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Commentor No. 234: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 234

Public Hearing Fvaluation Form

Please place a check mark in the box next lo the public hearing attended:

D August 22, 2000

D August 30, 2000
American Museun of Science and Energy

Washington State Convention and Trade Center

300 Scuth Tulane Avenue 800 Conventien Place
Ouk Ridge, Tennesses 37830 Seattle, Washingten 98101
D August 15, 2000 D August 31, 1800
‘Westcoast Idaho Falls Hotel Rest Western Tower Inn and Conference Center
475 River Parkway 1515 George Washington Way

Tdahe Falls, Idaho 83402

D August 28, 2000
Hood River Inn
1108 E. Marina Way
Hoed River, Oregon 97031

Richland, Washingtor, 99352

September 6, 2000

Crystal Gateway Marriott
1700 Jefferson Davis Higeway
Aglington, Virginia 22202

E-\Auguit 29, 2000

Oregon Museum of Science and Industry
1945 SE Water Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97214

Please circle the appropriate number:

Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS before the Hearing
Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS after the Hearing
Time and Date of Hearing

Location of Hearing

Registration Process

Clarity of Displays and Handouts

Clarity of Presentations

Relevancy of Issues and Coneerns Addressed

Opportanities for Discussion

DOE Officials” Willingness to Listen

Enowledge/Responses from Staff Attending

i |on [ fon |un ua |ua fun i e foa gg

wugwuuuwuua
e A ey e
_r:a_‘wjh w [t fea e

INFRFN FNTN iy e 1 B9 1N PN

or “Tlare seemed Jo foa.
e ‘Z
prisy Rﬂ.{

How could the public hearing format and matetials be imnp
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Pledse cont Inue an the omer side if yolr run out of space. FPleage return your
completed evaluation form to the regisiration desk or mail or fax to the address

ool OVER.

THANK YOU - YOUR FEEDBACK IS IMPORTANT TO US

Far more information mnlul:i Coletle £ Brawn, NE-50

U5, Departmsnl of Erergy « 19901 Gemmaniown Road + Genmanigwn, MD 20874
Toll-free Telephons: 1 877 562—6593 Iuﬂ-lrse Fax: 1-377-562-4582

ol Iresruc T PEIS@RL.E 08 Jov

TR

234-1

234-1: DOE notesthe commentor'sviews. However, the furtherance of isotope
production and nuclear research are consistent with good stewardship of
the environment and human welfare. The NI PEISisacomplete
evaluation of the environmental impacts of arange of reasonable
aternativesfor thisproposed action. Inaddition to restarting the FFTF,
the NI PEIS also evaluates alternatives that would either employ the use
of existing facilitiesor rely on the construction of new facilities. Section 1.2
of Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need for the proposed
action.
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Commentor No. 234: Anonymous (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 234
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234-1
(Cont’d)

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopesfrom foreign producers, most notably Canada. However,
Canadaonly suppliesalimited number of economically attractive
commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not supply
research isotopesor 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. Consistent with the mandates under the Atomic
Energy Act, DOE seeksto fulfill itsresponsibility to ensurethat thereisa
reliable supply of isotopesin the U.S. to meet future demand. DOE does
not subsidize commercial producers. DOE encouragesthe commercial
sector to privatize the production of medical isotopesin certaininstances,
and doesthis by turning over production of certain isotopesto commercial
entitiesonce DOE has established that commercial productionis
economically viable. Section1.2.1 of Volume 1 hasbeen revised to
clarify DOE'sisotope production role and other producers capabilitiesto
fulfill 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.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as aresult of the proposed action are
relatively low and are discussed in detail in Chapter 4 and AppendixesH, I,
and Jinthe Final NI PEIS. The proposed action would not have an
impact on the cleanup missions at the candidate sites.

Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesarehigh 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 milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all parts of the Hanford
Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 235: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 235

Public Hearing Evaluation Form

Please place a check mark in the box next to the public hearing attended:

D Angust 12, 2008 August 30, 2000
American Museum of Science and Energy Washington State Convention and Trade Center
300 South Tulane Avenue 800 Convention Place
Dak Ridge, Tenmessee 37830 Seattle, Washington 98101
D August 25, 240 D Augast 31, 2000
Westcoast Idaho Falls Hotel Best Western Tower Inn and Conference Center
475 River Parkway 1515 George Washington Way
Idahe Falls, Idzho 83402 Richland, Washinguon 99352
D August 28, 2000 September 6, 2000
Hood River Inn Crystal Gateway Marriott
1108 E. Manina Way 1700 Jefferson Davis Highway
Hood River, Oregon 97031 Arlington, Virginia 22202
Auvgust 1%, 2000

Oregen Museumn of Science and Industry
1845 SE Water Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97214

Please circle the appropriate number:

&
3

Your Level of Knowledge sbout the PEIS befere the Hearing
Your Level of Knowledge about the PEIS after the Hearing
Time and Date of Hearing

Location of Hearing

Registration Process

Llarity of Displays and Handouts

Clanty of Presentations.

Relevancy of Issues and Concerns Addressed

Opportunities for Discussion

DOE Officials” Willingness to Listen

Knowledge/Resp s from Staff Attendi
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Ay
Was the public hearing helpful to you? ‘74{ (2N )

Please continue on the other side if you run out of space. Please return your
completed evaluation form to the registration desk or mall or fax to the address
below.

THANK YOU - YOUR FEEDBACK IS IMPORTANT TO US

Fov more miformation canttat: Coletre E. Brown, NE-50

L.5. Department of Enavgy = 19901 micwm Rood +  MD 20874
Tol-troey Todepsticna: 1-872:562-4583 - Toll-frwe Fax: 1-877-562-4592

E-mall: Nuciear.inhashuchure-PEIEhG.dog.gov

235-1: Thecommentor’sopposition to nuclear reactorsisnoted. ThisPEIS
evaluatesanumber of alternativesto produce radioisotopes, including
plutonium-238. Some of the alternatives use an accelerator and not a
nuclear reactor.
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Commentor No. 236: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 236

Public Hearing Evaluation Form

Please place a check marik in the box next to the public hearing atlended:

August 22, 2000 D August 30, 2000

American Museum of Science and Energy Washimgton State Convention and Trads Center
300 South Tulane Avenue §00 Convention Place

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 Seattle, Washington 98101

D August 25, 2040 D Angust 31, 2000
Westcoast Idaho Falls Hotel Best Western Tower Inn and Conference Center
475 River Parleway 1513 George Washington Way

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402 Richland, Washington 99352
D August 28, 2000 D September 6, 2000
Hood River Inn Crystal Gateway Marmiott

1108 E. Marina Way
Hood River, Oregon 57031

m August 29, 2000

Oregon Museum of Science and Industry
1945 SE Water Avenue
Pordangd, Gregon 97214

1700 Jefferson Davis Highway
Arlington, Virginia 22202

g

Please circle the appropriate number: ry

Your Level of Knowledge abaut the PEIS before the Hezanng

Your Level of Knowledge about the PELS after the Hearing

Lacation of Hearing

Registration Process

Clarity of Displays and Handouts

Clarity of Presentations

Relevancy of Issues and Concerns Addressed

Opportunities for Discussion

DOE Officials’ Willingness to Listen

Good
5
5
Time and Daie of Hearing )
3
5
5
5
5
5
3
3
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Knowledge/Resp from Staff Anending

How could the public hearing format and materials be improved?

. ket mo. Tef]

‘Was the public hearing helpful to you? O, l"\/l
; : : i =T N WL
E LTI APV i

Piease continue on the other side if you run out of space. Please return your
completed evaluation form to the registration desk or malil or fax to the address

below.
THANK YOL! - YCUR FEEDBACK IS IMPORTANT TO US
Foir more Information contagt Cowette E. Brown, NE-50
U.5. Depatiment of Enargy « 15901 Gemacnlown Road + Germoniown, MD 20874
Tolk-ree Telephone: 1-877.562-4593 = ll-vas Fac 1-877-562-4592
4700 E-moil; Nuciearnirasiruchure PEIS@ha doe.qov
1

236-1

236-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
DOE iscommitted to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actionsin accordance with NEPA,
and holding public hearingsisan essential and required part of the NEPA
process. DOE takesthis participation serioudly. In preparing the Final

NI PEIS, DOE hascarefully considered and responded to all comments
received from the public during the comment period, regardless of how or
where they were received. DOE's responses are contained in the NI PEIS
Comment Response Document.
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Commentor No. 237: Gay Arpan

Response to Commentor No. 237

Draft PEIS Comment Form

There are several ways to provide commenis on the Nuclear Infrasiructure
PEIS. These include:

 atiending public mestings and giving your comments directly 1o DOE officials
® returning this comment form to the regisiration 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
ing via e-mail: NuclearInfrastruciure-PEIS @ hq.doe.gov

Name (optional): ‘D&L;I' A r'o )

Organization:
rganization Address (circle ene): )0 o Afi X 2 &

City: A’ /z A d o

Telephone (optional): APl BA Y25y

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

suatel 1T zipcoae:d T3S s/

For more Information contact: Colette . 8rown, NE-50
L5, Depariment of Energy « 19501 Ganmaniown Road + Gemnaniown, MO 20874
Tol-fies Telephone: 1-877-562-45¢3 = Tall-toe Fox: 1-377-542-4502 &
E-mal: Hucisarfosiucture-PESENa.dos.gov
TR0

237-1

237-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 238: Kenneth Norris
Fluor Hanford, Inc.

Response to Commentor No. 238

08/31/00 THU 13:44 FAX 508 372 3150 A LEGAL SERYICES idoal

Draft PEIS Comment Form

7 he Fact A
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There are several ways io provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
FEIS. These include:

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

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

® [z2xing your comments toil-free to: 1-877-562-4592

« commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.pov

T

Name {optignaly: A"(E v g o Aavic
Orgamization: Flue Hla-te -t r S0
Hum@mlc one): Lo O Lo rIEp
- BPois
City: B2 et State: Lar##Zip Code:__ P32

$EF S e - yraa

E-mail (optional). . ngfn m— = — M = mow—odd viigow

Telephone (optional}:

8
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September #{, 2000

for mote intamalion contack Coletto E. Brown, NE-50

11§ Departmont of Energy + 19901 Genmaniown Road » Gemantown, M 20874

Tall-ree Telephore: 1 B77-562:45¢42 « loli-hea Fut 1.877.542-4572

Emal; nucheat infrastiichure PEIS@ha oge goy G

THZI0D

Ed . —_—
ey e < « e
Ao Al coed oy P derige . Clgong Fe
4 i
- vy = 7
) o v e - o ewe g —
e - N e

238-1

238-2

|| 2383

238-1: DOE notesthecommentor'sopinion.

238-2: DOE notesthe commentor's support for radioisotope production for
medical use.

238-3: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 239: Valorie Blaser

Response to Commentor No. 239

Hanford Watch . o .
2285 SE Cypress A
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

- ]H!l”l;lllnls!|||]lini:|i”!|§|“s|u”u|i|}|s|!'u;);l!l

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

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

Q)(BD \uer\f.l ﬁ-}\e/ﬁ\xmr n'f\j\
(\l\ (‘{Pﬂctusm N\\:\’ Q. 0. ()QDON.& 239-1
Sy penoene = No £€ rew

Nere. or ourag @}\am,)

yd
Name \'/a./lﬂf [ _BLKLM
Address / QD W AL
City, state vE*)f! 'y O e

zp 94465

239-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 240: VirginiaJ. Morrison

Response to Commentor No. 240

Draft PEIS Comment Torm

Please consider the following in regards to restarting the Fast Flux Test
Facility in Southeastern Washinglon:

- This facility can provide isotopes for many special pumoses such
as medical rescarch and therapy, as well as deep space probes.

~ This facility can produce these isotopes at the least cost and in the
shorlest {ime.

- There is still a 20 vear lifetime in this facility and it makes ne
sense to siunply destroy such a useful and necded resource.

ts on the Nuclear infrastructure

There are several ways to provide
PEIS. These Include:
# aitending public meetings and giving your cominents directly to DOE officials
@ returning this comment form to the registration desk at the mesting or to the address below
» czlling totl-free and leaving your commeats: 1-877-3562-4593
 faxing your comsnents toll-free to: 1-877-562-4562
 commenting via e—m\a? Nuclw.h:ﬁgstmchn&?ﬁls@hq.doc.gcv
"’C)\V\L ol VY Ay x o Son

«

Name {optional):

Gz'-HQ_\O-lUIH@meI{fQ

Stazeu& Zip Code:ﬁjq_z_s__‘%

I'\Ia won e woe [

Telephone {opticnai):
E-mail {optiona}):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

City:

For more contuct: Colafta E. Srowm. m

1LS. Depntinant of Energy + 19901 Gemmanionn Rood » Geamoriaws,
Toll-ree Iophona: 1-877-543-45¢3 - Tolkires Fax 1-877-5524592
E-moik; Kucisarinfiestruchara-FESENG dos.gov

240-1

240-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. [t
should be noted that the FFTF would be operated for 35 years under this
proposed action if selected in the Record of Decision.
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Commentor No. 242: Patricia Sims

Response to Commentor No. 242

Aug. d¢ ' E@ 23:08

FAI S51MS

Public Hearing Evaluation Form

i 2030598 !

Planse place a check mark In the box next o the public hearing attended:

D August 21, 1000
American Museum of Science snd Energy

August 30, 2000
‘Washington Stwie Convention and Trade Center -

360 South Tulane Avenws £00 Convention Plaor
Oak Ridgre, Tennesses 37830 Seanle, Washington 98101
D August 25, 2000 D Aupust 31, 2000
‘Westcoast [daho Falls Hotel Best Western Towes Inn and Conference Canter
475 River Parkvay 1515 Gagrge Washington Way
Idaho Falls, Idabo 83402 Richland, Washingron 99352
D August 18, 2000 D September §, 2040 .
Hood Rive: Inn Crystal Gutewary Marriott
1108 E. Marina Way 1700 Jefferson Duavis Highway
Hood River, Oregon 97031 . Aslington, Virginia 22202
E Auguat 28, 2000
Oregon Muscum of Science and Tedustry
1945 SE Water Avenut
Portiund, Oregon 97214
nuriiber: Ve
Please circle the appropriste Gm?d. Poore
Your Leve) of Knowledge about the PEIS before the Hearing 5 [l 3 2 1
Your Eevel of Knowledge abont the PEIS after the Hearing 5 [ 3 2 i
Time and Datg of Hearing s 4 || 2 1
Location of Hearing 5 4 || 2 i
Registration Process 5 4 o) 2 L
Clarity of DISE]I!S and Handouls 5 4 | %l 2 1 .
Clarity of By 5 4 3 2. %
Relevancy of Issues and Concemns Addressed 5 4 3 2 -
Opportunities for Discussion 5 4 | <] 2 [a
DOE Officials’ Witlingness to Ligten 51 a4 3] 2 D€
Knowledge/Responses from Staff Attending: 5 4 3 2 r

How copld the public hemng. format and muaterials be improved? Mﬁj_’ﬂ?_ﬁim.
F2 lenlking TRXie  /RATEeL£inl  Thad 2 .Fl/.!-c/?

laz rﬁm/q/p To The Lo TH sl

/.:a

MMF ul

Was the public hearing helpful to you? Made e ‘éqz//u FTAny The
20 i ey ? 0 - ral y 2 ppa

Prrd .44/ 2a 77,(17— il

Auc fre Enez witeRests Ther Rc 54/7,/::1/ The

Piease continue of

& other side if you run out of space, Please return your

completad evalustion form to the ragistration desk or rall or fax to rhe address -

below.

THANK YOU - YOUR FEEDBACK IS IMPOATANT TO US

us. Dmﬂm-r\l of !va 1 1 + Gaprnonigwn, MO
v Tripphone: 1477-&24&03 m«u Fw‘mlal?? uz uwz

TRV

lmhwmme woun, NESG

Bna.de0 gov

242-1

242-2

242-1: DOE wastasked by Congressinthe 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 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.

The Secretary of Energy will makethefina determination onthe
aternative or combination of alternativesto satisfy the NI PEIS missions.
DOE's Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on anumber

of factorsincluding environmental impacts, publicinput, costs,
nonproliferationimpacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy
and programmatic objectives.

242-2: DOE iscommitted to discharging itsresponsibilitiesin an open manner
and providing the public with comprehensive environmental reviewsof its
proposed actions. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the environmental
impact analysisof DOE’s proposed aternativesfor meeting mission
requirements. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered
commentsreceived fromthe public.

242-3:  Thecomment onthecredibility of environmental impactsisnoted. The
environmental impacts associated with operation of the Hanford facilities
during normal operationsand from postul ated accidentsare presentedin
Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS. The assessments were made using well
established and accepted analytical methods, as described in Appendixes
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Commentor No. 242: Patricia Sims (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 242

Aag. 30 P8 23:93 FRAT S1M5 FRX 2Z2ESSa F. 1

Draft PEIS Comment Form

st 5
C-fa’w e femgn £
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There are severs! ways to provide
PEIS. Thase Include:
« attending pubtic msetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
= returning this comment form 1o the vegistration desk at the meeting or to the address below
 calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593
® faxing your commenis oll-free to: 1-877-562-4392

& cammenting via o-maily Nualear Infrastruct S@hqduegov

on the Nuclear Infi 1

Name {optionaly

Orgamization: /T27 - Y oO /z,«’/[ Jlndin's Qﬂhp

Ho ﬁiﬁ, treie one):

nf7 éz.-c;’r&rw- a7
LR ET L aud se- 0 zipcove 2 AAI R
Tetephone (optional): 25003 - 2S3 - OF00

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

Information contact: Colwia £, Bown, NE-80

v Dlpom-wwal Enmigy - NWI Gumrenlown Road - Gemoniown, MD 20874 =
ol Noer Tiaphone: 1677-602‘593 Tolt-bng Fax: 1-B7 7= 362 1592 by

Linirastruchum-#E b d. doe. %

120

242-1
242-3

242-1

242-4

242-5

242-1

Gthrough L. Theanalytical methodology is conservative by nature; the
actual impactsto the environment would be expected to belessthan
caculated. All impactshavebeen showntobesmall. Nofatalities
among workers or the general public would be expected over thefull

35 year operational period. Theimpactsto the biosphere (air, water, and
land) are also seen to be small.

242-4: 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 the futureform 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.

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'sisotope production role and other producers
capabilitiestofulfill U.S. isotope 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 Poalicy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
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Commentor No. 242: Patricia Sims (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 242

242-5:

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. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systemsfor upcoming space missions, itis
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by
approximately 2005. Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continueto purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needsfor
the 35-year evaluation period considered inthe NI PEIS. However,
DOE recognizesthat any purchase beyond what is currently availableto
the United Statesthrough the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of anew contract and may require additional NEPA review.
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 notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 243: Edith D. ller

Response to Commentor No. 243

From: Edith ller[SMTP:RFC_822:EILER. TEACHERS.WRHS
@WRHS.BCSD.K12.ID.US]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2000 7:35:44 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: larry_craig@craig.senate.gov%internet; ask.helen
@mail.house.gov%internet; mike.simpson@mail.house.gov
%internet; governor@governor.state.id.us%internet

Subject: Comments

Auto forwarded by a Rule

to: the Honorable Senators Crapo & Craig,

The Honorable Representatives Chenoweth & Simpson,
and Ms. Colette Brown _ Dept. of Energy, Office of Space &
Defense Power Systems

RE: My political and environmental opposition to the draft
environmental impact statement for accomplishing expanded
nuclear energy research and development and isotope production
missions in the U.S. including the role of the FFTF facility at
Hanford, WA _ none of this in Idaho, please keep it at Hanford!

Please tell the Department of Energy:

a. Reprocessing is not acceptable and should not be considered at
INEEL or any other facility.

b. Building 666 is a decrepit and highly contaminated building and
should be decommissioned in a manner that is protective of
human health and the environment.

c. Plutonium_238 production is unnecessary and its use too risky.

d. Using ATR at INEEL would interfere with its current mission of
producing medical and industrial isotopes.

e. Extend the comment deadline 30 days

243-1

243-2

243-3
243-4

243-5

243-1:
243-2:

243-3:

243-4.

The commentor's position on theroles of Hanford and INEEL isnoted.

DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapons grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered under this
programmatic environmental impact statement. Thealternativesdo
include processing of target material s used to produceisotopesfor
medical and industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space missions, and nuclear
materialsresearch and development. Sections4.3.1.1.13;4.3.2.1.13;
4.3.3.1.13; and 4.4.3.1.13 wererevised to clarify the waste management
approach for waste resulting from processing of target materialsfor
plutonium-238 production.

Building CPP-666 isdivided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF). The FDPFisunder
considerationinthisPEISfor storage of neptunium-237 oxide, preparation
of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238 fromirradiated
targets. Thisfacility will meet, with further analysisand/or minor
modifications, thecriteriato safely conduct these operations.

DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructureto support production of plutonium-238for usein
future NASA space exploration missions. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing adomestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA spaceexploration
missons.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation asaresult of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 arerelatively low and arediscussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixesH, |, and Jof Volume 2 inthe
Final NI PEIS. For almost 40 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
variousNA SA spacemissions. However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium
238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but would be
addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

Asstated in EIS Section 2.3.1.2, ATR would continueto meet itsmedical
and industrial radioisotope production mission for the no action and most
other alternatives considered where ATR is not used for the production
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Commentor No. 243. Edith D. ller (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 243

While there is no preferred alternative in this study, which is
entitled Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
for Accomplishing Expanded Nuclear Energy Research and
Development and Isotope Production Missions in the United
States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF)
at Hanford, WA., DOE would prefer to accomplish the
aforementioned activities at the Fast Flux Test Facility

at Hanford.

| am strongly opposed to the possibility that this program may
end up in Idaho by default.

Sincerely,
Edith D. ller
Ketchum, Idaho

243-6

243-1

243-5:

243-6:

of plutonium-238. If ATR wereto be used asaproductionfacility for
plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under Alternative 2), it would
support medical and industrial radioi sotope production to the extent
possible. DOE would try to minimizetheimpact of the new missionon
current medical and industrial radioisotope production.

DOE notesthe commentor’srequest for extension of the public comment
period. The Council on Environmental Quality’s(CEQ) "Regulationsfor
Implementing the Procedural Provisionsof the National Environmental
Policy Act" (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that aminimum of 45 daysbe
alowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. Asstated in the
Noticeof Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public comment period
began on July 28, 2000 and continued to September 18, 2000. In
preparing the Final PEI'S, DOE has assessed and considered both oral
and written commentsreceived on the Draft PEIS during the public
comment period and has responded to these commentsin the Final PEIS.
Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public commentsreceived onthe

NI PEIS and DOE responses to those comments. Moreover, late comments
were considered to the extent practicable.

Asoutlinedin 40 CFR Part 1502.14 (€), an agency isnot required to
specify apreferred alternative or alternativesin the Draft EISif one does
not exist, but must do sointheFinal EIS. Accordingly, DOE has
identified itspreferred aternativein Section 2.8 of Volume 1 that includes
adiscussion of DOE’sreasonsfor selecting it. DOE’s Record of
Decisionfor the NI PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding
environmental impacts, publicinput, costs, nonproliferationimpacts,
schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic
objectives.
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Commentor No. 244: Cjleech@aol.com

Response to Commentor No. 244

From: Cjleech@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:CJLEECH@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2000 7:34:31 PM

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

Please restart the FFTF.

|| 2441

244-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 245: Laura Feldman

Response to Commentor No. 245

From: Laura Feldman[SMTP:LAURA@SEUL123.0RG]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2000 8:57:18 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Hanford

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Ms. Brown,

Starting up the FFTF reactor is sheer lunacy. No kind way of
putting that. When my brother was dying of cancer | learned
that Oregon has the highest cancer stats on the West coast.

| can believe it as I've lost five family members and friends to
the disease. My Uncle who died of cancer had actually worked
for Hanford in the 50's. Firing up the FFTF reactor, creating
cancer victims in order to make isotopes to cure the cancer is
a bit like a mad dog chasing its tail (capitalism).

After last night's hearing in Portland, | really don't imagine people
in this region are going to stand by while the USDOE and its
partner corporations spend billions of tax payer dollars to add

to the nuclear waste that hasn't been safely contained or
disposed of turning the Columbia watershed into nuclear
dumpsite. Please spend our money and your agency's energies
on cleaning up Hanford. Nothing else is acceptable.

Sincerely,

Laura Feldman

817 SE 29th
Portland, OR 97214
503 236 8499

245-1

245-2

245-1: DOE notesthe commentor'sviewsand oppositionto Alternative 1,

Restart FFTF. However, aNational Cancer Institute survey publishedin
the Journal of the American Medical Associationin 1991 showed no
general increased risk of death for peopleliving near nuclear facilities,
including the Hanford Site. Cancersarebelievedto becaused by a
combination 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.

245-2: 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 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.

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 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.
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Commentor No. 245:; Laura Feldman (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 245

Wastes generated for the NI PEIS missionswill be managedin
accordance with applicable Federa and statelaws and regulations and
appropriate DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 246: Chris Francovich

Response to Commentor No. 246

From:  Chris Francovich[SMTP:CFRAN@MICRON.NET]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2000 10:07:40 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: INEEL and P_238

Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

Dear MS. Brown:

Reprocessing is not acceptable and should not be
considered at INEEL or any other facility. Building 666
is a decrepit and highly contaminated building and
should be decommissioned in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment.
Plutonium_238 production is unnecessary and its

use too risky.

Using ATR at INEEL would interfere with its current
mission of producing medical and industrial isotopes.
Extend the comment deadline 30 days.

Thank you,

Chris Francovich, Ed.D.
370 W. Hughes Ln
Post Falls, ID 83854
208.777.7624

246-1

246-2

246-3

246-4

246-1: DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapons grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered under thisPEIS. The
aternativesinclude processing of target materialsused to produce
isotopesfor medical and industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space missions,
and nuclear materialsresearch and development. Sections4.3.1.1.13;
4.3.2.1.13;4.3.3.1.13; and 4.4.3.1.13 wererevised to clarify thewaste
management approach for waste resulting from processing of target

materia sfor plutonium-238 production.

Building CPP-666 isdivided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF). The FDPFisunder
considerationin thisPEISfor storage of neptunium-237 oxide, preparation
of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238fromirradiated
targets. Thisfacility will meet, with further analysisand/or minor
modifications, thecriteriato safely conduct these operations.

246-2: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to enhancing itsexisting nuclear
facility infrastructureto support production of plutonium-238for usein
future NASA space exploration missions. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing adomestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missons.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation asaresult of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 arerelatively low and arediscussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and AppendixesH, I, and Jof Volume 2inthe
Final NI PEIS. For over 30 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
variousNA SA spacemissions. However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing
plutonium-238 are not within the scope of the NI PEISanaysis, but would
be addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

246-3: Asstatedin EISVolume 1, Section 2.3.1.2, ATR would continueto meet
itsmedical and industrial radioisotope production mission for theno action
and most other alternatives considered where ATR is not used for the
production of plutonium-238. If ATR wereto beused asaproduction
facility for plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under Alternative 2),
it would support medical and industrial radioisotope productiontothe
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Commentor No. 246: Chris Francovich (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 246

246-4.

extent possible. DOE would try to minimizetheimpact of the new
mission on current medical and industrial radioi sotope production.

DOE notesthe commentor’srequest for extension of the public comment
period. The Council on Environmental Quality’s(CEQ) "Regulationsfor
Implementing the Procedural Provisionsof the National Environmental
Policy Act" (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that aminimum of 45 daysbe
alowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. Asstated in the
Noticeof Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public comment period
began on July 28, 2000 and continued to September 18, 2000. In
preparing the Final PEI'S, DOE has assessed and considered both oral
and written commentsreceived on the Draft PEIS during the public
comment period and has responded to these commentsin the Final PEIS.
Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public commentsreceived onthe

NI PEIS and DOE responses to those comments. Moreover, late comments
were considered to the extent practicable.
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Commentor No. 247: Brenda Goodwin

Response to Commentor No. 247

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

Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2000 10:39:10 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: larrycraig@craig.senate.gov%internet;
ask.helen@mail.house.gov%internet;
mike.simpson@mail.house.gov%internet;
governor@governor.state.id.us%internet

Subject: (no subject)

Auto forwarded by a Rule

No Plutonium at INEEL or anywhere. We need to find
alternatives to this highly dangerous substance. Our building
where the proposed site of production would be is 666. This
building is already contaminated and has not been in use for
years. The danger of a space shuttle crash releasing poundss
of this substance would kill thousands of people, when you
consider just one tiny particle is deadly.

Please consider the health of future generations and avoid
a terrible catastrophe by stopping all production of plutonium.
God is your judge and He is watching you...666.

Sincerely,
Brenda Goodwin

247-1

247-2

247-3

247-1

247-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to enhancing itsexisting nuclear

facility infrastructureto support production of plutonium-238for usein
future NASA space exploration missions. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing adomestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA spaceexploration
missons.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation asaresult of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 arerelatively low and arediscussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixesH, |, and Jof Volume 2 inthe
Final NI PEIS. For over 30 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
variousNA SA spacemissions. However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium-
238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but would be
addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

247-2: Building CPP-666 isdivided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and

the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF). The FDPFisunder
considerationinthisPEISfor storage of neptunium-237 oxide, preparation
of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238 fromirradiated
targets. Thisfacility will meet, with further analysisand/or minor
modifications, the criteriato safely conduct these processes.

247-3: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to NASA's use of nuclear

materiasfor spacemissions. Through aMemorandum of Understanding
with NASA, DOE providesradioi sotope power systems, and the
plutonium-238 that fuel sthem, for space missionsthat require or would be
enhanced by their use. These radioisotope power systems have been
used for amost 40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their
performance, safety, and reliability in variousNASA spacemissions.
NASA establishesthe need and requirementsfor space missions and
undergoes athorough NEPA evaluation for each launch. Asused by
NASA, the plutonium-238 isencapsul ated and shielded to minimize any
hazardsto personnel or to the environment, even intheevent of a
catastrophic launch accident or inadvertent earth re-entry.
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Commentor No. 248: Jeffrey Belt

Response to Commentor No. 248

From: Jeffrey Belf{SMTP:JEFFOU@SPEAKEASY.ORG]
Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 1:43:20 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS comments

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| strongly favor initiative 5 (permanent shutdown of FFTF and no
new facilities) for the following reasons:

1. From an investment perspective, | don't want public funds spent
on an unsure and hugely controversial technology.

a. There's no assurance that the benefits (medical isotopes,
NASA instrument fuel) outweighs the risk (soil or groundwater
contamination, even the unlikely accident). | also find suspicious
the almost contradictory statistics and incomprehensible technical
details bandied by both the "pro" and "con" sides. Either the
technology is not well understood, or there's some hidden agenda
around the FFTF restart which muddies the details.

b. The funds may be separate from cleanup funds, but it's still
tax money, and it's money that could be spent on cleanup anyway.
Spending funds on FFTF restart now is basically saying Hanford
will need more cleanup funds later. If you can really clean up to
prove it's possible, thereby showing complete control of the entire
nuclear cycle, then | would be more favorable to the FFTF or other
facilities restarted or being built.

2. The DoE discredited its own PEIS by making verbal statements
that things as they stand now are not as they are in the EIS: the
cost report is separate, final treatment of wastes is unspecified

and probably unknown, and distinctions were made between
research vs. commercial isotopes that aren't in the EIS. This
should all be part of the EIS. | am looking forward to a second draft.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide feedback. | hope public
feedback is of use and not ignored, whichever way the final
decision goes.

Jeffrey Belt
15600 NE 8th St B1 PMB 480, Bellevue, WA 98008, (425) 641 6933

248-1

248-2

248-3

248-4

248-5

248-6

248-5

248-7

248-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently

Deactivate FFTF.

248-2: DOE notesthe commentor's opinion. DOE’s Record of Decision for the

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

248-3. Thereisno hidden agendaaround therestart of FFTF. Consistent with

its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeksto maintain and
enhanceitsinfrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary
needs: 1) to support the need for increased domestic production of
isotopesfor medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitially identified by
apanel of expertsinthe medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear
Energy Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing adomestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, afuel sourcethat isrequired for deep space missionsand
whichtheU.S. hasnolong-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as aviable component of
the United States' energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised
to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

Potential environmental, health, and saf ety impacts associated with the
proposed action arerelatively low, and arediscussed in detail in Chapter 4
of Volume 1 and associated appendixesin Volume 2 of the Final NI PEIS.

248-4: 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 funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
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Commentor No. 248 Jeffrey Belt (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 248

248-5:

248-6:

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.

DOE notes the views expressed but the nature and scope of the
statements referenced by the commentor are unclear. The costs of
proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto be
included 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 alternatives presented in
the NI PEIS. Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies
areencouraged to make ancillary decision documentsavailableto the
public before adecisionismade. DOE mailed this document to about
730 interested parties on August 24, 2000. The report was made
availableimmediately upon release on the NE web site (http://mww.
nuclear.gov) andin the public reading rooms. DOE hasalso provided a
summary of the Cost Report in Appendix PintheFinal NI PEIS.

DOE does make the distinction between research and commercial
quantities of isotopes. Although the discussion of purposeand needinthe
NI PEIS (Section 1.2 of Volume 1) is more focused on the two broad
civilian applicationsfor isotopes(medica andindustrid), the

differentiation between research and commercial isotopesis madewithin
the context of DOE isotope production capacity. Specifically, Section 1.2.1
of the Final NI PEIS has been revised to better make thedistinction
between therelatively small quantities of individual isotopesusedin
research and devel opment and those that have proven application and are
produced in relatively larger quantitiesto meet commercia demands.

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

NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto the treatment, storage,
and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actionsfor al
aternativesand 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. The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternativesinthe NI PEIS

will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and
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Commentor No. 248: Jeffrey Belt (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 248

environmentally protective manner and in compliancewith al applicable
Federal and state |laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.

248-7: DOE policy encourageseffective public participationinitsdecision
making process. |ncompliancewith NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the NI PEIS
and the environmental impact analysis of DOE's proposed
aternatives. DOE gave equal considerationto all comments. In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received fromthe public.
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Commentor No. 249: Joanne Witiak

Response to Commentor No. 249

From: Joanne Witiak[SMTP:WITIAK@WORLDNET.ATT.NET]
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 7:09:26 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: | support the restart of the FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| support the restart of the FFTF
Joanne Witiak

500 Stony Hill Rd.
Yardley, PA 19067

I | 249-1

249-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 250: Eugene Johnson

Response to Commentor No. 250

From: Linda (038) Eugene
[SMTP:SANIBELS@EARTHLINK.NET]

Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 8:15:04 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: support for 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 needs.

_Eugene Johnson

250-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 251: Linda Johnson

Response to Commentor No. 251

From: Linda (038) Eugene
[SMTP:SANIBEL77@EARTHLINK.NET]

Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 8:34:50 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: restart of 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
environmentally friendly method available to
meet those needs.

Linda Johnson

251-1

251-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 252: Jan Nisd

Response to Commentor No. 252

From: Jan Nissl[SMTP:JNISSL@HEALTHWISE.ORG]

Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 9:48:23 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: 'larry(u)craig(a)craig.senate.gov'; 'ask.helen(a)mail.house.gov';
'mike.simpson(a)mail.house.goVv'; 'governor(a)governor.state.id.us'
Subject: Ms. Colette Brown

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please do not allow plutonium reprocessing to start again at
INEEL. Itis a hazardousmaterial and and the means of generating
it has been proven to be faulty, resulting in massiveclean_ups at
Hanford and Savannah River.

No one wants this level of isotope production, especially those
of us in Idaho _ we'retrying to get INEEL cleaned_up!

It is also not acceptable that this is being pushed through
without a longer publiccomment period _ please extend the
deadline by at least another 4 weeks.

The site that is proposed is Building 666 _ how ironic that
number is thought of as being asatanic expression _ take the hint _
don't continue with this proposal. Besides that, the building
has already been classified as highly contaminated _ how do you
make it fit for people to workthere?

| doubt NASA really needs this isotope _ the government has
done little to prove to thepeople that these dangerous hazards in
any form are for the good of mankind. The Bushadministration
shut down reprocessing in 1992 _ This was done to demonstrate
US willingness tostaunch the flow of plutonium and to persuade
other countries not to engage in this threateningtechnology. Let's
keep it that way. | understand the ATR at INEEL is being used to
producemedical and industrial isotopes _ that at least seems
credible _ to switch to something that is sohazardous and NASA
doesn't really need it, is foolish.

Please deny this proposal. Thank you
Jan Nissl
1115 E. State, Boise, Id 83712

252-1

252-2

252-1

252-3

252-4

252-1: DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapons grade

plutonium under any of the alternatives considered under this
programmatic environmental impact statement. The aternativesinclude
processing of target materials used to produce isotopes for medical and
industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space missions, and nuclear materials
research and development. Sections4.3.1.1.13; 4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13;
and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised to clarify the waste management approach
for waste resulting from processing of target materials for plutonium-238
production.

Building CPP-666 isdivided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and

the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF). The FDPF is under
consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide, preparation
of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238 from irradiated
targets. Thisfacility will meet, with further analysis and/or minor
modifications, the criteriato safely conduct these operations.

252-2:  DOE notes the commentor’s request for extension of the public comment

period. The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) "Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act" (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that a minimum of 45 days be
alowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. As stated in the
Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seqg.), the public comment period
began on July 28, 2000 and continued to September 18, 2000. In
preparing the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral
and written comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public
comment period and has responded to these commentsin the Final PEIS.
Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public comments received on the NI
PEIS and DOE responses to those comments. Moreover, late comments
were considered to the extent practicable.

252-3:  Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides

radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions; no viable aternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the
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Commentor No. 252: Jan Nisdl (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 252

252-4:

potential use of radioisotope power systemsfor upcoming space missions,

it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be
exhausted by approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic supply
of plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future NASA space
exploration missionswould bein jeopardy. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixesH, |, and J of Volume 2 in the
may be lost. For over 30 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions. However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium
238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but would be
addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

Unlike plutonium-239, plutonium-238 is not used in nuclear weapons.
The technology that is discussed in the NI PEIS would be used to
chemically separate plutonium-238 and neptunium from irradiated targets
and not from irradiated or spent nuclear fuel, whereas reprocessing
separates weapons grade plutonium-239 from irradiated nuclear fuel. As
discussed in the separate nonproliferation impact assessment report, use
of this technology to produce plutonium-238 from irradiated targets will
not create a nonproliferation threat. DOE is committed to full compliance
with and support of the U.S. policy prohibiting reprocessing.

Asstated in PEIS Section 2.3.1.2 of Volume 1, ATR would continueto
meet its medical and industrial radioisotope production mission for the no
action and most other alternatives considered where ATR is not used for
the production of plutonium-238. If ATR were to be used as a production
facility for plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under Alternative 2), it
would support medical and industrial radioisotope production to the extent
possible. DOE would try to minimizetheimpact of the new missionon
current medical and industrial radioisotope production. Specific future
NASA space missionswhich will require significant quantities of
plutonium-238 areidentifiedin EIS Section 1.2.2. Thecommentor's
opposition to the production of plutonium-238 for NASA isnoted.
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Commentor No. 253: Parke G. Burgess, Jr.

Response to Commentor No. 253

From: Parke Burgess
[SMTP:PARKE@NORTHWESTWATCH.ORG]

Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 10:50:46 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: 'j.burgess(a)esw.org'

Subject: Do Not Restart the FFTF Reactor at Hanford

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| am writing to urgently oppose the restart of the FFTF reactor at
Hanford.

| believe that the materials produced, the manner of their
production, and the waste suchproduction entails are too
dangerous to undertake. DOE has a long_standing obligation to
cleanup Hanford, at which task DOE is woefully behind schedule.
Creating more hazards at Hanford,on our roadways, railways and
sea lanes is utterly unacceptable.

When are we going to learn that we cannot control these highly
toxic substances; that accidentsdo happen; that we do not have
sufficient understanding to take care of wastes that will be lethal
for thousands of years to come?

By the way, your safety assurances in the PEIS are laughably
optimistic: do you take us for fools?

Parke G. Burgess Jr
5316 2nd Ave NW
Seattle, WA 98107

(206) 297_0391
pjburgess@aya.yale.edu

2531

253-2

253-3

253-2

253-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

253-2: Thecommentson the production of materials, and on the saf ety of

operations considered under Alternative 1, have been noted. The types
of materialsproduced under Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, aregivenin
Section 1.2 of Volume 1, Purpose and Need for Agency Actions, of the

NI PEIS. All of the materials (mainly radioactive isotopes) have been
safely managed by DOE in the past. The manner of their production,
including target production, processing and irradiation is described briefly
in Section 2.3 of Volume 1, Description of Facilitiesand in more detail

in Appendixes A through D. The impacts associated with each of these
production activities are presented in Section 4.3. The presentations
include the numbers of human health effects to Hanford workers and the
general publicinthe Hanford area, and an assessment of the management
of radioactive and hazardous wastes generated during facility operations.
The analytical methodology (described in Appendix G through L) is
conservative by nature; the actual impacts during normal operations and
the risks associated with postulated accidents would be expected to be less
than calculated. All impacts are shown to be small.

253-3; DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup

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

Chapter 4 of the PEIS, Environmental Conseguences, evaluates the risk
from transportation activities associated with each alternative.
Transportation risks were determined to be very low.
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Commentor No. 254: Ruthann Saphier

Response to Commentor No. 254

From: Ruthann Saphier
[SMTP:RSAPHIER@SUNVALLEY.NET]
Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 12:31:25 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: No Reprocessing at INEEL PLEASE!!!
Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

| am a resident of Sun Valley in the great state of Idaho. | am
terrified by the news of reprocessing at INEEL. Not only is
INEEL over our Snake River Aquifer is also located over a
seismic fault line. The question might be WHY with the
educated group at DOE does INEEL still exist in its present
location. Any more activity there is simply unacceptable and
hazardous to our health!

Reprocessing is not acceptable and should not be considered
at INEEL or any other facility .

Building 666 is a decrepit and highly contaminated building
and should be decommissioned in a manner that is protective
of human health and the environment .

Plutonium_238 production is unnecessary and its use too risky .

Using ATR at INEEL would interfere with its current mission
of producing medical and industrial isotopes.

254-2

254-1.

254-2:

The commentor's position concerning additional activitiesat INEEL is
noted. Reprocessing spent nuclear fuel is prohibited by DOE policy, and
reprocessing would not occur under any of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1. Under Alternatives 1
through 4, the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility at INEEL isa
candidate facility for processing irradiated neptunium-237 targets to
harvest plutonium-238 for use in NASA's deep space missions.
Postirradiation processing is described in Section 2.2.2.3.

The Snake River Plain aquifer and the DOE's use of the aquifer are
described in Section 3.3.4.2.1 of the NI PEIS. An analysis of water
resource impacts that would result from selection of the Fluorinel
Dissolution Process Facility as afabrication/processing facility for
production of plutonium-238 is given in Section 4.3.2.1.4 of the NI PEIS.
An annua increase of 23,000 liters of process wastewater would result
from plutonium-238 target processing. Under normal operations, no
radioactiveliquid effluent dischargeswould occur. Selection of the
Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility as afabrication/processing facility
would have no significant effect on the Snake River Plain aquifer. As
discussed in Section 4.4.1.1.4, selection of the Advanced Test Reactor
for irradiation of plutonium-238 targets would not measurably alter
groundwater use or effluent discharge from the reactor.

Capable fault segments of the Lost River Fault and the Lemhi Fault are
thought to terminate near the site boundary of INEEL (see Section 3.3.5
of the NI PEIS). However, INEEL is not located over aseismic fault
line. Analysesshown in Sections4.2.3.2.5,4.3.2.1.5,4.4.1.1.5, 4.4.2.1.5,
45.2.2.5, and 4.6.2.2.5 of the NI PEIS show that earthquakes pose no
significant risk to Building CPP-651, the Fluorinegl Dissolution Processing
Facility, or the Advanced Test Reactor.

DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapons grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered under this
programmatic environmental impact statement. The aternativesinclude
processing of target materials used to produce isotopes for medical and
industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space missions, and nuclear materials
research and development. Sections4.3.1.1.13; 4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13;
and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised to clarify the waste management approach
for waste resulting from processing of target materials for plutonium-238
production.

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd



8ce-¢

Commentor No. 254: Ruthann Saphier (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 254

Please extend the comment deadline 30 days. This is too
critical an issue to rush through.

Could you accomplish the activities at the Fast Flux Test
Facility at Hanford? We folks in Idaho do not want to end
up with this program.

Sincerely yours,
Ruthann Saphier
Concerned citizen from the beautiful state of Idaho

254-5

254-6

254-3:

254-4.

Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF). The FDPF is under
consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide, preparation
of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238 from irradiated
targets. Thisfacility will meet, with further analysis and/or minor
modifications, the criteriato safely conduct these operations.

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for usein
future NASA space exploration missions. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixesH, |, and J of Volume 2 in the
Final NI PEIS. For over 30 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions. However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium
238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but would be
addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

Asstated in EIS Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.2, ATR would continue to meet
itsmedical and industrial radioisotope production mission for the no action
and most other alternatives considered where ATR is not used for the
production of plutonium-238. If ATR were to be used as a production
facility for plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under Alternative
2), it would support medical and industrial radioisotope production to the
extent possible. DOE would try to minimize the impact of the new
mission on current medical and industrial radioisotope production.

DOE notes the commentor’s request for extension of the public comment
period. The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) "Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act" (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that a minimum of 45 days be
alowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. As stated in the
Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public comment period
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Commentor No. 254: Ruthann Saphier (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 254

began on July 28, 2000 and continued to September 18, 2000. In preparing
the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral and written
commentsreceived on the Draft PEIS during the public comment period and
has responded to these commentsin the Final PEIS. Volume 3 of the

NI PEIS contains public commentsreceived on the NI PEIS and DOE
responses to those comments. Moreover, late comments were considered
tothe extent practicable.

254-6: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
oppositiontousing any facilitiesin Idaho for the DOE missionscoveredin
the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 255: Charles E. Weems

Response to Commentor No. 255

From: Charles/Sally Weems[SMTP:FLOATING@SEANET.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 1:21:53 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Ms. Colette Brown:

| wish these comments to be placed in the record as | was
unable to give them at either the forum or to a Court reporter
during the hearings in Seattle on August 30th.

| was disappointed in the hearings for the following reasons.
(1)Your PEIS had failed to make available to us answers to
several key questions that should have been addressed prior to
the meetings. A partial completion of this job with a mailing on
the Friday before a Wednesday meeting only increases the
public's perception that the DOE is trying to withhold information
and obfuscate the issues. (2) My disappointment with the entire
tone of the meeting cannot be laid at your feet, but | greatly fault
the confrontational style of the letter read into the record from our
Senator Gorton and | will let him know of this. This tone was
continued by many speakers, however, and restricted any
meaningful debate. (3) The packing of the audience by members
of the Hanford employees makes it important that in the future
the speakers should state their affiliations or at least their name
and home address. How it occurred that the majority of them
got chosen to read their prepared statements suggests a large
number of tickets were picked up by that group and the holding
of more than one number led to their preponderance in those
allowed to speak.

255-1

255-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding thetiming of the
issuance of the Cost Report and the tone and format of the Seattle public
hearing. DOE iscommitted to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with NEPA,
and to providing ample opportunity for public comment on those actions.
The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulationsto be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
aternatives presented inthe NI PEIS. Pursuant to CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents availableto the public before adecisionismade. DOE mailed
this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000. The
report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site
http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has also
provided asummary of the Cost Report in Appendix PintheFinal NI PEIS.

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 Availahility (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, exchangeinformation, 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 commentswithout the need to
await selection at the main proceeding. The hearing format used promoted
open and equal representation by all individualsand groups.

255-2:  DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
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Commentor No. 255: Charles E. Weems (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 255

| was glad to hear in your prepared address some explanation

of alternatives. Your PEIS and your talk did not display any real
sign of impartiality however. These alternatives need to be
thoughtfully considered before a decision is made. Despite the
emotional rhetoric and obvious confusion about research versus
commercial production of medical isotopes, this reason for the
FFTF is neither needed nor will be cost effective. Several groups
including the American Institute of Medicine and your own group
do not feel that it will be effective or needed. The DOE loses
credibility in using this very emotional item to push their goals.
Research of medical isotopes is by your own admission not the
goal. It is for many of the known and stated reasons also
unfeasible at that facility or could be done equally well elsewhere.
| admire the pride in their role that the Hanford contingent takes
but it does not detract from a reasoned analysis of the FFTF need.

An equally troublesome aspect is the commercial production
proposed, this is not the role of government and should not be
used as an excuse to restart. The cure of cancer is not with
isotopes, any more than it is with current conventional therapy.
In sum the medical isotope use of FFTF is unneeded...
Plutonium_238 has been discussed so far in a curious way.
Statements have been made that it probably won't come through
Puget Sound but continue to come into Charlestown South
Carolina. So to get to Hanford it would cross the entire US.
This does not compute. Is there an alternative source for this
item for NASA? By both your admission and their statement
there is. | would further add that to state that Plutonium_238
because it is not used for bombs is therefore "safe" is neither
true an excuse to restart FFTF. Nuclear Energy research

as an alternative to the current "dirty" carbon dioxide emitting
sources is another reason stated for reopening the FFTF. With
all the solid information currently in on the cost effectiveness of
nuclear plants, the current and projected needs, and the other
technologies emerging this reason is clearly used to fill a
projected hope rather than a real need.

255-2

255-3

255-2

next 20 yearswould range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.

These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice

regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
hastracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings. Section 1.2.1
of Volume 1 wasrevised toincorporatethisinformation and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

DOE'sproduction and sal e of radioisotopesfall into two categories
"commercial" and "research" and both types of isotope production are
considered under the proposed actions. Commercial radioisotopes are
those that are produced in large, bulk quantities and sold to
pharmaceutical companies or distributors, or to equipment or sealed
source manufacturers. Examples of commercial radioisotopes produced
by DOE include strontium-82 and germanium-68 for medical applications,
and iridium-192 and californium-252 for industrial applications. DOE only
produces commercial isotopes when thereisno U.S. private sector
capability or when foreign sources do not have the capacity to meet U.S.
needs reliably. In contrast, research radioisotopes are typically produced
and sold in small quantities in response to specialty orders from
researchers preparing experimentsin thefield of medicine, with small
quantities of these radioisotopes also purchased by industrial researchers.
Because small-quantity production of research isotopesis not financially
attractive to private-sector producers and is generally not undertaken,
DOE attempts to provide all research radioisotopes that are requested,
subject to production capability, inventory, and financial constraints. As
successful application of a specific research isotope is established, the
production and sales of that radioisotope may shift from research to
commercia status. In recent years, over 95 percent of DOE's sales of
radi oisotopes by dollar volume were commercia and 5 percent have been
for research.

The conclusions presented in the NERA C Subcommitteefor | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
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Commentor No. 255: Charles E. Weems (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 255

Much has been said about low risk. We have been told that
transportation is without risk, storage of waste (even without a
known final destination) is without risk, we are given levels of
radioactive elements above that found naturally occurring that
are said to be without risk. A risk must be evaluated in relation
to its statistical likelihood but also in relation to its severity. The
risks of continuing with an unnecessary FFTF are catastrophic,
the calculated risk ratios do not justify it. The only reasonable
decision should be the alternative of using only existing facilities
and permanently deactivating FFTF.

Charles E. Weems, M.D.

933 No.Northlake Way #9
Seattle, WA 98103 8874

floating@seanet.com

255-4

255-5

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

Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioi sotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions; no viable aternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will
be exhausted by approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic
supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future NASA space
exploration missions may be lost. Potential health and safety impacts
associated with the proposed production of plutonium-238 are relatively
low and are discussed in detail in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Appendixes
H, I, and Jof Volume 2intheFina NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 255: Charles E. Weems (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 255

255-3:

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

In January 1997, President Clinton tasked his Committee of Advisorson
Science and Technology (PCAST) to evaluate the current national

energy research and development portfolio and to provide a strategy that
ensures the United States has a program to address the Nation's energy
and environmental needsfor the next century. InitsNovember 1997
report responding to this request, the PCAST Energy Research and
Development Panel determined that restoring aviable nuclear energy
option to help meet our future energy needs is important and that a
properly focused research and devel opment effort to address the potential
long-term barriersto expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste,
proliferation, safety, and economics) was appropriate. The PCAST panel
further recommended that DOE reinvigorate its nuclear energy research
and devel opment activitiesto addressthese potential barriers. Section 1.2.3
providesinformation on the nuclear energy research and devel opment
mission.

Alternative 1 does postul ate that DOE might decide at some point to

import mixed oxidefuel from Europetofuel FFTF. Atthistime, however,
DOE has not proposed to import thisfuel through any specific port. If
DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it would perform a
separate NEPA analysisto select aport. This review would address all
relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water transportation,
shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, aswell as
safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300 mixed
oxide fuel through avariety of specific candidate ports on the east and
west coasts. It would consider all public comments, including local

resol utions, concerning thedesirability of bringing mixed oxidefuel into
the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhanceits nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
aternative. Any transportation activitiesthat would be conducted by

DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
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Commentor No. 255: Charles E. Weems (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 255

255-4:

255-5:

Department of Transportation regulations. Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to arepresentative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportation to Hanford. Also in that section, a bounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risksto the
surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipmentswould besmall (e.g.,
lessthan 1 chancein atrillion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment
from severe accidents at docks and in channels and less than 1 chancein
50 hillion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from overland highway
accidents).

The environmental impacts associated with restart and operation of the
FFTF are presented in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS. The impactsinclude
human health risks to workers and the general public associated with
operation of the FFTF, with the management of waste, and with the
transportation of reactor fuel, targets, and irradiated products to and from
Hanford. Details of the accident assessments are presented in Appendix
I. Itisnot claimed in the NI PEIS that the activities associated with the
FFTF restart aternative are without risks. However, it is shown that they
aresmall.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 2, Use Only Existing
Operational Facilities, which includes permanently deactivating FFTF.
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Commentor No. 256: Nancy Dolan

Response to Commentor No. 256

From: Nancy Dolan[SMTP:DOLANN@LYCOS.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 10:36:13 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

There is NO reason to restart this. The current waste isn't
being dealt with, so why accumulate more? There is no
shortage of medical isotopes, and putting nuclear powered
anything in space is dangerous and could lead to
militarization of space. Is that what we want?

Nancy Dolan
19319 89th Ave. N.E.
Bothell, WA 98011

256-1
256-2

256-3

256-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

256-2: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste generation. The

restart of FFTF would not impact the schedule or available funding for
the cleanup missions at Hanford. The NI PEIS addressed the
environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the
waste generated by the proposed actions for al alternatives and
aternative options. Waste minimization programs at each of the
proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be implemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The waste
generated from any of the proposed alternativesin the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.

256-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical

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

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

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
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Commentor No. 256: Nancy Dolan (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 256

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

Potential environmental, health, and safety impacts associated with the
proposed action are relatively low, and are discussed in detail in Chapter 4
of Volume 1 and associated appendixesin Volume 2 of the Final NI PEIS.
Potential health and safety impacts associated with future launches of
spacecraft utilizing plutonium-238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS
analysis, but would be addressed in the specific NEPA documentation
prepared by NASA in support of such missions.
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Commentor No. 257: John E. Cozad

Response to Commentor No. 257

From: John_E_Cozad@rl.gov%internet
[SMTP:JOHN_E_COZAD@RL.GOV]

Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2000 1:39:18 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: restart fftf for medical isotopes

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Colette E. Brown

I think it would be great thing to restart the FFTF for medical
use and for PU 238. my father had bladder cancer 3 years
ago, went throught a couple of surgerys and took almost 2
years for him to recover from all of that he is 77 years old
now. If the FFTF had been making Isotopes back then

it would not have been as hard on him, lot less recovery time
and maybe even cost less. Lets get it restarted to help man
kind.

Thanks

John E. Cozad

257-1

257-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 258: Irene Svete, Charles Terrill,

Garry Boyden

Response to Commentor No. 258

From: ISvet@aol.com%internet{SMTP:ISVET@AOL.COM]
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 2:49:36 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF comments

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Ms. Brown:

We are writing to oppose attempts to restart the Fast Flux
Test Facility at the Hanford Nuclear reservation. This absurd
and costly idea flies in the face of logic.

Over the past several years, it has become obvious that
neither DOE nor its Hanford contractors have found a
satisfactory way to deal with the toxic waste already on the
site. Yet DOE has simply ignored the additional waste this
proposal will create at what is already considered the most
contaminated nuclear site in the Western hemisphere.

There is already a glut of isotopes available for medical
treatment. Rather than restart the FFTF, we strongly support
the option of permanently shutting down the reactor, despite
the $281million cost. This is the responsible, sane option and
we hope you will take it.

Sincerely,

Irene Svete
Charles Terrill
Garry Boyden
11107 SE 204th St.
Kent, WA 98031

258-1

258-2

258-3

258-1:

258-2:

Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF) isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1

(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructureisanalyzed in thisPEIS

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

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

Although other private manufacturers produce medical isotopes, DOE
remains the key provider for alarge number of isotopesthat are used in
relatively small quantities by individual researchers at universitiesand
hospitals. Becausetheir applicationisinitially experimenta, these
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Commentor No. 258: |rene Svete, Charles Terrill,
Garry Boyden (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 258

isotopesare not generally purchased in large-enough quantitiesto make
their production financially attractive to private industry. The United
States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its medical
isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada. Section 1.2.1 of
Volume 1 has been revised to clarify DOE's role and other producers
capabilitiesto fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

258-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 259: Pennie Stasik O’ Grady

Response to Commentor No. 259

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

» antending public meatings 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 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.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optional): Fepaie Stk £/ f"?{ﬁ-i‘{‘b/
O i .3n:

d [P 4 A
Home/Orpanization Address (circle one): &/\%ﬁ JALAT LA Rt 7{3"‘3 3\.";

ke

Ciy: AT

Sbal.e:iiL Zip CME:M

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

h:-. fre omnefion gonlogt Golete £ Browm, NE-50

US. Depcriment of Energy = 290, Gaman + Germontown, M 20874
Tol-free I'llapnme 1-877- 562 L’_WS Toll-freg Fox: 1-BY7-542.4692

E-mail: Nucizarinfrastuchure-PEIS®ho. doe.gov

121060

259-1

259-2

259-1: Thedisplaysdeveloped for the public meeting were not intended to
convey a preference for any alternative. The displays were developed to
address the information contained in the Draft PEIS.

259-2: DOE notes the commentor's concerns. However, the many factors

contributing to current U.S. cancer levels and energy demands are not
within the scope of the NI PEIS. Rather, the NI PEIS evaluates arange
of reasonable alternativesfor maintaining and enhancing DOE'sexisting
nuclear facility infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs:

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

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

3) tosupport civilian nuclear research and development 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
has been revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

Potential environmental, health, and saf ety impacts associated with the
proposed action are relatively low, and are discussed in detail in Chapter 4
of Volume 1 and associated appendixesin Volume 2 of the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 260: Ralph Nielsen

Response to Commentor No. 260

Ralph Nielsen
4182 Ironton Drive
West Richland, Washinglon 99353

1 would like to thank the Department of Encrgy for preparing the PEIS and censidering restart of
FFTF te produce medical {sotepes, plutonium-238 and for nuclear research and development. T
helieve these missions are important to this nation. Production of medical isotopes is costly and
needs government support so that a stable and varied supply of specialized isotopes is available
to the medical and research community. I believe that only a facility Like FEFTF can create (hese

special isotopes.

FFTF can be operated salely with very minimal impacts to the énvironment. The facility
provides the greatest flexibility and capability of any of the alternatives that were evaluated in the

PEIS. [believe that it should be selected as the preferred alternative.

260-1

260-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 261: Jim Montano

Response to Commentor No. 261

PEIS COMMENTS

T would like to go on record in support of the FETF option in the PELS based on the
demonstrated mission capability of the FFTF. T do have a major concern that some people will
oppose FFTF just because it is part of the Hanford Site and/or that it is a nuclear facility. Itisin
the best interest of Washington, the Northwest and the country to examine the factual data
available and to not be mislead by inaccurate information and fear of the unknown or unfamiliar.

As citizens and taxpayers it should be in all our interests that cur nations assets and resources are
utilized to the best extent possible. FFTF is a known commodity, not a new risk operation or
process. It has previously demonstrated 10 years of outstanding capabilities and safe operation.
Tt is not a single use facility and can be effectively utilized for materials 1esting, energy research,
support of NASA space missions, and most importantly to the general public a wide spectrum of
medical isotope production that can meet quantity and quality needs in this growing field.
Medical isotope production provides a significant opportunity to improve the future health care
for all our citizens.

In ¢closing, I urge all citizens and the DOE to base the PEIS decision on factual data including the
cost effectiveness and versatility of the alternatives. Lets all contribute to keeping the PEIS
process open, factual and avoid unfounded thetoric and statements.

Jim Montano
2519 Allegheny Ct.
Richtand, WA 99352

261-1

261-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 262: The Sierra Club

Response to Commentor No. 262

Testimony Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the
Proposed Re-Start of the Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford

The Sicrra Club
Carale Woods. Cascade Chapter
Aug. 30, 2000

We are deeply dismayed that the Department of Energy is considering re-starting the FETF in the face of a
“slow-motion catastrophe” comprised of extensive contamination of air, land, and water o and around the
Hanford Nuclear Reservation, While sixty-nine huge underground storage tanks are known 10 be leaking
exremely radioactive and toxic materials, all resources should be directed to mitigating this and other
problems at Hanford. To divert any resources toward anything efse at Hanlord is unconscionable.

In 1995 the Department of Energy promised (in the Hanford Clearup Agreement) to shut down the FFTF
and wse die nroney saved Tor higher priority cleanup. Insteaa. USDOL has spent more than 100 million
dotflars of cleanup money to keep the FETE on hot stand-by while searching for a mission to justify re-start,
Arguments for re-start are (udicrous, Specifically:

Plutonium 238 for NASA:
NASA has stated they have no need to purchase Plutonium-238 for the specific space mission
used to justify FFTF restart.

Medical Isotepes:
USDQE's own Subcommitiee for Isotope Research and Production Planning conchded that FFTF
is not a viahle source for medical rescareh radivisotopes. Tven the Washinglon State Medical
Association says there is no need for FFTF as an additional source of medical isotopes.

Finally, the Draft Environmental Impact Statemenrt misleads the public by omitting information that shows
that FFTF restart ts dangerous and unnecessary. Specifically:

Cost:
The costs of restarting the FFTFE are not disclesed

Nuclear Fuel for the FFTF;
The need to ship weapons-grade Plutontum fuel through Puget Sound is hot mentioned,

Nugclear Waste From the FFTF;
The effects and risks of waste production, storage, reprocessing and transportation resulting from
e PFTF re-stari are not disclosed.

Lhere’s an important question of stewardship here, We do not fee) that the Pacific Northwest is ours to
pollute and deplete at will. We believe it is a mrust that we must protect for future generations. We must do
all we can to restore the Hanford region, including the groundwater and Columbia River, to a state of
cieanliness that wil] not threaten ihe people, or wildlife thar will live there for a very, very long time,

[have lost count of how many years I've testified at hearings like this on FFTF re-start. At every one of
those hearings I obscrved that the vast majority of those testifying -- all who did not have financial interests
in Hanford - were clearly and strongly opposed o FFTF re-start. How many times do the majority of
citizens of this region have to tell you that we want cleanup, not more nuclear waste at 1lanford, before you
will act on our mandate?

In summary, the DEIS. for FFTF re-start is incomplete. It omils information that proves that there is no
Justification for FFTF re-start; and that the risks of restart are unacceptable. Moreover, the Department of
Energy made a promise in the Tri-Party Agreement to make cleanup Hanford's primary mission. Re-
starting the FFTF will be a violation of that promise.

262-1

262-2
262-3

262-4

262-5

262-6

262-7

262-8

262-9

262-10
262-11

262-1: DOE wastasked by Congressinthe 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 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.

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 a so be funded by NE, which hasno
funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities. Asstatedin Section N.3,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternativeswould not

divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

DOE notesthe commentor's concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. TheHanford 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 isfully committed to honoring this agreement. The proposed actions
delineated inthe NI PEISwould not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

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

262-2: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

262-3: 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
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Commentor No. 262: The Sierra Club (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 262

262-4:

and Technology Poalicy 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. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systemsfor upcoming space missions, itis
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by
approximately 2005. DOE does not stockpilelarge quantities of Russian
plutonium-238 long in advance of needs dueto budget constraints and the
additional processing required to remove decay productsthat occur following
extended storage of the material.

TheMay 22, 2000, correspondencefrom NASA to DOE identifiesthat
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
238to support deep spacemissions. Rather, SRTG devel opment efforts
were stopped in order to permit reprogramming of fundsto support
development of anew radioisotope power system based on a Stirling
technology generator. Thisnew radioisotope power system, referred to
inthe subject correspondence, requires one-third less plutonium-238 asits
fuel source. However, the Stirling technology isdevel opmental and
NASA hasrequested in a September 22, 2000, |etter to DOE that large
RTGs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised
to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

The major mission of FFTFwould not be the production of plutonium-238.
Rather, al three missionsare of equal importance; no onemissionisgiven
priority intheNI PEIS.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommitteefor | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTFto produce research isotopesin atimely and cost
efficient manner were madein the context of thefacility producing
research isotopes asits sole mission. It would not be cost effectiveto
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
variousresearch isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTFfor the
production of larger quantitiesof both research and commercial i sotopes
would beviableif operatedin concert with producing plutonium-238 and
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Commentor No. 262: The Sierra Club (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 262

262-5:

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 neutronsand
largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of someradioisotopes, but isbest suited for commercial interestswho
might consider itsusefor isotope production.” Inrecognition of these
constraintson itsoperational feasibility, the NI PEISonly evaluatesthe
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions. While some
existing reactors may possessthe potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
itisunlikely that reliable, increased production of theseisotopesto
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missionsof thesefacilities.

DOE hastaken the Expert Panel and NERAC report recommendations
under consideration in developing therange of alternatives evaluated
inthe NI PEIS. These reports were made availableto the public at

the NI PEIS publicinformation centersand on the Internet at http://
www.nuclear.gov.

ThisNI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR
Part 1021), respectively. The environmental impacts of reasonable
aternativesto fulfill the requirements of the missionswere disclosed and
evaluated inthe NI PEIS. DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze,
and discloseall required information, including information on FFTF, to
make adecision on expanding nuclear infrastructure. Further, DOE
evaluated each environmental resource areaiin aconsistent, unbiased
manner acrossall the alternativesto allow afair comparison among the
variousalternatives.

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. Pursuant to CEQ regulations

(40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents availableto the public before adecisionismade. DOE mailed
this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000. The
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Commentor No. 262: The Sierra Club (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 262

262-6:

262-7:

report was made availableimmediately upon release 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 Pinthe Final

NI PEIS.

The commentor’s concern about shipments of plutonium through Puget
Sound isnoted. None of the purposed alternativeswould involvethe
shipment of weapons-grade plutonium to any port in the United States.
Alternative 1 does postul ate that DOE might decide at some point to
import mixed oxidefuel from Europetofuel FFTF. Atthistime, however,
DOE has not proposed to import thisfuel through any specific port. If
DOE ultimately decidesto restart FFTF and to import fuel from Europe,
it would perform a separate NEPA analysisto select aport. Thisreview
would addressall relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water
transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as
well as safeguards and security associated with theimport of SNR-300
mixed oxidefuel through avariety of specific candidate portson the east
and west coasts. It would consider all public comments, including local
resolutions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxidefue into
the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhanceits nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptablerisks under any
aternative. Any transportation activitiesthat would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissionand U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations. Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impactsfrom the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to arepresentative military port, Charleston, South Carolinag, and overland
transportationto Hanford. Alsointhat section, aboundinganalysis
demonstratesthat the maximum potential radiol ogical riskstothe
surrounding public from mixed oxidefuel shipmentswould be extremely
small (e.g., lessthan 1 chancein atrillion for alatent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and lessthan

1 chancein50 billion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from overland
highway accidents).

This NI PEIS addressed wastes produced for each alternative, aswell as
cumulativeimpactsrelated to waste production. In particular,
Section 4.3.1.1.13 of Volume 1 providesinformation on waste that would
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Commentor No. 262: The Sierra Club (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 262

262-8:

262-9:

be associated with the restart of the FFTF. 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 alternativesinthe NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in asafe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliancewith al applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders. In
most cases, wastes will be managed on the site it was generated.
Transportation of waste off siteis covered by other NEPA review
specific to the site of waste generation.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding potential impactsto
groundwater and the ColumbiaRiver. Although beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesare high priority to DOE.
Hanford Site environmenta 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 this agreement.

More specific to the alternatives presented inthe NI PEIS, FFTFis
located approximately 4.5 milesfrom the ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto the groundwater. Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the

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

and 4.6.3.2.4) indicate that there would be no discernibleimpactsto
groundwater or surfacewater quality at Hanford from normal operation of
the existing Hanford facilitiesin support of the stated missions. Also, no
water quality impactswould be expected as aresult of permanent
deactivation of FFTF (Section4.4.1.2.4).

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and
support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from postul ated
accidents are presented in Section 4.3 of the PEIS. All impactsto human
health and ecological resources, e.g., wildlife, weredemonstrated to be
small intheimmediate areaof the Hanford Siteand negligibleat all
distant locations.

ThisNI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seg.) and the related CEQ and DOE
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Commentor No. 262: The Sierra Club (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 262

262-10:

262-11:

implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR
Part 1021), respectively. The environmental impacts of reasonable
aternativesto fulfill the requirements of the missionswere disclosed and
evaluated inthe NI PEIS. Further, DOE evaluated each environmental
resource areain aconsistent, unbiased manner across dl the alternatives
toalow afair comparison among the various alternatives. DOE made
every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose dl required information to
make adecision on expanding nuclear infrastructure. In preparing the
Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered commentsreceived from the
public.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF are
addressed in detail in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS. Theimpactsare
shownto besmall. Theseimpacts specificaly includetherisksto human
health during normal operationsand associated with postul ated accidents.
Over the 35-year operational period no fatalitieswould be expected
among workersor inthegeneral public.

Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activitiesarehigh 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 theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

Ecology, EPA, and DOE agreed to achange in the Tri-Party

Agreement to placethe milestonesfor FFTF's permanent deactivationin
abeyance until the DOE reaches adecision on FFTF sfuture. Public
meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change. The NI PEIS
missionswould not have animpact on Hanford cleanup activities.
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Commentor No. 263: Gary Boehnke

Response to Commentor No. 263

My name is Gary Boehnke and I am speaking today as private citizen who has resided
in eastern Washington for 23 years. In recent years I have watched several close
family members during their fights to survive battles with cancer, Sadly, one was net
successful.

Tt is extremely important that the United States develop and maintain a means of
producing a much greater supply of isotopes for medical research, diagnostic and
therapeutic use, The demand for an increasing amount and wider variety of isotopes
is growing and the U. S. now only produces about 10% of what it needs and must rely
on sources outside the country. The FFTF is the quickest and safest way to begin
producing the high quality isotopes needed by the medical and research communities
while a national long ternm production strategy is finalized and we citizens of
Washington should be proud to be able to play a vital part in serving this growing
need.

263-1

T have worked in commercial industry including shipyards and can assure those with
concerns about waste that by design and proven after 10 years of excellent operation
ratings there is no waste problem at FFTF. Anyone in this reom can go to the sile
right now and observe the fuel used to date safely stored in concrete containers in a
space about the size of a basketball court. My kids and grandkids have used the
Columbia river for recreation for many years and the FFTF is not a cause for concern
to that activity since it’s operation is completely self contained.

263-2

I am proud to support the restart of a facility that can help all of us and also preud to
have it “IN MY BACKYARD”,

Chris  BoEIKE
ia N. (on pl.
KENMELULUC,,LUJ%Q‘IM@DM

263-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

263-2:  See comment response 263-1.
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Commentor No. 264: Bernie Patterson

Response to Commentor No. 264

Good Evening,

My Name is Bernie Patterson and 1 would like to offer this personal testimony on behalf of
restarling the FFTF. Tam a concerned citizen, representing myself.

Tsotopes are an extremely important tool used in the life sciences. 13 million medical procedures
and 100 million lab tests use isotopes every year in the U.S. 80% of all newly approved drugs use
isotopes during research and development. Without question, medical isotopes have a
tremendous role in our health care yet the true benefits of isotopes are just now starting to be
realized.

Until now, most medical isotopes were used in diagnosing injuries and diseases. The main isotope
used in these diagnostic procedures is technetium-99m, which is derived from its parent isotope
malybdenum-99. Large quantities of this isotope are easily produced in small reactors, such as
the ones in Canada that now provide most of our supply. Most other diagnostic isotopes are
produced in accelerators or cyclotrons scattered across the U.S. Recent advances in bio-
technology have opened 8 whole new dimension for the role of isotopes in treating diseases like
arthritis, heart disease, and cancer. Tsotopes can now he effectively attached to antibodies and
other biological targeting tools that are designed to seek out unwanted tissues such as cancer
cells. The isotope can then deliver its close range particles te kill the unwanted cell.

Therapeutic isotopes are fundamentally different than their diagnostic cousins. Therapeutic
isatopes need to deliver large amounts of killing energy over very short distances. For this reason
therapeutic isotopes need to give off alpha or beta particles. These particies come from
radioactive isotopes that are neutron-rich and seek to obtain stability by ridding themselves of
excess neutrons...in the form of alpha and beta particles. These isotopes are generally made in
reactors, not accelerators or cyclotrons, Accelerators and cyclotrons make neutren-poor
isotopes. These isotopes decay by methods that produce photons that can be used by special
cameras to provide a picture of what’s happening in a particular area of the body. Accelerators

and cyclotrons cannot effectively make large quantities of therapeutic isotopes.

264-1

264-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for greater availability of medical
isotopes.

264-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 264. Bernie Patterson (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 264

As stated several years ago in the often- misquoted Institute of Medicine report on isotopes, “if
isatopes become important for cancer therapy, the current number and condition of reactors in
North America will be inadequate”. As of now, isotopes are becoming very important in curing
cancer and other diseases. The main problem is that there are not enough isotope production
reactors in the 1J.S. to meet even the demand for clinical trials of certain isotopes much bess be
able to meet the demand when these trials are finished and the therapy gets approved by the FDA.

As shown in report after report, the DOE infrastructure is not capable of providing the variety and
quantity of isotopes that will be required by the medical and research communities, and the
millions of patients over the next several decades. Indeed, enhancing this infrastructure is the

purpose of the PEIS and of these public hearings.

The FFTF is the only reactor in North America that has the volume, high flux, and everall
capabilities to make a significant contribution towards meeting this nations' need for isotopes,
while also meeting the ather mission needs in the PEIS. It is a unique asset to the Pacific
Northwest, and to the United $tates. When first built and operated it was labeled as the finest test
reacior it the world yet many felt that the FFTF was ahead of its time. Well, its time has come
and the FFTF is ready to meet the challenges of producing the next generation of therapeutic
isotopes. Isotopes that will dramatically alter the course of our war on cancer, providing

superior, low-cost care to millions of suffering patiemts.

264-1
(Cont’d)

264-2
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Commentor No. 265: Sam Volpentest Response to Commentor No. 265
TRIDEC

m: . TRI-CITY INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

B0 N. Coloradn, Kennewick, WA 55226-7685 USA 1-800-TRI-CITY  509-725-1000  509-735-6609 fax tridecfitndec.org www iridec.org

September 13, 2000

Colette E. Brown, NI-30
LS. Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874

DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL $TATEMENT
FOR
ACCOMPLISHING EXPANDED CIVILIAN NUCLEAR
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AND
ISOTOPE PRODUCTION MISSIONS IN TIIE UNITED STATES
INCLUDING THE ROLE OF THE FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY (NI PEIS)

Dear Ms. Brown:

Transmitted herewith, {s a copy of the statement made by William Martin, President of the Iri-
City Industrial Development Council, at the NI-PELS hearing in Richland, Washington on
August 31. As indicated in our statement, TRIDEC and the regional business community
strongly supports the restart of the FFTF 1o meet the national programmatic needs described in
the draft EIS. We are submitting this statement for inclusion in the record of the E1S hearings.

Subsequent 1o the preparation of this statement, we have received and reviewed the supporting
Alternative Cost Analyses and the Non Proliferation [mpact Assessment reports. We support the
conclusion in these reports that the FE'TF provides the lowest cost altemative for meeting the
mission necds, and resturt of the FFTF does not raise any significant non-proliferation concemns.

We alse wish to thank you for the conduct of the EIS hearings. The hearings were carried oul in
a conirolled, fuir and balanced manncr. All of the competing and canflicting interests
represented at the hearings were previded with balanced opportunities to present their views on
this subject, which is of significant interest in this region. The patience and conduct of you and
your stalf during the hearing process is commendable,

We appreciate the opporlunity to present our views on the FFTF,
Very truly your;.

e Unlpontich
ra

Sam Volpentest
Executive Vice President
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Commentor No. 265: Sam Volpentest (Cont’d)
TRIDEC

Response to Commentor No. 265

/m'DEC 301y INDUSTRAL DEVELOPENT COUNCI

901 N. Coterado, Kennewick, Wa 99336 7685 USA 1-800-TRLCITY  508-735-1000 508735660 fax tridec@tridec.org www tridec ory

NUCLEAR INFRASTRUCTURE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
EXPANDED CiVILIAN NUCLEAR ENERGY RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT
DOE/EIS-03100

August 31, 2000

Thank you for the opportunity 1o provide comments regarding this Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. My name is Sam Volpentest and 1 am the Executive Vice President of TRIDEC. The
Tri-City Industrial Development Council is & non-profil organization, whose objective is the
economic develepment and health of the Tri-City area, which encompasses the Hanford site, Our
membership is composed of over 500 businesses, organizations, labor, and governmental entities
interested in the welfare of the Tri-Cities.

TRIDEC strongly supperts the objectives of the Department”s Nuclear Energy Program and
specifically endorses the implementation of the various missions identified and evaluated in the
Draft EIS. We also strongly support and urge the identification of the Fast Flux Test Facility as the
preferred option for accomplishing these missiens.

The Draft EIS evaluation of these alternatives clearly shows the capability and superiority of the 265-1
FFTF over the other alternatives considered. The FFTF is the most modern reactor available in the i
DOT complex, was designed and constructed to meet both Department of Energy and Nuclear
Regulatory Commission requirements and operated flawlessly for over ten years with no significant
safety incidents or issues. With its large votume core, it has the capability to carry out a number of
production or research and develepment missions simultaneously. The proposed low power
operation of the reactor provides added safety margins above the already high standard safety
requirements established for this reactor.

The FFTF was never intended for or utilized in nuclear weapons production missions and none are
proposed or considered in the current Draft EIS evaluation.

The FFTY has the demonstrated capability to produce a number of mediczl isotopes which are either
unavailabie er in limited supply. There is a significani national need for the praduction of these
isotopes, many of which cannot be effectively produced in an accclerator. An accelerator of the
size and energy level, which would be required for this mission, does not exist and the construction
of such a speculative untried machine in the future is highly questionable.

265-2

The startup and operation of the FFTF for the missions evaluated in this EIS will not interfere with
or detract from the Hanford cleanup mission, The funding for FFTF programs is provided through 265-3
Nuclear Energy program appropriated funds, which by law are separately appropriated and

segregated from the Environmental Management program. Conversely, if the decisipn were to be

265-1: The commentor’s support for implementation of Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, isnoted. The Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based
on anumber of factorsincluding environmental impacts, costs,
nonproliferation issues, schedules, technical assurance, policy, and
program objectives.

The commentor’s position concerning FFTF capabilitiesis noted.
Descriptions of the capabilities of candidate irradiation facilitiesare
discussed in Section 2.3.1 of Volume 1.

The commentor’s positions on socioeconomic impacts and the supply of
medical isotopes that would result from implementation of Alternative 1
are noted. Socioeconomic impacts that would result from implementation
of Alternative 1 are discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1. Section 2.7.3

of Volume 1 contains a discussion of the mission effectiveness of the
alternatives.

265-2:  Asdiscussed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1, the nuclear infrastructure
missions are unrelated to the national defense or weapons production.

The commentor’s support of FFTF for radioisotope production is noted.
As stated in Section 2.3.1.1 of Volume 1, during its operation, FFTF
successfully produced avariety of medical isotopes. Section 2.5 of
Volume 1 describes alternatives, including the construction of one or
more accel erators, for accomplishing the nuclear infrastructure missions.
Section 2.7.3 contains a discussion of the mission effectiveness of the
Alternatives. Accelerators are not speculative or untried. DOE and the
U.S. have considerable experiencein designing, building, and operating
accelerators similar to the accelerators that would be constructed and
operated under Alternative 3.

265-3: The commentor is correct on the separation of NI PEIS mission and
Hanford cleanup funding sources and a possible impact of deactivation of
FFTF on existing cleanup activities. FFTF restart and operation would

not impact the schedul e or available funding for existing cleanup activities.

265-4: DOE notesthecommentor’sviewsthat Alternative 1 optionsinvolving
the restart of FFTF are preferred on the basis of associated
environmental and socioeconomicimpacts. No decisions have been
made with regard to the facilities and locations evaluated to fulfill the
requirements of the stated missions, which include the production of
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Commentor No. 265: Sam Volpentest (Cont’ d)
TRIDEC

Response to Commentor No. 265

made to shutdewn the FFTF and decommission it, then responsibility for the facility would be
transferred to the Environmental Management program. This would have a major negative impact
on the limited cleanup program funding which is available.

The opponents of the FFTF have made a number of allegations regarding safety and waste
managerent issues related to the operation of the FFTF, These allegations are not factually correer
and are being responded to by other commenters who support the FFTF. Wz will not repeat these
issues in this statement but arc enclosing two attachments for record purposes, which provide issue
papers on these topics and respond to recent public statements by the opponents.

We wish 10 call your attention to the agreement reached between DOE and the Srate of Oregon and
Washington for the preparation of a * Waste Managemenl and Minimization Plan” to cnsure that
FE'TF waste issues do not negatively impact the ITanford Site cleanup programs.

We believe that the FFTF has been clearly identified in the EIS studies to be the preferred options
for meeting the identified program missions without any sigrificant negative social, environmental,
or economic impacts, Operation of the FFTF will provide significant positive economic and social
impacts not only to the Pacific Northwest, but also to the nation. The supply of currently
unavailable or limited medical isotopes for general use is of particular significance.

Local area business, laber and governmenial leaders strongly support the restart and operation of the
FFTF. During the review of the draft LIS, we expect that these interests as well as our
Congressional Delegation will submit sirong statements of support for resiart of the BIS. We cxpect
that regional and nationa!l environmental interests will also continue to express their opposition to
operation of the reactor. However, these are not the views of the local community and reflect =
“knee jerk” reaction to any new programs al Hanford and in particular to any consideration of
restarting the Fast Flux Test Facility. We have reviewed recent letters and press releases, which
have been released by these interests regarding the FE'TF. Many of the allegations contained in
these papers are factually incorrect ot scare statements and do not apply to the current program
proposals.

We have submitted to the Department as an attachment to previous testimony a compilation of
position statements and letters from our Congressional Delegation, the State of Washington, and
other regional interests supporting the FFTF. Please consider this previous submission for inclusion
in the record of this hearing. We expect that this same level of support will continue to be available
in support of the FF1TF for the currently praposed missions.

We request that the assets of the FFTF receive an objective, balanced), and realistic evaluation of the
alternatives during the preparation of the Record of Decision on this Environmental Impact
Statement.

Thank you for the oppertunity to present our views on this subject.

I‘ 265-3
(Cont’d)

265-3

|| 265-4

265-1

265-5

265-5:

medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238for

NASA space missions, and nuclear research and development. In
accordance with Council on Environmental Quality regulations

(40 CFR 1502.14(€e)), DOE hasidentified its preferred alternativein
Section 2.8 of the Final NI PEIS. The Record of Decision for the PEIS will
be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental impacts, costs,
publicinput, nonproliferation issues, schedules, technical assurance, palicy,
and program objectives.

DOE notesthe commentor’sviews and contention that local interests
support Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. In preparing thisNI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered all scoping commentsreceived from the public, and
all comments received during the scoping periods are part of the
Administrative Record for this NI PEIS. The Record of Decision for the
PEISwill be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental
impacts, costs, public input, nonproliferation issues, schedules, technical
assurance, policy, and program objectives.
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Commentor No. 266: Sol Guttenberg

Response to Commentor No. 266

Good evening, My name is Sol Guttenberg and I am representing myself. I recently weat to the
Heart of America Northwest homepage to see what information they were making available 1o the
public about FFTF. One article that really caught my eye is called “Nuclear Safety at FFTF and
Hanford: Unsafe, Unrcgulated. No Public Right to Review™. T was amazed at the inaccuracy and
misleading nature of the articles that I found there. It is truly vnfortunate that distortions and
[abrications are being circulated to create unsupported fear and distrust in people that live in the
Northwest. Public opimr;n plays an important role in the Department of Energy’s decision
making process. Each of us here tonight will be affected hy these upcoming decisions, especially
those related to medical isotope production. | would like 1o set the record straight on some of the
inaccuracies in this article. It would take most of the evening to address sach false statement, so 1

will limit my response to a few examples.

One HOA topic area states “(Government planning documents reveal that if FFTF were to resume
production, the risk of a large radiation release accident serious enough to require crop seizure
and mass evacuation is as high as 30%.7 The accident referred to is associated with the drop ofa
cask containing trilium targets. It is also interesting to note that the probability of this particular
accident is incredible which means that it has less than | in a million chance of oceurring, not the
claimed 30 percent. Mot only was this quete taken out of context, it docsn’t cven relate to the
missions being discussed here tonight! FFTT will not be making tritium il restarted. HOA
apparently likes to use (his misrepresentation over and over again to frighten the public.

Another misinformed HOA topic area states * FFTT will require Highly Enriched Uranium or
Plutenium fiel, which was the Lype of fuel being fabricated at Tokaimura, Japan. .. In light of the
recenl accident in Japan, many are concerned that a similar accident could happen here ™
Operation of FFTF does not involve the fabrication of any nuclear fuel at Flanford so how can
there be a risk to the region? If additional tuel for FFTF is eventually required, it is expected that
it would be fabricated at an existing commereial facility. The U.S. nuclear fuel fabrication
facilities have an exemplary safety record, including the fabrication of highly enriched fuel for the
U.5. Navy. Existing DOE reactors and many international test reactors safely use highly cnriched
uranium fuel.

Lastly, HOA staies “Nor does USDOE plan Lo disclose that Plutonium and target processing wiil
add more liquid High-level Nuclear Wastes to Hanford's leaking and explosive High-Level
Nuclear Waste tanks,” This is an example of using scare tactics to reach an unsupperted
conclusion. As stated in the PEIS, FFTF has never generated high level waste, nor will any high

266-1

266-1:

266-2:

DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations. DOE is committed
to providing the public with comprehensive environmental reviews of its
proposed actions in accordance with NEPA, and to providing ample
opportunity for public comment on those actions.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 266: Sol Guttenberg (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 266

level radicactive waste be generated by any of the proposed missions. Since no waste of this type
will be penerated, the truth is that not a single drop of waste will be added to Hanford’s high-level
waste tanks. Well, there goes HOA again. They continuc to usc this outright falsification to suit

thelr needs.

[ would challenge each of you tonight to keep an open mind, carefully evaluate where vou are
obtaining your information on these important issucs, and formulate your own opirions based on
truth and facts. The very vocal antinuclear activists in this area are not large in number, but they
are quite skilled at taking information and data out of context and twisting it to meet their own
agenda. [t is ¢lear to me that these proups do not represent the good of the public at large. [
believe that FETF is the best alternative evaluated in the PEIS. [t provides the greatest capability

and flexibility to meet the proposed mission needs.

266-1
(Cont’d)

|| 266-2
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Commentor No. 267: Pat Schweiger

Response to Commentor No. 267

Muclear Research and Development

Hello. My name is Pat Schweiger. 1live in Kennewick, Washington, and | am here representing
myself. T fully support conducting the three missions outlined in the PEIS using Alternative #1,
which is to Operate the FFTF. 1 would like to focus on one of the missions in particular — the 267-1

expanded nuclear research and development work.

I believe nuclear encrgy {s very importani in meeling increasing electrical power needs and in
helping to protect the environment. In the United States, nuclear energy is the second largest

source of electricity and generated about 20 percent of all ¢lectricity in 1699,

Muclear power plants do not have a combustion process like that in a fossil-fuel plant, The heat
in a nuclear power plant is produced by a process in which aloms of uranium or plutonium in
fuel rods are split by neutrons in a controlled reaction to produce heat. Coolant water absorbs
this heat from the fucl rods which is used to produce steam 1o generale electricily. Since this
process does not involve any combustion, nuclear power plants emit none of the combustion
gases associated with air pollution, acid rain, or global climate changes. Nuclear power plants
are thus a key factor in reducing preenhouse gas emissions. For example, in 1999, if the
electricity produced by the 103 nuclear power plants in the U.S. had instead been produced by 267-2
coal or oil fired plants, 90 million cars would have to be removed from America’s highways just

to maintain air quality at its current level.

‘With the current shortage of electricity just to the south of us in California and developing
elsewhere, with oil and gas prices skyrocketing, and with a growing need for electricity
worldwide, the role of nuclear power in producing safe. reliable electricity is likely o increase.
This will be particularly true when il comes time to meet greenhouse gas restrictions specified in
the Kyoto accord. To ensure that nuclear power will be a viable option for the future, it will be
necessary to reduce nuclear waste, to provide more proliferation resistant fuel and to develop the

technology lor cheaper, more efficient power plants. To do these things requircs a rencwed

nuclear energy research and development program.

Page | of 2

267-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

267-2:  DOE notes the commentor's support for nuclear research and
development initiatives.

sasuodsay 30O @ pue SjuswLo) Uaiin—rz Lideyd



85E-¢C

Commentor No. 267: Pat Schweiger (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 267

Current U8, nuelcar power plants are based on the teehnology of the 1970°s to early 1980°s and
include very large design margins to address any technical uncertainties and to ensure safety.
Tmprovements in materials and nuclear fuel behavior as well as investigation of advanced design
concepts will lead to plant designs with improved performance and economy of operatior.
Future reactor technologies are likely to involve higher temperatures which will improve plant
thermal ctficiency and reduce costs, will use longer life nuclear fuel rods which will reduce the
amount of spent nucicar fuel generated, and may use different coolants. Testing of these

concepts and improved materials will require irradiation in a reactor environment.

The FETF ¢an make a significant contribution to the nuclear research and developnent needed.
The FFTF is unigue in the United States and is one of only several reactors in the world that has
a combination of high temperature, high acutren tlux, and fast neutren encrgy spectrum with a
liquid metal coolant that makes it ideal for many (ypes of advanced irradiation testing. The
FFTF has performed (lawlessly in condueling extensive testing on various materials and nuclear
fuels. This included international lesling of materials for a fusion reactor which could have
major posilive environmenial impacts as an energy source in the future. The neutron flux in the
FFTF can also be adjusted (tailored) to different energies to provide custom irradiation

environments providing greater flexibility,

1 believe that the modern FFTF reactor and associated support facilities represents a multi-billion
dollar national asser that is essential lo ensuring that a clean and retiable nuclear energy option be
maintained for our future. 1 strongly urge the Department of Energy to restart the FTTF to help

engure that there will be a viable nuclear energy oplion when it is needed.

Page 2 of 2

267-2
(Cont’d)

267-1
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Commentor No. 268: Robert R. Beach

Response to Commentor No. 268

TESTIMONY AT THE NI PEIS PUELIC HEARING - SEATTLE, OREGON — AUGUST 30, 2000

ROBERT R. BEACH OF KENNEWICK, WASHINGTON

1, Robert R, Beach, residing at 7803 West Desch Ave. Ki ick, Washi would like to make the
following personal statement related to the DOE request for public comment on their draft Nuclear
Infrastructure Environmental Impact Statement.

First, ] commend the efforts to make this an actual public hearing, as opposed to a political sideshow. I will
attempt fo stay away from political cliché and outright propaganda and lies. Unfortunately, you will hear
tnore untraths than truths here tonight from the representatives of supposedly public cutcry organizations.

Secondly, the DOE should be commended for the recognition that they require additional resources to
provide the public services that they are charged with doing, This is contrary to the tenets of the present
Clintonesque oligarchy, and certainly required courage and moral fiber.

As for technical comments:

First, the DOE should proceed with the development of an enkanced noclear infrastructere with the utmost
in speed and great detenmination. The gains to the people of the United States are extremely clear, and
urgent to meet. We are presently frittering away every opportunity due to inaction.

Second, it should be noted, that from an environmental impact standpoint, each of the alternatives
contained in the ETS is completely plable. From an envir 1 dpoint, this EIS is actually
unnecessary and only serves to meet the legal requirement. The care of the environment is being
engineered into the systems and processes.

Third, the DOE should carefully review each altemative to define the extent to which that aiternative meets
the reqairements of the three missions. The concem is that some of the options are “cheapies” that attract
the political eye, but actually are not capable of meeting the needs of the three missions.

Fourth, the DOE should utilize available resources rather than shuiting down and deactivating one facility,
50 that they can build another. This is not good management of my taxpayer funding. There is altogether
100 little attention paid to what is thrown away ~ since it doesn't require funding.

Fifth, the DOE should carefully review the costs for the Alternatives 3 and 4 that are provided in the Cost
Study. These costs, particularly for the low-power accelerator and the poel reactor are sorely under-
estimated. In my opinion, there is no way that the DOE can obtain and operate these facilities with the
required supporting facilities and services for the stated costs. The capability of the described systems to
meet ¢ach of the three mission goals is also highly questionable, without extended designs and much higher
costs.

Sixth, the cost benefit for this Nuclear Infrastructure Program goes far beyond the DOE. For example, in
the case of medical isotopes, the benefits accrue to the taxpayers themselves, the insurers for the medical
industry, and finally to the administrators of MEDICARE. The first return in battling cancer through the
use of radicisotopes is the better chance for recovery for eny of us who may be afflicted. But, the financial
return ta each group is also extraordinary, and these are not presently considered a part of the DOE
decision, in fact, they are not even discussed. Tt is time that the needs of the taxpayer are considered — not
the politica? needs of the politician.

Seventh, the DOE should break itself free from the encumbrances of the “Nuclear Weapons and Cleanup”
missions, and begin to fill the needs of the Ametican public. The full capabilities of the nuclear medicine
alternatives need 1o be exploited, and support for the civit use of nuclear energy needs to be greatly

268-1

268-2

268-3

268-4

268-5

268-6

268-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sviews and remarks concerning the Seattle,
Washington, public hearing.

268-2: DOE notesthe commentor's support for the proposed action.

268-3:  Theresults of analyses described and shown in the NI PEISindicate that
from an environmental impact standpoint, each of the alternatives
assessed in the NI PEISis acceptable.

268-4:  Section 2.5 describes each alternative analyzed in the NI PEIS. Part of
that description includes areview of the extent to which each aternative
can meet the purpose and need for agency action as described in
Section 1.2. Volume 1, Section 2.7.3 compares the mission effectiveness
among alternatives.

268-5: DOE notesthe commentor'sviews on costs, support for Alternative 1,
Restart FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New
Accelerator(s) and Alternative 5, Construct New Research Reactor.
DOE acknowledgesthat Alternative 1, 3, and 4 do not meet themission
objectivesin the same manner.

268-6: DOE notes the commentor's concern about the cost benefit of the
Nuclear Infrastructure missions described in the Final PEIS and the
support for the stated missions. The estimated costs of the range of
reasonable alternatives are presented in the Cost Report, summarized in
Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS. However, the Cost Report is not a
cost-benefit analysis. While it is reasonable to believe that the benefits of
medical isotopes are substantial, the purpose of this NI PEIS isto
describe the nuclear infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), a
range of reasonable alternatives for satisfying the mission requirements
Section 2.5 of Volume 1), and the environmental impacts that would
result from implementation of the alternatives.

268-7:  The commentor’s support of FFTF is noted. Many of the commentor’s
FFTF facts are contained in PEIS Section 2.3.1.1 of Volume 1.
Evaluation of the environmental impact of restarting FFTF, denoted
Alternative 1 in the PEIS, is presented in the Summary, Section 2.7, and
Section4.3.
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Commentor No. 268:. Robert R. Beach (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 268

268-6
Cont’d)

expanded. It is clear that there is no technical, health or envir 1 reason niot to wilize the benefits of I |
the technologies. LEADERSHIP IN THIS BENEFICIAL EFFORT I8 WHY DOE EXISTS. (

Elghlh the facts related to the Fast Flux Test Facility should be clearly presented to the public.

The FFTF has already operated for ten years with no adverse environmental impact.

« The FFTF has demonstrated an excellent safety record during this period in addition to the
extended standhy period.

»  The FETF has already demonstrated production of many of the lsofopes that are considered.

»  Qperation of the FFTF does not impact cleanup of the Hanford wastes. 268-7

s The FFTF can be operated for more than twenty years without having to manufacture any new
fuel. ‘l'!ns would alsa remove plutomum fuels from inventory that will otherwise probably require

hemical pr gtor

¢ The reliability of FFI“F is known. Amy new facility of equal capability is an unknown.

«  The FFTF is certainly not the "old” Hanford. If the FFTF was in any | other DOE laboratory, it
would probably already be in operation and providing beneficial services 1o the people of the
United States.

1 welcome this opportunity te present my comments for your consideration.
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Commentor No. 269: Shirley Breitenstein

Response to Commentor No. 269

My namc is Shirley Breitenstein, I lived in Richland, WA
from 1974 to 1984, During that period I was married to
Dr. Bryce Breitenstein who was chairman of Hanford
Environmental Health Foundation,

I now live in Redmond.WA - however, spend many
weckends in West Richland with a friend who is dying of
bone cancer or in Kennewick with my oldest daughter and
her family,

In the summer of '75% we were awakened by the phone in the
middle of the night. Bryce was called to reccive a patient
al  the decontaminalion ceater located next o Kadlec
Hospital - a facility constructed at the request of Dr. Dag
Norwood, & former chairman of HEHF. An cxplosion in
the small room the patient had been working in had left him
with picces of glass and a highly radioactive substance
imbedded in his face.

The newspapers were very intcrcs’ﬁ in this accident. Within
2 days. Bryce was told by DOE authorities that he was not
to speak to the newspapers. He was very aware of patient
confidentiatity. Il you've ever been placed in that pesition,
perhaps you know how it feels. He is presently working at
4 facility on Long lIsland. I would imagine he still says
very little to the public.

The patient was held in the center for several weeks, finally
released to a trailer parked nearby - with all water and waste
conkmingnts that touched his body, placed in containers and
taken 10 the site. A substance created by Barelle
Laboratories and never before used oun humans, was used on
this patient.
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Commentor No. 269: Shirley Breitenstein (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 269

2

I believe very few people realize, in spite of our fantastic
space travel and  science fiction movies, what type of
facility, cxpertisc, money, technelogy, cie. it takes to keep
one man alive after such an accident.

I believe very few people realize what 4 major disastor at
Hanford would be like - lcast of all our politicians and
perhaps cven some of our Department of Energy cxperts.
Do we consider the disaster at Chernobyl happencd becausc
that particular facility was not constructed properly nor
maintained and monitored responsibly?

For ycars Hanford has been u vast picce of desert land in
Eastern Washington that no one really cared about - sadly,
even many of us who have lived there. One day someone
must have said, "Oh dear!” "1 do belicve that a bit of the
waste i3 not being held in their containers as we had hoped.
This may becomc a problem.”

I don't know what's out there or how much contaminant is
alrcady  going into the beautiful Columbia river. I don't
know how much moncy it's going to take to get it cleaned
up or if it can be cleaned wp. 1 also realize that the restart
of the rcactor would provide jobs for many people and boost
the cconomy of the Tri-Cities and thus the cconomy of this
state. But at what cost?

‘The Tri-City Ilerald recently printed a full front page article
that described some of the many issucs surrounding the
clean-up and how the person in charge (described as quite
responsible) had quit, apparently due to his frustration with
DOE authorities. LEven the people of the community were
expressing frustration, That's unusual for a community that
largely depends on Hanford for it's survival,

269-1

269-1:

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

The DOE missions delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact
on Hanford cleanup activities. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the
ColumbiaRiver. There are no dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no
radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater. Asindicatedin
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4,4.43.1.4,4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible
impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from
operation of Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 269: Shirley Breitenstein (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 269

As small children, our parents attempted to teach us we
should clcan up onc mcess before starting another. Parents
are still giving their children the samce messages but with
what validitv. Aren't we now adults that refuse to even see
OUT MESSeS.

Let's wake up and take responsibility. It would even be
refreshing to hear our politicians fake on a ncew slant with
words that would encourage responsibility.
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Commentor No. 270: Greg Bergquist

Response to Commentor No. 270

Greg Bergquist
1312 Cedar Ave
Richland, WA 99352

Good Evening. I'm Greg Bergquist, representing myself. 1 have a few points that I"d like to

make in the next couple of minutes,

First, I'd like to thank the DOE for going forward with this PEIS. I too, as a private citizen,
am concerned about the degradation of the DOE nuclear infrastructure and the associated
impact that it has on the people in the Pacific Northwest as well as the nation. I recognize that
completion of the PEIS is a key step in the decision process to enhance this capability, so that
DOE can figdfill their obligation for the identified missions in the PEIS. Ibelieve it is
imperative that they do so and in a timely manner, with specific emphasis cn promoting the
development and utilization of diagnostic and therapeutic medical isotopes in conjunction with

pharmaceutical firms by assuring an adequate and stable supply of these isotopes.

Second, the purpose of the PEIS is to address the environmental impacts of the proposed
actions. Tt does, and it concludes that they are extremely small for all the alternatives under
consideration. However, there is a major void that would likely prohibit the Secretary from

making what | consider to be an informed decision, and that is, there is no comparison of

capabilities for the alternatives. As a result, the implication is that Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 (i.e.

startup of the FFTF, two new accelerators of a new reactor) all equally meet the mission
needs. This is not the case. We the public can’t tell if we’re buying a VW, Cadillac, Minivan
or truck. They all provide transportation, but they don’t meet the same requirements.
Therefore, it is essential that a technical comparison of capabilities for the alteratives be
performed either as a stand-alone document or folded into the PEIS. In concert with the
environmental consequences, cost information and other inputs, this will enable the decision
process to move forward on an even keel and for the Department to recognize where they’re

getting the best bang for their buck.

270-1

270-2

270-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for the proposed action.

270-2: Thesummary of environmental impacts (Sections 2.7.1of Volume 1) has

been completely revised and reformatted in the Final NI PEISfor the
reader to compare the environmental impacts between alternatives.
Section 2.7.3 of Volume 1, “ Comparison of Mission EffectivenessAmong
Alternatives,” hasbeenrevisedintheFinal NI PEISto providethe reader
abetter understanding of the medical i sotopesthat can be produced using
accel erator technology (Alternative 3) and reactor technology alternatives
(Alternatives 1 and 4).
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Commentor No. 270: Greg Bergquist (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 270

Greg Bergquist
1312 Cedar Ave
Richland, WA 99352

Third, I’d like to set the record straight with respect to the so-called diversion of funds that
others indicate the startup of FFTF would have on the cleanup budget at Hanford. The reality
is, there is no diversion. Funding for the potential restart of FFTF would be provided by
Nuclear Energy, which is completely unrelated to the cleanup budget under Environmental
Management. This funding level is approximately $314M. If another alternative is selected,
appropriate funding would still be required. It is also important to recognize that additional
funding of $281M would alse be required to deactivate the FFTF. This funding would come
from the Hanford cleanup budget and would have a significant impact on the Hanford cleanup.
So, if FETF is not selected as the preferred alternative, the cost to the DOE would be almost
twice as much or greater for the first five years or so {roughly the deactivation time for the

FFTF.)

Well, it seems to me that the conclusion is obvious. Selection of FFTF makes sense
economically as well as environmentally and technically. The startup costs and shutdown
costs are comparable, If shutdown, the hit on Hanford eleanup costs would be substantial.
FFTF has the largest capability and flexibility of ali the options, It is the premier test reactor in
the world with a proven performance and a safety record second to none. I am sure that when
the Department completes the capabilities comparisons, that I spoke to eatlier, coupled with
other technical input, they will come to the same conclusion that | have — and that is the FFTE

is and should be the preferred alternative.

270-3

270-4

270-5

270-3: TheU.S. Congress fundsthe 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 missionsdescribed 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.

270-4:  Exceptfor Alternative 2, the cost of implementing Alternatives3and 4
construction of new accelerators or new research reactor) would be at
least twice the cost of restarting FFTF, when FFTF deactivation costs are
included. Volume 2, Appendix P containsthe Cost Report Summary.

270-5: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

sasuodsay 30O @ pue SjuswLo) Uaiin—rz Lideyd



99%€-¢

Commentor No. 271: Heidi Wills

Response to Commentor No. 271

Statement regarding FFTF Nuclear Reactor - Public Hearing — 8/30/00

Seattle City Councilmember Heidi Wills
Read by Legislative Assistant Katy Carter

My name is Katy Carter and I work [or Seatile City Councilmember Heidi Wills.
Councilmember Wills is unfortunately eut of town tonight, but I do have a statement
from her to present:

1 would like 1w emphasize my opposttion (o restarting Hanford's FETF Nuclear Reactor.

First of all, restarting the reactor is unnceessary, Officials have claimed that it would
produce needed medical isotopes and fuel for NASA spacecraft. Iowever. the
Department of Energy’s own Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Commiltee concluded
that “the reactor will not be a viable scuree of research isotopes.” In addition, NASA has
informed the Department of Energy that it no longer needs the fuel the FFTF might have
preduced.

Secondly, the FFTF poses great risks to human health and to the environment. Nuclear
waste trom the facility may contaminate the warer used by the people of Puget Sound,
threatening the health of miflions of people as well as endangered salmon and other parts
of our ecosystem.

Finally, I am concerned that there has not been enough public input into the decision to
testart the FFTE. The Department of Encrgy should disclose the costs of restarting FFTF
and the effects of waste production before public hearings arc held, so that the public is
fully informed.

‘Thank you for the opporiunily to speak abuut this important 1ssue.

271-1

271-2

271-3

271-4

271-1:
271-2:

271-3:

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

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April, 2000, regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both research and commercial isotopes
would beviable if operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and devel opment for civilian
applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the

DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider itsusefor isotope production.” Inrecognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions. While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
itisunlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of thesefacilities.

The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium
238to support deep space missions. Rather, SRTG devel opment efforts
were suspended in order to permit reprogramming of fundsto support
development of anew power system based on a Stirling technology
generator. Thisnew power system, referred to in the subject
correspondence, similarly requires plutonium-238 asitsfuel source.
Section 1.2.2 wasrevised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

The potential health and environmental impacts associated with operation
of the Hanford facilities during normal operations and from postulated
accidents are presented in Section 4.3 of Volume 1. All impactsto
human health and to ecological resourceswould be small intheimmediate
areaand negligibleat all distant locations.
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Commentor No. 271: Heidi Wills (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 271

271-4:

No decisions have been madewith regard to the facilitiesand | ocations
evaluated to fulfill the requirements of the stated missions. In accordance
with Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR

Section 1502.14(€)), DOE hasidentified its preferred alternativein
Section 2.8 of Volume 1. Incompliancewith NEPA and CEQ regulations,
DOE provided opportunity to the public to comment on the environmental
impact analysis of DOE's proposed alternativesfor meeting the mission
requirements, and gave equal considerationto all comments, regardless of
how or where they were received. DOE has analyzed each
environmental resource areain aconsistent, unbiased manner acrossall
the alternativesto alow for afair comparison among the various
dternatives. The analysisincluded the effects of waste generation to
include the quantities and types of waste expected to be generated under
each alternative, expected path of disposition, and the impact on waste
management infrastructure.

The environmental impacts of reasonable alternativestofulfill the
requirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the NI PEIS.
DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose al required
information to make a decision on expanding nuclear infrastructure. The
costs of the proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulationsto beincluded in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
aternatives presented inthe NI PEIS. Pursuant to CEQ regulations

(40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents availableto the public before adecisionismade. DOE mailed
these documents to more than 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.
The report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has
also provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P of the Final
NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 272: Joe Szwaja

Response to Commentor No. 272

Statement of Joe Szwaja concerning the NI PE1S

My name is Joe Szwaja. T am the Green Party’s nominee for Congress from the
7" District. [ am a teacher at Nova, a public 1ligh School in Seattle. From 1986 to 1993
served on the City Council of Madison, Wisconsin.

The NI-PEIS, as it currently stands. is not acceptable. It docs not give an
objective, comprehensive review of the need for radioisotopes, and it does not aceurately
compare the advantages and disadvantages of the possible strategies for meeting
America’s needs for radioisotopes.

The need for Plotenium 238 for space exploration has not been aceurately
portrayved in the NI-PEIS. NASA has plainly stated that its usage of Pu-238 will be much
less than DOE is projecting. As lechnology improves, more and more deep space
nussions will use solar power. It is unlikely that Plutonium will ever again be a
significant item on NASA’s exploratory mission shopping list.

The military stockpile and demand for Pu-238 has also not been accurately
portrayed. The U.S. Air Force's Space Command is planning. in its own words, to
“Dominate Space...to dominate the world”. Cn whose behalf? In the words of Arthur
Stephenson, director of NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center, “We serve American
industry...”

The Alr Foree and NASA are planning w spend more than a quarter trillion
dollars in new military spacceraft in the next ten vears. Longer range plans call tor much
mare. Space Command is planning weapons to use in space, but also against ground
targets. [l even envisions destroying subversives with space-based lasers. Many of its
weapons would employ Pu-238. Why is there no discussion of this need for Pu-238 in
this PEIS? One possibility {s obvious—the DOD and DOFE want FFTF to produce Pu-238
for space warfare, but they know Lhe American people would reject such belliperence.
They are hiding behind a smekescreen of space exploration and cancer fighting.

The people of the seventh district, and in deed of Washington as a whole, have a
different agenda for Hanford. Again and again, we repeat: your job is to clcan up the
mess you made. Your job is to stop nuclear pollution from entering the Columbia. Your
job is to stabilize the high level waste to eliminate leakage and prevent catastrophe. Your
Jjob 18 10 decontaminate what can be decentaminaled, and return those portions of the
Hantord site to ecologically sustainable, economically useful purposes. Your job is not to
restart FETF, not to import radioactive material to the Northwest, nol to contaminate the
FMEF, not to persecute whistleblowers, not io lie to the public and not to produce more
waste. It is a good job, a vital job, and a challenging job. Get on with it.

Joe Szwaja, 8/30/00
P.O. Box 30929

Seattle, WA 98103

(206) 633-2464

272-1

272-2

272-1:

The NI PEIS evaluates arange of reasonabl e alternativesfor maintaining
and enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility infrastructure for the
purposes of addressing three primary needs:. 1) to support the need for
increased domestic production of isotopes for medical, research, and
industrial uses, asinitially identified by apanel of expertsin the medical
field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory
Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration missionsby
re-establishing adomestic capability to produce plutonium-238, afuel source
that isrequired for deep space missions and which the U.S. hasnolong
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. However, no component of the proposed action is for the
purpose of supporting any defense or weapons-related mission.

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

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the futureform of itsisotoperesearch and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as aplanning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of theexisting nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings. Section 1
2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate thisinformation 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 a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium-
238to support deep space missions. Rather, the suspension of SRTG
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Commentor No. 272: Joe Szwaja (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 272

272-2:

development effortswas conducted in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less
plutonium-238 as itsfuel source. However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, |etter
to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2 was
revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to“ ensuretheavailability of isotopesfor medical, industrial,

and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilianuse.” The purpose

of this 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 notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission and migration of
contaminants to the Columbia River. Although beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto remediate existing contamination at
Hanford are high priority to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

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

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.
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Commentor No. 272: Joe Szwaja (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 272

More specific to the DOE missions presented inthe NI PEIS, FFTFis
located approximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. Thereare no
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presentedin
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

All workers at Hanford are free to, and in fact, encouraged to disclose
safety hazards associated with DOE activities. Workers are protected
against reprisals by legislation applicable to the U.S. Departments of
Energy and Labor.
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Commentor No. 273: David Johnson
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 273

COMMENTS TO USDOE NI PEIS HEARING
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON _ AUGUST 30, 2000

* MY NAME IS DAVE JOHNSON, 1 AM A MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF HEART OF
AMERICA NORTHWEST

* [HAVE A Ph.D. IN NUCLEAR PHYSICS FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF
WASHINGTON

* IWORKED FOR A NUMBER OF YEARS AT HANFORD
* THAT WORK INCLUDED DOING REACTOR PHYSICS ON THE FFTF REACTOR

* 1 WAS ALSO RESPOSIBLE FOR ALL MEASUREMENTS OF RADIO-ISOTOPES IN
SUPPORT OF DESIGN OF A HIGH POWER ACCELERATOR BASED NEUTRON
SQURCE

* [TESTIFIED ON OCTOBER (8, 1999 HERE IN SEATTLE AT THE SCOPING
HEARING THAT A SPECIALLY DESIGNED ACCELERATOR BASED NEUTRON
SOURCE FACILITY WAS A MUCH BETTER WAY TC MAKE MEDICAL [SOTOPES
THAN RESTARTING THE FFTF REACTOR

¢ THE N PEIS HAS ANALYZED THE ALTERNATIVE OF BUILDING TWOD
ACCELERATORS TG FULFILL IT'S NEEDS FOR NEUTRON SOURCES AS
SPECIFIED N THE PEIS

¥ HOWEVER, AS I WILL SHOW, THE ANALYSIS APPEARS TO BE A STRAW MAN
THAT 1S DOONMED TG FAIL IN COMPARISON TO THE FFTF REACTOR

* ITIS APPARENTLY SET UP SO THAT THE FFTEF WILL LOOK FAR SUPERIOR
« WHY DO LSAY THIS” LET ME EXPAIN
*  THE TWO ACCELERATORS THAT ARE PROPOSED ARE AS FOLLOW

*  THE FIRST ACCELERATOR {S A LOW ENERGY CYCLOTRON THAT 1S PROPOSED
FOR MARING RADIO-ISOTOPES FROM A BEAM OF UP TO 76 MEV PROTONS

* NOTE THAT THIS ACCELERATOR WOULD NOT BE DESIGNED AS A NEUTRON
SOURCE

e HENCE ITWOULD NOT BE CAPABLE OF PRODUCING THE SAME ISOTOPES
THAT COULD BE MADE BY THE NFUTRONS N THE FETF REACTOR

s FURTHERMORE. [ HAVE A LETTER SIGNED BY WILLEAM D MAGWOUD 1V THE
USDOE DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF SUCLEAR ENERGY, SCIENCE. AND
TECHNOLOGY DATED JULY 7 1o THAT STATES THAT THE USDOE DOES NOT
NEED SUCH ACCELERQOTORS

273-1

273-1:

DOE notesthe commentor'sview but contendsthat Alternative 3,
Construct New Accelerators, is areasonable alternative for meeting the
mission objectives.

The high-energy accelerator supports both the plutonium-238 production
mission and the civilian nuclear energy research and development mission.
The commentor concluded that thereis no need for this accel erator
because the May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE
identifiesthat NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small

radioi sotope thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does
not mean that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, the suspension
of SRTG development efforts was conducted in order to permit
reprogramming of funds to support development of a new radioisotope
power system based on a Stirling technology generator. This new

radioi sotope power system, referred to in the subject correspondence,
requires 1/3 less plutonium-238 as its fuel source. However, the Stirling
technology isdevelopmental and NASA hasrequestedina

September 22, 2000 |etter to DOE that large RTG be maintained as backup.
Volume1, Section 1.1.2 wasrevised to clarify the plutonium-238 mission
needs.

The commentor observed that thelow-energy accelerator in Alternative 3
is proposed for the production of medical isotopes. DOE acknowledges
that this accelerator will not produce the same array of medical and
industrial isotopes produced by reactors or high-energy accelerators.
Each irradiation device evaluated in this PEIS for the production of
medical isotopes (FFTF, new low-energy accelerator, and new research
reactor) will produce an array of medical and industrial isotopes unique to
thefacility. Asindicated above, the design of the high-energy accelerator
presented in the PEIS focused on supporting the plutonium-238
production mission, but as stated in Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.5.2, the
design could be refined and expanded to perform additional missions such
as the production of a select set of medical and industrial isotopes. The
low-energy accelerator was configured primarily for the production of a
spectrum of proton enriched medical and industrial isotopes. The
modified high-energy accelerator and low-energy accelerator could jointly
produce a broader spectrum of medical and industrial isotopes.
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Commentor No. 273: David Johnson (Cont’'d)

Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 273

A DIRECT QUOTE FROM THE LETTER IS “GIVEN OUR EXISTING ACCELERATOR
FACILITIES, THE DEPARTMENT DOES NOT REQUIRE A NEW ACCELERATOR
FACILITY FOR THE PRODUCTION OF ISOTOPES”

HE MEANT THE PRODUCTION OF ISOTOPES VIA CHARGED PARTICLES, NOT
VIA NEUTRONS

I WILL ATTACH A COPY OF THIS LETTER TO MY TESTIMONY AS ITEM |

* BY THE WAY, HE IS ALSO RESPONSIBLE FOR THIS Ni PEIS

FINALLY, SUCH AN ACCELERATOR WOULD COMPETE DIRECTLY WITH
INDUSRTRY WHICH [S NOT ALLOWED BY THE USDOE'S OWN POLICIES

¢ HENCE, THERE ARE THREE REASONS THAT THE FIRST ACCELERATOR 18 A
STRAW MAN. DOOMED TO FAIL AGAINST THE FFTF REACTOR

* THE SECOND ACCELERATOR THAT WAS PROPUSED IN THE NI PEIS IS A
LARGE LINEAR ACCELERATOR THAT IS DESCRIBED ONLY FOR USE TN
PRODUCING THE 1SOTOPE PLUTONIUM -238 FOR POSSIBLE USE N NASA
SPACE PROJECTS

* TS A CONVENTIONAL SPALLATION NEUTRON SOURCE THAT IS WELL
KNOWN TO WORK WELL. BLT THE BEAM ENERGY 1S FIGH AT 0G0 MEV

*  THE COST OF THIS ACCELERATOR WAS $TATED IN A RECENT REPORT AS
OVER 31 BILLION, BUT WITH SIGNIFICANT CONTINGENCY BECAU'SE OF $0-
CALLED UNCERTAINTIES

e HENCE IT CLEARLY WOULD NOT COMPETE DIRECTLY WITH THE FFTF
RESTART ON THE BASIS OF CAPITAL COST ALONE

. I:OWEVF,R. SURPRISINGLY . TF 1S MUCH CHEAPER TQ OPERATE THAN THE
FTF

. }lORE IMPORTANTLY, HOWEVR. IN MAY OF THIS YEAR NASA FORMALLY
[()[__D THE USDOE THAT IT DOES NOT NEED THE PLUTONIUM-238 THAT
COULD BE PRODUCED BY THE FFTF OR SOME OTHER SOURCE

. HE}'(‘E, THE SECOND ACCELERATOR IS ALSO A STRAW MAN, 5INCE
FLUTONIUNI-Z38 18 NOT NEEDED, THE SECOND ACCELERATOR 18 NOT
NEEDED

* DHAVE ANOTHER PROPONAL THAT SHOULD BE THOUROUGHLY FNAMINED
FOR THE FINAL NEPEDS

» INDECEMBER OF (999 THE USDOE SHLT DGWN THE HFBR REACTOR AT
BROOKHAVEN NATIONAL LABORATORY FOR SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL
REANONS

273-1
(Cont’d)

273-2

273-2:

The commentor also concluded that based on aJuly 7, 1999 DOE |etter,
thereisno need for an accel erator to produce medical and industrial
isotopes. Theletter stated, “ Given our existing accelerator facilities,

DOE does not require anew accel erator facility for the production

of isotopes.” DOE operates two accelerators that are being

utilized for the production of medical isotopes, the Brookhaven Linac
Isotope Producer (BLIP) located at the Brookhaven National Laboratory
and the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANSCE) located at the
LosAlamosNational Laboratory. DOE iscurrently inthe

process of upgrading the LANSCE facility with the 100 MeV isotope
production facility. The upgrade is scheduled for completion in 2001.
After the completion of the LANSCE upgrade, the existing capability at
these two facilities will be twice the current need for accelerator
generated medical isotopes. Thus, no new accelerator capacity is needed
in the short term. 1n 1998, an Expert Panel convened to forecast future
demand for medical isotopes estimated that the expected growth rate of
medical isotope use during the next 20 yearswill range between 7 to

14 percent per year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year
for diagnostic applications. These growth projectionswere adopted by
DOE as aplanning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the
existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.
In the period sincetheinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of
medical isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel
findings. Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert
Panel Report, asit has recently, there will be a need for expanded isotope
production capacity.

The PEIS did examine asteady state spallation neutron source, the high
energy accelerator. Asstated in Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.5.2, the design

of the high-energy accelerator presented in the PEIS focused on

supporting the plutonium-238 production mission, but the design could be
refined and expanded to perform additional missions such asthe
production of a select set of medical and industrial isotopes. The
modified high-energy accel erator and low-energy acceleratorscould

jointly produce a broad spectrum or neutron and proton enriched medical
and industrial isotopes.

The commentor stated that the capital cost of his proposed accel erator
design could be made, “with more study,” comparableto restarting FFTF.
He estimated the total program cost of the proposed accelerator to bein
therange of $420-570 million. Thisestimate wasbased on 1985 dollars.
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Commentor No. 273: David Johnson (Cont’d)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 273

« THIS REACTOR WAS A VITAL PART OF THIS COUNTRY’S NEUTRON
SCATTERING RESEARCH PROGRAM, TT HAD $PECIAL LOW TEMPERATURE
CAPABILITTES TITAT ARE RARE

« IPROPOSE THAT THE NI PCIS EXAMINE A STEADY STATE SPALLATION
NEUTRON SOURCE

¥ IT WOULD BE DESIGNED TO DO STEADY STATE NEUTRON SCATTERING
RESEARCH AS WELL AS PRODUCE MEDICAL ISOTOPES FROM THE NEUTRONS

* IT COULD ALSC BE USED FOR SOME OF THE OTHER PROPOSED NUCLEAR
RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

¢ ACCORDING TO EXPERTS IN THE FIELD OF NEUTRON SCATTERING, THERE S
STILL A NEED FOR A STEADY STATE NEUTRON SOURCE EVEN THOUGH A
LARGE PULSED NEUTRON SOURCE (THE SNS AT OAK RIDGE NATIONAL LAB}
18 UNDER CONSTRUCTION

¢ THAVE INCLUDED ITEM 2 AS AN ATTACHMENT TQ THIS TESTIMONY TO
VERIFY THE NEED FOR A STEADY STATE NEUTRON SOURCE

+ THE COST OF SUCH A SPALLATION FACILITY SHOULD BE LESS THAN FOR THE
SECOND ACCELERATOR IN THE DRAFT NI PEIS

* THEFACILITY IS FEASIBLE. IN FACT IT WAS PROPOSED 15 YEARS AGO AT A
WORKSHOP AT THE (THEN) NATIONAL BUREAL OF STANDARDS

* T KNOW BECALUSE | AM CO-AUTHOR OF THE PROPOSAL PAPER

* IT WAS TO BE & SPALLATION NEUTRON SOURCE WITH A BEAM ENERGY OF
300 MEV OR MORE

« HENCE THE ENERGY WOULD BE MUCH LESS THAN THE SECOND
ACCELERATOR

* THEBEAMCURRENT WOULD BE MUCH HIGHER HOWEVER

¢ THAVE ATTACHED A COPY OF THE PROPOSED STEADY STATE NELTRON
SOURCE AS ITEN 3

¢ DIMPLORE THE USBOE 1O CONSIDER THE STEADY STATE NEUTRON SOLURCE
AS ITHAVE PROPOSED

+ ITWOULD BE CAPABLE OF DOING THE NEUTRON SCATTERING RESEARCH A3
WELL AS MAKE ALL THE MEDICAL ISOTOPES AND OTHER RESEARCH THAT
COULD BE DONE IN THE FETF

» HOWEVER, IT WOULD 20 ALL THAT WITHOUT MAKING MORE FISSION
PRODUCT OR TRANSLRANIC WASTES

273-2
(Cont’d)

Thiscost would escal ate to $603-818 millionin 2000 dollarsdueto an
inflation rate of 43.5 percent between 1985 and 2000 (http://www.
economagic.com/em-egi/data.exe/fedstl/gnpdef+1). Thetotal cost of
FFTF restart, whichincludesfacility modifications, startup, target
development, testing, and evaluation, presented in Table S-3 of the Cost
Report, is $314 million in 2000 dollars. The capital costs of the
commentor's proposed accel erator design would have to be decreased,
“with more study,” more than 48-61 percent to be comparableto thetotal
cost of FFTF restart.

The commentor stated that the annual operating cost of his proposed
accelerator should be less than FFTF. Operating costs for the proposed
accelerator estimated at $20- 40 million per year in 1985 dollarsis
$29-57 millionin 2000 dollars. The upper end of the estimated operating
cost range is slightly less than the FFTF annual operating cost,

$58.9 million.

273-3:  Deactivation of FFTF is not part of implementing Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF. Deactivation of FFTF is part of implementing Alternatives 2, 3, 4,
and 5 and including the cost of FFTF deactivation in the implementation
costs for these aternatives is appropriate. The Cost Report was
structured to identify the implementation costs of the various alternatives
so the Secretary of Energy would have thisinformation along with other
data for consideration. The Cost Report did not identify the source of
funding for implementation.
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Commentor No. 273: David Johnson (Cont’'d)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 273

* FURTERMORE, WITHMORE STUDY, THE CAPITAL COST COULD BE MADE
QUITE COMPARABLE TO RESTARTING THE FFTF

¢ FINALLY, THE OPERATING COST SHOULD BE L.ESS THAN THAT OF THE FFTF

WHICH MEANS THAT REVENUE FROM SALE OF ISOTOPES COULD MORE
QUICKLY PAY OFF THE DEBT

* A5 AN ADDED POINT, IT IS NOT FAIR TG ADD 3281 MILLION TO THE COST OF
ACCELERATORS WHEN THE COST FOR DISMANTALLING THE FFTF WOULD
COME OUT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT BUDGET, NOT THE
NUCLEAR ENERGY BUDGET

s THANK YOU

PO Bor jo3y

Ewnvm ergw wid g™
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e -~ €1y - 07 Fo

273-2

273-3
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Commentor No. 274: Nancy Rising
Peace Action of Washington

Response to Commentor No. 274

Statement of Nancy Rising concerning the NI PEIS

T am the Chairperson of Peace Action of Washington, representing almost 18,000
households in Western and Eastern Washington. Peace Action’s members have been
concerned about Hanford for many years. We want the DOE to stick to first things first.
We want the clean up of Hanford to become the primary objective of the DOE, without
distractions such as a return to production of nuclear waste for whatever purposc.

Until you have shown that you can clean out all leaking or “watch list” tanks, and
stabilize 21l high-level waste in a timely and cost-effective fashion, that is your job. Until
you have identified all significant bodies of pollution on the site and downstream, and
taken appropriate measures to keep them out of the Columbia and out of our environ-
ment, that is your job. Until you have thoroughly decontaminated usable land and
facilities, so that they can again make positive contributions to the region and the nation,
that is your job. Until Hanford workers are free to speak out when they see safety
hazards, incompetence or corruption, without fear of reprisal, that is your job. Other
priorities can wait.

The Department of Energy’s draft N1 PELS is neither complete nor objective.
Whether deliberate or inadvertent, the cumulative effect of numerous omissions to the
PEIS are unprofessional and bias the PEIS in favor of a de-facto “preferred alternative,”
the restart of the Fast Flux Reactor. Many have already been brought to vour attention,
especially the NASA letter should have been included in the discussion of the need for
Pu-238.

An omission that hasn’t been mentioned since it was pointed out by Peace Action
members during the scoping process is the military Pu-238 stockpile. Since the START
treaty, the number of deployed nuclear warheads has been drastically reduced. Further
reductions are expected. The Pu-238 used to power the electronics on these warkeads can
now be used to power spacecraft, if necessary. The ormission of any discussion of this
resource tends to bias the PEIS further in favor of restarting FITE.

The tri-cities economy is dependent on Hanford, and the DOE has an obligation to
continie to provide steady employtnent in the area. Tf the DOE does not make real
progress on the Hanford cleanup, and continues to pursue pork-barrel projects instead of
real sohitions to America’s energy and security weeds, we are concerned that Congress
will continue underfunding the Hanford clean up. Hanford witl become an environmental
and economic national sacrifice area.

Nancy Rising, Chair

Pezce Action — Washington
5001 - 112" Ave. NE
Kirkland, WA 98033

274-1

274-2

274-1

274-1:

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). Thisagreement specifiesmilestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

DOE wastasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act to “ensurethe
availahility of isotopes for 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.” Thepurposeof this
PEISisto determine the environmental impacts to accomplishing the
proposed action. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several
existing DOE resources that was assessed.

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 mission 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. FFTF restart and operation would not impact the
schedule or available funding for existing cleanup activities.

Steady and consistent progressin restoring Hanford is documented in
annual reports. These are available at www.hanford.gov. Hanford hasa
comprehensive waste minimization and pollution prevention program in
place as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 that controls any activity
generating waste on the site.

Workers at Hanford are free to and encouraged to disclose saf ety
hazards associated with DOE activities. Workers are protected against
reprisals by legislation.
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Commentor No. 274: Nancy Rising (Cont’d)
Peace Action of Washington

Response to Commentor No. 274

274-2:

This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementati on regul ations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and

10 CFR 1021, respectively). DOE evaluated each environmental resource
areain aconsistent, unbiased manner acrossall the alternativesto allow a
fair comparison among the various aternatives.

Theacquisition and use of surplus, defense-related plutonium-238, if
available, were not considered and are outside the scope of thecivilian
nuclear infrastructure missions considered in thisNI PEIS. The
commentor iscorrect that small radioisotope thermoel ectric generators
(RTGs) using plutonium-238 are used to power electronic systems on
some strategic weapons, some of which have become surplus due to
strategic arms reductions. Although the exact configuration of these
RTGsis classified, the amount of plutonium-238 in each unit is relatively
small and the assay of the plutonium-238 is much lower than that required
for use in NASA spacecraft.

DOE assumes that the commentor's reference to the “NASA letter”
refers to the May 22, 2000, letter from NASA Headquarters to the DOE
Office of Space and Defense Power Systems. Thisletter iscited in
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 of the Draft and Final NI PEIS with regard to
the discussion of plutonium-238 needs for future space missions. While
this letter states that NASA no longer has a need for Small Radioisotope
Thermoelectric Generator (SRTG) power systems, this letter also lists the
planned deep space probe missions which would specifically require
plutonium-238. These missions and their planned launch dates are
outlined in Section 1.2.2 of thisNI PEIS. For reference, thisletter and all
of thereferences cited in thisNI PEIS areavailablein the public reading
rooms established by DOE.
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Commentor No. 275: Chris Jackins

Response to Commentor No. 275

REGARDING:

August 30, 2000

Opposition to restarting FFTTF Nuclear Reactor
{Fast

lux Test Facility ccactor)

FROM: Chris Jackins

P.O. Box 84063, Seattle, WA 98124

My name is Chris Jackins,

Thark you sending me a copy of the
draft Environmental Impact Statement.
Looking through the documents, I saw
information on economic (secincconamicy
impacts, like jobs.

For example, the documents mention
that more Plutenium-238 could have
been purchased from Russia, but was
not purchased, "due to budget
constraints", (page S-5) And, some
alternatives were dismissed based on
projected costs. (page 5-19)

Three questions:

1. The documents state that some 12
million nuclear medicine
procedures are performed each
year. (page 5-2} If the FFTF
reactor were to supply medical
isotopes for these procedures, do
you have an estimate for the
average cost per procedure
attributable to the FFTF reactor,
and a comparison te the cost
from other sources?

2. Do you have an estimate for the
average cost per kilogram of
Plutonium-238 produced by the
FFTF reactor, and a comparison
to the cost from other sources?

3. I FFTF costs are higher, would
subsidizing production be legal
under World Trade Organization
wie) agreements?

After recent fires at Hanford, traces of a
number of radioactive elements were
detected in nearby areas. This is a
reminder that Hanford already has an
existing abundant supply of radicactive
elements.

It has been reported for some time that
the precise contents of a number of the
waste tanks at Hanford is not known.
Perhaps there is a lot of "swell stuff” in
those sterage tanks.

The process of dealing with this waste is
aiready on the agenda. It would be
sensible to look the waste over first,
befere shopping around for more. One
need not g’e like alchemists, who, net
content at owning an actual gold mine,
wish instead to manufacture the
element themselves.

According to recent news reports,
NASA dacs not need the Plutenium-238
that would be produced by the FFTF
reactor, and there is already adequate
producticn of medical isotopes. (see, tor
T S R R
wnircplile riks")

The FFTF reactor should not be
restarted. The focus should be on
cleaning up Hanford’s radicactive
waste,

Thank you.

SO0,
{ /%ff/;zzég

275-2

275-3

275-4

2751

275-1:

275-2:

275-3:

The estimated costs of the range of reasonable alternatives are presented
inthe Cost Report and are summarized in Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS.
However, the Cost Report isnot acost-benefit analysis. Whileit
isreasonableto believethat the benefits of medical isotopesare
substantial, the purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear
infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), arange of reasonable
aternatives for satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of
Volume 1), and the environmental impacts that would result from
implementation of the alternatives. Accordingto 40 CFR Section 1502.23,
if acost-benefit analysisexists, it must be reported and summarizedin

the NI PEIS.

No estimate of average cost per procedure or cost per kilogram of
plutonium-238 attributable to FFTF was made in the Cost Report. DOE
also does not anticipate any need to subsidize the operation of FFTF.

No radioactive materialswere“released” inthe Hanford wildfires of

2000. Wildfiresdid resuspend some materials already in the environment.
The resuspended materials were low; slightly above natural background
levels. The very low levels required several days of analysisto quantify.
Additional information isavailableto the public at http://www.Hanford.
gov/envmon/index.html. Thissite also providesalink to information on
theindependent offsiteair monitoring conducted by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency.

The utilization of radioisotopesin current Hanford wastesfor medical
isotope use was not in the scope of this PEIS. The primary reason is that
Hanford wastes contain “ aged” isotopes not typically useful in medical
procedures (i.e., short-lived isotopes). A secondary reason is that nearly
all wastes at Hanford has had a treatment and disposition determined.

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

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
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Commentor No. 275: Chris Jackins (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 275

275-4:

regarding the futureform of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for

evaluating the potentia capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
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 a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium-
238 to support deep space missions. Rather, the suspension of SRTG
development efforts was conducted in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less
plutonium-238 asitsfuel source. However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, |etter
to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2 was
revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 276: Barbara Zepeda

Response to Commentor No. 276

Draft PEIS Comment Form
Hease tvcipos p j0b (% 120 124, 124
i 7! 7
5= A T Ny
CY&:NIL‘—;
Senvres o AN NG VO, ae titarons i
EXCEss  Pept senviee 1tn Ciry LigHT 1O BAGK

[JPPSe pousg, (MPPSS was Saw To ar ARG Ha
Pacouce  SNgves  Toos SHEAR 10 METER

EeETe e sap_ oy
I NTgyaeomts e e Awe TO  DRsguce O pefp -
A Srre e, Eavt__woispsven_ GovomasnT ALekEs \anTa 3

gere— s Ma Toenen  Saus W

TIOD  wag Ay TO Pusy Wicares
Conts S8 € LEAuup

tmfcap COREOAATE

Ly Boor

SYqsteens  ahiTe | mPu iy
EATeacac zer  To 20 E
e Cvhtc . PRENSNTS  SOUNI NG THeeS
b Q% = = UG
The TAE A Teer Vayd wet BEEH COMTRACTORS
O, SEFwA RS M
pe LoD T Apprcacs tor Trutw, Tikwtu (s
s By %%

SumacTifE  jaTerest Musy

’éP E1o ~ NIPELS  Mépicar Ans Inpusterai SSatore  Daawetion,

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

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

# returning this comment form 16 the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toli-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

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

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

Barpana Zepeor

Name (optional}:

Organization:

@ganization Address (circle one) 2O & € Repuguican S 4708

City: Seﬁ'ﬁ"-‘? State:MZip Code:_JB[02-

Telephene (opﬁmai)zw—“
E-mail (optional): i
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For pnoas information conlacl; Colgte E. Brown, ME-S0

US. Department of Energy = 19501 Gamantown Road + Sermantown, MD 20674 3
Toll-free 1dlophone; 1-377.562-4503 « Toll-Ires fax: 1-877-562-4572 1

E-mail: NugieGrintrashuchire FEKGENG doe.govy 6

7/12/80

276-1

276-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and concerns and receipt of the
referenced attachment. The purpose of this NI PEIS isto evaluate the
environmental impacts of reasonable alternativesto fulfill the
requirements of the DOE missions, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238 for
NASA space missions, and nuclear research and development. As
evaluated under Alternative 1 in this NI PEIS, FFTF would be restarted
to accomplish these nondefense-related missions. Other unrelated
nuclear energy and defense-related considerations are beyond the scope
of thisNI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 277: Roy D. Goodman Response to Commentor No. 277

8/30/00 Presentation in Seattle at Department of Energy public hearing

on NI PEIS for Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford
(to the tune of the Village People's "Y.M.C.A.")

by Roy D. Goodman,

Seattle, Washington

Hanford, it's in Washington State,
I said Hanford, full of nuclear waste,

I sai 277-1 277-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup

said Hanford, suffers from your delay - Hanford. Althouah b dth f this NI PEIS .
To honor your clean-up agreement, ml.ss.o.n a Hanfor - .Oqg cyon ; e.SCOpeo IS . On.go.l ng

activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority

Hanford's where you want to restart, to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
1 said Hanford, making plutonium as part conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
Of your charter to power NASA in space, State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
First fix the earthly mess you've made. and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies

. milestones and schedulesfor restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
It's time to shutdown the F.F.T.F., DOE isfully committed to honoring thisagreement.
It's time to shutdown the F.F.T.F.,
Hanford's fouled up enough, you don't need to make more 277-2:  DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deadly waste you don't know how to store. Deactivate FETE.
It's time to shutdown the F.F.T.F., The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
It's time to shutdown the F.F.T.F., ' Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
And get on with your task of clean-up till it's done, 9772 through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

Make life safer for everyone.

Hanford's not where you need to impose
To produce medical isotopes,

Your own folks said don't be such dopes,
It can be done cheaper elsewhere.

Hanford for research nuclear,

Ship plutonium thru ports around here,
Vhat?! Are you crazy?! If ve all vant to live,
There's only one alternative.

And that's to shutdown the F.F,T.F,,

It's time to shutdown the F.F.T.F.,

Hanford's messed up enough, you don't need to make more
Deadly waste yon don't know how to store.

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.

The conclusions presented in the NERA C Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and cost-
efficient manner were madein the context of thefacility producing
research isotopes asits sole mission. It would not be cost effectiveto
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
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Commentor No. 277: Roy D. Goodman (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 277

It's time to shutdown the F.F.T.F.,

It's time to shutdown the F.F.T.F.,

And get on with vour task of clean-up till it's done,
Make lifc safer for everyone,

F.F.T.F.,

Dismantle the F.F.T.F.,

Oue big mistake and we all just might die,
Bend over now and kiss your rear goodbye.

277-2
(Cont’d)

variousresearch isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantitiesof both research and commercial i sotopes
would beviableif operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications. Asthe NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutronsand
largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of someradioisotopes, but isbest suited for commercial interestswho
might consider itsusefor isotope production.” Inrecognition of these
constraintson itsoperational feasibility, the NI PEISonly evaluatesthe
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions. While some
existing reactors may possessthe potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
itisunlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of thesefacilities.

The commentor appears to express the concern that DOE would expose
constituents in the Seattle area to risks associated with the transport of
weapons-grade plutonium. None of the purposed alternatives involve the
shipment of any weapons-grade plutonium to any port in the United
States. Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at some point
to import mixed oxide fuel from Europeto fuel FFTF. At thistime,
however, DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any specific
port. If DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it would
perform a separate NEPA analysis to select aport. This review would
address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water
transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as
well as safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300
mixed oxide fuel through a variety of specific candidate ports on the west
and east coasts. It would consider all public comments, including local
resol utions, concerning thedesirability of bringing mixed oxidefuel into
the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhanceits nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
aternative. Any transportation activitiesthat would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissionand U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations. Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
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Commentor No. 277: Roy D. Goodman (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 277

requirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to arepresentative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportationto Hanford. Alsointhat section, abounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risksto the
surrounding public from mixed oxidefuel shipmentswould beextremely
small (e.g., lessthan 1 chancein atrillion for alatent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and lessthan 1
chancein 50 billion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from overland
highway accidents).
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Commentor No. 278: Rick Mounce

Response to Commentor No. 278

Rick Monnce
2806 W. 46" Ave
Kennewick, Washington 99337

Good Evening, my name is Rick Mounce. 1 reside in Kennewick, WA. T am speaking
tonight as a private citizen.

I was not surprised that the PEIS confirmed that there was essentially no public risk
assaciated with operation of the FFTF to support an expanded isotope mission. Since 1
have been associated with operation of the FETF for many years, I can personally attest
to its high standards of safety.

But tonight, T would like to comment on information that I have seen distributed by some
of the anti-nuclear activist groups aticading these meetings.

One activist brochure I picked up is titled “Hanford and the River” by Columbia River
United, This brochure identifies the major areas and past operations at Hanford that
have impacted the Columbia River, I read this document front to back and would like to
peint out that the FFTF operated for ten years, but is not mentioned one single time as
having had a past impact on the Columbia River. Why? Because operation of FFTF has
absolutely no impact on the river,

Another hand-out 1 read was from Columbia Riverkeeper. In it they demand that the
following statement be removed from the PEIS summary on spent fuel management.
“The environmental impacts associated with the existing inventory of spent fuel at the
Hanford site are minimal.”

I agree that this statement shouid be removed. Instead, the PETS summary should reflect
DOE’s well-publicized and appropriate commitment to remove the 2100 metric tons of
spent fuel from Hanford’s 100 area water basins. This defense mission spent fuel does not
include the 16 metric tons of non-defense spent FFTF fuel.

The PEIS summary should alse discuss the minimal environmental impacts associated
with storing the spent FFTF fuel on its own merits. Namely, that it is not corroded and is
stored in dry storage casks, not the aging defense mission water basins. This section
should also be consistent with Chapter 4 of the PEIS which correctly states that the FFTF
spent fuel will be packaged and shipped to the repository for disposal.

However, | am surprised at some of the information T bave seen distributed by Heart of
America Northwest. Maybe I shouldn’t be. It seems that because they could not find any
significant or legitimate comments on the PEIS, they have had to resort to distributing
inflammatory half-truths and outright fabrications under the guise of “public education.”

278-1

278-2

278-3

278-2

278-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

278-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’sviewsand observations. FFTFis
approximately 4.5 milesfrom the ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto the groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

278-3:  Thediscussionsinthe Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of Volume 1 on the
cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at Hanford were
revised to clarify that the management of the existing spent nuclear fuel
at Hanford resultsin adose of lessthan 0.1 millirem per year of the
maximally exposed member of the public. Thisdoseiswell within the
DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5. Asdiscussed in that Order, the
dose limit from airborne emissionsis 10 millirem per year, as required by
the Clean Air Act; drinking water is4 millirem per year, asrequired by
the Safe Drinking Water Act; and the dose limit from all pathways
combined is 100 millirem per year. DOE has committed to remove the
spent nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate disposition in ageologic
repository.
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Commentor No. 278: Rick Mounce (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 278

The lengths they will go to mislcad the public into supporting their agenda is evidenced in
information they publish and distribute. One cxample of their so-called “credible”
edncational material is their statement that; “Restart of the FFTF nuclear reactor will
have enormous environmental conseqguences for the Pacific Northwest for generations to
come. Restart of the FFTF nuclear reactor will mean importation of Weapons Grade
Plutenium in “Mixed Oxide” fuel to Hanford from Germany and production of 35,000
pounds of High-Level Nuclear Waste - waste which USDOE has no idea of where or how
to dispose of, but the report {and here they mean the PEIS) just concludes that the waste
can be stored indefinitely at Hanford.”

Note that the 35,000 pounds of High-level Nuclear Waste they are referring to is the 16
metrie tons of spent FFTF fuel that I mentioncd carlier. Also note that FFTF fuel is not,
nor could it ever be, classified as weapons-grade plutonium.

Well, had Heart of America Northwest read the PEIS, they would have noticed the section
entitled Spent Nuclear Fuel Management in Chapter 4. In it they would have discovered
that DOE did not, in any way, conclude that the spent fuel would be stored indefinitely at
Hanford. Instead, they would know that the disposition path for the 16 metric tons of
spent FFTF fuel is to package it in acceptable containers and ship it to the repository for
disposal, the sume process as for the nation’s 105,000 metric tons of commercial reactor
fuel. They would also know that the time-line for doing this is either during operation or
at cessation of reactor operation.

Furthermore, if Heart of America Northwest really had public education in mind they
would be knowledgeable about the status of the repository at Yucca Mountain. They
would then know that the FFTF fuel is suitable for repository disposal in its current form
and that its contribution to the overall projected repository inventory is a whopping
0.015%.

This hardly qualifies as enormous environmental consequence for gencrations to come.

This is just one example of deliberate misrepresentation of the facts by a handful of anti-
nuclear activists. You have aiready heard or will hear other examples tonight,

By using false pretenses to infentionally scare and mislead the public into supporting
their agenda, some of these organizations have seriously undermined the NEPA process
and their own credibility and it is my opinion that they are not trustworthy nor qualified
to speak on behalf of the public interest.

On 2 personal note, just last month 1 lost my brother to cancer. He was 49 years old.
Perhaps, had FFTF been restarted to produce medical isotopes earlier, he may still be
alive today; therefore I fully support the restart of the FFTF to produce medical isotopes
in support of the eradication of this and other debilitating diseases.

278-2
(Cont’d)

278-1
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Commentor No. 279: Sarah Schmidt

Response to Commentor No. 279

Draft PEIS Comment Form
Spot ol FETE Il 2791
Megan o Hoadedd || 279-2
Ceorve o dessy intempederce M vounclivg I‘ 279.3
OF  ashe {iee atrocked Boryn -~

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nucilear 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 1o the address below
 calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

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

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

Name (optional):

o] ization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

Ciry: State:____ Zip Code:

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

For mosg Information confacl: Colette £ Brown, NE-50 &7
U 5. Department of Energy = 19907 Genmraniown Road - Gemaniown, MD 20874
Toltroa Telephona: 1-877-342-4593 + Toll-Irea Fax 1-877.562-4557 I
E-mail: Muclearinkasiuchure-PEIS@hg.dos.gov &

1200

279-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

279-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedulesfor restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.

279-3:  DOE notesthe commentor's concern regarding the proper handling and
transportation of wastes. DOE Order 435.1 “ Radioactive Waste
Management” wasissued on July 9, 1999. Per this Order, each DOE
radioactive waste receiving facility shall evaluate waste for acceptance,
including confirmation that the technical and administrative requirements
have been met including the facilities waste acceptance criteria. A
process for the disposition of nonconforming wastesis also to be
established. The commentor provided afew examples of when the
waste receiving facility had identified certain wastes that did not meet the
technical and administrative requirements.

FFTF restart would not impact the cleanup missions at Hanford. With
respect to waste management and cleanup issues, the Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). Thisagreement specifiesmilestonesand schedulesfor restoration
of al partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.
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Commentor No. 279: Sarah Schmidt (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 279

Syrah Schmidt
3815 Woodland Park Ave N #205
Seattle, WA 98103

The following information was researched and compiled during my internship at Heart of
Ametica Notthwest. This information, censisting of internal memes arxl reports, was sent by the

Department of Energy and obiained through the Freedom of Information Act.

Per Memo dated May of 1995, issued by The Hanford Public Westing House Company,
document number 9502473R1. Pertaining to a mismanaged waste shipment sent by the Lawrence
Berkeley National Laboratories to Hanford's Low Level Burial Ground, Problems with this
shipment included, but were nort fimited to:

= Leaking containers

+  Mislabeled Waste

* [mproper Packaging such as mixing, and overfilling

Per reports by Lana Richterich, dates ranging from December 1996 to January 98, docunent
number SWIRG! 1. Peraining 1o repealed nonconformance by Argonne National Laboratorics in
their shipment of waste to Hanford. These violations contained but were not limited to:

¢ Leaking containers

»  Mislabeling of waste

* Exceeding allowed weight of waste

»  Mixing of potentizlly incompatiblc waste

Because these examples were repeat errors by Argonne National Laboratories, the reader of the

reports is lead to the conclusion that nothing was done to solve the problem.

Per Memos pertaining te End of the Year Assessments by Departinent of Energy Contractors te

confirm that they are up 1o State and Federal guidelines on waste management:

Martin Marietta Energy Systems March 1994, Document number 9452287,
Restricted Status.

General Atomics July 1994, Document Number 9455507,

Not Approved.

Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant, September 1994, Document number 9456361,
Restricted Status.

279-3
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Commentor No. 279: Sarah Schmidt (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 279

_}

Sarah Schmidt
3815 Woodland Park Ave N #2035
Seattle, WA 98103

Problems identified at the various locations mentioned above included bul were not limited Lo:
» mislabeling of waste
+ mixing of waste

+ inadeguately trained staff handling the waste

T'his is just a small cxample of the incompetence that is displayed in the handling of the waste
already buricd at Hanford. Now you expect the citizens of Washington and Oregon to trust you
when you say that the Depariment of Energy can handle the excessive waste that will be created
by the Fast Flux Test Facility?

It is time to stop robbing the cleanup limd and kegp the promises you made in the Tri-Parry
Agreement,

SHUT DOWN FFTF ONCE AND FOR ALL AND CLEAN UP THE MESS YOU HAVE
ALREADY CREATED.

This is our state and we wilf be heard.

L e ol

Signature: ‘Z/Af/
R

279-3
(Cont’d)
|| 279-2
Il 2791
Il 2792
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Commentor No. 280: Sally Lamson

Response to Commentor No. 280

Good Evening. My name is Sally Lamson. l’nkz; resident of Kennewick
Washington and representing myself. 1 would like to spend the next few minutes
setting the record straight on one of the topics in Heart of Americas citizens guide
for these hearings. Specifically, the distortion and fabrications that DOE is
“Violating the Hanford Cleanup Agreement™ and that “cleanup funds are lost every
year to FFTF.”

Let’s go over the facts.

Fact 1.

The decision to shut down the FFTF was a unilateral decision by the U.S.
Department of Energy, not a “covenant” or promise between the DOE,
Environmental Protection Agency and Washington Department of Ecology.
Following the shutdown decision in December 1993, FFTF was included in the Tri-
Party Agreement to establish milestones with ihe goal of conducting shutdown work
in an orderly sequence to ensure coordination with other Hanford Site cleamup

actions.

Fact 2.

When DOE identified a possible fiuture mission for'the reactor, shutdown work was
terminated and the facility was placed in standby.ﬁ;‘bOE initiated discussions with
the Washington State Department of Ecology to revise the TPA milestones, and
public meetings were held. As a result, the milestones were placed in temporary
suspension until the Secretary of Energy issues a final decision on whether or not to
restart the FFTF. If the FFTT restarts, the milestones will be deleted. If the FFTF is
directed to shut down, new dates for the milestones will be negotiated. What I

described is the TPA change process. Therefore, is Heart of America also infetting

280-1

280-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.

280-2: 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



68EC

Commentor No. 280: Sally Lamson (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 280

that the EPA and the WDOE are violating the Hanford Cleanup Agreement? Tdon’t
think so, and neither is the DOE.

Fact 3.

The statement that cleanup funds are being directed to the FFTF is recurning and
ssdortior -

false 4 i i They are fully aware that resources for maintaining

the FFTF in standby is provided by separate funding appropriations from Nuclear
Energy, which is completely unrelated to the cleanup budget under Environmental
Management. If the FFTF were to restart, Nuclear Energy funding appropriations
would continue. Let me reemphasize, FFTF funding for standby and potential

restart does not come out of the cleanup budget.

Fact 4.

If FFTF was selected for the proposed missions, the estimated restart funding is
$314M. If the missions under consideration in the PEIS were assigned to other
DOE sites, appropriate funding from Nuclear Energy, not clean up, will still be
required. Interestingly, if this were to occur, additional funding of ~$28 1M would
also be required for the concurrent deactivation of the FFTF, and this funding would
come from the Hanford cleanup budget. It takes money to shut the FETF down.
Recapping, if the FFTF were not selected as the preferred alternative, the cost to the
DOE would be almost twice as much or greater to meet the PEIS needs, depending
on which alternative was selected. And the hit on Hanford cleanup costs would be

substantial,

280-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 280: Sally Lamson (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 280

My conclusions are:

1) The Heart of America statements discussed earlier are completely
unfounded and without merit.

2) Selection of the FFTF as the preferred alternative makes sense
economically as well as environmentally and technically. The startup
costs and shutdown costs are corparable. The FFTF has the largest
capability and flexibility of all the options. It meets the needs and
requirements of the PEIS. It is the premier test reactor in the world with
a proven performance and a safety record second to none. [ trust that the

DOE will agree and make the right decision.

280-1
(Cont’d)

280-2
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Commentor No. 281: Brian Berglin

Response to Commentor No. 281

Good evening, my name is Brian Berglin. I live in the Tri-Cities and I am representing myself
this evening. First, I would like to thank the DOE for preparation of this PEIS and addressing the
need for expanding the nation’s nuclear infrastructure to support these important civilian
missions. [ belicve that FFTF should be selecied as the preferred alternative in the final PEIS
beeause it provides the preatest capacity and flexibility of the options being evaluated and, as the
PEIS mmalyses clearly indicate, the envirenmental impacts associated with restart and operation

are small,

[ want to also express my concerns tonight about the misleading information being cirevlated by
[eart ol America Northwest regarding FFTI restart, apparently to scare and mislead the public.
This does a great disservice to the EIS and decision-making process, and more importantly, to the
people in this region. A lot is at stake with the upeoming decision on this PEIS. and opiniens
should be based on truthful information, not obvious fabrications being made under the guise of
informing the public. 1 would like to address one topic in particular where this is occurring,

waste generation and management.

Waste generation is an area of importance to everyone in the northwest. | would like to address
several false statements that were made related to the wastes that would be generated by the
proposed restart of FFTF and how these wasies would be managed. | have been involved with

operation of FFTT for many years and 1 believe | am knowledgeable to speak in this arca.

[1eart of America claims that “Tnternal USDOE documents reveal that restarting the FFI'F
Muclear Reactor will add more liquid radioactive waste to Hantord’s leaking and explosive High-
I.evel Nuclear Wasie tanks.” This is untrue and a good example ol the use of scare taclics.

FETF has never generated high level waste and as slated in the PEIS there will be NO high level
radicactive waste produced by any of the proposed missions. Since not a single drop is
generated, then it goes without saying that operation of FFTF, or the Hanford facilitics being
considered for provessing, would not add a single drop of waste (o the Hanford High Level
Waste lanks, nor in any way affect the Columbia River. In fact, as stated in the PEIS waste
management sections, il the FFTF is sclected for the proposed missions, DOE plans to use
available 400 Area and commercizl facililies to store, process and dispose of the wastes that

would be generated.

Heart of America claims that “Radioactive Wastes would be buricd in Hanford’s unlined,
unregulated low-level waste trenches -with no consideration of environmental and health

281-1

281-2

281-1:
281-2:

DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

DOE notesthe commentor’s views and observations. DOE iscommitted
to providing the public with comprehensive environmental reviews of its
proposed actions in accordance with NEPA, and to providing ample
opportunity for public comment on those actions.

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

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1

(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). 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.
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 a another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sitesis not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 281: Brian Berglin (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 281

impacts.” As | mentioned before, available 400 Area and commercial facilities would be used
for waste disposition. Therefore, DOE docs not intend to send any waste generated at FFTF to
the Hanford burial trenches. And by the way, wastes disposed of in Hanford’s burial trenches

must mect specific criteria for burial and be appropriately packaged before being accepted for

burial in the trenches, which are operated in accordance with federal regulations.

Hearl of America claims that “USDOE deliberately violates NEPA (the law requiring this ELS)
by saying they will disclese plans for these wastes in a future document instead of right now.”
This is another example of Fleart of America rhetoric. 'What the PEIS docs say is that DOE
intends that wasle be managed independent of the existing Hanford site wasle management
infrastructure by using commercially available facilitics. Contrary to statements made at carlier
public meetings, use of commercial facilities is consistent with current DOL policy and is already
in practice at other sites. [t further discusses the Waste Minimization and Management Plan for
FFTF that was developed in consultation with the Washington State Department of Ecology and
the Oregon Office of Encrgy. This Plun identifies a program and process for incorporating
pollution prevention and waste minimization practices into FFTE’s restart and operations
planning, if FFTF is sclected to restarl. The process laid out in this plan would invelve key
stakeholders, including (he states of Washington and Orcgon, in waste management, waste
minimization and pollution prevention decisions. Are these the actions of an agency trying to
ignore the publics’ concern with waste generation? I don’( thirk so.

Heart of Amecrica also ¢laims that the PEIS docs not look at safety or environmental impacis
from adding more wagtes. This again is untrue. The PEIS addresses the radiological and
chemical impacts on warkers and the public from waste management activities. The amount of’
wastes that would be gencrated are very small and would be safely managed in full compliance
with state and federal laws, as they arc now, and pose no threat to the public or the environment.
The humaniarian benefits to the general population from the production of medical isotopes
clearly outweighs the small impact of the waste that would be produced. 1am confident that
FFTF can safely and competently support these missions and that the wastes generated would

likewisc be safely and appropriately ranaged.

281-2
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 282: Dan Arrigoni

Response to Commentor No. 282

Good Evening, my name is Dan Arrigoni and | am a citizen of the Pacific Northwest.

1 am pleased to have the opportunity to provide my comments to DOE regarding the PEIS
altermative to operate the FFTF.

| have become very frustrated with newspaper articles that have been published in Pacific
Northwest regarding the DOE alternative to cperate the FFTF. It seems that unreliable
sources have purposely and unfairly influenced the media with propaganda designed to
scare and mislead the public into supporting an anti-nuciear agenda.

This is why | find a recent article published in the Qregonian so refreshing. | am impressed
that they sought out factual information so they could fairly present the virtues of operating
the FFTF to the public.

| would like to read this arlicie into the record that was published on August 29, 2000, pricr
to the public hearing in Peortland.

READ ARTICLE

In closing, | urge everyone in this room to follow the Oregonian's lead and accept your
responsibility to seek out factual information seriously-

The oppertunity to provide the public with progressive cancer treatments is too important
to throw out based on the self-centerad bias of a few individuals.

Dan Arrigoni

417. W. 12" Ave.
Kennewick, WA 99337
{509) 586-0818

282-1

282-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations as well as those
expressed in the Oregonian newspaper article.
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Commentor No. 283: Bill Dautel

Response to Commentor No. 283

Geod evening, my name is Bill Dautel and 1 am speaking tonight as a citizen of the
Pacific Northwest.

Recently, I read a citizen's guide that was distributed by an anti-nuclear activist group
called Heart of America Northwest. These anti-nuclear activists claim that they serve to
“educate” the citizens of the Pacific Northwest on a number of topics addressed in this
guide. This material is so chock full of misquotes, distortions, and outright fabrication
that 1t appears that the sole purpose is only to scare and mislead the citizens of the Pacific

Northwest into supporting their anti-nuclear platform.

Because of the time limitation, I will only touch on one area of this so-called
“educational” material and contrast this to the factual information stated in the PEIS. 1
am not asking you to change your position, I merely ask that you listen with an open
mind. Then I challenge you to personally seek out the facts. It is only by this process
that you will be able to form an informed position. The benefits of operating FFTF to
alleviate the very real future health risks to you and your family are too important to

throw them cut based on heresay.

The area I would like to address tonight is the section of the Heart of Amernica guide
titled “Weapons-Grade Plutonium Could Come Through Puget Sound.” The plutonium
that they are referring to is unused mixed oxide fuel that has no future use in Germany
but can be used to operate the FFTF reactor for 15 years. This fuel is essentially
identical to FFTE fuel. As such it 1s not, nor could it ever be classified as "weapons-

grade” plutonivm.

They also claim that DOE has ignored transportation risk concerns in the PELS and that
citizens <quote> "demand that USDOE acknowledge that a ship fire in Puget Sound,
with plutonium on beard, could kill thousands and permanently leave a large area
uninhabitable  Oppose any scheme to import plutonium fuel through any port to FFTF.”
<unquote> Maybe Heart of Amenca Northwest hasn't read the Table of Centents of the

283-1

283-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.
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Commentor No. 283: Bill Dautel (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 283

PEIS yet. Otherwise, they would discover that an entire appendix is dedicated to impacts

of transportation.

If you read this section, vou will discover that public and environmental safety is
parameunt. You will also discover that if is unlikely that DOE will even ship the fuel to
Puget Sound, not because of any risk, but because it costs more to sail to the wesi coast
than to sail directly to an easten port. Charleston Naval Station has been the primary
port for receiving foreign fiel for the past five years and was the port selected for

detailed analysis in the PEIS.

The activist material claims that a ship fire could kill thousands and leave a large area
uninhabitable. Have they supplied vou with an independently reviewed risk analysis that

explains just how this event could oceur? T don't think so.

Let's examine the facts. First, the FFTF fuel is designed to operate at temperatures up to
1500 degrees fahrenheit and is not susceptible to damage from the DOT severe
transportation {ire temperature of 1475 degrees fahrenheit. Additicnally, FFTF fuel has
been safety fested and shown not to leak under these conditions. Second, the fuel is
transported in certified high integrity casks. These casks are subject to stringent
regulatory safety testing fo verify beyond doubt that they will not leak during severe
transportation accident conditions, including fire. Third, certified purpose-built ships
would be used to transport the fuel casks from Europe to the 1.8, These ships are
constructed with double hulls to assure that they can withstand a collision without
penetrating the inner hull. Every part of the ship is protected by an automatic fire system
which will quickly detect, isolate, and suppress a fire should one break out in any one of
the separate compartments. The individual holds can also be deliberately floeded with
water, and, if alt the helds were flooded the ship would still remain afloat. These levels
of safety are what contribute to the lew level of risk to transport the fuel. In fact, the

12

accident risk in the PEIS was determined to be less than 107" latent cancer fatalities or 1

in a trzllion.

283-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 283: Bill Dautel (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 283

Let me put this in perspective. The tisk of dying from radiation exposure received from
flying round tnp ¢ross-country 1s approximately 1 in a million. Mighty small. The nsk
from fuel transportation is a million times less. So T ask you, is this the enormous risk
that results in thousands of deaths as claimed by Heart of America Northwest? Hardly!!
In my view this s a blatant insult to the intelligence of the public and undermines the

entire NEPA process. The transportation of nuclear fuel is completely safe.

—ﬂmam\é eiwl Qv- %u[vn ”:HJDF"M/Y\N—} \%u LDWTW\-@A&-.

283-1
(Cont’d)
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Chapter 2—Wtitten Comments and DOE Responses

284

Response to Commentor No

Seattle

ies of

Raging Grann

Commentor No. 284
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Commentor No. 284:

Raging Grannies of Seattle (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 284
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Leaking tanks forever
Leaking tanks forever
Leaking tanks forever
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284-1

284-1:

284-2:

DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the potential for contaminants in the Columbia
River. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford
cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,

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

The proposed action described inthe NI PEISwould not have an impact

on Hanford cleanup activities. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the
ColumbiaRiver. There are no dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no
radioactive or hazardous discharges to the groundwater. Asindicated in
analyses presented in Chapter 4 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4,
4.4.3.1.4,45.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts
to groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

With respect to plutonium processing, no weapons material will be
produced under the proposed action. All missionsin this PEIS are for
civilian purposes.

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

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). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
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