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Commentor No. 161: David Skakel
Columbia Gorge Audubon Society

Response to Commentor No. 161

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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PEIS. These include:

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

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

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

» commenting via e-mait: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hqg.doe.gov
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E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000
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Name (optionat):

Organization:

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

13, Dencriment of Energy = 15901 Gemnaniown Road ~ Germontown, MD 20874

Tolkhree Fdephone: 1-877-552-459] + Tail-free Fax: 1-877-562-4502

1200 E-mai: Nuckeor Infrastrechre PESEhq.60a. 0

161-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,

and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

161-2: DOE wastasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "ensure the availahility 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 isto determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission 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 and concerns regarding the existing cleanup
at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

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

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected. Therefore, restart of FFTF would not impact
current cleanup schedules.

161-3:  Seeresponseto comment 161-1.
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Commentor No. 162: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 162

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

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

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

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

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

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Jnfrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optional):

Orpanization:

Home/COrganization Address (circle one):

City: State: Zip Code:.

Telephone {optional):

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

For more information conlock: Colette E. Brown, NE-S0

U3 Depariment of Enagry < 19901 Germantown Roay = Gemiinigwn, MD 20474
Tok-haa Telephone: 1-877-562-4503 = Tokdmee Fax: 1.877-562-2592
Emol Nusleatnfrastuclure-PESENG doa gov

200

|| 162-1

” 162-2

162-1:  DOE notesthe commentor's concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

162-2:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 163: Catherine Zangar

Response to Commentor No. 163

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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PEIS. These include:
# attending public raeetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
# retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
® catling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593
® faxing your comments ml] free t0: 1-877-562-4592

& commenting via e uiclear Infrasu'ucmre PEIS @hg.doe.pov
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163-4

163-5

163-6

163-7

163-1:

163-2:
163-3:

DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

See response to comment 163-1.

Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF) is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g,
see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section 4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This 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. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13aso
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.

Thetrenches (i.e., Hanford Site's 200 Area's Low-Level Waste Burial
Ground) are regulated by DOE under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, and under DOE Order 435.1, Radioactive Waste Management.
The 200 Area's Low-Level Burial Ground also contain the following three
active permitted mixed waste trenches whereby mixed low-level wasteis
both stored and disposed of: (1) Trench 31 is a permitted, lined Subtitle C
disposal trench that is currently utilized for greater than 90-day storage of
mixed low-level radioactive waste; (2) Trench 34 is permitted, lined
Subtitle C disposal trench currently utilized for the disposal of mixed low-
level radioactive waste that has been treated and is compliant with Land
Disposal restrictions; and (3) Trench 94 is a permitted, unlined disposal
trench utilized for the disposal of decommissioned naval reactor
components. Use of Trench 94 for naval reactor compartmentsis
authorized under a specia exemption from the State of Washington
Department of Ecology (Ecology). Currently, the Low-Level Buria
Ground has a Part A Permit approved by Ecology under the State of
Washington Dangerous Waste Regul ations, State of Washington
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Commentor No. 163: Catherine Zangar (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 163

163-4:

163-5:

Administrative Code (WA C) 173-303, and, assuch, isan interim status
treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) unit under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The permitted active and
future mixed waste units of the Low-Level Burial Ground meet all
regulatory requirements of WAC 173-303 and RCRA and will be
incorporated into the Hanford Site RCRA Facility Part B Permit and will
operate under final statusregulations. In early June 2000, aworking draft
of the Hanford Site RCRA Facility Part B Permit application was
submitted to Ecology.

The NI PEISidentifies (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species
that live on or near all of the candidate sites, as well as aquatic and
wetlands areas that may be impacted by operations at candidate |locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
publication (IAEA Technical Report Series No. 332, Effects of lonizing
Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implied by Current Radiation
Protection Standards), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1 rad per day. The lAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or lessfor animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations. The largest individual dose for any of the nuclear
infrastructures alternatives under normal operations would be less than
0.1 millirem, which is three orders of magnitude less than the IAEA
threshold for adverse effects. Therefore, implementation of any of the
range of reasonable nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not be
expected to result in adverse impacts on plants and animalsliving in
potentially affected areas around the candidate sites.

Appendix H provides information on potential health effects other than
fatal cancers. Of the three health impacts from low levels of radiation
exposure (non-fatal cancers, hereditary effects, and fatal cancers), fatal
cancers have the highest probability of occurrence, roughly 500 excess
cancer fatalities per million person-rem. Non-fatal cancersand
hereditary effects appear at rates of approximately 20 and 26 per cent of
this number. Using asingle number for human health impacts provides a
simple direct means to compare impacts and risks among the aternatives.
Cancer fatalities, being the largest impact, were selected for presentation
throughout the NI PEIS.

The NI PEIS presents the incremental risk associated with each of the
aternatives. Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the
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Commentor No. 163: Catherine Zangar (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 163

163-6:

163-7:

evaluation of potential healthimpactsthat would be expected from
implementation of thealternatives, including normal operationsand a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents. The accident
review included internal events, external events, natural phenomena,
common-cause events, and sabotage and terrorist activities. The
environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological risks
associated with each aternative would be small.

Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks
to maintain and enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing
three primary needs:

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

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

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

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

It is DOE's policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 164: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 164

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

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

# refuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or 1o the address befow
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-362-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructore-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Namie (optional):

Oreanization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

City: State: Zip Code:

Telephone (opuonal):
E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000
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5. Departman) of Energy « 1WDIGe|mumownRaa Germontown, MD 20874
Toliirea Tokaphoner 1-877-662. 4573  Tol e Feo. 1.877-502 4542

Emal: Nucleat inasinichre-PES@he dos.gov

712108

164-1:  DOE notes the commentor's interest in alternative energy sources,
athough issues of research and devel opment of alternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The
DOE missions to be addressed in this EI'S, which include the production
of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technol ogies.
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Commentor No. 165: Ann McKinney

Response to Commentor No. 165

Drafi PEIS Comment Form
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on the Nuclear Infrastructure

There are several ways to provide
PEIS. These include:

» arending public meetings and giving your comments directly 1o DOE officiats

# returning this comment farm 10 the registration desk at the meeting or t0 ihe address below
# calling 1oll-free and lzaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclea:.l&ﬁmur:f_ls@hq.doe.gov
Narae (oplional): P, ‘ &

Organization:

ganizalion Address (circle one): \ 3 |3 % S \7? 01.!.) E{ (4% ,gbiﬂ
cy e Uy suedF zip BNCRILEE
Telephone (uplionaé'
E-mail {opticnal:

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Sephember 18, 2000
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165-1

165-2

165-3

165-4

165-5

165-6
165-7

165-1: Thecommentor’sopposition to nuclear energy isnoted. DOE,

however, iscommitted to its charge to meet the national needsfor isotope
production and nuclear energy research, asdirected by the U.S. Congress,
under the Atomic Energy Act, asamended. The alternatives evaluated

in the PEIS address these needs. The PEIS, along with other reports

and information, will help DOE reach adecision onitsnuclear
infrastructure that will not only meet future needs, including nuclear
isotopes and energy, but also provide good long-term stewardship of the
environment.

165-2:  Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions; no viable aternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the
potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will
be exhausted by approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic
supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ahility to support future NASA space
exploration missions may belost. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised
to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

165-3:  DOE notesthe commentor's concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.
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Commentor No. 165: Ann McKinney (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 165

165-4:

165-5:

165-6:

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

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not divert or reprogram

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

DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose al required
information to make adecision on expanding nuclear infrastructure. All
references used in preparing the NI PEIS are cited in the reference
section of each chapter and appendix. DOE has made these references
and other material relevant to review of the NI PEIS availableto the
public in the designated public reading rooms. No material has been
withheld for national security reasons as the facilities under consideration
would be operated to support civilian missions only, which will be
affirmed in the Record of Decision for this NI PEIS, when issued.
Subsequent proposals to operate the selected facilities to support
missions other than those selected in the Record of Decision, such asfor
defense related missions with national security implications, would
require the preparation of subsequent NEPA documentation along with
the opportunity for public comment in accordance with NEPA.

The NI PEIS does address impacts to ecological resources for each of

the proposed alternatives and options, including the No Action
aternative. Specifically, impactsto terrestrial resources, wetlands, aquatic
resources, and threatened and endangered species were addressed.
Potential impacts to down wind and down river resources are discussed
under air quality and water resources sections. The impacts associated
with the FFTF Restart Alternative are given in Section 4.3.1.1.3, "Air
Quality"; Section4.3.1.1.4, "Water Resources"; and Section 4.3.1.1.6,
"Ecological Resources' of the NI PEIS. Impacts are shown to be small.

DOE notesthe commentor'sinterest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy sources
are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The DOE
missions to be addressed in this EI'S, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accel erator technologies.
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Commentor No. 165: Ann McKinney (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 165

165-7: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. DOE also notes the commentor’s concerns regarding
the existing cleanup mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of
this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to
DOE. Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
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Commentor No. 166: Kathy Sneider

Response to Commentor No. 166

Draft PEIS Comment Form

There are several ways fo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrasiructure
PEIS. These include;

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

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

® faxing your comments toll-free 10: 1-877-562-4552

& commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.lnfrasn’ucgu -PEIS@hqg.doe.gov

Name {optional): t LY

Orgapization:
amzatwn Address (eircle one): "R K. ( C\ 3
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E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000
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E-mail: Nuckear Infragirucure-FEIS@ha coe.goy
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166-1: DOE iscommitted to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with NEPA,
and holding public hearingsis an essential and required part of the NEPA
process. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided
opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the NI PEISand the
environmental impact analysisof DOE's proposed aternatives. DOE
gaveequal consideration to al comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS
DOE carefully considered commentsreceived from the public.

166-2: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 167: Ruth Olin

Response to Commentor No. 167

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

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

# returning this cormment form to the registration desk. at the meeting or to the address below
# calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 3-877-362-4593

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

& commenting via e-mail; uclzr.lnfrasn’ug_:um-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Narne (optional): Y 78

C ization:

Home/Organization Address (circle cne):

City: 7?‘50{{ KWZV\

Telephone (opticnal):

s:mé?z& Zip Code:zﬁi,L
F-mail (opticnal):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000
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167-1
167-2

167-3
167-1

167-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sopposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

167-2:  Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. Thereare
no discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4,5.3.2.4,and 4.6.3.2.4), therewould be no discernibleimpactsto
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.

167-3: Therestart 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 by the proposed
actionsfor all aternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization
programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These
programswill be implemented for the alternative selected in the Record
of Decision. The waste generated from any of the proposed
alternativesin the NI PEISwill be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and appropriate DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 168: Jerry Gabay

Response to Commentor No. 168

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

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

® returning this comment form to the registration desk ar the meeting or to the address below

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

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

® commenting via e-mail; Muclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hg doe.gov

Name (optional}: &rry) G 41(1.»5
Organization. Corvpinired, Prw'[/ti ol J—L’j G,

Home/Organization Address (circle one): @0 B‘“ 5t

’

City:___ Mpgier Sue L Zip Coie 77T TD

Telephene (optional):
E-mail (optional): ‘)us £a & JZ‘L {”M [

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

mone Informatian contaet: comm €. Hrown, ME-50
VS, Department of Energy « 1?90[ Garnantown Road + Germontown, MD 20874
Toll-free Tatephona: 1-877-562-4593 « Toll-ree Fﬂx l 577.562-4597 \
E-mail: Nuclearinirastuchure-PESEhG doe.gov  \¢
THLZ00

168-1: Thepublic meetingsreferenced by the commentor concerned the

October 1997 tentative agreement among the U.S. EPA, Washington

State Department of Ecology, and DOE Richland Operations Office
DOE-RL) to delete the FFTF's M-81 milestones (for both standby and
transition activities) from the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA). Thisfollowed
the January 1997 decision to place FFTF in standby. This Class| TPA
modification was the specific focus of the TPA-required public review
and comment period, which ran from November 24, 1997, to

February 20, 1998. Asaresult of commentsfrom the public, the milestones
were placed in abeyance (temporary suspension), asopposed to being
deleted, until such timeasadecisionismade by DOE regarding thefuture
of FFTF. In August 1999, DOE-RL, Washington State Department of
Ecology, and the U.S. EPA signed Tri-Party Agreement Change

No. M-81-98-01 agreeing to the abeyance of FFTF'sM-81-00 series
milestones. Should the Secretary of Energy decideto return FFTFto
operation, the TPA signatories have agreed that the af orementioned
milestoneswill be considered deleted. Should the Secretary of Energy
decideto permanently shut down FFTF, the signatorieshave agreed to
either negotiateanew FFTF TPA transition milestone serieswithin

120 days of receipt of DOE-RL 's proposed changes or allow reinstatement
of the M-81 milestonesif the 120-day timeframeisnot met. At thistime,
the extent of any TPA-required publicinvolvement, if at al required, will be
determined. It should be noted that the TPA and its associated public
involvement process and NEPA, underwhich this NI PEISisbeing
prepared, are legally and functionally independent of each other.
Specificaly, the TPA's public involvement process, as per the TPA's
Community Relations Plan, is not required for NEPA reviews and public
involvement, including public scoping meetings and Draft NI PEIS public
hearings.

168-2: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to any production mission at the
Hanford Site.

Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS provides information on the purpose and need
for DOE's proposed expansion of the nuclear infrastructure to ensure the
availahility of isotopesfor medical, industrial, and research applications;
providing plutonium-238 for NASA, and undertaking research and
development activities related to devel opment of nuclear power for
civilian use. With respect to plutonium processing, no weapons material
will be produced within the stated mission. All missionsarefor civilian
purposes.
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Commentor No. 169: Concerned ex Tri Citian

Response to Commentor No. 169

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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169-2

169-1

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

» attending public meetings and piving your comments directly to DOE officials

+ retumning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-free ta: 1-§77-562-4592

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

Name (optional): Conrennad ex Iri o
Organization: [T VE

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

City: ”M{iw n*hnrp Smle;m_é’Zip Code;j_g_é)ﬁj

Telephone (optional):

E-mail (optional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For mexs formatin sorloct: Caisti £ Siown ME-50
5. Department ol Energy = 19907 Gemantown Koo + Getmaniown, MD 20874
Tel-toe Tolsphone: 1-£77-352457 « oliras Fox. 1477-562 4802

uhear ntrasmuchure-PES@ha.doe.gov

TR0

169-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to restarting FFTF for enhancing

its existing nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs:

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

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

3) to support civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of Volume 1
was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action. As
discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1, implementation of Alternative 1
would have no significant impact on jobsin the Hanford Area.

169-2:  Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup

activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifiesmilestones and schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

Waste management activities are safely conducted in compliance with
applicable state and federal requirements and appropriate DOE Orders.

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

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 170: Don Anderson

Response to Commentor No. 170

Draft PEIS Commeitt Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These inclucle:
# aitending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
# remening this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or (o the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593
» fuxing your comments toll-free ton 1-877-562-4592
& commenting via e-mail: Nuelear. Infrasttucure-PEIS@hg.doe.gov
—. ; A
Mame (optional): o [’Q”’:‘ LRG

o

ion:

Organizatio
= R v A ]
@%amzalion Address (circle one): Y b W % SO

sutel 3T zip cote TTEY

City: The Thilesg

Telephone (optional):— = 7/ S -5 5y

E-mail {optional).
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For more Inlomalion contoct: Colefie E. Broym, NE-50
U S, Deparment of Ensigy *+ 19901 Gemantown Road - Gesmantown. MO 20874
Tolkiree Telophone: 1-877.562:4503 « Toll-free Fox: )-B77.562.4592

E:madl: Nuckeat infrastruchre-PERS@ho. dos.goy

T

|| 170-1

170-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 171: Leon Swenson

Response to Commentor No. 171

Draft PEIS Comment Form

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

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

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

 faxing vour comments toll-free to: 1-877-362-4392

= commenting via e-mail: Nuclear. Infrastructure-PEIS @hqg.doe.gov

Name {optional): ‘L@_’-D.»J SL\J ERIS ean)

Organization: SO
ganization Address (circle one): 5%l SN¥dER,
City: Wie uann St WA Zip Code: 1252

Telephone (optional}: S08-375-60GR
E-mail {opticnal):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For mere infomaticn contact: Coletta E. Brown, NE-50

U.5. Depanment of Energy + 19901 Gehantonn Rade: - Garmaniown, MD 20874 {5
Tok-res Telephone: 1-877-562:4593 + Toll-iae Fax. 1-877-542-4692

E£malk; Nuclearintasmciure-FE5EHa.dos.ocv

712400
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Commentor No. 171: Leon Swenson (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 171

08/28/00

My name is Leon Swenson. | am a resident of Richland Wa, where | have lived since
1975. | am a former worker at the Hanford site, with over 30 years expeérience in nuclear
technology and waste disposal. For the past five years | have worked on the staff of
First Presbyterian Church, Kennewick, WA,

| have two basic concerns which | wish to share at this hearing this evening. In 1993 |
lost my seven year old grandson to a malignant brain tumor, That was one of the
hardest things that | have ever gone through. While various techniques were used to
combat his tumor, the technology was not sufficiently advanced to save him. And now,
as | work on the staff of our ¢church, | have many occasions to just "be there” for a
number of my friends as they are going through various stages of cancer diagnosis,
treatment, and in many cases, death. Life is an interesting process, and none of us is
going te get out of this alive. But to die of cancer can be a particularly difficult way to
spend your last days. And the appropriate use of medical isotopes offers great promise
in deafing with the ravages of cancer.

| believe that it is time for the Department of Energy and our govemment 1o truly lead,
and get out of the mode of merely reacting to various kinds of lobbying and cther input. |
believe the current NI PEIS process is a good example of where strong leadership is
needed. On Page S-4 of the Summary of the NI PEIS, it points out that “in the area of
therapeutic medical isotopes, several ... are currently unavailable or are available only in
limited quantities. * That, ladies anc genfleman, seems 1o me to be the crux of the issue,
and should be the focus of the PEIS.

While the other two major concems of the PEIS are indeed important, the tremendous
impact on the health, and on the health care costs of this country, could alone justify
going forward with a vigorous program to produce medical isotopes. In the grand
scheme of things, national health care is a major concern of our country. And the use of
medical isotopes offers a huge potential for impacting that health care. As also noted on
Page S-4, “Currently, more than 12 million nuglear medicine procedures are perfarmed
each year in the United States, and approximately one-third of all patients admitted to
U.S. hospitals undergo at least one medical procedure that employs the use of medical
isotopes.” Those are staggering figures. And the potential for significantly greater
application is enormous,

During my career as a nuclear engineer, | spent nearly 15 years on the design,
construction and operation of FFTF. | know the plant, its capabililies, and its potential. |
also five just a few miles down the road from FETE in North Richland. Do | want to see
FFTF restarted and used for isotope production? You better believe it. 1o not buy the
rhetoric that insists that restart of FFTF will crippie the clean-up efforts at the Hanford
site,

While | am qualified and could spend considerable time critiquing the technical merits of
the PEIS, | have chosen not 1o do that. | believe the PEIS process is adequately
addressing the issues that should be considered in restarting FFTF, or in choosing one
of the other alternatives. | personally believe that restart of FFTF makes the most sense
both technicalty and financially. But { am willing to let the process move forward to
completion. in the final analysis, however, | believe the Depariment of Energy should
provide sirong leadership to assure that an adequate supply of medical isotopes will be

1

171-1

171-2

171-1:

171-2:

DOE notes the commentor's support for greater availability of medical
isotopes. For nearly 50 years, DOE's use of its unique technologies and
capabilities to develop isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the
widespread application of medical isotopes seen today. Consistent with
the mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to to maintain
and enhance its infrastructure to support production of radioisotopes for
medical applicationsand research.

DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 171: Leon Swenson (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 171

08/28/00

available, both for current neads, and for the emerging needs of this life-saving
technology.

Finally, | must note that | take exception o the idea that these hearings are to be treated
as an informal plebiscite to determine the future course of action. Hearings of this type
lend themselves to being “stacked” by those that have passionate feelings about the
spoken and unspoken issues, For the broad mass of our population, that do not even
understand the implications of this decision, silence is interpreted as “don’'t care.” |
contend that if they really understood the implications of the decisions about to be made,
in terms of the impact on the health care of them and their loved ones, the flaver of
these hearing would be very different. That is why | feel it is so important for the
Department of Energy o lead, not follow, as the country sets priorities for meeting the
needs for medical isotope production for the next 35 years.

Thank you.

Leon D. Swenson, PE
336 Snyder

Richiand, WA 99352
509-375-6063
Iswenson@owt.com

171-2
(Cont’d)

171-3

171-3: DOE policy encourageseffective public participationinitsdecision
making process. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the NI PEIS
and the environmental impact analysisof DOE's proposed
alternatives. DOE gave equal considerationto all comments. In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.
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Commentor No. 172: Tina Cameron
Fluor Hanford Solid Waste Mgmt./Treatment

Response to Commentor No. 172

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

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

# retuming this comment form ta the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
# calling rofl-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

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

Name (optional): “Gna {apnfery
Orgenization: v Hanford Soid Wik a T ;
@Drga_nizalion Address (circle one): Howg . Loreoy Vﬁ(_ﬂ_ 2

Ciy:__ [ enung i i State:[NA Zip Code: G232
Telephone (cptionaly: 204~ (a7 B - G2HH

E-mail (optional): St £ red (0 emai] ms . o
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

it inloenation contact: Colette E. Brown, NE-50

U.5. Deparment of Energy + 19901 Gemanicwn Road + Gerrnaniown, MD 20874
Tol-rae lalaphone: 1-8Y7-562.2593 « Toll-hee Fax: 1-877-562-45¢2

E-mail: Nuclearinfrostruciure-PES@ha. dog.goy

TE2H0

172-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 173: LawrenceJ. Wolf

Response to Commentor No. 173

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

® attending public meetings and giving your comments directly 1o DOE officials

® rotmming this comment form to the registration desk af the meeting or Lo the address below

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

= faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-362-4592

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PELS @hg.doe. gov

L B i S woLr
O Esen At TP VT # i

Name (optional):
I LAl O oy

O ization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):
77 a SZE fraramoery RO
City: ST orit? State:_27ip Cote_F 7~ F P2

Telephone (optionaly.__=2 C'3 zas” FP7E
ot £ B W7 Epit

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

For more information conlact: Colete E. Brown, NE-50

U.5. Department of Enangy = 19901 Gemnantown d = Gormenlown, MD 20874
Tol-fres Telaphone: 1-B77-562-450 - Toll-ree Fax; 1-877-562-4552
E-mal: Nuclearinfrastruchus-PESEN G06.0oY

TI2H

173-1

173-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|H 1584 8yl Jo 9]0y 8y Buipnjou| ‘se1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA Uoonpo.d adojos|
pue swdopreg pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuedxT Buiysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug onewwe16old [euld



L1¢-¢

Commentor No. 174: Glenda Hawley

Response to Commentor No. 174

Draft PCIS Comment Ferm

There are several ways fo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include;

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

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

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

® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4502

& commenting via 2-mail: NuclearInirastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name (aptional): Clend o fHa ue’l'a;‘rr

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (vircle oney 2 2& 5, £ o g
Moscow, 1D FIT£I
City: State:,

Zip Code:

Telephone (optional):

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

For mora inforeotion Contact Colette E. frown, NE-50

U.S. Departmant of Energy + 19901 Gemnantown Road » Germantown, MD 20874

Toll-fres Jalephona. 1-877-542-4581 + Toll-fiee Fox: 1-877.562-4552 &

112100 E-mall: Muciear.irastruchure-POS@Eha.doe.goy

174-1

174-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 175: Marle Sullivan

Response to Commentor No 175

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments qn the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include: <A VR -

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

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

« faxing your commments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4392

® commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PELS @ hq doz.gov
Name (opticnal): _ﬂ.&_mk&maa_—

O eanizalion:
Organizaliun Address (circle one): bo 3" k&\b .
City: D { Smte:M Zip CM%M

M
‘Telephone (optional): L. ‘54 - 4‘6- J‘.'
E-mail {optional): { \'L\'\ LF\‘L R
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Seplember 11, 2000

For tnora information
1. Deparment of Energy + 15701 Gemantoun od » Gemmanou, WD
Talaphons: 1-877-562-4393 + Toll-trea Fax: 1677 e

E-mal: Nuclearinfrastuchure-PESE@ha, doa.govw

mmemxmm4 L
PP

A0 Ra0 W, AAA

contock Colette € Sown, N.Esﬂ

712/00

175-1

175-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 176: Donna McParlan

Response to Commentor No. 176

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

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

+ teturning this comment form 1o the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toli-free 10: 1-877-562-4552

® commenting via e-matl: Nuclear. Infrastrueture-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (oplinnal):g snpna N C.?A ELa)

Organization:

G-
@Ibrganizaﬁon Address (circle onel: 1151 BRAMT 2 J

States L& Zip Code:_(e [107F

City: TR otk Fne

(optional):

E-mail {optional): e Doy lav & ol Com

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

m:ﬂomﬂmmnlacrcmnsﬁ Brgren. NE-50

1.5, Department of Energy + Gemantown koad « Garmaniown, MD 20674
Tobtrea ‘ielemone 1 8??562 ﬁ?& 'lc” frea Fox: I -B17.543-0502

E-me: chwe-FESEha.doe.gov

200

176-1

176-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 177: Virginia Knapp

Response to Commentor No 177

Draft PC1S Comment Form .
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

» amtending public meetings 2nd giving your comments directly to DOE officials

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

w calling tol)-free and leaving your commens: 1-877-562-4393

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

» commenting via e-majl: Nuclear Enfrasiructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

\i{tn L e KN.AD
&S 1

Name (optional):

Organization:

@;%brganizaﬁun Address {circle one): P" ) Qo x 2B,

City: Su)\p\}—f‘h Statc:fi;& Zip Cwe:M_

Telephon {optional):

Frmail (optional): Y Koo 4350 (P e i
COMMENTS MUST BE FOSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

mora InfernGiicn contock Colette £, Brown, NE-50 &
+ Gemng

LS. Deparment of Enexgy = 19901 Gamantown niown, MD 20874
Toh-rea Tolophons: 1-B77-542-4591 « Toll-frae Fax. 1-877-562-4592
et Nuclear inf reeT . Soa.gov

712100

177-1

177-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 178: Terri F. Morse

Response to Commentor No. 178

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

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

® retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
# calling toll-free and leaving your cummenis: 1-877-562-4593

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

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PE13 @hq.doe.gov

Name {optional), £l E. fetse

Organization:

rganizalion Address (cirele oney, _22. 3¢ S€ FF PL

City: _Ren7or) State: W4 Zip Code:_7£055

Telephons {optional):

E-mail (optonal):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11,2000

more Information coricck: Colstte E. Brown. RE-50
us. Dapcrimem of Enargy + 199\11 ‘Gamnontown Rood = Gommatiowr, MO 20874 1
of-ree falkephana: 1-877-542-4593 = Toll-laa Fax: 1-B77-562-4592 I

E-moli: NuclearInfrastructune-Fi K

7412/00

178-1

178-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 179: K. Burk

Response to Commentor No. 179

Draft PEIS Comment Form

e vad EFTE. Phiase ragiont Wk I

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

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

= refurning this comment form to the registrasion desk at the meeting or to the address below
s calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

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

Name (optional): k

Q ization:

omgfOrganization Address {circle one): 273 ?'\D aniey

City: Q-\h ahi saeal Ay zip Code RDYT

Telephone (optional}y:

E-mail (optional):
GOMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

Fext moss ivformiation conlact: Colafte E. Brown, NE-50

LS. Departmen) of Energy + 19¢01 Gemmaniown Road + Gamnantown, MD 20874
Tei-rea Talophona; 1-871-562-4693 « Tol-tree Fax: 1-877-562-4552

E-mail: Nuclearinrasiruc iure-FERENG.doe.goy

TA2/00

179-1

179-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 180: John G. Ward

Response to Commentor No. 180

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

» antending public meetings and giving your comments directly te DOE officials

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

# faxing your cornmenis toll-free wo: 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail; NuclearInfrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

L4
Narme (optional): = JOHN G U‘“\’D

ization:
éan Orgamzanon Address (circle one):

Wt e 1045
City: \.,JC\:)‘{’?“.

Statef:& Zip Code:_m

Telephone (optional}:

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

For mora Information contoct: Colatte E. Brown, NE-50 £

1L5. Depariment of Enargy » 19501 Rood = Germanlown, MD 20874 5
Totiee Tekphona: |-477:582-4593 - lolkveo Fox; 1977 5624592
-mol: Hucleor. nrcstuchura-PESEha.coe.gov

TH2/00

180-1

180-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 181: Diannal. Stone

Response to Commentor No. 181

August 23, 2000

Colette E. Brown, NE-50
U.S Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MID 20874

Dear Ms. Brown,
Please support restarting the Fast Flux Test Facility.

Axnd please encourage others to consider the magnitude of the benefit this facility
is capable of providing. Cures for cancers and the long reaching benefits of
interplanetary exploration are highly complex technologies that every basic
citizen does not understand, nor should they be obligated to in order for all of us
to benefit from related research. We have advanced technologies because a
precious handful of people make their life work about exploring such issues. To
turn owr backs on the benefits of their accomplishments in a knee-jerk reaction o
highly publicized fears is a sad mistake. And to allow the shut down of FFTF
would be to abandon our self-reliance in such crucial matters and place them in
the hands of others who may not always be our friends and allies.

Please restart the Fast Flux Test Facility.

Thank you, in advance, for your effort in this matter,

Sincerely,

Dianna L. Stone
1701 121% 5t. SE Apt. M103
Everett, WA. 98208

Home — 425-357-6102  Work — 425-485-5668
E-mail: duxiannaf@peodigy.net

181-1

181-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 183: GaryR.
UA Local Union: 598

Barcom

Response to Commentor No. 183

UNITED ASSOCIATION

ot Jourepraza and Apprenciecs of the
Plumbing and Tpe Fitting Indussy of

Kartin T. Maddsloni

Cresengd e

Michael A Colling

Cmonad Sreretary-Treures

Founded 1889

rhe United Staces and Canails

. Randal Gardner

Autitint Geeenad Previclenit

A Local Union:
(e hold . 598 1328 Road 28, Pasco, Washington 99301
P Subjec:

FFTF RESTART SUPPORT
August 24, 2000

COLETTE E. BROWN, NE-50

US DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

19901 GERMANTOWN RD

GERMANTOWN MD 20874

Trear Ms. Brown:

1 appreciate being given the opportunity to comment on the Department of Energy’s Draft
PEIS concerning the future plans for the nation's nuclear infrastructure, specifically the
potential restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) located at the DOE Hanford Site,

The PEIS states, “Of particular need over the longer term are dependable sources of research
isotapes and reactor facilities providing high volume flux irradiation for nuclear fuels and

materials testing.” ] agree the nation must move forward in clinical medicine, scientific 183-1
research, and industrial endeavors, and this already-existing facility bas a proven track zecord
in reliable and safe conduct of these operations.

Previous studies have noted inhibited growth in the use of radioisotopes to provide a better
life for our citizens. We have drifted towards a reliance on foreign suppliers, which is
detrimental to the best interests of our country. First, we place our country in the position of 183-2
having 1o rely on a foreign entity, but more important we are funding jobs outside this
country. We need 1o assure we take steps to sustain our loyal workers.

1 fully support the intent of the NI PEIS in trying to determine the best answer to filling the
gaps in the DOE infrastructure. The decision that the DOE has to make is not an easy one.
There are many complex issues that need 1o be addressed. Choosing an already proven 183-1
operating facility with a replacement value of almost $2 billion makes the most sense to me.
For the teasens mentioned above, [ urge you to consider restart of the FFTT as the best
alternative.

Fraternally,
1
opeiu#11 Gary R. Barcom
afl-cio Business Manager

it

183-1:
183-2:

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

DOE notes the commentor's view. If DOE decides to expand its nuclear
infrastructure thiswill reduce our reliance on foreign suppliers. However,
it is not the intention of the DOE to become the sole supplier of domestic
medical isotopes.
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Commentor No. 186: Fred Monette

Response to Commentor No. 186

From: Monette, Frederick A.[SMTP:FMONETTE@ANL.GOV]
Sent:  Thursday, August 24, 2000 10:13:27 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Comment on the PEIS; Appendix J

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Whom It May Concern:

| thought that Appendix J, "Evaluation of Human Health Effects of
Transportation," was extremely well written. Perhaps that is
because | wrote most of it. The original source of much of the text
in Appendix J was a submittal that | provided in April, 1994 in
support of the Final Environmental Impact Statement on a
Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy Concerning
Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel. Although it is
flattering that SAIC gets so much use out of the material, it is
generally customary to reference or otherwise acknowledge

the work of others. Again, | thought that the writing was excellent.

Name: Fred Monette

Organization: Self

Home Address: 229 S. Linden St.
Westmont, IL 60559

Phone: 630 _271 0988

186-1

186-1: Preparation of the Final Environmental Impact Statement on aProposed
Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy Concerning Foreign Research
Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel (FRR SNF EIS) was directed and funded by
DOE. Portions of the FRR SNF EIS, such as general description of the
transportation of radioactive materials, descriptions of the codes used and
the analytic approach, are directly applicable to this PEIS, and were used
with minimal modifications. Thisis common practice in the preparation
of government documents, and causes asignificant cost saving to the
government. Thereferences cited in Appendix Jareto the origina
source of information, rather than to the source of the language, which
was sometimes the FRR SNF EIS. The FRR SNF EIS s frequently
referenced in Appendix J.
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Commentor No. 187: Donna Smollen Rockwell

Response to Commentor No. 187

DONNA SMOLLEN ROCKWELL Fax © 509-493-4373 Fug 30 "00 16:46 P.OL

AUGUST 28, 2000

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN,

MY NAME IS DONNA SMOLLEN ROCKWELL. TLTVE AT 505 N.E. SFRING STREET, WHITE
SALMON, WASHINGTON. T AM A RESIDENT A BUSINESS OWNER AND MOST IMPORTANTLY
A MOTHER.

TWO AND ONE HALF YEARS AGO, SOME OF US WERE HERE IN THIS ROOM TO EXPRESS
OUR FEELINGS TOWARDS THE RESTART OF THE FETF. THE MISSION AS EXPLAINED BY
THE D.O.E. AT THAT TIME WAS AN URGENCY TO PRODUCE TRITIUM 50 THAT OUR
NATIONS NUCLEAR ARSENAL WOULLD BE KEPT IN TACT. SECONDARY TO THAT WAS THE
PRODUCTION OF MEDICAL ISOTOPES.

TODAY YOU COME HERE ONCE AGAIN TO HEAR PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE POSSTBLE
RESTART OF THE FFTF. THIS TIME ARQOUND MEDICAL ISOTOPES ARE IN THE STARRING
ROLE AND FUEL FOR POSSIBLE, NOT YET FUNDED NASA MISSONS 1S THE BACK UP
REASON.

MEDICAL ISOTQPES ARE CURRENTLY BEING MANUFACTURED IN CANADA AND ARE
PURCHASED BY THE UNITED STATES. S50 {N EFFECT, THEDOE IS5 ASKING THE CITIZENS
OF OREGON AND WASHINGTON, THE DOWN RTVER PEOPLE, TO INCUR A NEW WASTE
STREAM AT HANFORD ANDH JEAPORDIZE OUR HEALTH , QUR ENVIRONMENT, OUR HOME
FOR FUEL FOR SPACE EXFLORATION,

SURELY YQU ARE JOKING.

IT’8 OBVIOUS THAT 13.0.E. 1S DESPARATE TO CREATE A FUNCTION FOR THIS BUILDING. I |
THAT DRAWS SUSPICICN.

UNTIL THE D.O.E. CAN IDENTLFY AND CLEAN UP THE WASTE AT HANFORD, DON'T I |
EVEN CONSIDER. CREATING NEW WASTES. { AM THOUROUGHLY OPPOSED TO THE
RESART FOR ANY REASON OF THE FFTF. I |

L»émtuz@mﬂ

187-1

187-2

187-1

187-3
187-4

187-1:

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

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

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintai ning the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions. Thereare approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds)
of plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto support future NASA
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Commentor No. 187: Donna Smollen Rockwell (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 187

187-2:

187-3:

space missions. Based on NASA guidanceto DOE on the

potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will
be exhausted by approximately 2005. Under the No Action Alternative,
DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space
mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in the

NI PEIS. However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond what is
currently available to the United States through the existing contract
would likely require negotiation of anew contract and may require
additional NEPA review. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 has been revised to
clarify the need for domestic plutonium-238 production to support future
NASA space missions.

DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the migration of
contaminants to the ColumbiaRiver. Ongoing activitiesto remediate
existing contamination at Hanford are of high priority to DOE. The
Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention program in place as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1 that would govern any proposed site activities.

More specific to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS, FFTF is
located approximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. Thereare no
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater. Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the

NI PEIS (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,45.3.2.4,

and 4.6.3.2.4) indicate that there would be no discernible impactsto
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from normal operation of
the existing Hanford facilities in support of the stated missions. Also, no
water quality impacts would be expected as aresult of permanent
deactivation of FFTF (Section 4.4.1.2.4).

DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "ensure the avail ahility of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and devel opment of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilianuse." The purpose
of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.
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Commentor No. 187: Donna Smollen Rockwell (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 187

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and
support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from
postulated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of the
NI PEIS. All impactsto human health and to ecological resources
would be small in theimmediate area of the Hanford Site and negligible
at all distant locations.

187-4:  DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 188: C. David Cook

Response to Commentor No. 188

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/28/00

C. David Cook
206 725 6886

| am strenuously opposed to any restarting of the FFTF.
| think it is a very unwise idea and | don't think it is
necessary. | am very concerned about the storage of
the waste that we already have at that facility, let alone 188-2
adding more waste to it.

|| s

188-1:
188-2:

DOE notesthe commentor’sopposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

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

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.
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Commentor No. 189: Nancy Jones

Response to Commentor No. 189

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/30/00

Nancy Jones

3037 NW Market Street
Apartment 314

Seattle, WA 98107

I am calling to register our position to the restarting of the
reactor. It is totally, totally irresponsible. For God's sake,
clean up the mess there. We don't need any more nuclear
waste to take care of and the medical establishment
doesn't need this either, they said so. So, | don't know
who you are pandering to, but | hope you won't start it up.
Thank you.

189-1

189-1:

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

The NI PEIS addresses environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposition (prior to final disposition) of waste generated for
al aternatives, including Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. It also addresses
cumulative impacts related to waste generation. However, environmental
impacts associated with existing waste storage, site contamination, and
cleanup programs at candidate sites are not within the scope of the NI PEIS
and, therefore, are not addressed.

With regard to the need for medical isotopes, an Expert Panel convened
by DOE recently reviewed several industry projections for growth in
demand for medical isotopes and concluded that the growth rate will be
significant over the next 20 years. Further discussion on the need for
medical isotopesis presented in Volume 1, Section 1.2.1 of the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 190: Jeff Luke

Response to Commentor No. 190

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/30/00
Jeff Luke

| am a registered voter in Benton County in Washington
State. | am calling to say that | would very much like to
see FFTF continue operation. I'd like to see it continue
operation either for the production of medical isotopes.

I am not adverse to seeing FFTF continue operations for
other missions as well, including the production of tritium,
should that be necessary in order to preclude the possibility
of running out of tritium and being dependent upon an
external source for the maintenance of a bare minimum
number of weapons. So with that in mind, those are my
thoughts. Thanks very much for listening.

190-1

190-2

190-1:
190-2:

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

DOE notes the commentor's support for the expanded use of FFTF.
Under the proposed action and consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhanceits 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. However, no component of
the proposed action is for the purpose of producing tritium, nor isit for
the purpose of supporting any other defense or weapons-related mission.
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Commentor No. 191: Tony Mitzle

Response to Commentor No. 191

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/30/00
Tony Mitzle

| am in favor of FFTF for medical isotope production.

|| 191-1

191-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 192: Dan Mekonian

Response to Commentor No. 192

From: Dan Melkonian[SMTP:MELKONIAN@LVSCAP.COM]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 29, 2000 5:17:15 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: 'cruwa(a)gorge.net'

Subject: FFTF restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Colette Brown,

NE_50, USDOE,

19901 Germantown Rd.,
Germantown, MD 20874

Dear Colette:

Obviously listening comprehension is not high on the list of skills
necessary for employment with USDOE. | don't believe | heard
anyone at any meeting in Hood River seriously intimate support
for use of FFTF and FMEF for plutonium 238 production. Why
are you going on these listening excercises if you cannot hear.
Shut it down, clean it up, and forget about producing plutonium
the USA does not need.

* Your compilations of prior public comment are grossly incorrect
and show your failure to listen to the public. You state that only
320 comments were submitted on Hanford and yet Columbia
River United sent in 420 written comments opposing restart not
including comments from Seattle, Portland or Richland. You
erroneously state that there were "roughly equal numbers"
supporting and opposing use of FFTF and FMEF for plutonium
238 production. You also failed to mention the 5 City Council
Resolutions opposing FFTF restart which means you have
representatives of entire cities opposing it and their numbers
should be included. Appendix N_4.

192-1

192-1:  Whileal commentsreceived during the scoping periodsfor both the

Plutonium-238 Production EIS and the NI PEIS are part of the
Administrative Record for the NI PEIS, Section 1.4 of Volume 1 and
Appendix N are intended to provide a summary of the issues and
associated trends identified during the scoping process rather than a
tabulation of comments by specific issue. It should be noted, however,
that NEPA and CEQ regulations do not require an agency to include

and respond to each scoping comment asis required for public

comments on aDraft EIS. In preparing the NI PEIS, DOE carefully
considered scoping comments received from the public. Any perceived
discrepancy in the grouping of comments raising any one particular issue
or set of issuesis attributable to the manner in which they were originally
categorized and counted. For example, anumber of statements, letters, or
resolutions signed by multiple persons, such as city council resolutions
mentioned by the commentor, were received by DOE (both for and
against FFTF restart) in response to the request for scoping comments.
Each such comment document was considered and counted asasingle
comment in the NI PEIS comment tracking system.

DOE did not receive 420 written comments opposing FFTF restart
from ColumbiaRiver United as claimed by the commentor. The
number of comments to which the commentor refers to on page N-4
of Section N.1.1 of the Draft NI PEIS isrelated only to the
Plutonium-238 Production EI'S scoping meetingswhichwere held in
November 1998, not the NI PEIS. The NI PEIS scoping comments
are summarized beginning on page N-5. Nevertheless, the
Plutonium-238 Production EI'S scoping meetingswere held in
November 1998 in Idaho Falls, Idaho; Oak Ridge, Tennessee; and
Richland, Washington. The scoping period was specifically focused
on the production of plutonium-238 using one or more DOE research
reactors and facilities. DOE received aletter from the Columbia
River United. The NI PEIS scoping meetingswere held in October 1999
in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; |daho Falls, Idaho; Sesttle,

Washington; Portland, Oregon; Hood River, Oregon; Richland,
Washington; and Washington, D.C. The scoping period focused on
the enhancement of the existing nuclear infrastructure, including
production of plutonium-238. DOE received acampaign from the
Columbia River United that focused on the shutdown of FFTF, not
the production of plutonium-238. This campaign represented about
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Commentor No. 192: Dan Melkonian (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 192

* You've failed to demonstrate a compelling need for the
production of 1) plutonium for space, 2) medical or research
isotopes or 3) nuclear energy research. Neither is there adequate
justification for the need to produce all of them at one site. Neither
is there justification for the need to produce them domestically
(other than reference to some DOE policy) which makes no sense
when we would continue to buy foreign nuclear fuel to run FFTF.

* You must include the recommendations of your own blue ribbon

panel (Subcommittee for Isotope Research and Production Planning)

that advised against the use of FFTF for medical isotope production.
Furthermore, EIS Isotope demand projections are outdated and

inadequate. They also fail to take into account possible cancer cures

like gene therapy that could make medical isotopes unnecessary. In

addition, medical isotopes can be adequately produced at other DOE
sites if they are a high priority as implied. Current isotope production

levels for DOE reactors are misstated in the EIS at near capacity
when most are only at around 50%.

* You must include the current demand estimates from NASA for
Plutonium 238 which are considerably lower than your need
projections and could easily be met under the current contract
with Russia. A discussion of alternatives to plutonium fuel must
be included. A renegotiated contract with Russia (at double the
current cost) could meet future NASA needs at 1/3 the cost of
FFTF restart.

* It is improper to release the draft EIS for public comment without
the critical information requested by the public in the scoping
meetings including:

* cost analysis of restart and all alternatives with reasonable
review time (FFTF will be much more expensive than reasonable
alternatives by at least $2 Billion.)

* studies on treatment of wastes at all proposed sites and

* nonproliferation impacts from FFTF and the importation of
its necessary radioactive fuel from Europe. (Violation of the
Nonproliferation Agreement by use of Highly Enriched
Uranium fuel alone is reason enough to stop restart of FFTF!)

192-2

192-3

192-4

192-5

192-6

192-7
192-5

192-8

250 comments and all were counted. Attached to the campaign was
asigned petition.

192-2: DOE notesthe commentor's oppositionto restarting FFTF for
enhancing its existing nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent with
its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain
and enhance itsinfrastructure for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs:. 1) to support the need for increased domestic
production of isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses, as
initialy identified by a panel of expertsinthe medical field and
reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
adomestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel sourcethatis
required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long
term, assured supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and
development needsin order to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable
use of nuclear power as a viable component of the United States
energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to clarify the
purpose and need of the proposed action.

Thereis no requirement to conduct all of these missions at one site.

In the Record of Decision process, DOE could choose to combine
components of several alternatives in selecting the most appropriate
strategy. For example, DOE could select alow-energy accelerator to
produce certain medical, research, and industrial isotopes, and an
existing operating reactor to produce plutonium-238 and conduct
nuclear research and development. Should FFTF be selected for

restart in support of these missions, DOE expectsit could utilizea15-year
supply of mixed-oxidefuel that would be available from Germany under
favorable economic terms (i.e., no charge for thefuel.)

192-3: DOE hassought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. 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. Thesefindingswerelater reviewed and
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Commentor No. 192: Dan Melkonian (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 192

* You have failed to adequately characterize environmental impacts
from FFTF restart. An example is the statement , "Environmental
impacts associated with the existing inventory of spent fuel at
Hanford site are minimal." To imply that the existing spent nuclear
fuel inventory poses no problems is massively incorrect. More than
2100 tons of corroding spent fuel sites in aging water_filled basins
near the Columbia River posing one of the largest problems for
cleanup and an expected cost of more than $1.6 billion. You must
address all impacts on waste management and the environment at
Hanford not dismiss them with erroneous statements.

* You must include the cost of FFTF and all companion facilities
decommissioning in the restart not just every other alternative.

* You have failed to assess all existing contaminant sources at
Hanford and all other sites before adding additional waste. You must
assess current waste inventories and then assess the addition

of any new waste to existing waste sources.

* You fail to consider use of the Advanced Test Reactor (ATR) in
Idaho and the High Flux Isotope Reactor (HFIR) in Oakridge for
medical isotopes and acquiring Plutonium 238 from another source.
You also fail to analyze lower cost alternatives such as subsidizing

university reactors or buying time from private accelerators or reactors.

* The No Action Alternative must include the shutdown of FFTF not
maintaining it on stand_by based on prior commitments of Secretaries
O'Leary and Watkins and TPA milestones.

* You failed to address the conflict of interest of using PNNL's
evaluations when they are a proponent of restart and stands to
gain financially.

* You failed to include the standby costs of FFTF which are
estimated to be $360 million.

192-9

192-10

192-11

192-12

192-13

192-14

endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert,
objective adviceregarding the future form of itsisotope research and
production activities. DOE has adopted these growth projections as a
planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing
nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In
the period since the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of
medical isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert
Panel findings. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate
thisinformation and to clarify DOE'srolein fulfilling the U.S.
research and commercial isotope production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
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 isotopeswould be viable if operated in concert with
producing plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research

and development for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report
states: "In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g.,
the high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volumein FFTF,
that could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is
best suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for
isotope production.” In recognition of these constraints on its
operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF
when coupled with the other 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 does not believethat isotope production levelswere misstated in
theDraft NI PEIS. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 identifiesthat approximately
50 percent of DOE'sisotope production capability isbeing used.
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Commentor No. 192: Dan Melkonian (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 192

* You fail to access the legality of introducing new programs and
wastes into the highly contaminated 306 e or 325 buildings at
Hanford that would be used with FFTF.

* You must admit that the real reasons to restart FFTF are in a
hidden agenda that includes preserving jobs and starting new
weapons research or other classified missions.

* The draft EIS must state the preferred alternative for adequate
public review.

USDOE should choose Alternative 5 SHUT DOWN FFTF, or
Alternative 2_ Produce at existing sites with shutdown of FFTF.

Name: Dan Melkonian
Address: 210 Dogwood Lane
White Salmon, WA 98672

Additional Comments:

192-15

192-16

192-17

192-18

192-4: A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that

NASA no longer has aplanned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoel ectric generator (SRTG) power systems. Thisdoesnot

mean that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, the SRTG
development effortswere stopped in order to permit reprogramming of
fundsto support devel opment of anew radioisotope power system based
on aStirling technology generator. Thisnew radioi sotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires 1/3 less plutonium asits
fuel source. However, the Stirling technology isdevel opmental and NASA
has requested in a September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that the plutonium-
238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as abackup.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliabilitiy reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preferenceis to establish a domestic plutonium-238 production
capability. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to further clarify

the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238
production capability to support NASA space exploration missions.

192-5: Thecostsand nuclear nonproliferationimpacts of proposed actions

are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto beincludedin a

PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an informed
decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.
Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR 505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged
to makeancillary decision documentsavailableto the public beforea
decisionismade. DOE mailed these documentsto approximately 730
interested partieson August 24 and September 8, 2000, respectively. Both
reports were made availableimmediately upon rel ease on the NE web site
(http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE hasalso
provided summaries of the Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in Appendixes P and Q, respectively,
intheFina NI PEIS.

192-6: DOE notesthe commentor's opinion.

192-7: TheNI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto the

treatment storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the
proposed actionsfor al aternativesand alternative options. Waste
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Commentor No. 192: Dan Melkonian (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 192

192-8:

192-9:

192-10:

minimization programsat each of the proposed sitesare also
addressed. These programswill beimplemented for thealternative
selected in the Record of Decision. 1tisDOE'spolicy that all wastes
be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposal) in asafe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federa and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.

If restarted, the FFTF would be fueled with Hanford MOX fuel for
about 6 years. During that time, use of German MOX fuel would be
explored, which would fuel the FFTF for an additional 15 years. Also
during thisintitial period, in compliance with nonproliferation policy,
the use of low-enriched uranium (LEU) fuel would be analyzed under
the Reduced Enrichment Research and Test Reactor (RERTR)
program. If this analysis were to establish the infeasibility of using
LEU fuel in the FFTF to meet mission needs, only then would HEU
fuel be used. Such use of HEU fuel would then have met, under
RERTR, nonpraliferation and HEU-use policy requirements, and
would not violate U.S. nonproliferation agreements. Thisis discussed
in PEISVolume1, Section2.3.1.1.3.

The discussion in the Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of Volume 1 on
the cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at

Hanford was revised to clarify that the management of the existing
spent nuclear fuel at Hanford resultsin adose of lessthan 0.1 millirem per
year ot the maximally exposed member of the public. Thisdoseiswell
withinthe DOE limitsgivenin DOE Order 5400.5. Asdiscussedinthat
Order, thedoselimit from airborne emissionsis 10 millirem per year, as
required by the Clean Air Act; drinking water is4 millirem per year, as
required by the Safe Drinking Water Act; and the doselimit from all
pathways combined is 100 millirem per year. DOE has committed to
remove the spent nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate dispositionina

geologicrepository.

DOE assumesthat the commentor isreferring to deactivation, not
decommission. Decommission costs were not included for any
alternative. Deactivation of FFTFisnot part of implementing
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. Deactivation of FFTF ispart of
implementing Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 and including the cost of
FFTF deactivation intheimplementation costsfor these alternativesis
appropriate. The Cost Report was structured to identify the
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Commentor No. 192: Dan Melkonian (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 192

192-11:

192-12:

implementation costs of the various alternatives so the Secretary of
Energy would have thisinformation along with other datafor
consideration.

DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedulesfor restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is

fully committed to honoring this agreement.

Ongoing activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE. The current inventory of wastes managed at

the Hanford Site areidentified in Section 3.4.11.1 of Volume 1. In
addition, the generation rates of wastes associated with the NI PEIS
options that use Hanford facilities are compared with the current

waste generation rates at the site in Section 4.3 of Volume 1. Asstated in
Sections 4.3.1.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13, and 4.4.3.1.13, the generation rates of
wastes at Hanford associated with the options that utilize either FFTF,
FMEF and/or RPL/306-E would be much smaller than the current waste
generation rates at the site. These volumeswould also besmall in
comparison to the existing inventory at the site Section 3.4.11.1,
Volume 1). These comparisons were also made for the other options
which involved INEEL and ORR facilities. Asstated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.

Both ATR and HFIR are currently producing medical isotopesand
under the No Action Alternative both would continue to do so.
Further, under thisalternative DOE would not establish adomestic
source of pultonium-238 production but could instead continueto
purchase it from Russiato meet the needs of future U.S. space
missions. Thus, the No Action alternative addressesthe
commentor’sconcern.

With regard to the commentor’s second concern, DOE did consider
the use of irradiation facilities other than those addressed under
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Commentor No. 192: Dan Melkonian (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 192

Alternatives 2 through 5. However, their use was dismissed for a
variety of reasons as discussed in Volume 1, Section 2.6.1.

The No Action aternative isrequired under Council on Environmental
Quality regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(d)). It provides a point of
comparison for the action aternatives. The No Action Alternative
generally represents the status quo; that is, it includes those actions
that would normally take place without the proposed action. Since
the status quo involves maintaining FFTF in standby and not its
deactivation, it is not appropriate to include its deactivation as part of
the No Action Alternative. Deactivation of FFTF isincluded as
Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF, and as part of
Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational Facilities, Alternative 3,
Construct New Accelerator(s), and Alternative 4, Construct New
Research Reactor.

192-13: PNNL isnot preparing this PEIS, although it has offered technical
comments onit. These comments have been evaluated by DOE and
the contractor preparing the PEIS. PNNL has also previously
provided technical and cost analyses on matters related to the FFTF,
which have undergone independent scrutiny, and have hel ped confirm
the need for the environmental review now being independently
developed. PNNL's work does not present a conflict of interest.
Ultimately, DOE has full control over the contents of the PEIS.

192-14: 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 costs already incurred by
the DOE, e.g., the FFTF Standby Costs, are not apart of thefinancial
evaluation of thefunding that isrequired for future actions. Consequently,
they arenot included.

192-15: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department
of Energy). DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 192: Dan Melkonian (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 192

192-16:

DOE-RL, EPA, and Ecology agreed to achangein the Tri-Party
Agreement to place the milestones for FFTF's permanent
deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches adecision on FFTF's
future. Public meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change.
The NI PEIS missions would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

FFTF and any associated facilities remain subject to compliance with
environmental lawsregardless of itsfuture operational status. As
stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
aternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated
for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

The 306-E facility isnot contaminated and isbeing proposed asa
location to conduct activities that do not involve radioactive materials.
Whilethe 325 Building has alargeinventory of radionuclides

associated with ongoing activities at the facility, the building is not
contaminated in worker accessibleareas. Operationsat the 325 Building
are conducted in accordance with applicablefederal and state regulations
and appropriate DOE Orders.

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

DOE notes the commentor's concern relating to job creation at the
Hanford site. The socioeconomic impacts of restarting FFTF and for
all of the other alternatives are presented in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS.
The economic welfare of Hanford and all DOE sitesisimportant to
DOE. However, any economic impact is secondary to the proper
expenditure of taxpayer dollars.
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Commentor No. 192: Dan Melkonian (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 192

192-17:

192-18:

Asdiscussedin Section 1.2 of Volume 1, plutonium-238 would be
produced to support NA SA’sdeep space missions. Plutonium-238is
not used to produce nuclear weapons. All missionsconsideredinthe
NI PEIS arefor civilian purposes. If changesare policy arerequired
the public will beinformed and the appropriate NEPA reviewswould
be conducted.

At thetimethe Draft NI PEIS was completed and published, DOE

did not have a preferred aternative. DOE used the environmental
evaluation in the Draft NI PEIS, and also other reports on cost and
nonproliferation impacts, as well as input from the public to develop

its preferred alternative. Council on Environmental Quality regulations
(40 CFR 1502.14(€)) do not require theinclusion of apreferred alternative
inadraft EISif one has not been identified at that time. However, the
regulations do requireidentification of apreferred alternativein thefinal
document. DOE hasidentified a preferred alternative in Section 2.8 of the
Fina NI PEIS.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, or Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational
Facilities.
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Commentor No. 193: Kathryn Roberg

Response to Commentor No. 193

From: Kathy Roberg[SMTP:KROBERG@HSCIS.NET]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 29, 2000 7:20:59 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF_restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| am sending my comments in regards to the proposal of restarting
the FFTF (Fast Flux Testing Facility) in Hanford, WA. These are my
concerns: Already in this world, we are experiencing a drastic global
warming, as evidenced by the draught, lack of vegetation and
harvests, horrible forests fires this summer. | am afraid that a restart
of the FFTF will send more gases into the Universe, whether in the
air, water or soil and add to this horrendous problem we are faced
with.

Rivers, watersheds, lakes are becoming highly contaminated, we are
loosing fish, foliage and water creatures. Isn't a restart of FFTF
another way to add to this contamination that is globally being seen?

DOE promised to shut down FFTF in 1995, and use the resulting
additional source of funding for clean_up at Hanford Nuclear
Reservation. $100 million designated for waste clean_up has
instead been used to keep FFTF on hot standly. Isn't this a highly
dishonest misuse of allocated funds?

Is plutonium really needed for the medical system?

If plutonium is produced, what are the SAFEST MEANS OF
TRANSPORTING this material to Hanford? We already have had
problems with the transporting of unwanted waste. Do we want

a disaster to happen through transportation?

The deadly radioactive waste of Hanford will, if not contained
properly and thoroughly, for thousands of years and countless
generations, contaminate the Northwestern US and beyond. What
are we sending on to our children and their children...a
contaminated and hazardous world???

193-1

193-2

193-3

193-4

193-2

193-1:

193-2:

DOE notesthe commentor's concerns on the potential for

environmental impacts of FFTF operation. FFTF operation would
result in a small impact to the environment and would not contribute to
global warming. Section 4.3 of the NI PEISincludes an evaluation of
potential environmental impacts due to air emissions and wastewater
discharges associated with the proposed operation of FFTF and existing
Hanford support facilities. All air emissions and wastewater discharges
would be in accordance with applicable permit and regulatory
requirements. Therelease of criteriaair pollutants would result in
concentrations well below Federal and state air standards (Table 4-13);
impacts from emissions of hazardous chemicalswould haveanegligible
effect on human health or the environment (Table 4-19); and there

would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water
quality (Section 4.3.1.1.4).

DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use." The purpose
of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activitiesare conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department
of Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor
restoration of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to
honoring thisagreement.

DOE-RL, EPA, and Ecology agreed to achangein the Tri-Party
Agreement to place the milestones for FFTF's permanent deactivation
in abeyance until the DOE reaches adecision on FFTF sfuture. Public
meetings were held on thisformal milestone change. The NI PEIS
missions would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.
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Commentor No. 193. Kathryn Roberg (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 193

177 massive, underground high_level nuclear waste tanks,
some explosive, dozens leaking are the reality at Hanford, WA.
The Department of Energy wants to RESTART the dangerous

FFTF Nuclear Reactor and add even more waste to these tanks. 193-2
What are we doing to this world??? (Cont’d)
DESTRUCTION!!!

Almost every day | am hearing more and more cases of

CANCER...My question is could this air, water, food we are 193.5

taking into our systems, that are in part being contaminated,
be the root of this cancer. Are we going to allow it to grow...
OUT OF HAND????

Thank you for hearing my concerns. | live in Walla Walla, WA,
just about 75 miles south of Hanford, WA and the Hanford
Nuclear Reservation.

Kathryn Roberg, a very concerned citizen

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

FFTF can be operated safely to accomplish the stated missions. There
have been no serious safety-rel ated accidents or accidental rel eases of
hazardous or radioactive materials causing significant injury or harmto
workers, or posing any threat or harm to the offsite public at FFTF
during itslifetime. Also, no waste would be added to the underground
waste tanks at Hanford from operation of FFTF.

Wastes are treated, stored, and disposed in a safe manner in compliance
with state and federal regulations and appropriate DOE Orders.

193-3:  Theplutonium that would be produced under the proposed action
would not be intended for medical applications. Rather, it isintended
for usein NASA space exploration missions.

193-4:  DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding the safety of nuclear
materials transportation. DOE is committed to safety and safeguards
for itsfacilitiesand the transport of materials. Asdiscussedin
Appendix J of the NI PEIS, al transportation activities conducted by
DOE (including SST/SGT operations discussed in section J.3.4) would
take placein accordance with U.S Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) and U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations.
Transatlantic shipments would a so be in accordance with the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) regulationswhich are
consistent with DOT and NRC regulations (see Section J.3.1). TypeB
shipping casks, which are designed to protect and retain their contents
under transport accident conditions, and purpose-built ships, which are
specifically designed to safely transport casks containing radioactive
materials, would be used to transport most nuclear materials covered in
the NI PEIS. Type B shipping casks have been used for thousands of
shipments by road, rail, and water and there have been no cases of a
major release of radioactive materials (see Section J.3.2.1). Asshown
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Commentor No. 193: Kathryn Roberg (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 193

193-5:

inVolume 1, Section 2.7 , the transportation impactswoul d be small for
any of the NI PEIS alternatives. Transportation risks are summarized
in Section 2.7.1.6 of Volume 1 and are discussed in more detail
throughout Chapter 4 and Appendix J.

The commentor's concern about increasing cancer ratesis noted.
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Appendixes H through Jdiscuss radiological
exposures to the public that would be expected to result from
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives. The anaysis
in Chapter 4 shows that under normal operating conditions and for
severe accidents, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
aternatives would pose alow radiological risk to human health; the
most likely impacts are no additional cancer fatalities. See, for example,
Sections 4.3.1.1.9, 4.3.2.1.9, and 4.3.3.1.9 in Chapter 4 and the
Summary Tablesin Chapter 2 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 194: Peter Giese

Response to Commentor No. 194

From: PETERG4@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:PETERG4@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 29, 2000 11:24:09 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Hanford
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Sirs:
It appears Hanford is a nation unto itself, acting without

regard for anyone but itself. My question to you is: what
will you do with the nuclear waste at Hanford?

194-1

Peter Giese
PO Box 16303
Seattle, WA 98116

194-1: DOE wastasked by Congressinthe 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 civilianuse." The purpose
of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

Chapter 3, Affected Environment, addresses waste produced for each
alternative evaluated in the NI PEIS. The Hanford Site hasa
comprehensive waste minimization and pollution prevention programin
placeas summarizedin Volume 1, Section 3.4.11.8, that would control

any new site activities. ItisDOE'spolicy that all wastes be managed
(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and environmentally protective
manner and in compliancewith all applicable Federal and statelawsand
regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 195: Lois Jewell

Response to Commentor No. 195

From: Loisjew@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:LOISIEW@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2000 1:15:55 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: (no subject)
Auto forwarded by a Rule

PLEASE RESTART THE FFTF

Thank you,
Lois Jewell

195-1

195-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 196: Robin Pichahchy Response to Commentor No. 196

From: Robin/Alice Pichahchy[SMTP:ROBALI@HCTC.COM]
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2000 12:47:45 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: No More Nukes!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please do not start that thing again. We have enough Il 196-1 [196-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
nuclear damage to the environment as it is. There are i
. . 196-2 196-2:  Comment noted.
natural ways to treat diseases that do not impact the
earth.

Robin Pichahchy
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Commentor No. 197: Dawnegoll @aol.com

Response to Commentor No. 197

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

Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2000 12:54:47 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF.......

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| am in support of FFTF for medical isotopes. Please
re_start FFTF for medical isotopes.

Thank you.

197-1

197-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 198: John E. Tanner, Jr.

Response to Commentor No. 198

From: facts(a)coalition21.org[SMTP:FACTS@SNAKE.SRV.NET]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2000 1:13:27 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: pust@srv.net%internet

Subject: Comments on above

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Restart of FFTF to meet as many as possible of the needs for
medical isotopes, plutonium_238, and general nuclear research
seems to be the most reasonable of the alternatives presented,
for the following reasons:

1) We already have FFTF and are paying maintenance on it. No
new irradiation facility would be needed.

2) FFTF is the last fast neutron reactor left in the US. We should
be doing research on the disposition of TRU from spent fuel in
preparation for the inevitable resumption of reprocessing.

| would encourage use of INEEL facilities for target fabrication
and processing for the plutonium_238 production.

John E. Tanner, Jr., [daho Falls, home address pust@srv.net

198-1

198-2

198-1

198-1:

198-2:

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and specificaly Option 2, whereby INEEL facilities would be used to
fabricate and process nuptunium-237 targets for plutonium-238
production.

Spent nuclear fuel is not reprocessed in the United States. Reiterating
President Clinton's September 1993 statement on Nonproliferation and
Export Control Palicy, "the United States does not encourage the civil use
of plutonium and, accordingly, does not itself engage in plutonium
reprocessing for either nuclear power or nuclear explosive purposes.”
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Commentor No. 199: E. Louis Towne

Response to Commentor No. 199

From: Louis Towne[SMTP:LTOWNE@OWT.COM]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2000 12:19:24 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Fast Flux Test Facility, Richland, WA

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| am strongly in favor of restarting the FFTF located in the Hanford
Reservation near Richland, Washington.

This facility is located in an isolated area some distance from any
populated area. It is in an area which pioneered much of the Nuclear
work. Adequate staff is available to restart the facility.

Much discussion concerning nuclear activities fails to recognize that
this location does not change the fact that other nuclear facilities are
here. Also this plant has operated. It can be used for significant
benefits to humanity in its present location.

We have been hearing of significant research in nuclear medicine,
much of it being done here. My wife, Irene, had heart problems in
the recent past. The hospital put her through examination which
involved the use of nuclear medicine. We were shocked to find
that for her to complete the tests, the only nuclear medicine
available came either from Canada or France.

It seems strange that the country which has led in nuclear
development must go to other sources to find nuclear medicines.
We lead in development and it seems we should be able to utilize
this facility to provided these needed medicines.

E. Louis Towne
6335 W. Willamette Ave.
Kennewick, WA 99336

199-1

199-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 200: Julie Rogers

Response to Commentor No. 200

From: Julie Rogers[SMTP:JULIEROGERS@HOTMAIL.COM]
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2000 1:24:33 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| strongly support restart of the FFTF. It's a more flexible
solution to the alternative.

| 2

200-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 201: Dennis Bod

Response to Commentor No. 201

From: Dennis Bod[SMTP:BODD@GTE.NET]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2000 2:02:41 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Restart the FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please Restart the FFTF. Thank you

|| 201-1

201-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

S35U0CSsY O pUe SIUBWOD UaNIW—g BideyD



vGc-¢

Commentor No. 202: Louise M. Durrant

Response to Commentor No. 202

From: LOUISE M DURRANT
[SMTP:LMDURRANT@YAHOO.COM]

Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2000 3:02:34 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Hanford FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| support the restart of the FFTF Reactor Facility at Hanford

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

202-1

202-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 206: Christopher Derez

Response to Commentor No. 206

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 87214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1280
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

1 am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
) The Cotp wnte 15 over [
17 Thewe s 00 Saru WY (s DiSRse oF ks
#2 aivpasie MOST Be Placed oy Clamnosd
op lasForn ﬁz__?-’_o_ee & Lk
ESTE Loncuss The (olows Bose (1!
Name ___ (2 S TEPlmr  Deveap
[T S& (4 s NT-
City, state __LaLyBo20 o &

Address

zip 77123

206-1
206-2

206-3

206-4

206-1:
206-2:

206-3:

206-4:

DOE notesthe commentor’sopposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Comment noted. The DOE missionsto be addressed inthisEIS, which
includethe production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment, are
not national defensemissions.

ItisDOE's palicy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in asafeand environmentally protective manner andin
compliancewith all applicable Federal and statelaws and regulationsand
applicable DOE orders.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission and migration of contaminantsto the ColumbiaRiver. Although
beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesare
high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies
milestones and schedulesfor restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 207: Carlos Romano

Response to Commentor No. 207

Draft PEIS Comment Form

o o Baeait iy iz

FFEITF 15 £ Gfear offolTiid) fopr
Fiwzaet, [onrerter) dex)Lhitrairrent] e
Ascawtnr Jeawtesy Tial Cog Forar]
o5 (7B as 7 pm kD B SHEF St e

a7 y TEDv T IUE o

7 r: T e
Tadie [REnTA@T ] e ST S T[S LA

/f
Fog At dopt. Lerer v 2

/
! A A=

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

« attending public meetings znd giving your comments directly to DOE officials

» returning this comment form so the registration desk at the mesting or to the address below

« calling toll-fres and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4393

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

= commenting via e-ma# uclear.[nfmsggrs—}’lﬂs @hg.doe.gov
Name (optional): 2L

Organization:

2373 ww [E544 His #6505

&/Organization Address {circle one):

City: Bres gpeo state: O/ zip Coder_L 0 E

Telephone (optional):

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

For more informalion contoct: Colette E. Biown, NE-SD &

5. Department of Energy + 19901 d + Garmantcwn, MD 20874
Tol-iee Telephona; 1-877-552-4503 = Toll-tee Fox 1-877-542-4662

E-mall: Nuclearnioshuc ure-PES@hqg.doe.gov

T2/00

207-1

207-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 208: Richard E. Rust

Response to Commentor No. 208

Richard E. Rust, MD
18747 Ridgefield Rd. NW
Shoreiine, Wa. 98177

Collette £. Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

NE-50

19901 Germantown road Germantown MD 20874-1290

Dear Collette E. Brown:

Plaase add my voice 1o those of the multitude of Washington State Physicians-
Washington State Medical Society, Washington Academy of Family Physicians, and
Washington Physicians For Social Responsibifity- in urging the prompt shut-down of the
Hanford Fast Flux Test Faciify. The proposed reasons to restart the reactor are all suspect
in their true need, and the reasons to proceed with shut-down are cogent to public health
and essential to the future safety of our Northwest environment.

While radio-active isotopes are important for their treatment of malignant disease and in
testing for disease, there is no need for production of these materials at Hanford. Power far
space exploration will continue to be a need in the future, but NASA has stated that
production of Plutonium-238 at Hanford is not necessary for their program. The FFTF reactor
was designed to produce weapons grade material, and not for research. in the new century,
the world depends on reduction of further weapons production. Centinuing the capacity for
such production is not desirable or necessary, and will be counterproductive to furtherance
of a peaceful world.

As one of many, | urge shut-down of the Fast Flux Test Facility as soon as possible More,
| urge expeditious progress on the Hanford cleanup, which has been far too long delayed.

Sincerely,
ek (.gé s Pc-w%

Richard £. Rust

208-1

208-2

208-3

208-4

208-1:

208-2:

208-3:

DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of itscontinuing rolein thissector, consistent withits
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. 1n 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 yearswould range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
Thesefindingswerelater reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding thefutureform of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for

eval uating the potential capability of theexisting nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. Inthe period since
theinitial estimateswere made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
hastracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

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

A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has aplanned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoel ectric generator (SRTG) power systems. Thisdoesnot mean
that NASA nolonger requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium-238
to support deep spacemissions. Rather, the suspension of SRTG
development effortswas conducted in order to permit reprogramming of
fundsto support devel opment of anew radioisotope power system based
on aStirling technology generator. Thisnew radioi sotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requiresone-third less
plutonium-238 asitsfuel source. However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA hasrequested in a September 22, 2000, |etter
to DOE that large RT Gs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2 was
revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

FFTFwasbuilt for research asdescribed in Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.1,
not for weapons production. FFTF has never been used for weapons
production, althoughit iscapable of being used for tritium production and

sasuodsay 30O @ pue SjuswLo) Uaiin—rz Lideyd



8G¢-¢

Commentor No. 208: Richard E. Rust (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 208

very limited production of plutonium-239. DOE isnot considering restart of
FFTFwith theintent of preserving aweapons production capability. The
DOE missionsto be addressed in thisEIS, which includethe production

of medica andindustrial i sotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and devel opment, are not national
defensemissions.

208-4: Seeresponseto comment 208-1. DOE notes the commentor’s concerns
regarding the existing cleanup mission and migration of contaminantsto
the ColumbiaRiver. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration of all
partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.
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Commentor No. 209: Derek D. Jones Response to Commentor No. 209

6G¢-¢

August 28, 2000
Attn: Colette E. Brown
U.S. Department of Energy, NE-50
19901 Germaniown Road.
Germantown, MD 20874-1290
I.adics and Gentlemen,

Now that we have the draft PIES in hand, there are plenty of facts available to prove what
testart supporters have known for years, that FFTF is safest, lowcst cost option o produce the
isotopes that are needed for future generations.

This year one million people will hear from their docter thal their worst fear is new a
realily. They will be told that they have cancer. Many will know thal they face surgery,
chemotherapy or both. This person could be you, a friend, or a close family member. If you
know a cancer survivor you know that there is na cure for cancer. You know that they face

several years of treatment and suffering to hopefully be able 1o go into remission. What most

people don't want to admit is that these people now face the very likely possibility that this or

209-1 209-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
oppositiontothe No Action Alternative and Alternative 2, Use Only
used before will not work the second time around. These people need options, We as a society Existing Operational Facilities.

anather form of cancerous growth will return again later in their life. Often the (reatment that was

need those options now. They do not need sympathy. They necd a new form of treatment. 'We do
need medical isotopes and we need them now!

last year over one half million real men, women and children died from cancer. We can't
change that statistic, but the svenlual restart of FFTF can give our children options that are not
available today. We can (um the tide on cancer. We can make a difference. We must pul aside
antiquated environmental phobias and sec the restart of FFTF for what it is, It is hope for the

future.
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Commentor No. 209: Derek D. Jones (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 209

qud A ITCreaty g 2, 2P
The no action optiongs totally unacceplable. The no action option is a death sentence for

unteld millions of people. 1 realize that by law the report had to include this option, but it should
not be seen as a viable option. While 1t might be popular to some very vocal environmentalists, it
is no less than medical malpractice followed by cuthanasia. Cancer means suffering! Some
Medical isotope (realments reduce pair and suffering. Some provide life extensions, time for 2
mother to help finish the rearing of a child. One is even used the belp patienis with Hearl Disease
a better chance of surviving bypass surgary.

Lel's stop wasting time and money studying cancer, it is ime to start truly winning the

war against cancer. It Is lime to start saving lives. Tt is time to restart the Fast Flux Test Facility!

Thank you,

ok
Derek D. JnnaW
1106 W. 29" Ave.
Kennewick, WA 99337-4315
(509) 382-5077

209-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 210: U.S. Representative Earl Blumenauer

Response to Commentor No. 210

WATER RESCIUACES AND
EMVIROMMENT

Bouse af Representatives
THashington, DL 205153703

COMMENTS OF U.S. CONGRESSMAN EARL BLUMENAUER
FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY PUBLIC HEARING
Portland, Oregon
August 29, 2000

As a citizen of the Northwest, and an elected official, [ think nuclear
contamination at Hanford is our most serious threat facing citizens
and cur environment today.

Hanford is one of the most polluted sites in the country. Clean-up
must be our Number 1, long term priority. Every action we take
must be viewed through the prism of protecting citizens and the
environment from further contamination.

Restarting the FETF reactor would increase contamination by,
creating 6,000 cubic meters of new radioactive waste. It would
also contaminate new facilities that have never been contaminated. .
DOE states FFTF start-up will facilitate manufacturing of medical
{sotopes. Yet private markets and other facilities could be explored
to meet demand.

This remains “a reactor in search of a mission.

Extending the life of the reactor will only increase costs of eventual
decommissioning and extend period of time for clean-up.

FRIHTED Gt RECTCLED FAFER

1406 LONGWEATH BLoLDING
Waskmaon, DE 20815-370F
1707) 2254811
FAX: (202} 275-8341

VHE WEATHERLY BULDING
516 5.&. MORRISON STREET
SueTE 250

€ongress of the Umited States e

il e, sarig@ma
websile: DLl house. gow

210-1

210-2

210-3

210-4

210-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifiesmilestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM). Congress

a so funds FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and
Technology (NE). Thenuclear infrastructure missionsdescribedin
Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which hasno funding
connection to Hanford cleanup activities. Asstatedin SectionN.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternativeswould not divert

or reprogram funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardliess of the
aternative(s) selected.

210-2: Asidentifiedin Sections4.3.1.1.13 and 4.3.3.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the
restart of FFTF would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional
radioactivewaste (i.e., solid low-leve radioactive waste) annualy, in
addition to nonhazardous wastes. High-level radioactive waste would not
be generated from merely operating FFTF. Thiswould account for about
2,205 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste to be generated over
the 35-year period of nuclear infrastructure operationsandissmall in
comparison to the waste generated by current Hanford activities. Itis
DOE'spalicy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) inasafeand environmentally protective manner andin
compliancewith all applicable Federa and statelaws and regulationsand
applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actionsfor
all dternativesand alternative options. Waste minimization programsat
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.
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Commentor No. 210: U.S. Representative Earl Blumenauer
(Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 210

= With regard to Hanford, we should in no way undertake any project
that would diveri resources or attention away from the overali goal:
complete toxic clean-up, and improved public safety and 210-5
environmental conditions. This proposal to restart FFTF fails to
meet those criteria in every way.

210-3:

210-4.

Thedecision onthe use of FMEF will takeinto account that it iscurrently
not acontaminated facility.

Although other private manufacturers produce medical isotopes, DOE
remainsthekey provider for alarge number of isotopesthat areused in
relatively small quantitiesby individual researchersat universitiesand
hospitals. Becausetheir applicationisinitially experimental, theseisotopes
arenot generally purchased in large-enough quantitiesto maketheir
productionfinancialy attractiveto privateindustry. Consistent withits
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeksto maintain and
enhanceitsinfrastructure to support the production of radioisotopesfor
medical applicationsand research. DOE'sintent istofulfill its
responsibility to ensurethat thereisareliable supply of isotopesinthe
United Statesto meet future demand. DOE encourages the commercial
sector to privatize the production of medical isotopesin certaininstances.
DOE doesthisby turning over production of certainisotopesto
commercia entitiesonce DOE has established that commercial
productioniseconomically viable. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 hasbeen
revised to clarify DOE'sroleand other producers capabilitiesin fulfilling
U.S. research and commercial isotope needs.

DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "ensure the avail ability of isotopesfor medical, industrial, and
research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal
agencies, and undertaking research and devel opment of activitiesrelated
to devel opment of nuclear power for civilian use." The purpose of the
PEISisto determinethe environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from al 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.

Decommissioning FFTF, including associated costsand cleanup, isnot
within the scope of the NI PEIS. Before decommission activitieswere
undertaken, DOE would prepare the appropriate environmental
documentation to address the associated environmental impacts. Cost
assessments would al so be prepared.

DOE remains committed to cleaning up the Hanford Siteindependent of
ultimate decisionson FFTF. The amounts of wastes associated with
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Commentor No. 210: U.S. Representative Earl Blumenauer
(Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 210

210-5:

decommissioning FFTFwould besmall. Theschedulefor cleaningup
these other wastes would not be affected if FFTF were restarted and its
lifetimethereby extended.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), andthe FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure mission described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also befunded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternativeswould not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected. Evaluations performed in Chapter 4 of the PEIS
demonstrate that restart and operation of FFTFwould have avery small
impact on public safety or the environment.
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Commentor No. 211: Chris Kerchum

Response to Commentor No. 211

I)raft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS, These include:

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

® returning this comment form to the tegistration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling toil-free and leaving your comments: 1-377-562-4393

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

= commenting via e-mail: lear. Infrastructure-PE1S @hg.doe.gov
Name {optional}: W I 5”1 Fali N oc LiaA
ization: u(g -
S 4" < P L Pl
@Org.mizatinn Address (circle one): 343 oY Ei> ,/Cé‘{ ,n,'/[’f{,ff_.
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Tekephone {opticnal): su )\ oy

175,
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COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

ore Inormation contack, Colette E. Brown, NE-50 4

U5 Departmant of Ensigy W‘?OlGamel\'wwand Bermonigwn, MD 20874
Tok-ree Telaphone: l §77-562-4503 + Tollfrae Fezx: 1-877-562-4592
E-moil Nutkeor Intitstuciute PES@Na.008.gov G
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211-3

211-1

211-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission and migration of contaminantsto the ColumbiaRiver. Although
beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesare
high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). Thisagreement specifies
milestones and schedulesfor restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

No DOE waste tanks are located within the Hanford Reach. The
underground waste tanks are located on the 200 Area Plateau of the
Hanford Site, several kilometersfromthe ColumbiaRiver.

211-2: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

211-3: Seeresponseto comment 211-2. The FFTF reactor was constructed and
initiated operation in the mid 1980s, making it DOE's newest reactor. It
has no structural flawsthat would prevent safe operations. Asstatedin
Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.1.2, severa upgradeswould beimplemented if a
decision to restart FFTF was made by DOE. These upgradeswould
improveefficiency and reliability, minimizewaste, and conformto current
industry standards. Throughout thelife of FFTF, the FSAR hasbeen
maintained viaapproved change control and engineering change notices.
All updates and revisions have had the required reviews and approvals.
Nodeficienciesinthe FFTF design, analysis, facility condition, or
operations have been identified or recognized that would prevent FFTF
from meeting the safety objectivesand intent of commercial nuclear
safety regulationsfor equivalent facilities. If the Record of Decision
concludesthat FFTF should berestarted, aProbabilistic Risk Assessment
would be completed and anew FSAR would be prepared in accordance
with applicableregulations. With planned plant upgrades, FFTF would be
ableto operate safely for the 35 year time period being considered in the
NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 211: Chris Kerchum (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 211
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Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and
Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility

Response to Commentor No. 211
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Commentor No. 212: Don Stephens

Response to Commentor No. 212

Draft PLIS Comment Form

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

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

# returning this cormment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
o calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-fres to: 1-877-362-4592

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

Name (optional):
Organization:

@' ganization Address {circle one). Q‘O% = C_g—\n

City: A2 land

Telephone (optional): —

Smw:ﬁg Zip Cudcsz

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

hon contoct: Colafte E.

For mors Inoema: Brown, NE-S0
U5. Doncttment of Energy - 19901 Gemnaniown Road + Germantorn, MD 20874 (& (3
T

ol-ree Felephone: 1-877.562-4553 * Toll-free Fax: 1-877-562-4592
E-mall Hucleor Infrastruchure-PEISENG dod Gov
T2

212-1

212-2
212-1
212-3

212-4
212-1
212-2

212-1:

212-2:
212-3:

DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration of all
partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The U.S. Congress fundsthe Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would aso befunded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternativeswould not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected. Therefore, no evaluated alternative would impact
the scheduleor available funding for existing Hanford cleanup activities.

DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Asidentifiedin Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, therestart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste (e.g.,
solid low-level radioactivewaste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes, Thiswould account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and isvery small when compared to wastes
generated by other Hanford activities. ItisDOE'spolicy that all wastes
be manage (i.e., treated, stored and disposal) in asafe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliancewith al applicable
Federal and state laws and regul ations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto the treatment
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actionsfor
all dternativesand alternative options. Waste minimization programsat
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.
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Commentor No. 212: Don Stephens (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 212

212-4: DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of itscontinuing rolein this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. 1n 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 yearswould range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
Thesefindingswerelater reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the futureform of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of theexisting nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. Inthe period since
theinitial estimateswere made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
hastracked at level s consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised to incorporate thisinformation and to
clarify DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.
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Commentor No. 213: SandraJ. Gray

Response to Commentor No. 213

The Department of Energy has issued a Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Isotope
Production Mission in the United States, ncluding the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility.

My name is Sandra Gray, and 1 am a resident of Richland, Washington. I claim the right to offer
an opinion on the Draft PEIS from several points of view. 1 have lived in Richland since 1978
and take pride in the quality of life [ enjoy in that community. As is true for many of you, cancer
and other debilitating diseases that have the potential to be identified and treated with radicactive
isotopes have crueily touched my life. I have completed all requirements except the thesis
towards a Masters degree in environmental science, so my position on environmental issues
comes from knowledge as well as emotion. From personal, academic and professional
perspectives | have conciuded that the best option presented in the Draft PEIS is that which
would restart the FFTF.

Detractors state that Hanford zlready has 100 much waste to clean up, and restarting the FFTF
would increase that burden. I say that the FFTF has generated very small amounts of waste
during its ten years of operation and contributed no unacceptable discharges to the environment
in that time and this clean mode of operation will not change.

Detractars state that Hanford clean-up monies will be diverted from those valid efforts in order
ta fund the FFTF operation. T say that, by law, the operating funds for the FFTF cannot come
from clean-up funds and this argument is not based in fact.

Detractors state that the other aptions proposed by the Draft PELS are as effective as the FFTF
would be. I say that those options cannct match the range, quality or quantity of isotopes that
can be produced by the FFTF. This fact is documented in the PEIS and supporting
documentation.

Detractors argue that the medical community has available all the medical isotopes that it needs
for the uses currently understood. [ say that numerous affidavits contradict that statement.
Reputable doctors and scientists have written these affidavits from reputable institutions both in
the United States and abroad.

I say that the Fast Flux Test Facility should be restarted and finish out her lifetime in offering life
and hope for people who now have only unacceptable options available to them. Detractors say
that the cost of restarting the FFTF is too high. I ask them, what is the cost 1o our society if we
don't? My mind is clear; the right option is the restart of the FFTE.

/éjy/mhu
Respectfully subm%;d by Sandra J. Gray,
Richland, Washington,

August 29, 2000

2131

213-2

213-3

2131

213-4

2131

213-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
213-2: DOE notesthe comment regarding waste generation.

213-3: Thecommentor iscorrect concerning the differencein funding sources
from the different congressional subcommittees. Inaddition, theU.S.
Congressfunds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF through
the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE). The
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternativeswould not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.

213-4: For nearly 50 years, DOE's use of its uniquetechnol ogies and capabilities
to developisotopesfor civilian purposes has enabled the widespread
application of medical i sotopes seen today. Whileitsmarket shareisa
small fraction of total world isotope production, DOE remainsthe key
provider for alarge number of isotopesthat are used in relatively small
quantitiesby individual researchersat universitiesand hospitals. Because
their applicationisinitially experimental, theseisotopesare not generaly
purchased inlarge-enough quantitiesto maketheir production financially
attractiveto privateindustry.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopesfrom foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canadaonly suppliesalimited number of economically
attractivecommercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it doesnot
supply researchisotopesor thediverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered inthe NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopesto satisfy projected U.S. isotope needswould not
meet DOE's mission requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE'srole and other producer's capabilitiesto fulfill
U.S. isotope needs.
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Commentor No. 214: Tom Cropper

Response to Commentor No. 214
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2141

214-2

214-1:

214-2:

In the event that adecision ismadeto restart FFTF, the i sotope of
plutonium that would be produced is plutonium-238. Plutonium-238isnot
used in nuclear weapons because its neutron physics properties are not
suitablefor thisapplication. The FFTF corewill not be designed to
produce weapons grade plutonium. All spent nuclear fuel, including the
separated non-weapons grade plutonium-238 aswell asmedical or
industrial radioisotopeswould be stored, handled, and transportedin
accordance with safety practices and procedures commensurate with
their toxicity and quantities. All nuclear material at DOE facilities,
including FFTF, are subject to safeguards and security controlsfor the
specificintent of preventing any diversion of the material.

DOE notes the commentor'sviews. Asdiscussed in Section 3.4.9.3 of
Volume 1, the question of whether the popul ation surrounding the
Hanford Siteis subject to elevated rates of cancer incidence or cancer
mortality isunresolved. Existing studiesand datasuggest that cancer
mortality and cancer incidence rates in the Hanford areaare not elevated.
A National Cancer Institute survey published inthe Journal of the
American Medical Associationin 1991 showed no general increased risk
of death for peopleliving near nuclear facilities, including theHanford
Site (Jablon et al. 1991:1403-1408). Cancersare believed to be caused
by acombination of hereditary and environmental factors, including
radiological and chemical agents. Inongoing clinical testing, therapeutic
radioi sotopes have proven effectivein treating cancers and other illnesses
while minimizing adverse side effects, making their use an attractive
aternativeto traditional chemotherapy and radiation treatments.

Radiological impactson the Portland areathat would result from
implementation of the Alternativesdescribed in Section 2.5 of Volume 1
would be smaller than the radiol ogical impactsdescribedin Section 4.3
for theareaimmediately surrounding the Hanford Site. Radiological risks
to the Portland areathat would result from implementation of the
aternativeswould be essentially zero.
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Commentor No. 215: Art Lewellan

Response to Commentor No. 215
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215-1: DOE notesthe commentor'sinterest in energy conservation, although
issues of energy efficiency and supply are beyond the scope of this
Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The DOE missionsto be addressed in this
PEIS, which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and
development, can currently only be met using nuclear reactor or
accel erator technologies.
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Commentor No. 216: Rose M. Rummel-Eury

Response to Commentor No. 216

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

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

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

® faxing your comments toll-free 10: 1-877-562-4592

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

Name (optionaiX ‘RUSC M' .R“”‘M‘l_ E’r“’:f

(}rgamzanon
Q—[om anization Address (circle one): 08 NE }5 i A‘“‘Q -

Ciy Portled

Telephone (optional): S03/ Sogp-24 8
E-email (optionat): _#" e e d e M‘\(B) hodrad L g

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMAFIKED BY September 18, 2000

S:ate:oli Zip Code: :‘2.23;,_‘
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us. Dewnman! o Enargy 1 Gonmeinte
hoo'ldaphnne 1-877- 56245?3 Folih‘b er \ 577-562 4592
E-rnait Nuclearircarichure-PEIS@ha.doe.gov
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216-1: Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g.,
see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructureisanalyzed in thisPEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
Thisanaysisisconsistent 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 determinesthat use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sitesis not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities(i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13aso
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
thetarget fabrication and processing in FM EF and how thiswastewould
be managed at the site.

216-2: DOE notesthe commentor'sinterest in wind power, although i ssues of
research and development of alternative energy sources are beyond the
scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The DOE missionsto be
addressed inthis EI'S, whichinclude 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.

216-3: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 217: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 217

Draft PEIS Comment Form

Lasalisg Fr g, o B i Bl £ At nszg

zéu’/z»’ M?ﬁx iﬂégf

et n(f,w&/ pu/'nr,ds 24z, [fikels

i 2 3 A
#M ff/;’a7 Y /u FEZE

fore? .é(/«m %{

Nt Ape’ Mopry, FEADRTS . STUD/ES . ETC

us. Deoﬂrrmmmf Ensrgy 19901 Barmgniown Rood « Genmiontown, MD ZDBV4
Telephane: 1-877-562-4593  Foil-free Fax: 1-877-362-4592
Emait Muclearlnmosmuciirs-PEISENG ooe gov

T2/

{ "&Qﬁgd gf (Tt et Lzb&/m N Séﬁ / Z :Qﬂ@_}/d Setad
s. AS -
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PEIS. These include: b
« attending public meetings and giving your comments directly t¢ DOE officials k=) g_%
& seturning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeiing or to the address below r_" !
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593 532 E_
& faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592
& commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov E
Name (opticnal): N
Organization: il §
@Organizaﬁon Address (cirche oney, 2 £ 27 SE Map sond %
City: PORTeAND Stare: A ZipCoder 7274 3
Telephone (aptional): &
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[
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000
For mers informetion confact: Criele E. trawn, NESD 450 T3 3

217-1

217-2

217-3

217-4

217-5

217-1

217-2

217-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF. DOE also
notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at
Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford
cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Siteenvironmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration
of all parts of the Hanford Site.

217-2: DOE notesthe commentor's position. DOE policy encourages effective
public participationinitsdecisionmaking process. Incompliancewith
NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the publicto
comment on the scope of the NI PEIS and the environmental impact
analysisof DOE'sproposed alternatives. DOE gave equal consideration
toal comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully
considered commentsreceived from the public.

No fundamental factorsrelating to purpose and need, the dternatives
under consideration, or the associated environmental impact evaluations
have changed since the Draft NI PEIS was published.

217-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of itscontinuing rolein this sector, consistent withits
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. 1n 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 yearswould range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
Thesefindingswerelater reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding thefutureform of itsisotope research and production activities.

DOE has adopted these growth projectionsasaplanning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of theexisting nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. Inthe period since
theinitial estimateswere made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
hastracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised to incorporate thisinformation and to
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Commentor No. 217: Anonymous (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 217

217-4:

217-5:

clarify DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

DOE notesthe commentor's concernson NI PEIS eval uations of existing
contaminant sources at Hanford. Section 4.8.3 of the NI PEIS,
"Cumulative Impactsat Hanford," includestheimpacts associated with
existing contaminant sources. Specificaly, theinformation presentedin
thetablesof thissectionintheentry "Existing Site Activities' includes
environmental impacts associated with past and present Hanford activities
thusreflecting existing contamination impacts at the site.

Sections4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential healthimpactsthat would be expected to result from
implementation of the alternatives, including normal operationsand a
spectrum of accidentsthat included severe accidents. The environmental
analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological risksassociated with
each alternativewould besmall.
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Commentor No. 218: John Gunn

Response to Commentor No. 218

Draft PEIS Comment Form
Ty CFETEJhwafies

g] T am ggeosed -:‘a% Fag b Elyp Fest »"-?za"f"ﬁj a2t tignbd

(2’ Ty {porimient o fo ”mz' A #5Y Fopn kol o, ead b He
2redsied Lsoloper,

(3 ris pQ?mn‘M;‘ of Lorcite 0Ll vin? albmregisivia doct 2
1087 For Hhe P lunigm A58 Bor AASH

f?’d, '7,‘?"‘}’,7‘" £ alfwdati® &

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

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

¢ returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» caliing toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing your comunents 1oll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

® commenting viz e-mail: Nuclear.Infrasiructure-PEIS@hg.doe.gov

Name (optionaly. _Jahn _{oonn

Oreanization:

rHa';}_%Orga.nizationAddmss (circle one); AN S e ey Sk,

City: Pﬁ’ A gad State:_ 0€._ Zip Code: T2 -
Telephone (optional): e T Cf}ﬂﬂ
E-mail {optional) St m{q iy e le ﬂo(‘rL ‘p v}

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000
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218-1

218-2

218-3

218-4

218-5

218-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

218-2: DOE hassought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of itscontinuing rolein thissector, consistent withits
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. 1n 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 yearswould range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
Thesefindingswerelater reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the futureform of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
eval uating the potential capability of theexisting nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. Inthe period since
theinitial estimateswere made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
hastracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

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

Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radi oi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuelsthem, for
space missionsthat require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Palicy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE isresponsiblefor maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. Thereare approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto support future NASA
space missions; no viableaternativeto using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidanceto DOE on the
potential use of radioisotope power systemsfor upcoming space missions,
itisanticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic supply of
plutonium-238, DOE's ahility to support future NASA space exploration
missionsmay belost. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to further
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Commentor No. 218: John Gunn (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 218

218-3:

218-4.

218-5:

clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing adomestic plutonium-238
production capability to support NASA space exploration missions.

The current inventory of wastes managed at the Hanford Site are
identifiedin Volume 1, Section 3.4.11.1 of the NI PEIS. Inaddition, the
generation rates of wastes associated with the NI PEIS options that use
Hanford facilities are compared with the current waste generation rates
at thesitein Section 4.3. Asstated in Sections4.3.1.1.13,4.3.3.1.13, and
4.4.3.1.13, the generation rates of wastes at Hanford associated with the
optionsthat utilize either FFTF, FM EF and/or RPL/306-E would be much
smaller than the current waste generation rates at the site. These
volumeswould also be small in comparison to the existing inventory at the
site (Section 3.4.11.1). These comparisonswere also made for the other
optionswhichinvolved INEEL and ORR facilities.

The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulationsto beincluded in aPEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
aternatives presented inthe NI PEIS. Such an ancillary document need
only be made availableto the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(€)). DOE mailed this
document to approximately 730 interested partieson August 24, 2000.
Thereport was made availableimmediately upon release on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has
aso provided asummary of the Cost Report in Appendix PintheFinal

NI PEIS.

Decommissioning FFTF, including associated costsand cleanup, isnot
within the scope of the NI PEIS. Before decommission activitieswere
undertaken, DOE would prepare the appropriate environmental
documentation to address the associated environmental impacts. Cost
assessments would al so be prepared.

Seeresponse to comment 218-1.
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Commentor No. 219: Nancy Matela

Response to Commentor No. 219

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

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

@ retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the megting or to the address below

» calling toil-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

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

© commenting via e-rmails Nuclear Infrastrectare-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optional) M% mcﬁ-tﬁ

Organization:
Home/Organizatien Address {circle one): Zrn %{/ QW}J )'(/ # 3
City: '{)r;’ (Y I Ma‘ sue: 28 23y cote: 372 T

Telephone (optional):

E-mail (optional) <) ; iex YV]
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For more Information contaol; Colette £ Biown, NESO &7 2

U5, Depamment ot Energy + 19901 Gemantown Road « Genmantown, MD 20874

Tolkhieo Telephone: 1-877.562-4593 + Tol-fobe Fox: 1-877-562-4592
il Nuckecr Inhashuchure-PEIS@ha doe.gov %

7/12/80

219-1

219-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. 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). Thenuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would al so befunded by NE, which
has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities. Asstatedin
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

The NI PEIS addresses the impacts from postul ated accidents associated
with therestart of FFTF in Section 4.3 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 220: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 220

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide commenis on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS, These include;

# attending public meelings and giving your comments directly to DOE officizls

* retuming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling tol)-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4563

» faxing your comments toll-free tor 1-877-562-4392

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

Narne (optional):

Organization:
Home/Organization Address (circle one): =29 (;/£ A FYE_ g
City: )aﬂr" ﬁﬂlfﬂf/ Srare: 8- 2Zip Code:-.i;a_a_/

“Falanh

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

For more infomction coniagt, Golete € Bown. NEsn L

us. DepmmenlolEneagy 't Semanty + Gemmantown, MD 20874 5
ol-frées lalephune 1877 459 4593 Toloe Fox: 1677-5412- 2592

E-mail: Nuclear Infrastucture-PEIS@ha doe.gov 63

T2

220-1

220-2

220-3

220-2

220-4

220-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

220-2: DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "ensure the avail ability of isotopesfor medical, industrial, and
research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal
agencies, and undertaking research and devel opment of activitiesrelated
to development of nuclear power for civilianuse." The purpose of this
PEISisto determinethe environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the

Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration of all
partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g.,
see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructureisanalyzed in thisPEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
Thisanalysisisconsistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall betreated, stored, 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 determinesthat use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sitesis not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities(i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13aso0
addressthe potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
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Commentor No. 220: Anonymous (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 220

220-3:

220-4:

thetarget fabrication and processing in FM EF and how thiswastewould
be managed at the site.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasonsand concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preferenceisto establish adomestic plutonium-238 production capability.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing adomesti ¢ plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

DOE provided notice of scheduled public hearingsin accordance with the
requirements of CEQ and DOE regulations (i.e., 40 CFR Parts 1503.1
and 1506.6 and 10 CFR Part 1021.313, respectively). Thisincluded
announcement of the hearingsin the Federal Register aswell asinthe
local media. Inaddition, copies of the Draft NI PEIS and/or the
Summary (including the public hearing schedul €) were sent to each
individual or group listed to receiveit at the address on record.

The public hearing format was designed to befair and unbiased. The public
hearing format used was based on stakehol der input and was presented in
the Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.) for the Draft NI PEIS.
Thisformat wasintended to encourage public participation, regardless of
the motivation for attending the hearing. It provided an opportunity for the
participantsto meet one another, exchange information, and share concerns
with DOE personnel available throughout the course of each hearing to
answer questions. The meetingswerefacilitated by anindependent
moderator to ensurethat all personswishing to speak had an opportunity
todo so. Personswishing to comment were selected at random from

the audiencesrather than according to the order in which they registered.
Thiswas accomplished by arandom number drawing. Inadditiontothe
comment recorder stationed at the main hearing, a second recorder was
availablein an adjacent room to receive comments without the need to
await selection at the main proceeding. The hearing format used promoted
open and equal representation by all individualsand groups.
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Commentor No. 221: Jane Civiletti

Response to Commentor No. 221

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

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

* retuming this comment form 1o the registration desk at the meeting or (o the address below

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

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

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

Name (optional): Fane p;u;/{#{
Orearization:

Home/Crganization Address (circle one): /4&/‘/ S 2 f:e_.rﬁaﬁ; 140‘9 :

City___Mifwoaltie state OR_ zipcoder 4 726

Telzphone (optional)

E-mail (optional): .
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2600

formation contact: Colette E. Brown. ki &

us Deﬁunmenl o Eﬁe@y 1"90! Gslmcmuwn Read « Genmaniown, MD. 20874 d
Telephone: 1-877-562-4503 « Tall-free Fax; 1-877-562-4592

E-moil. Noclearinfrostnectue-PER@RG oo gov - T
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221-1:

221-2:

DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

DOE notesthe commentor'sopposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor, and concerns
regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford. Although beyondthe
scopeof thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesare high
priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental restoration activitiesare
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedulesfor restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

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

DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "ensure the avail ability of isotopesfor medical, industrial, and
research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal
agencies, and undertaking research and devel opment of activitiesrelated
to development of nuclear power for civilianuse." The purpose of this
PEISisto determinethe environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.
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Commentor No. 222: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 222

Draft PEIS Commeut\form ~
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastrueture
PEJS. These include:

 attending public meetings and giving your cornments directly to DOE officials

® retumizg this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-577-362-4593

® faxing your commenis toll-free to: 1-877-362-4592

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

Name {optional):

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

Smre%eode ﬂ

Telephone {optionat):

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

ntormtion Gonlac: Colati E. brown, KES0 &5
U5, Depanmant of Enargy » '\wm Germon Rogd » Getriaminwn, MD 20874 5
Tolikoe Tolophone: 18778224903 - llres Fox 1877 8624372
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222-1

222-2

222-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

222-2: DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "ensure the availability of isotopesfor medical, industrial, and
research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal
agencies, and undertaking research and devel opment of activitiesrelated
to development of nuclear power for civilianuse." The purpose of this
PEISisto determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from al reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the

Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration of all
partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

A listing of current Hanford contractors and their respective missionscan
befound at http://www.hanford.gov.
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Commentor No. 223: Everett Anttila

Response to Commentor No. 223

Everett Anttila
3415 NE 22™ Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97212 — 2432

United States Doe

I’m here to say a definitive No to the starting the ffitf for any reason including

isotopes for medical purposes or for nuclear weapons production be it material
for the existing weapons under stewardship. Rt
o u_'n::\gt
Nuclear weapons are and will be the scourge to all life on earth.

The war to end all wars was fought supposedly alrcady in the first w.w. .

The third w.w. with nuclear weaponry will be the end of all wars ,there will
nothing to five for if any remain.

There is no better time or place to stari an end to this nuclear madness
than on the Hanford reservation though greedy corporations vehemently

are in opposition . Thank you reading this,

Everett Anttila

223-1

223-2

223-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

223-2: DOE notes the commentor's view on nuclear weapons. The scope of
thisNuclear Infrastructure PEISislimited to analysis of aternativesto
fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions, which include the production
of medical andindustrial i sotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development. Thethreemissions
arecivilian missionsand are not defense-rel ated.
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Commentor No. 224: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 224

Draft P18 Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

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

& rerurning this comment form: to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

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

® faxing your comments toil-free to: 1-877-562-4392

& commenting via e-maij: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name {optional):

Qrganization:

Home/Organtzation Address (circle ong):

Ciry: State: Zip Code:

Telephone (opticnal):

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

infprmation Gonloah CD‘eIfeE nm.m Nssn :

. Deportment of Enigy » 1mlssmmwnoou Germanl
Telprone: 1-877-562 4593 ~ Tokittes Fax. Oy Sadent %

E-mal Nuclearinkostruchae-PES@ha.doe.gov ¢
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224-1

224-1: Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuelsthem, for
space missionsthat require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE isresponsiblefor maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. Thereare approximately 9 kilograms(19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto support future NASA
space missions; no viableaternativeto using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidanceto DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systemsfor upcoming space
missions, it isanticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be
exhausted within the next several years. Without an assured domestic
supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future NASA space
exploration missionsmay belost. DOE could purchase plutonium-238
from Russia; however, for supply reliability reasons and concern of
nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's preferenceisto establish adomestic
plutonium-238 production capability. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.
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Commentor No. 225: David Amundoon

Response to Commentor No. 225

Draft PE1S Comment Form
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There are several ways 1o provid s on the Nuch lnfrastructg}re oo
PEIS. These include: TUHSEYL frmrgm

» atrending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE efficials
» retumning this comenent farm to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: §-§77-362-4593

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

* commenting vmﬁml leearlnfmstrucmre -PEIS@hg.doe.gav

Name (optional): /V.h‘/lf’ .)'){\

Home/Organization Address (circle one): /{70 §is= C/ o™

Sla!edg Zip Code P A 1

Gity: S el

Telephone (optional):

E-mzil {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

Formove infomation sonlact Celsfte & Bou, NE.50
115 Depariment of Energy = 19901 Gormantovn Gemmonigun, MD 20824
Totte Taophons; 1:477: sazwa Tollres Feix: VB77.669.4572
Hitctmuches-FES@ho doe.gov @)
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225-1

225-2

225-3

225-4

225-2

225-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
225-2: DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup

mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the

Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration of all
partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g.,
see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructureisanalyzed in thisPEIS
for the management of wasteresulting from FFTF restart and operation.
Thisanaysisisconsistent 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 determinesthat use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sitesis not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities(i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13aso0
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
thetarget fabrication and processing in FM EF and how thiswastewould
be managed at the site.

DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "ensure the availability of isotopesfor medical, industrial, and
research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal
agencies, and undertaking research and devel opment of activitiesrelated
to development of nuclear power for civilianuse." The purposeof this
PEISisto determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from al reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.
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Commentor No. 225: David Amundoon (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 225

225-3:

225-4.

Therisksduring normal operations and postul ated accidents associated
with therestart and operation of FFTF are addressed in detail in Section 4.3
of theNI PEIS. Decommissioning of the FFTF, including clean-up

efforts, is not within the scope of the NI PEIS, nor is an assessment of

any potential benefitsthat may, or may not, result from shutdown of

FFTF. Beforedecommissioning activitieswere undertaken, DOE would
prepare the appropriate environmental documentation to addressthe
associated environmental impacts.

DOE notes the commentor's views. However, aNationa Cancer
Institute survey published inthe Journal of the American Medical
Associationin 1991 showed no general increased risk of death for people
living near nuclear facilities, including the Hanford Site. Cancersare
believed to be caused by acombination of hereditary and environmental
factors, including radiological and chemical agents. Inongoing clinical
testing, therapeutic radioi sotopes have proven effectivein treating
cancersand other illnesseswhile minimizing adverse side effects, making
their use an attractive aternative to traditional chemotherapy and
radiation treatments.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of itscontinuing rolein this sector, consistent withits
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. 1n 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 yearswould range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
Thesefindingswerelater reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding thefutureform of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of theexisting nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. Inthe period since
theinitial estimateswere made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
hastracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised to incorporate thisinformation and to
clarify DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.
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Commentor No. 225: David Amundoon (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 225

Although other manufacturers produce medica radioisotopes, DOE
remainsthekey provider for alarge number of radioisotopesthat are
usedinrelatively small quantitiesby individual researchersat universities
and hospitals. Becausetheir applicationisinitialy experimental, these
isotopesare not generally purchased in large-enough quantitiesto make
their production financially attractiveto privateindustry. However,
suppliesof many research isotopesare not readily availablefrom existing
domestic or foreign sources, causing anumber of medical research
programsto beterminated, deferred, or seriously delayed. Consistent
with the mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeksto maintain
and enhanceitsinfrastructure to support production of radioisotopesfor
medical applicationsand research. DOE'sintent isto complement
commercial sector capabilitiesto ensurethat areliable supply of isotopes
isavailableinthe U.S. to meet future demand, and to encourage the
commercia sector to privatize the production of isotopesthat have
established applicationsto alevel that would support commercia ventures.
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Commentor No. 226: Jack Spadaro

Response to Commentor No. 226

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

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

# returning this comment form 1o the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

w» calling toll-free and leaving your comments; 1-877-562-4503

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

* commenting viz e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure- PEIS @ hg.doe.gov

Narme (optionalk adde s’ﬂaa’/ﬁro
Organization: O(‘Eg‘n\ Chogts cion & for Foceel ﬂ.es’a_m; Sl Ty
@)rganization Address {circle one}: 228y SE Groadt  Sgrest

qu—g ﬁ;& &ﬁ!-b dovilloy pomees phoe o reg fue of oralaer p wheasitivn. .

City: Lo rtlsamd
Telephone (optional)

State: or ZipCode:_cer

E-mail {optional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For mora inlosmaton conkact: Caolette E. Brown, NE-5

U5 Deparment of Energy * 19901 Gemariown Road = Gemmanicwn, MD 20874
Tol-free Telephona: 1-877-562-2593 « folkhoe R 1-877-562-4597

£mail: Nucleatinhosiiciure-PEIS@hg.doa.gov &

V5200

226-1
226-2

226-3

226-4

226-5

226-4

226-6
226-4

226-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Whilethereare differencesin shipping distances and risksamong the
aternatives, risksfrom transportation are small for all the alternatives.
Transportation risksare summarizedin Section 2.7.1.6 of Volume 1 and

arediscussed in moredetail throughout Chapter 4 and Appendix J.

226-2: Theenvironmental impacts of reasonable alternativesto fulfill the
requirements of the missionswere disclosed and evaluated inthe NI PEIS.
DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose al required
information to make adecision on expanding nuclear infrastructure.

The cost impacts of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and

CEQ regulationsto beincluded in aPEIS. DOE prepared a separate
Cost Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary

of Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
aternatives presented inthe NI PEIS. Pursuant to CEQ regulations

(40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged to make decision documents
such asthe cost report available to the public before adecision is made.
DOE mailed thisdocument to interested parties on August 24, 2000,

and was made availableimmediately upon rel ease on the NE web site
(http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE hasalso

provided asummary of the Cost Report in Appendix PintheFina NI PEIS.

226-3: TheUnited States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopesfrom foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canadaonly suppliesalimited number of economically
attractivecommercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it doesnot
supply researchisotopesor thediversearray of medical and industrial
isotopes considered inthe NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopesto satisfy projected U.S. isotope needswould not
meet DOE's mission requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE'sisotope production role and other producers
capabilitiestofulfill U.S. isotope needs.

With respect to the purchase of plutonium-238 from Russia, the United
States has purchased 9 kilograms of plutonium-238 from the Russians
since 1992. DOE isnow considering re-establishing adomestic
production capability of plutonium-238 at aUnited Statesfacility because
itisinour national interest to assure that the United States does not rely
inthelong term on any foreign government to support the NASA space
program. A more detailed explantation of the need for adomestic source
of plutonium-238 isfound in Chapter 1 of Volume 1 of the Final NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 226: Jack Spadaro (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 226

226-4:

226-5:

226-6:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration of all
partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy agreed to achangein the
Tri-Party Agreement to place the milestonesfor FFTF's permanent
deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reachesadecisionon FFTF's
future. Public meetingswere held on thisformal milestonechange. The
NI PEISmissionswould not have animpact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

DOE notes the commentor's concerns. A range of reasonable
aternatives are assessed in the NI PEIS. The development of these
aternativesand descriptions of others considered, but dismissed, are
presented in Chapter 2 of Volume 1. For each alternative assessed, a
wide spectrum of postulated accidents has been evaluated and the
management of all wastes generated during operations assessed. The
environmental impacts, asgivenin Chapter 4, aresmall.

DOE remains committed to the cleanup of the Hanford site. TheU.S.
Congressfundsthe 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 befunded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternativeswould not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.

Cancersare believed to be caused by acombination of hereditary and
environmental factors, including radiological and chemical agents. In
ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic radioi sotopes have proven effectivein
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Commentor No. 226: Jack Spadaro (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 226

treating cancersand other illnesseswhile minimizing adverse side effects,
making their use an attractive alternative to traditional chemotherapy and
radiation treatments.

The NI PEIS provides an estimate of waste generation and potential
human health impacts associated with each of the alternatives proposed
for the production of medical, industrial and research isotopes, production
of plutonium-238, and nuclear research and development. Any additional
wastes generated in support of these missionswould be managed

(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and environmentally protective
manner and in compliancewith all applicable Federa and statelaws,
regulations, and applicable DOE orders. Intermsof potential human
health impacts, the NI PEISanalysisindicatesthat the most likely impacts
would not result in additional cancer fatalitiesamong the population
surrounding the DOE facilitiesthat may be selected for use.
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Commentor No. 227: Spring Svart

Response to Commentor No. 227

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

® attending public meetings and giving your comments directly 1o DOE officials

 rerarning this comment ferm to the registration desk at the meeting of to the address below

w calling toli-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-362-4592

& commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastrocture-PEIS@hg.doe.gov

Name (optionalX %}O\A/\Aaj SyvART

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (eirele ome):

Cizy-TDcY\’r[m\& State: {3, Zip Code: 9 T 2| 2

Telephene (optional):

E-mail (optional).
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

‘or rmose ifonmation cﬂl’liﬂ:l Coletie E. Brown, NE-S0

us. WMEHB@V 10901 Gammantown * Gemnoniown, MD 20874
Telephane: 1-577-562- ‘503 Tollfige Fax, 1-877-562-4502

E-mal: Nucledrinfrostiuc hure-PEIS@ha.doe.gov

7/12/00

227-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activitiesare conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).

Thisagreement specifies milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all
partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.
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Commentor No. 228. Matthew Kenaga

Response to Commentor No. 228

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

» attending public meetings and giving your somments dirzetly to DOE officials

» returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling tell-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

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

# commenzing via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-FEIS @hq.doe.gov

Narme {optional): st a fF e /é@" &g

0 ization:
_— / - a1y 2
@e anization Address (circle one): Yol e, fR2 Foe-

Caye Lol nif 97228
Telephone (optionaly S.E /2 5 2~ 7932
- (optional): £ £ v us g pon ooy & 4% Psempns e

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

;
Stale:;é% Zip Code:.

For
US. Department of Energy » 19907 Gemmanicwn Germantown, M

ToH-tias lephone; 1-877-562-4593 ~ Toikise Fax: 1-877- Sefases

Email: Nucleor nostruciure-PEIS@ha doo.gov 6

71208

mes intomtion gonkect: Crieha €. e, HE 50 -
food = &

Il 2281
|| 2282
228-3

228-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

228-2: DOE notesthe commentor's concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration of all
partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

228-3: TheUnited States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopesfrom foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canadaonly suppliesalimited number of economically
attractivecommercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it doesnot
supply researchisotopesor thediversearray of medical and industrial
isotopes considered inthe NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopesto satisfy projected U.S. isotope needswould not
meet DOE's mission requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE'sisotope production role and other producers
capabilitiestofulfill U.S. isotopeneeds.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preferenceisto establish adomestic plutonium-238 production capability.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing adomesti ¢ plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.
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Commentor No. 229: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 229

Draft PEIS Comment Form

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

® atiending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE efficials

# returning this comment form to the registration desk al the meeting or to the address below
+ calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-fres to: 1-877-562-4552

* commenting via e-mail: Nuciear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optional):

O ization: /-'(x.«/vn Lo Ad-e«.zng

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

City:_ Fhrtt loscm el Stater LI Zip Code:
Telephone {(optional):

E-mail {oprional):
CGOMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

rm-nm-un conlger Colge E. Browm, NE-SG
us Denurlmemef Eneigv '| | Germankown Rocd = Germoriown, MD 20824
Tolephone: 1-877-562-4503 » Toll-rew Fe: 1:877-562-4592
E-mail: Mucleatinkasiruchure-PESEha.dos.gov 5

FIR

229-1

229-2
229-3

229-1

229-1: Cancersarebelieved to be caused by acombination of hereditary and
environmental factors, including radiological and chemical agents. In
ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic radioi sotopes have proven effectivein
treating cancersand other illnesseswhile minimizing adverse side effects,
making their use an attractive alternativeto traditional chemotherapy and
radiation treatments. However, supplies of many research isotopes are not
readily availablefrom existing domestic or foreign sources, causing a
number of medical research programsto beterminated, deferred, or
serioudly delayed.

The NI PEIS provides an estimate of waste generation and potential
human health impacts associated with each of the alternatives proposed
for the production of medical, industrial and research isotopes, production
of plutonium-238, and nuclear research and development. Any additional
wastes generated in support of these missionswould be managed (i.e.,
treated, stored and disposed) in asafe an environmentally protective
manner and in compliancewith all applicable Federa and statelaws,
regulations, and applicable DOE orders. Intermsof potential human
health impacts, the NI PEISanalysisindicatesthat the most likely impacts
would not result in additional cancer fatalitiesamong the population
surrounding the DOE facilitiesthat may be selected for use.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of itscontinuing rolein this sector, consistent withits
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. 1n 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 yearswould range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
Thesefindingswerelater reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding thefutureform of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of theexisting nuclear facility
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Commentor No. 229: Anonymous (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 229
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229-1
(Cont’d)

229-4

infrastructure to meet programmiatic requirements. Inthe period since
theinitial estimateswere made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
hastracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised to incorporate thisinformation and
toclarify DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radi oi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuelsthem, for
space missionsthat require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Palicy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE isresponsiblefor maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to further clarify the
purpose and need for reestablishing adomestic plutonium-238 production
capability to support NASA spaceexploration missions.

229-2: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

229-3: DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
Thisagreement specifies milestonesand schedulesfor restoration of all
partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

229-4: DOE disagreeswith the commentor's characterization of the exchange
between an audience member and the DOE PEIS Program Manager,
Ms. Colette Brown, which took place during the short, interactive question
and answer sessionimmediately following DOE's overview presentation.
Specificaly, Ms. Brown wasresponding to one of several cost questions
asked by an audience member, asthe verbatim transcript from the
hearing clearly shows. During thisexchange, the audience member
interrupted Ms. Brown while replying to the audience member's previous
question regarding the cost of FFTF restart compared to building two new
accelerators. The audience member then made the statements: "You
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Commentor No. 229: Anonymous (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 229

mentioned several different things. | wasn't ableto do the mathin my
head. | apologize." Tothis, Ms. Brown replied, "There wasno math to be
done, sir." Thiswasaconciliatory statement on the part of Ms. Brown
and was not intended to be terse or demeaning. Instead, it wasintended
to convey Ms. Brown's understanding that the audience member
appeared to be having difficulty with the cost analysesthe audience
member was questioning. Subsequently, the audience member asked an
additional question on decommissioning which wasthen answered by

Ms. Brown. DOE strivesto ensure that all proceedings and matters of
discourse are conducted in aprofessional manner.
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Commentor No. 230: Lloyd K. Marbet Response to Commentor No. 230
Don’t Waste Oregon Council

S6¢-¢

Lloyd K. Marbet

19142 SE Bakers Ferry Road - Boring, OR 97009-9158 - Phone: (503) 637-3549, Fax: {503) 837-6130
Email: marbet@mail.com
Tuesday, August 29, 2000

Testimony of Don't Waste Oregon Council

Representatives of the Departrnent of Energy and members of the Public, my name is
Lioyd Marbet and | represent a citizens activist organization known as Don't Waste Oregon
Council. | appreciate the opporiunity to appear before you today and testify on the “Draft
Programatic Environmental Statement for Accomplishing Expanded Civillan Nuclear Energy
Research and Development and Jsotope Missions In the United States. Including the Role of
the Fast Flux Test Facility.”

In reading this report it is not surprising that once again we find those directly involved
In the nuclear industry telling us that we have to expand cur reliance on nuclear power:

“There is an urgent sense that the nation must rapidly restore an adequate
investiment in basic and applied research in nuciear energy if it is to sustain a
viabie United States capability in the 24% Century.” The chairman of NERAC

It not hard to tell whe's urgent sense this really is, but the Department of Energy and this
administration needs to know that there is ancther "urgent sense” out there and it is in the
people and communities who have born the brunt of this angoing experiment with Nuclear
Tachnology.

The proponents of this industry never fail {o remind me of the words contained in a song
sung by Pete Seaeger: “Waste deap in the big muddy and the big fool said push on." We are
repeatediy told to “push on,” one false promise after another. Compounding this tragedy is that
once our government was through committing its acts of treachery on Native Americans, from
broxen treaties to uranium mines, it turned around and started in on ourselves.

Take the latest headlines: “Banford will never be clean study says® Aug 8, 2000 Oregonian. 230-1 230-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
{Read quotes from the paper.)
Now juxtapose this with what we are being told in this draft study:

“Itis the policy of this Administraiion that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power has
a role in the future for our national energy security.”

We carr't clean our waste up but we've got to have “our own supply” of plutonium 238 for space
missions becausa we obviously can't rely on Russian instability to keep us in large enough
quantities. Like drug addicts in withdrawal, we are desperately baing told that we need ourown
source of supply and thare's nothing betier than *home grown,” especially if it keeps the failing
infrastructure of the nuctear industry going.

But then thera's “global warming" the new savior of the nuclear indusiry. Act two cfthe
ongeing glokal drama of envirenmental deterioration, and what do you expect, when the
policies of this administration has been to support business as usual. Surprisingly enough that
is exactly what we have here “business as usual.” And that is exactly what this document is,

sasuodsay 30O @ pue SjuswLo) Uaiin—rz Lideyd




96¢-¢

Commentor No. 230: Lloyd Marbet (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 230

"buginess as usuall” Is there any wonder why we desperately need someone like Ralph
Nader to become President? :

How much longer do you think we are going to go down the road of the *big rmuddy”
before we confront the fallacy of this Emperor persistently parading in front of us without any
clothes. Instead of continuing the myth of dominating this throw away world, doasn’t it make
more saense to davote our precious resvurces to finding a way to live in balance on this earth,
especially before importing anymore of our waste into outer space? [an't it ime for America
to put the cart before the horse and have the decency to clsan up the soiled radicactive diapers
we have already produced before hulling curselves into creating yet more national gacrifice
zones?

The real urgency before us is the integrity of our ecological and biological fife support
systems and unti!l we acknowledge this and accept the role we must play in protecting our
planet, cur govemment will forever bring these dog and pony shows into our communities
asking us to embrace their predetermined goals of sanctioning yet another experiment upon
the very Fabric of life. instead, let us take responsibility and wear the mantel of real
accountability. This will not be done by starting up the Fast Flux Test Facility for one more
yound of nuclear experimantation. it will not be done by accepting any thing less than real
alternatives, energy or otherwiss. Qur only hopa is to change the political leadership on
our watch and putting stewardship back in our lives.

ully submitted,

230-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 232: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 232

Public Hearing Evaluation Form

Please place a check mark in the box next o the public hearing altended:

Augnst 22, 2000 D Aungust 30, 2000
American Museum of Science and Energy Washimgton State Convention and Trade Center
300 South Tulane Avenue 800 Convention Place
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 Seattle, Washington 98101
D August 15, 2004 D Anpust 31, 2000
‘Westcoast [daho Falls Hotel Best Western Tower Inn and Conference Center
475 River Parkway 1515 George Washington Way
Idaho Falis, Jdaho §3402 Richland, Washington 99352
D August 28, 2000 D September 6, 2000
Hood River Inn Crystal Gateway Marmiott
1108 E. Marina Way 1700 Jefferson Davis Highway
Hoed River, Oregon 97031 Arhngten, Virginia 22202
m August 29, 2000
| Oregon Museum of Science and Industry
19435 SE Water Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97214
Please circle the appropiiate number: Very
Good Poor
Your Level of Knowledge about the PELS before the Hearing 5 4 3.1 214
Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS after the Hearing 5 4 |73 2 1
Time atd Date of Hearing G 4 3 2 1
Tocation of Hearing [GEEE) 3 2 1
Registration Process 5/ 4 3 2 1
Clarity of Displays and Hand, [ 3 2 1
Clarity of Presentations 5 4 |[{33] 2 1
Relevancy of Issues and Concerns Addressed &l 4 | T[] 2 1
Opportunities for Discussion 3 4 3 |7cal 1
DOE Officials’ Willingness 1o Listen 5 a3 |8
Knowledge/Responses from Staff Attending 5 4 3 (2? 1

How could the gublic heanng farmat and matestals be improved? M&M
__.Lg =y 2R 7P, g i £

232-1

/55aes 7 éfl 34{4/ //—Lcéﬁﬁ n—rz;m# /
Please continde on the other side if you run out of space. Flease return your

completed evaluation form to the registration desk or mail or fax 1o the address

below.
THANK YOU — YOUR FEEDBACK IS IMPORTANT TO US
mone information nonlrx:l Colelie E, Brown, NE-50
U.5. Department of Energy « 1990! Gemaniown Roa Eermumcwn NI} 20874
Toli-free Telephone: 1.877-562-4503 'lull fee Fax 1-877-542-4592
100 E-mai; Nuclear hesugtuie PEIS@ING. dos oy
F2AN

232-1: DOEiscommitted to discharging itsresponsibilitiesin an open manner
and providing the public with comprehensive environmental reviewsof its
proposed actions. |n compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the environmental
impact analysisof DOE’s proposed alternativesfor meeting mission
requirements. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered
commentsreceived from the public.
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Commentor No. 233: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 233

Public Hearing Evaluation Form

Piease place & check mark in the box next to the public hearing attended:

Augnst 22, 2000 D August 30, 2000
American Museum of Science and Energy Washington State Convention and Trade Center
300 South Tulane Avenue 800 Convention Place
Qak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 Seattle, Washington 98101
u Angust 25, 2000 August 31, 2000
Westcoast Idaho Falls Botel Best Western Tower Inn and Conference Center
475 River Parkway 1515 George Washington Way
I1daho Falls, 3daho 83402 Richland, Washington 99352
D Auguost 28, 2000 September &, 2004
Hood River Tnn Crystal Gateway Marriot
1108 E. Marina Way 1700 jefferson Davis Highway
Hood River, Oregon 97031 Artington, Virgina 22202

E August 2%, 2000

. Oregen Museum of Science and [ndustry
1945 SE Water Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97214

Pilease circle the appropriate number:

&
o]
;

Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS before the Hearing
Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS after ths Hearing
Time and Date of Hearing

Location of Hearing

Registration Process

Clarity of Displays and Handouts

Clarity of P i

Relevancy of Issues and Concerns Addressed
Opportunities for Discussion

DOE Officials’ Willingness to Listen
Knowledge/Responses from Staff Attending

Mmummmuwuwmg
P

RSy FU D UG P UG DY (NG DY Y O

b Bl B-CE- e
b FBoRr bR

g

4
4
4
4
4
How could the public bearing format and materials be improved? _£ /3 ./d..»é
Sy Comrpt it Foper £y b ,‘;,/L B Y—tyerp

Wzémcpublic hearing helpful to you? {/} ¥ s téﬂ‘
Fhe Bigagr BNl g g s == Tl sy oy YA

¥ ey ? wihten NS Gpuiable sl gl

Please continue on the other side if you run out of space. Please return your
completed evaluation form to the registration desk or mail or fax to the address

below.
THANK YOU — YOUR FEEDBACK IS IMPORTANT TO US
For mone inlormofion contoct: Cotette E. Brown, NE-50
U5, Deparment of Energy + 19901 Gemaniown Rood - Gamantawn, MD 20674
Toll-frogr Telephone: 1.827.562-4593 « Tol-fiee Fac 1-877.562-4592
227700 E-mall: Nuclearnfrasiuciure-PESE&hg.doe. gov
"

233-1

233-1: TheUnited States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopesfrom foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canadaonly suppliesalimited number of economically
attractivecommercia isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not
supply researchisotopesor the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered inthe NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopesto satisfy projected U.S. isotope needswould not
meet DOE's mission requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE'sisotope production role and other producers
capabilitiestofulfill U.S. isotope needs.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasonsand concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preferenceisto establish adomestic plutonium-238 production capability.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing adomesti ¢ plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.
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