
of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will
be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

1552-3: DOE notes the concerns for potential ecological and human health
impacts expressed in this comment.  The impacts 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 resources are addressed in  Section 4.3.1.1.6; human health
impacts are addressed in Section 4.3.1.1.9 for normal operations and in
Section 4.3.1.1.10 for postulated accidents.  All of these impacts are
shown to be small.  Ecological resources would not be adversely affected
and no fatalities would be expected among the general public or Hanford
workers.
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Commentor No. 1553:  Everett Anttila Response to Commentor No. 1553

1553-1

1553-2

1553-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
although 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.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC, established
in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice regarding the future
form of its isotope research and production activities.  DOE has adopted
these growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential
capability of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet
programmatic requirements.  In the period since the initial estimates were
made, the actual growth of medical isotope use has tracked at levels
consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily Molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  Further, supplies of many research
isotopes are not readily available from existing  foreign or domestic
sources, causing a number of medical research programs to be 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 is limited
to analysis of alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the missions
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addressed, which include the production of medical and industrial
isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and nuclear research and
development.

The three missions are civilian nuclear energy missions and are not
defense-related.  Section 1.2. of Volume 1 was revised to clarify the
purpose and need of the proposed action.

Commentor No. 1553:  Everett Antila (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1553
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Commentor No. 1554:  Allan Stockman Response to Commentor No. 1554

1554-1

1554-2

1554-3

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

1554-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

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

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.  As discussed in
detail in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixes H, I, and J of Volume 2 in
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

1555-1

1555-2

1555-3

1555-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1555-2: DOE notes the commentor's interest in research of alternative energy
sources, although issues of research and development of alternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The
DOE missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of  plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can  currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.

1555-3: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all
alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at each
of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will
be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 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. It is 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 I 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, I 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).  As discussed 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: The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing of
neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at 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 waste facilities would
be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing the irradiated targets.

1632-3: 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
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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 ability to support future NASA space
exploration missions may be lost.

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

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.

1632-4: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear materials
for space missions and interest in the development of alternative energy
sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA research
priorities are beyond the scope of this 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.

1632-5: It is not true that resumption of plutonium-238 production constitutes a
return to reprocessing.  The aqueous 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 extraction is  not reprocessing.
Unlike plutonium-239, plutonium-238 is 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, I 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
missions.

The Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment, published
in September 2000, confirms that extracting plutonium-238 from irradiated
targets would not undermine nonproliferation goals.  In this report, DOE
recognizes that proliferation concerns might be raised related to one of the
technical assessment factors, “reduction in attractiveness of material
forms,” due to the fact that, in the extraction of plutonium-238, the
remaining unconverted neptunium, a weapons-useable fissile material used
as target material for conversion into plutonium-238, must also be recovered
(not produced), purified, and recycled.  This is unavoidable (unless the
United States elects to neither produce or purchase plutonium-238), and it
impacts all PEIS alternatives and options, including the No Action
Alternative and Alternative 5: permanently deactivate FFTF with no new
missions at U.S.  facilities.  However, while the fact that concerns might be
raised is a valuable input to the record of decision process, it does not
constitute an inconsistency with or departure from nonproliferation policy,
and plutonium-238 is needed to fulfill our missions.  Further, in the event that
plutonium-238 production is resumed in the United States, the total
separated stocks of neptunium would be reduced over time in an irreversible
manner since there is a moratorium on U.S. spent fuel reprocessing.  This
overall reduction in a weapons-useable material would mitigate the potential
concerns related to material attractiveness, and offer an additional method
to pursue U.S. nonproliferation 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, were rigorously and objectively evaluated in the Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment published in
September 2000.  In no uncertain terms, this report discusses the
proliferation concerns raised in the areas of facilitating cost-effective
international monitoring and supporting negotiation of a verifiable Fissile
Material Cutoff Treaty (FMCT), and outlines what is needed to mitigate
these concerns. This is a valuable input to the record of decision process.
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Commentor No. 1632:  Nancy W. Fenn (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1632

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.  This is a different set of
concerns than those expressed in the comment.  The fact is, that since it is
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 material, 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 aforementioned concerns would be mitigated.

1632-6: 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 alternative is 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 a fast 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
analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1,  that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical; or
at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, 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

I 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, I am deeply concerned about
the United States Department of Energy's proposal to restart
Hanford's Fast Flux Test Facility Nuclear Reactor. I wish to have my
values incorporated into the formal administrative record and taken
into consideration when adopting the final record of decision. I 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, I 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

1634-2

1634-1

1634-3

1634-2

1634-4

1634-1

1634-5

1634-1

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(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE mailed this
document to about 730 interested parties on  September 8, 2000.  The
report was made available immediately upon  release on the NE web site
(http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public  reading rooms.  DOE has also
provided a summary of the Nuclear  Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment in Appendix Q in the Final NI PEIS. DOE gave equal
consideration to all comments.  In  preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered comments  received from the public.  DOE’s Record
of Decision for the NI PEIS will  be based on a number of factors
including environmental impacts, public  input, costs, nonproliferation
impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and  other policy and
programmatic objectives.

1634-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are 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 is fully
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 also 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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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 alternatives
and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at each of the
proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste
generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.

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

1634-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1634-4: Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation.  This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1,
that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of
low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if
practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that
use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is
not practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)

Commentor No. 1634:  Chris Fuess (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1634
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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.  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.

1634-5: See response to comment 1634-3.
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Commentor No. 1635:  Dennis F. 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's interest in high-level radioactive waste
treatment methods.
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Commentor No. 1636:  Andrea Hornbein 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 I 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  a range 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 impacts were addressed. (See Appendixes
H and I 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  alternatives.  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 Tables in 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 I 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, I 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 waste, it is

1637-1

1637-2

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).  As discussed 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 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: The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing of
neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at 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 waste facilities would
be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing the irradiated targets.

1637-3: 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
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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 ability to support future NASA space
exploration missions may be lost.

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

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 alternative 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: It is not true that resumption of plutonium-238 production constitutes a return
to reprocessing.  The aqueous 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
extraction is not reprocessing.  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.
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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, I 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, confirms that extracting plutonium-238  from irradiated
targets would not undermine nonproliferation goals.  In  this report, DOE
recognizes that proliferation concerns might  be raised related to one of the
technical assessment factors, “reduction in  attractiveness of material
forms,” due to the fact that, in the extraction of  plutonium-238, the
remaining unconverted neptunium, a weapons-useable  fissile material used
as target material for conversion into plutonium-238,  must also be
recovered (not produced), purified, and recycled.  This is  unavoidable
(unless the United States elects to neither produce or  purchase
plutonium-238), and it impacts all PEIS alternatives and  options, including
the No Action Alternative and Alternative 5:  permanently deactivate FFTF
with no new missions at U.S. facilities.   However, while the fact that
concerns might be raised is a valuable input to the record of decision
process, it does not constitute an inconsistency  with or departure from
nonproliferation policy, and plutonium-238 is  needed to fulfill our missions.
Further, in the event that plutonium-238  production is resumed in the United
States, the total separated stocks of  neptunium would be reduced over time
in an irreversible manner since  there is a moratorium on U.S. spent fuel
reprocessing.  This overall  reduction in a weapons useable material would
mitigate the potential  concerns related to material attractiveness, and offer
an additional method  to pursue U.S. nonproliferation 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, were
rigorously and objectively evaluated in the Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment published in September 2000.  In no
uncertain terms, this report discusses the proliferation concerns raised in the
areas of facilitating cost-effective international monitoring and supporting
negotiation of a verifiable Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty (FMCT), and
outlines what is needed to mitigate these concerns. This is a valuable input
to the record of decision process.

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 Fissile Material Cutoff  Treaty
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(FMCT).  This is a different set of concerns than those expressed in the
comment.  The fact is, that since it is 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 material, 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 aforementioned concerns would be
mitigated.

1637-6: 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 alternative is 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 a fast 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
analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical; or
at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, 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 are independent programs and
actions related to one will not impact the other.  While the cleanup activities

Commentor No. 1637:  Ann Tesoro (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1637
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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.

Commentor No. 1637:  Ann Tesoro (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1637
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Commentor No. 1638:  Carolyn Hondo Response to Commentor No. 1638

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 I 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, I 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).  As discussed 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: The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing of
neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at 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 waste facilities would
be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing the irradiated targets.

1638-3: 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
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Commentor No. 1638:  Carolyn Hondo (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1638

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

supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future NASA space
exploration missions may be lost.

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

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.

1638-4: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear materials
for space missions and interest in the development of alternative energy
sources for space missions.  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.

1638-5: The commentor is correct in stating that the aqueous processing technology
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 is discussed in EIS 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.  As
discussed in the separate nonproliferation  impact assessment report, use
of this technology to produce  plutonium-238 from irradiated targets will
not create a nonproliferation  threat.  DOE is committed to full compliance
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Commentor No. 1638:  Carolyn Hondo (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1638

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, I 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

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.

1638-6: 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 alternative is 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 a fast 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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