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Commentor No. 420: Brad Evans

Response to Commentor No. 420

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

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

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

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

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

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

g)’a o E e S
Organization: se -f
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Name (opticnal):

City: Mf e ick State: leCDdEi?S_SL_
Telephone (opticnal): (509 3 2722744 /‘-J""L) 183~ 7555‘(1.\.:-\_1
E-mail {optional): Lo evas @ l\ﬂ-J’E“\HJ’\q o line. Cann

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For merm lnlommton conlack: Coletle E. o, HES0

5. Depatment of Eeergy - Ganmoniown, MD 20874
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420-1

420-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 421: Monte Bemham

Response to Commentor No. 421

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

® attending public meetings and giviog your ¢comments directly to DOE officials

® returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
 calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593 :
» faxing your comments toll-free 1o: 1-877-562-4592

# commenting via ¢-majl: Nuclear. Infrastrycture-PEIS @hq.doe.gov
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For
us. of Energy + 19901 WO 20874 5
Tok o Telophone: 1-872.562-4 4593 Tollroe Fow. 1-875.560.4592 4

lect nfrasucte-PES@ha.coe.oov G

TG

421-1

421-2

421-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sviews regarding the need to provide backup
production capacity for medical isotopes. Themedical and industrial
isotope production mission considered as part of this NI PEIS fulfills this
need. Asstated in Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1, nearly 50 percent of

DOE's isotope production capacity is being utilized with the remaining
capacity dispersed throughout the DOE complex and not readily available
due to existing operating constraints. While other facilities exist to
produce medical isotopes, many are dedicated to existing missions, as
outlined in Section 2.6.1 of Volume 1. The selection of the preferred
aternative in this NI PEIS will enable DOE to meet its program
objectives for medical isotope production.

421-2:  Whilethis NI PEISincludes consideration of the alternative that would
best enable DOE to meet its responsibilities under the Atomic Energy Act
to provide isotopes for medical, industrial, and research applications, it is
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS to specifically consider the benefits to

individual persons or groups.
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Commentor No. 422: Bernice C. Mitchédll

Response to Commentor No. 422

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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422-1

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuciear Inirastructure
PEIS. These include:

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

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

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

® commenting via e-mait: Nock .Infrasu'uclure-PEIS@}g,doe. ov

Name (optional): . it 2 C ‘ Tl Rl

Organization: /4 y _
iOrganizat i [15 by Sheel”

HomefOrganization Address {¢ircle one): = / _J{ 2

Cigy: é/_/-»dd’“— J Srare-W /; Zip Code: Cﬂ'; C;L-f(; Z
Telept {optional}:
E-mail (optional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

FO¥ o infomdtion comack Ceofta B Brown, NE-50

U5, Dopartment of Energy + 19901 Germantown Road = Genmcniawn, MD 20874
Tolt-free: Telophone: 1-877-562-4593 * [ollrew Fx, 1-877-562-4592

E-mail: Nuclearnicsiucure-PES@ha.doe. gov

TG0

422-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s views and request to withdraw the
previously submitted letter (dated August 2, 2000).
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Commentor No. 423: John Fialkovich

Response to Commentor No. 423

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

# attending public meetings and giving vour comments directly 1o DOE officials

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

= calling toll-frec 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 @hg.doe.gov
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Ses

Home/Crganization Address (circle one):

Namne {optional):

QOrganization:

3 Bt saretg

City:. fre 4/4»1:/

Telephone (optionaly: - (sg) 238 ~gooo

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

State: /A Zip Code: FEFS2

For mora Infomation contoct: Colaffe E. Brown. NE-SO 4
LS. Daportment of Enstgy < 19901 Garmanicwn Rood - Ganmantown, MD 20874
Tok-lrea Telephone: 1-877-562-A595 + Toll-tree Fax: 1-877-542-0592
E-mail. Nucleor ininsinchure-PESEHN.doe.gov
T2

423-1

423-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 424: Corky Greenfield

Response to Commentor No. 424

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:
» gitznding public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
# returning this comment form te the registratien 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: }-877-562-4592
* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear. mf!asu-ucturePEIS@hq doe.gov,
<[l
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E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000
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424-1

424-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 425: Debbie Nielsen

Response to Commentor No. 425

Good evening, my name is Debbie Nielsen and | represent myself. My
family and I have lived in the shadow of Hanford for more than 23 years.
From our property, we look out over the Site and see the white dome and
cooling towers of FFTT in the distance. This sight does not fill me with
fear or apprehension for my family. My husband and [ have raised 8
children in West Richland and I believe my community is a safe and
wonderful place to live and for kids to grow up. As a matter of fact, when
1look at FFTF I feel an enormous sense of pride and accomplishment.

I've been an engineer at FFTF for more than 15 years and I know what an
outstanding and safe reactor this is. FFTF is DOE's largest and newest
reactor complex which has received numerous awards recognizing its
performance and impeccable safety record during its 10 year operating
history. I would like to take a few minutes to share a few of my views
with you.

First, I would like to thank the DOE for considering restart of the FFTF to
support the important missions being discussed here tonight, in particular
the production of medical isotopes. Having survived cancer myself, 1
know the devastation that comes with being diagnoesed with cancer and the
horrible impact that it has on your family. My cancer was removed in two
painful, invasive procedures, but it hasn't returned. 1 was lucky. But
many others aren't so fortunate. According to the American Cancer
Society, this year about 552,000 Americans are expected to die of cancer,
more than 1,500 people a day. Unfortunately, nearly everyone in this
room tonight will experience the pain cancer will inflict to you, a loved one
or a friend.

There is hope available, if we only decide to move forward and develop it.
Recent advancements in the field of nuclear medicine have dramatically
opened a whole new dimension in cancer treatent by being able to target
isotopes directly to unwanted cancer cells without damaging healthy ones.
Sadly though, these treatments are only available for a select few because
of the severely limited supply. I firmly believe the DOE should expand the
nuclear infrastructure by restarting FETF to provide physicians and

425-1

425-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 425: Debbie Nielsen (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 425

researchers with a stable, large, and varied isotope supply to help this
country in its battle against cancer.

FFTF stands out above the other alternatives evaluateed in the PEIS both in
its flexibility and capability to support DOE's objectives. As a matter of
fact, I believe one thing missing in the PEIS is a capabilities assessment.
Right now it is difficult for someone not technically familiar with these
alternatives to recognize that the options vary greatly in their capability to
meet the mission needs. 1 am sure that if the Department of Energy
completes a capabilities comparision, coupled with the results of the PEIS,
cost study, and nonproliferation report, they will come to the same
conclusion that [ have.

1 know there are concerns about wastes that would be generated and the
possible impacts of FFTF operation on the environment and current
cleanup activities at Hanford. [ want to see Hanford cleaned up too. I've
been invoived in environmental compliance and safety at FFTF for many
years s0 I was not surprised that the PEIS indicated impacts of FFTF
operation are extremely small. 1 know that FFTF operation does not pose a
threat to the public or the environment. [ would never support restart if I
believed the reactor posed a danger to my family or community.

However, [ believe it is important to recognize that there are some
significant impacts that would occur by selecting FFTF. These impacts
will manifest themselves in tremendous humanitarian benefits to the people
in this country. The medical isotopes FFTF could produce would
dramatically alter the course of cancer treatment, and provide hope and low
cost care to millions of suffering Americans. Thave complete confidence
in the skill and competence of the staff at FFTF and the quality of the
facility itself to safely and effectively meet these missions. 1 fervently hope
that the DOE won't allow the anti nuclear sentiment and unfounded fear of
a few vocal activitsts in this region to force shutdown of this improtant
national asset. During my talk alone tonight, 5 more Americans have died
of cancer. It is eritical that the upcoming decision be based on facts, not
fiction.

425-1
(Cont’d)

425-2

425-3

425-1

425-2:

425-3:

The comment with respect to the need for a capabilities assessment of

NI PEIS aternativesis noted. Volume 1, Section 2.7.1.2.3 of the Draft

NI PEIS presents acomparison of mission effectiveness among
aternatives. Thissection hasbeen revisedinthe Final NI PEIS (see
Section 2.7.1.8, “ Comparison of Mission Effectiveness Among
Alternatives’) to providethe reader abetter understanding of the medical
isotopes that can be produced using accelerator technology (Alternative 3)
and reactor technology alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 4).

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative |, restart of FFTF.
As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
aternatives would not divert or reprogram funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 426: DennisA. Fitzgerald

Response to Commentor No. 426

Dennis A. Fitzgerald
4301 English court
West Richland WA 99353
(509} 627-0936 Fax: (509) 627-2413
E-mail: Fromthetrenchesitaol.cam

“One voice, one perspective from life in the trenches of America™

August 31, 2000 Page 1

Public hearing on the Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS
Tower Inn, Richland, Washington

Good Evening, Ladies and Gemtlemen,

My name is Dennis Fitzgerald. Tonight [ represent the West Richland Chamber of Commercc. I also
desire to speak on behalf of my fellow cancer FIGHTERS.

1 wish for no ane to “walk a mile in the moccasins” of a cancer FIGHTER. However, if onc wants a
sense of what it is like, read Chapter Six of Lance Armstrong’s book, “Tt is Not About the Bike, My
Journey Back to Life”. Orread “The Warrior's Way™, by John R. Cope from Lake Oswego, Oregon, a
four-time breast cancer survivor. (Men get 1 %% of all breast cancers.} Or talk to the parents and
grandparents of my nine-year old fellow cancer FIGHTER Larry, who after a2 bone transplant in his leg,
has eight months to go in his year of hard chemo treatment. They can give you a scnse of what it is like
to care for a child with cancer.

In Mr. Cope’s book he states, * Three words will change you life forever, “YOU HAVE CANCER’. It
will affect your loved ones, too. Mr. Armstrong writes, "1 never thought T knew what fcar was until |
heard the werds, "YOU HAVE CANCER™. Mr. Armstrong, the recent two-time winner of the Tour de
France, had testicular cancer, which in a short time spread to his Jungs, then to his brain. That is why
early detection is s¢ important.

Latest input from the American cancer Society predicts that in one’s lifetime for women, one in three
will get cancer, onc in eight will get breast cancer. For men, one in two will get cancer, one in six will
get prostate cancer. These odds are the same whether you are for or against the restart of FFTF

« For you ladies, if you did get breast cancer, would you prefer a medical isotope “smart bullet” that
would attack only the cancer, or prefer surgery that may disfigure you, followed by hard chemeo that
will leave you temporally bald?

o For you men, if you did get prostate cancer would you prefer outpatient implant of medical isotope
sceds, or surgery with almost a week of hospitalization, follow by several weeks of home recovery
with a catheter in your bladder? Plus being at equal or higher risk of permanent impotence or
ingontinence, or both.

« You could be one of the eight million suffers of theumatoid arthritis in our country and the doctor
told you medical isotopes would help, but you have to go to Europe for treatment.

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



T19-¢

Commentor No. 426: DennisA. Fitzgerald (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 426

Dennis A. Fitzgerald
4301 English court
West Richland WA 99353
(509) 627-0936 Fax: (509) 627-2413
E-ma:l: Frgmhetrenchesfiaol.com

August 31, 2000 Page 2

Public bearing on the Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS
Tower Inn, Richland, Washington

‘What if the doctor told you medical isotopes would be the best treatment you. However due 1o
shortages, cansing delays in clinical trials or in general supply the desired isotpes are not available to
you now, but the doctor will put you on a waiting list. Since we import 90% of our isotopes these are
real scenarios

Let us tatk about what I call emotional uncertainties ar perhaps fears and seck (0 overcome them with
facts.

*  Operating FETF will come from separate funds than Hanford clean up funds. In fact shotting down
FFTF will add $281.2 million to the existing clean up budget burden.

+ No existing accelerators in the western hemisphere can compete in variety, quantity and purity of the
FFTF an existing facility in which you and [ as taxpayers have already invested millions and
miilions and milliens of dollars. Reportediy a high-energy accelerator may ¢ome closc to matching
the FETF but it does not yet exist and will require years and more millions of our tax dellars to bring
on line.

Unfortunately cancer does not wait. 1t is like our recent Twin Forks Fire, While the bureaucrats and
political entities were “fiddling” over how to control the fire, the fire raged out of control, eventually
burning over 300 squarc miles. While the bureaucrats and politicians have been pondering the fate of
the FFTF for too many yegars now, thousands of our fellow citizens have died an early death and many,
many thousands more have had to endure prolong suffering. Why7 Because our government has no
effective strategy or programs in place to meet the medical isotope needs of our people. That includes
the present and future medical isotope needs of evervene of us in this meeting tonight, plos our family,
friends and neighbeors.

The bottom Jine is this: Medical isotopes offer a kinder and gentler treatment for an expanding array of
cancer types and an easier and longer “walk in the moccasing™ for the cancer FIGHTER. For the health
of our nation that is the case for the for restart of FFTE.

From the trenchz, W
ngmm
Citizen

Cancer FIGHTER
Member, West Richland Chamber of Commerce

CC:  West Richland Chamber of Commetce
Citizens for Medical Isotopes (CMI)

426-1

426-2

426-1

426-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s).

426-2:  Seeresponseto comment 426-1. A combination of low energy and high
energy accel erators can meet mission objectives although they might not
be able to do some research and devel opment that requires fast neutrons
or liquid metal loops. Thereference accelerator design is mature and
DOE has considerable experiencein designing and building such
accelerators.
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Commentor No. 427: Susan Carlstrom
UFCW Loca 141

Response to Commentor No. 427

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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PEIS. These include:

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

« returning this comment form to the registration desk at the mesting or to the address below
# calling toli-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4393

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

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

Narpe (optional): C)( MV\OJ.'M‘(Q \.9’1 (€73 ‘ Ml O&/V\\{_
orgaizson MEC LD Locad (U] _—
Organization Acdress (¢cirele one): S \,L :F \’O - q T A‘Uﬂ
WOUWneoiaR | W 5955

P [~3
State:!ﬁ‘ﬁp Code:

Telephone {optional):
E-mai) (optional): LAl b @ aol . Comn

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For mat Infosmation ecmocr Colette £, bown, NE-50
US. bepariment of Energy = 1991 Gemmantown Road Wi, MD 20874
Tob-eg Teiophone: |-377.542-4593 - wt-trw o, 18776624672
mai: Nuclesrinfosiuchie-PES@ha.doe. gov
7112100

427-1

427-1:

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 427: Susan Carlstrom (Cont’ d)
UFCW Local 141

Response to Commentor No. 427

z

P TR - R Sow Tan =08 iw
FROM @ ROBERT bJILKINGON FAY NDL @ SE9 735 4932 fua. 23 2000 B3:23AM P2
07/28/00 16:30 FaX 099160805 HEASTON VISION €

! |
i
| - Support of Medical Isotope Production
: at the Fast Flux Test Facility

|
|
Teas, One in three Americans are touched by cancer, and
i

Whei

Vihepu, The yse of medical isotopes in the o of cancer and heart disease is
showing very encouraging and dramatic resubts. These new treatments use

; radiaisotopes targeted specifically 10 the diseased cells and minimize

the damage to healthy celis. The cost of medical isotope treatmem is often mmch

less than convertional treatments nd with less debilitsting results; and

Serious concern exista in the scientific and medical professi that the United
States does not bave: the capability to produce enough radicisotopes to meet the
tapidly increasing demand, while we depend on foreign supplies as over 90% of
the isotopes currently used arc imported, and

Private companies that develop new cancer treatments hesitate to invest millions of
rasaarch dollars up front when the isotopes they want 10 B3e may Dot be velizbly
uvailable, and

The existing Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) can rehably produce a diverse selection
and large quantities of bigh quality isotopes; and

The FFTF is a significant nationaf asset 8s it is the Depuctment of Energy’s newest
| and most sephisticated nuclear reactor with the potential to play a major roke
supporting critical natiopal missions such as medical isotops production for
reatments of disease, non-proliferation fuels testing, research gssociared with the
wansmutation of nuclear waste, NASA space mission energy needs, and other
scientific research; and
i 1
{‘fhfereas. The United States has an aging and diminishing reactor inventory for scietific

: research and testing, while at the sarue time the United States is experiencing an
inereasing demand for the production of isotapes for medical and industrial
applications, therefore

|

! ; .oy

HE [T RESOLVED that the (12 £828 L suppo 2 pestart of the Fast Flux Test Facility
. ¢ serve a3 a multi-mission research and isotope praduction reactor.

it & Frrad 2o £330
Signed) (Date)

B

Goz
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Commentor No. 427: Susan Carlstrom (Cont’d)
UFCW Local 141

Response to Commentor No. 427

Suppbrt of Medical Isotope Production

Whereas,

Whereas,

‘Whereas,

Whereas,

‘Whereas,

Whereas,

Whersas,

at the Fast Flux Test Facility

One in three Americans are touched by cancer, and

The use of medical isctopes in the treatment of cancer and heart discase is
showing very encouraging and dramatic results. These new treatments use
radicisotopes targeted specifically to the diseased cells and minimize

the damage to healthy celis. The cost of medical isotope treatment 1s often pach
fess than conventional treatments and with less debilitating resuits; and

Serious concern exists in the scientific and medical professions that the United 3w .

States does not have the capability to produce encugh radioisotopes to meet the
rapidly increasing demand, while we depend on foreign supplies as over 90% of
the isctopes currently used are imported, and

Private companies that develop new cancer trealments hesitate 1o invest millions of
research dollars up front when the isotopes they want to use may nol be reliably
available, and

The existing Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) can reliably produce a diverse selection
and large quantitics of high quelity isotopes, and

The FETF is a significant national agset as it is the Department of Energy’s newest
and most sophisticated nuclear reactor with the potential to play a major role in
supponting critical nationsi missions such as medical isotope production for
treatments of disease, non-profiferation fuels testing, research associated with the
iransmutation of nuclear waste, NASA space mission energy needs, and other
scientific research; and

The United States has an aging and diminishing reactor inventory for scientific
research and testing, while at the same time the United States is experiencing an
increasing demand for the production of isotopes for medical and industrial
applications; sherefore

BE [T RESOLVED that the (MWL) support & restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility

1o serve a5 & multi-mission research and isotope production reactor,
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Commentor No. 427: Susan Carlstrom (Cont’ d)
UFCW Local 141

Response to Commentor No. 427

AUG 28 ‘08 11:42AM B. F. HEALTH DEPT. .
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Support of Medical Isotope Production
at the Fast Flux Test Facility

Whereas, One in three Americans are touched by cancer, and

Whereas, The use of medical isotopes. in the t ent of cancer and beart disease is
showing very encouraging and dramatic results. Thess new treatments wse
radioisctopes targeted specifically to the diseased cells and minimize
the damage io healthy cells. The cost of medical isotope treatment is often cuch
less than convestional treatments and with less debilitating results, and

Whereas, Serious coficen exists in the scientific and medical professions that the United b
’ States does not have the capability to produce encugh cadioisotopes 1o meet the
rapidly increasing demand, while we depend an foreign supplies as over 90% of
the isotopes currantly used are imported, and

hesitate to invest millions of

Whereas, Private companies that develop new cancer
research dotlass up from when the isotopes they wanit 10 use may ROt be relizbly
available, 204

‘Whereas, The existing Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) can relisbly produce a diverse selection
and large quantities of high quality isctopes; and

Whereas, The FETF it 4 sipnificant national asset as it is the Depanment of Energy's newest
and most sophisticated nuclear reacior with the poteantial ta piay & major role in
supporting critical nationel missions such as medical isotope production for

of disease, non-profiferation foels testing, rescarch associated with the
~ wransmutation of muclear waste, NASA space mission energy needs, and other
: scientific research; and

Whereas, The United States has 4a #ging and diminishing reactor inventory for scientific
research and testing, while a1 the same time the Utited States is expenencing an
tncreasing demand for the production of isotopes for medical and industrial
applications; therefore ’

BE IT RESOLVED that the { ) support & restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility
10 serve as a multi-mission Tesearch and isotope produclion reactor.
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Commentor No. 428: Citizens for Medical |sotopes

Response to Commentor No. 428

MEDICINE SAYS
FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY GREATLY NEEDED

“The FFTF could play a very significant role in health care in the United States.”
» DuPont Pharmaceuticals

“[ betieve our nuclear medicine/research programs are in great jeopardy.”
* Thomas Maloney, President, Iso-Tex
Diagnostics, Friendswood, Texas

“Without the availability of radioisotopes such as Cu-67, we will essentialiy be depriving
the American public of a new drug that has already shown responses in ¢ancer patients.”
s Sally J. DeMardo, M., University of
California, Davis

It is cnitical that FFTF be brought back on-line o ensure adequate supplies (of isotopes)
for medical uses.”
*  Michael R. Henson, CEQ, Radiance Medical
Systems, Inc.

“Qur research has been severely hampered oves the years because the government has so
poorly supported & strong isetope production program...We have had difficulty sustaining
some of our research efforts because of a lack of mdisisotope availahility. . We belicve
that FFTF should be restarted to help meet projected needs for many isotopes that {we
would like to explore and develop into cancer treatments).”
+ Robert M. Sharkey, Ph.D., Director of
Clinical Research, Garden State Cancer
Center

“We beligve that FF'TF is a valuable asset and consider the national interest better served
by keeping the reactor in service.”
« E Aller Womack, Jr., BWX Technologies,
Inc. Lynchburg, VA

“The field of therapeutic isotopes 1s just opening up and has tremendous potential for the
future. However, this fisture will be heavily impacted by availability of ... these new
isotopes at costs that basic research can afford.”
«  Victor J. Becker, Sr. Director — Operations,
Diatide, Inc. (Developer of new diagnostic
and therapeutic imaging agents)

” 4281

428-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 428: Citizens for Medical |sotopes (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 428

“The FFTF is a unique facility with capabilities. .. that no other device in the world can
match. It also has an outstanding record of research, operational excellence, safety, and
environmental stewardship. A reactor with the capabitities of the FFTF might never be
built again.
s Wilson C. “Toby™ Hayes, Vice Provost for
Research, Oregon State University,
Corvalis, OR

“1 am writing o express my strong support for...the resian of the Fast Flux Test Facility
(FFTF). I hope that the decision on its future will fully weigh its considerable merits and
many prospective contributions to the nation’s health and weifare.”
+  Manuel Martinez-Maldonado, M.D., Vice
Pravost for Research, Oregon Health
Sciences University

“Hnmunomedics, Inc., is developing radiolabeled moenoctonal antibodies as specific
targeting agents for the treatment of human disease, particularly cancer... as we at
Immunomedics work to make this promising lechnology a clinical reality...the major
impediment to progress in ¢his type of work is a steady reliable supply of promising new

radicisotopes.”
* Dr. Gary Griffiths, Director of Chemistry,
Immunomedics, Inc.
. Citizens for Medical Isotopes: Benton-Franklin Title Bldg.
6'"4!0 3315 W. Clearwater, Kennewick, W4 99336

(509) 737-8463 Fax: (509) 737-9524
www.medicstisotopes.org e-mail: cmif@owt.com
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Commentor No. 428: Citizens for Medical |sotopes (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 428

CAN YOU SAVE MY LIFE?

Medical Isotopes —new opportunities to survive and regain quality of life

The followng expressions of gratitude are made by cancer patients and their family
membpers - father, mother, sister, cousin or they, themselves had o terminal disease and
no hope of survival with standurd treaiments.

Patients treated experimentally with medical isotopes for Carcinoid Cancer

“My cousin has been released from a prison of suffering and has once again joined in the
world of the living. . every person who faces a terminal disease should have the right to
exhaust any and all imedical treatment that could make the difference between life and
death.” - December, 1999 letter to Dr. Lowell B. Anthony of
Stunley 8. Scott Cancer Center - Lowisiana State University

“Your ‘potion’ is an amazing thing: one might even say a thing of beauty; a work of
nuclear art, even. . . her clinical response borders on the unbelievable, . T can even begin
to hope that this saga will have a happy ending. Whatever you guys are doing, you're
doing it right. From one deeply grateful husband.”  -AMarch, 1998 letter to Dr. Anthony

“[ truly believe that this is my best and only answer to the cancer. There have been no
side effects ~ no hear loss, nausea, pain, nothing! This is by far the greatest thing P've
heard of and I always looked forward to the 8 hour drive for my treatments because [
knew they were working!” - 1998 handwritten letter

“1 appreciate very much not only what {this medical isotope treatment) bas done to
ncrease my life span but also appreciate your company for standing behind people like
myself with no where else to go.”

-1998 letter to Thomas Maloney of ISO-TEX Diagnostics

“My dad was very depressed and despairing ... We knew that the only standard options
available would not arrest the progression of this discase. What a blessing it is that he
happened onto this research project... I think 1 speak for the entire family when [ say
that this therapy has improved his emotional and mental well being as well as his overall
physical health. You have given my father the gift of hope.”

- Written by daughter of patient with carcinoid tumor of the thymus

“My wife’s response to the (medical isotopes) has been nothing short of phenomenal!
Her quality of life had fallen to near non-existence and [ sensed that she was preparing to
die,,, (After the medical isofopes infusions), the pain was completely gone., .and the
wheelchair was collecting dust. You are the people who gave me this additional time
with my betoved wife. For that, sir, [ shall be eternally grateful.” -March, 1998
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Commentor No. 428: Citizens for Medical |sotopes (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 428

A PATIENT SPEAKS OUT

*I had no side effects at all with the medical isotope treatment. It
was the easiest time I have ever spent in the hospital. T was just
hanging out reading a book and watching the T.V. Afterward the x-
rays showed my tumors had been reduced and some had completely
disappeared, even though no previous treatment had done anything to
reduce my tumors. Before the medical isotope treatment I had
experienced fremendous pain in my back and I was on morphine quite
a bit. After the treatment I had almost no back pain at all. What I
love about this treatment is, it works, it takes the pain away and
there’s no side effects.” - Laura Mosher of Mentone, Alabama
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Commentor No. 428: Citizens for Medical |sotopes (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 428

Why FFTF is Hanford’s
“Desert Diamond”

¢ The FFTF is a state-of-the-art facility — the most advanced
research reactor in the United States.

+ Research & Development reactor (not a defense reactor)

¢ The most versatile reactor in the U.S. and the world.

+ The newest reactor in the U.S.

+ It can “use up” old weapons materials in the process of making
medical isotopes. No other reactor can do this on a large

scale.

+ Named one of the nation’s top 10 engineering achievements by
the national Society of Professional Engineers.

+ Received the NEA’s Federal Design Achievement Award

+ Superior safety and environmental performance record
carefully documented during construction and operation.
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Commentor No. 428: Citizens for Medical |sotopes (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 428

Organizations and Individuals Supporting FFTF

PATIENT ORGANIZATIONS

American Cancer Society, Benton-Frankiin
MNational Association of Carcer Patients
United Way

THE MEDICAL COMMUNITY
Lourdes Health Network

Dr. Albert Corrade

Dr. James Leedy

The Oncology &roup

Vista Family Health

Tri-Cities Cancer Center
Kadlec Medical Center
Kennewick General Hospital
United Staff Nurses Union - Spokane,
Tacoma, Tri-Cities Chapters

THE MEDICAL RESEARCH COMMUNITY
Harvard Medical School

Children's Hospital, Boston

American Saciety of Nuclear Cardiology
Louisiana State University Medical Center
Johnson & Johnson

Garden State Cancer Center

Tso-Tex Diagnostics

Radiological Society of North America
Neatianal Institutes of Health

NeaoRx

North American Scientific

Battelle

Dr, Rainer Storb, Fred Hutchinson Cancer
Research Center

UNIVERSITIES

University of California, Davis
Oregon Health Sciences University
Cregon State University

USC School of Pharmacy

ELECTED OFFICIALS & POLITICAL
GROUPS

Gary Locke, Governor of Washington State
Resolution passed by Washington State
Sengte

Senator Slade Gorton, Washington
Congressmen Doc Hastings and Norm Dicks,
Washington

Congressman Nethercutt, Washington
Congressman Waomp, Ternessee

Booth Gardner, former Washington governor
Party platform of Washington State
Republicans

Democrats for FFTF

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
Association of Washington Businesses
American Nuclear Society

American Society of Mechanical Engineers
Asseciation of Washington Cities

Nuclear Medicine Research Council
Washington State Association of Counties
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Commentor No. 428: Citizens for Medical |sotopes (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 428

Company Press Release

NeoRx Corporation Reports Cures of Lung,
Breast, and Colon Cancers in Preclinical
Animal Studies Using a Single Dose of
Pretarget Technology

Results published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences

SEATTLE-{BUSINESS WIRE)--March 6, 2000-- NeoRx Corporation (Nasdaq'NERX - news) today
anncunced publication of A peer-reviewed manuscript in the Proceedings of the Nationa! Academy of
Sciences, reporting that a single dose of its proprietary Pretarget® technology cured established human
Iung (10410 animals}, colon {10710 animals) and breast cancers (8/10 animals) implanted in mice. To be
judged a cure, both complete disappearance of the tumor and absence of any re-growth for at least one
year were required. These results were achieved with a single dose of radioactivity developed with
NeoRux's proprietary Prefarget® technology. The manuscript appears in the February 15, 2000 issue of
the journal,

“The key finding in these experiments was the ability to actually cure large, established tumors using the
higher doses of radiation that can be safely administered with our Pretarget® technology,” said Don
Axworthy, NeoRx scientist and lead author on the paper. *"Unlike other therapies that have been reported
to be curative in animals, Pretarget® effected cures with only a single administration. We are looking
forward to testing our latest Pretarget® therapy, with the incorporation of various improvements we have
made since the original animaf studies were done, in the clinic fater this year."

In the manuscript, NeoRx scientists compared Pretarget® technology to the conventional targeting
approach used by others. With Pretarget®, the targeting antibody and radiation are injected separately
and at different fimes, and join at tumor sites where the antibody has pre-localized. Radiation that does
rot join the antibody is rapidly efiminated from the body. This brief exposure of normal organs permits
higher doses than the conventional approach to be administered safely, a5 has been shown in these animel
trials and in patients. By contrast, the conventional approach links the radiation (a small drug) to the large
antibody molecule, irradiating normal tissues such as bone marrow as it circulates for prolonged pericds
in the blood, Doses using the conventional approach are limited by normal organ exposure.

"*Several groups have products under development using the conventional approach to radictherapy,”
said Paul G. Abrams, M.D., 1.D., NeoRx's chief executive officer. ""We expect to begin formal Phase 7
trials with at least one Pretarget® product this year, Using a prototype Pretarget® product in patients
with lymphoma, we have already observed 3 complets remissions (two of which occurred in patients who
had progressed after high Gose therapy and stem cell transplantation) in the 7 patients treated. As in the
animal studies reported in our manuseript, these responses were observed after a single dose of
Pretarget® Moreover, we began our clinical study at a dose hagher than the maxdmumn tolerated dose of
conventional radiotherzpy products, yet we did not see any clinically significant toxicity"
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Response to Commentor No. 428

Safety and Efficacy of Colorectal Cancer
Therapy Confirmed

Jure 8, 2000
MedscapeWire

Tmmunomedics, Inc, has announced the results of ongoing phase
7 elinical studics using CEA-Cide for the treatment of patients
with metastatic colorectal cancer who failed or were mniolerant 1o
prior chemotherapy. CEA-Cide is 2 humanized antibody against
carcinoembryonic antigen (CEA), which is produced by
colorectal and many other cancer types. In this study, the
antibody was radiolabeled with indine-131, which is a therapeutic
1s010De.

The resuits reported by a clinical research team from the
University of Goeningen, in Germany, led by Docent Thomas
Behr, MD, involved 21 patients (group 1) studied with metastatic
cancers of the colon and rectum, and 9 patients (group 2) wio
had their liver metastases surgically removed. and who were at
high risk for recurrence. The patients received 1 dose of CEA-
Cide, and were then followed for up to 18 months.

Dr. Behr reported that the patients tolerated the single injection
very well, with minimal, if any, adversc effects. Of 15 evaluable
patients in the first group, 2 had a partial response (more than
50% reduction in turnor) for an average of 7 months, while
another 6 patients showed lower igvels of tumer reduction,
providing an overall respense rate of 53%. In the second greup, 8
(89%) of 9 patients remain free of disease for more than 13
months, whersas 47% of previously studied paticnts with
resected liver metastases, who did not receive CEA-Cide, showed

cancer recurrence in the same time penod.

"These are very encouraging results, especially since we believe
that such patients can tolerate repeated courses of this therapy,”
stated Dr. David M. Geldenberg, chairman and chief executive
officer of Inmunomedics.

Colotectal cancer is 1he third highest cancer killer, resulting in
more than 56,000 deaths each year in the United States. "Once
the cancer spreads, the 5-year survival rate of patients with
inoperable metastases is virtually zero, despite the development

sasuodsay 30O @ pue SjuswLo) Uaiin—rz Lideyd



¥29-¢

Commentor No. 429: Kathryn Roberg

Response to Commentor No. 429

N =l eze Leene Frre

These are the concerns I have in regard to the restart
of Lhe FFTF Mnclear Reactor

1. Already we are experiencing a drastic gleohal warming, .
as evidenced almest throwghout the whole world, I am alrald
that a rostart of FFTF Nucliear Regctor wil! send more gases
and waste into the Universe, whether in the alr, soil or
water and add tc this horrendous problem of global warming..
The waste has to go gomewhera. What cost are we geing to
have to pay because of these facilities?

2. In 1895, DOE promised in the Hanford Clean-Up Agreemesnt
to shut dewn the FEIF, and use the resulting savings for
radisactive nucliear waste clean-up. $100 million designatcd
for waste-viean-up has instead beoon used to keep FFTF on hot
standby. To restari and maintain the FFTF would cogt much
more. f'm concerned that the funds set aside for clean-up
would be used to produce yel more highly radinactive nuclear
wasle, T am also very concerncd about the heonest use of
aflovated Ffunds.

kN T wnderstand that The USDOE’s own pancl of experts
{Fubcomni itee for Isotope Reosearch and Production planning)
and the Washington State Medical Association say there is ne
nood for FETF as an additional sourch of mediral isatopes.

I ask the gueslich - Ts pluetonium really needed for medical
research radicisctopes?

4. Tf plutonium Is produced, what are Lhe SAFEST MEANS OF
TRANSPORTING this weapons-grade plutenium to fuel tac FFTE
in Hanford? If transported throuwgh Puget Sound, I am
concerned about the potential deadly hazards to the
watersheds, te not only the entire puget scund but also tag
entire Pacific Ocean and to the millions of peoplc whe live
theore.

5. The deadly radicactive waste of lanford will, if nof
contained properly and thorcughly, for theusands of vears
and countless generations, contaminate not only the
Northwostern US but also beyend- (a global destruction)
What are we sending cn to our children and their
children...a contaminated and hazardously wasted world?
Already there 177 massive, underground high-level nuclear
waste tanks, some explosive, dozens legking at Hanford. A
restart of FFTF would add even more radinactive waste te
these tanks. What are we doing to this world? DESTROYTNG
ITH!!

429-1

429-2

429-3

429-4

429-5

429-3

429-1:

429-2:

429-3:

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

The concerns expressed in the comment with respect to potential FFTF
emissions and global warming in the event of FFTF restart are noted.
FFTF operations would result in small impacts to the environment and
would not contribute to global warming because nuclear, rather than fossil,
fuelsprovidethe primary source of energy, resulting in negligiblerel eases
of greenhouse gases. Section 4.3 of the NI PEISincludes an evaluation

of potential environmental impacts due to air emissions and wastewater
discharges associated with the proposed operation of FFTF and existing
Hanford support facilities. All air emissions and wastewater discharges
would bein accordance with applicable permit and regulatory
requirements. The release of criteriaair pollutants would result in
concentrationswell below Federal and state air standards (Table 4-13);
impactsfrom emissions of hazardous chemicalswould have anegligible
effect on human health or the environment (Tables 4-17 and 4-19); and
there would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water
quality (Section 4.3.1.1.4). The management of the wastes that are
associated with nuclear infrastructure activitiesat Hanford isassessed in
Section 4.3.1.1.13. The ultimate disposition of these wastes is addressed
in that section.

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedulesfor restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. A Tri-Party
Agreement change was made to place the milestonesfor FFTF's
permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches adecision on
whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs. Prior public
meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change.

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
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Response to Commentor No. 429

torhsde she oo (I %w‘——— %M«.}Va{
6. (Almest evory day I am hearing more afid more cases of
CANCER. . .My concern (s that whal we are putting into the
whole eccsystem in this world has 2 tremendous impact on our
health., .Restarting the FFTF with its nuclear waste would
add tc this destruction of health and 1ife.

I asK that these concerns be included in the orfficial record
for PU-238/FFTF
Thank you

Sr. Rathryrn Robhorg
ot WWDZ'?' ot 5 MW
FrrF!
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429-6

429-7

429-1

429-7

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. If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.

Restart and operation of FFTF would not add any waste to the Hanford
underground waste storage tanks. The impacts to the environment from
the NI PEIS mission were determined in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 to be
negligibleto the Northwest population.

429-4:  Thepurpose of the NI PEISisto evaluate the environmental impacts of

reasonabl e alternativesto enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to support production of radioisotopes for medical,
research and industrial uses, production of plutonium-238 for usein
future NASA space exploration missions, and U.S. nuclear research and
development needs for civilian application. The plutonium that would be
produced under the proposed action would not be intended for medical
applications.

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

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

Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 wasrevised to incorporate thisinformation and to
clarify DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.
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Commentor No. 429: Kathryn Roberg (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 429

429-5:

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: “Inlimited instances, the

DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
largeirradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider 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 commentor appears to express the concern that DOE would expose
peoplein along the Pacific Coast and in the Puget Sound areato risks
associated with the transport of weapons-grade plutonium. None of the
proposed aternatives would 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
Europe to fuel FFTF. At this time, 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. Thisreview 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 resolutions, concerning the
desirability of bringing mixed oxide fuel into the proposed alternative
ports.
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Commentor No. 429: Kathryn Roberg (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 429

429-6:

429-7.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
aternative. Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and

U.S. Department of Transportation regulations. Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to 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 be extremely
small (e.g., lessthan 1 chancein atrillion for alatent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and lessthan

1 chancein 50 billion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from overland
highway accidents).

Cancersare believed to be caused by acombination of hereditary and
environmental factors, including exposureto ionizing radiation and
chemical agents. This NI PEIS provides an estimate of the potential
human health impacts associated with arange of reasonable alternatives
considered for the production of radioisotopes for medical and industrial
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems (see Sections 1.2 and 2.5 of Volume 1). The
methodology used in the analysis of health effects, which isdetailed in
Appendixes H through J, is based upon our current knowledge of the
health impacts that may result from exposure to low doses of ionizing
radiation and chemical agents. Sections4.3through 4.6 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of any of the
aternatives, including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that
included severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risksassociated with each of the
alternativeswould be small.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and aternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programswill be
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Commentor No. 429: Kathryn Roberg (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 429

implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed aternatives in 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 applicable DOE orders.

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

(e.g., seeSection 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13aso
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 430: Charity Schweiger

Response to Commentor No. 430
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430-1

430-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 431: Bill Dautel

Response to Commentor No. 431

‘17'3 1/o0

Good evening, my name 15 Bill Dautel and [ am speaking tonight as a citizen of the

Pacific Northwest.

Recently, [ read the citizen's guide distributed by Heart of America Nerthwest of Seattle,
This guide claims that the guide “is designed to help citizens understand and comment on
the draft PEIS.” However, it appears that the sole purpose of this guide is to deliberately

misinform citizens in an etfort to force DOE’s hand in the decision to restart FFTF.

This guide claims that public outery to shutdown FFTF will “prevent more nuclear

disasters at Hanford™ and “save the future of Hanford cleanup.”

How absurd. 1 have lived here for 26 vears with my family. Do vou think for one

moment that nuclear disasters and cleanup at Hanford are not my major concerns?

| am speaking to this citizen’s puide tonight becanse T feel the public deserves to know
that most of the material in it is unsubsiantiated and wrong. However, because of the
time limitation, T will enly be able present substantiated facts about one of its outrageous
statements. I am not asking you to change your position; [ merely ask that you listen
with an open mind  Then I challenge you to bring your specific concerns to the table so
they can be addressed. It is only by this process that you will be able to form an
objective, 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 out based on

heresay,

The area I would like to address tonight is the section of the Heart of America guide
titled “Weapons-Grade Plutonium Could Come Threugh Puget Scund.” The plutomum
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 FFTF feel. As such it is not, nor could it ever be ¢lassified as, “weapons-

grade” plutonium.

431-1

431-1:

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.

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



T€9-¢

Commentor No. 431: Bill Dautel (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 431

They also claim that DOE has ignored transportation risk concerns in the PEIS and that
citizens <quote> “dernand that USDOE acknowledge that a ship fire in Puget Sound,
with plutonium on board, could kill thousands and permanently leave a large area
uninhabitable, Oppose any scheme to import plutonium fue! threugh any port to FFTF .

<unguote>

Heart of Amenca Northwest apparently hasn’t read the Appendix J of the PEIS which is

entirely dedicated to the impacts of transportation. . .. - -
Tio Coolodle Torawton Stated oo er, s PwJF -Cor receiy]
1“1’5._ C_oc’rmav\ ’E‘-gf_l__‘_’_\lés nat bLE-V\ vchonlly xalc-*-t?ég {-'ﬂw,

If you téad thjs section, you wilt discover that publlc and ¢ enwronmental safety is

s NI EH

paramount. Yeéemwit-alse-d bt is unlikely that [JOE will even ship the fuel to

Puget Sound, not because of any nisk, but because it costs more to sail to the west coast
than to sail directly to an eastern port. Charleston Naval Station has beer: the primary
port for receiving foreign fuel for the past five years and was the port selected for

detailed analysis in the PEIS. 431-1

(Cont’d)

Heart of America Northwest claims that a ship fire could kill thousands and leave a large
area uninhabitable. Have they supplied you with an independently reviewed risk

analysis that explains just how this event could occur? | don't think so.

Let's examine the facts. First, the FFTF fuel is designed to operate at temperatyres up to
1500 degrees falrenheit and is not susceptible to damage from the DOT severe
transportation fire ternperature of 1475 degrees fahrenheit. Additionally, FFTF fuel has
been safety tested 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 to verify beyond doubt that they will not leak during severe
transportation aceident conditions, including tire. Third, certified purpose-built ships

would be used to transport the fuel casks from Europe to the U.S. These ships are

constructed with double hulls to assure that they can withsrand a collision without
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Commentor No. 431: Bill Dautel (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 431

penetrating the inner hull. Every part of the ship is protected by an antomatic 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 flooded with
water, and, if all the holds were flooded the ship would still remain afloat. These levels
of safety are what contribute to the low level of risk to transport the fuel. In fact, the
accident risk [n the ’E1S was determined to be less than 10" latent cancer fatalities or 1

in a trilhon.

431-1
(Cont’d)

Let me put this in perspective. The risk of dying from radiation exposure received from
flying round trip cross-conntry is approximately 1 in a million. Mighty small. The risk
from fucl fransportation is a million times less. So [ 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 is a blatant insult to the intelligence of the public and undermines the

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

Thank you for the opportunity to speak about this PEIS issue.

oilam A Dawtel
2% 60 YWiack Nue
Pichiand, WA aQQ352
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Commentor No. 432: K. Contini

Response to Commentor No. 432

From: Contini, Katherina
[SMTP:KCONTINIQAMPACET.COM]

Sent:  Wednesday, September 06, 2000 1:28:06 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF use for Medical Isotopes

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| fully support the re_start of FFTF for the production of
medical isotopes!

K Contini
Tarrytown, NY

” 2321

432-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 433: Leland Besd

Response to Commentor No. 433

To Whom It May Concern;

This is my testimeny in support of the FFTF being used for the production of medicat and
industrial isotopes and the production of plutonium-238 for use in future NASA space
missions. FFTF is the most modern reactor facility that the DOE currently has and has an
exemptary operational history. To not use this facility for such needed isotope and U-238
missions would be inappropriate in my estimation FFTF has been shown to be the most
cost effective alternative in producing the nuclear isotopes needed for cancer treatments
and cancer research. As one who has had cancer, the need to have these isotopes
available within the United States for both cancer treatment and research is of paramount
importance to me,

Yours truly,

2l Boeell

Leland Besel
2026 Howell Ave
Richland, WA 99352

433-1

433-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 434: Denny L. Condotta Response to Commentor No. 434

August 30,2000

Colettc E. Brown, NE-50
U.S. Department of Enetgy
19901 Germantown Road
Gormantown. MD 20874

Decatr Ms Brown;
Subject: Comments on DOE/EIS-03100

T'am pleased to offer the following comments on the Nuglear Infrastructure PELS, DOE/EIS-
03100:

I, First, [ would like to complimcnt the prepavers of this PEIS for a thorough and
comptehensive report. I generally agree with the data and conclusions of the PEIS, at least in
the arcas where 1 have some knowledge.

2. [strangly recommend choice of Alternative 1, “Restart of FFTF at Hanford WA, to meet ali
isctope production and rescarch requirements.” My reasons for this recommendation are
defined in the following comments.

i

A major reason for rccommending Restart of the FETF is Humanitarian. Prodent cestart of
the FFTF provides the greatest assurance of meeting the needs for Tsotopes Tequired for
research and treatment of cancer victims, and thus will save the lives of countless people.

|

. A sccond major reasen for recommending restart of the FFTF is the fact that it is an existing
facility that has started up and operated successfully for numerous vears. There are in
existence operating precedures, support equipment, and a trained and capable staff. It is hard
to put a valuc on this cxperience base, but as an engincer that has gone through severa]
complex plant startups, 1 know it represcnts a large amount of money and time. There will
always be a larpe unknown risk factor associated with building a new and different facility;
and with the effort to test and bring this new facility into the operating mode. For this reason
alone, starting up the FFTF is the most assured and conservative way to provide the required

supply of radio-isotopes. | recommend that the value of using an existing and proven facility 434-1 434-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

be given much more consideration in vour final draft,

434-2:  DOE notes the commentor's support for restarting FFTF to conduct

5. Another factor favoring use of the FFTF is the large basc of skilled and trained personmel, and .
Isboratories and industrial resources, available in the Tri<ity arca, 1o provide echaical nuclear energy research and development as part of its nuclear
1t 1o the FFTF aron. .
suppor o fhe FELY operation infrastructure enhancement.
6. Onc concern that is raised by many of those wha are opposed to a restart of the FFTF is that

this action ccuid delay the cleanup activities at Hanford, mainly by diverting funds away
from the cleanup budget. Howsver, the commitment by the DOE that the FFTF restart would
net divert or reprogram budgeted funds from Hanford cleanup should reselve this issuc. [n
fact, restart of the FFTF should make a positive contribution t funding available for cleanup,
for the following reasons: {a) If the FFTF is deactivated in 5 to 10 years, funds for this
activity would come out of the Hanford clearup budget dunng a critical period in the Hanford
Program. i ¢ about when the first Waste Glassification plant is in the startup phase. Resart of
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Commentor No. 434: Denny L. Condotta (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 434

the FFTF would defer deactivation by 35 years or more, well past the peak of Hanford 434-1
cleanup activitics () If the FFTF is restarted and operated, it would utilize some general ,
Hanford support activities, such as security, utilitics, health services, etc. It would then be (Cont d)

charged a portion of the Hanford overhead costs, resulting in lower costs being assigned to
the plant cleanup activity.

7. In Section -1 of the Summary of the PEIS it is noted that the Nuclear Encrgy Research
Advisory Committee (NERAC) has informed the Secretary of Energy that: “There is an
urgent sense that the nation must rapidly restore an adequate investment in basic and
applied research in suclear energy if it is to sustain a viable United States capability in 434-2
the 21" Century.”

It sheuld be recognized that restarting the FFTF will make & large contribution to the above
goal; both by matntaining and enhancing skills, and also by providing a test facility for fuels
and materials and passibly in areas that are not now recognized. This essentially free
<ontribution needs further cmphasis in the PETS.

The FFTF represcnts a large investment of time, money and materials. B is the newest
reactor m the DOE complex, and is a valuable national resource. It would Be both an 434'1
coonomic loss and also a strategic follv to permancntly deactivate this facility, and then try to
duplicate its capabilities clsewhere.

Respectively submitted,

2/ / . 6
DennyA..Condotta
Chemmical Engineer, Retired

2144 Harris Ave.
Richland, WA 69352

Ph# (509) 9434780
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Commentor No. 435: Maurice R. Duffield

Response to Commentor No. 435

Draft PEIS Comment Form

VAR é‘a&‘ éﬁ‘ Ltz o :% 435-1
ol o Y P - / ,/_/))74‘;7'2 LA - L2355 I‘

! i

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

 aitending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officiais

® returning this corment form 1o the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
w cafling toll-fres and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

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

» commenting Wleaiﬂfmsﬂctm&%@h@d .20V, .-

Name (optional ). /,{//fz{lﬂ /() £ /////
—

Organizalion:'/' F?b}t- 3 A e

Home/Organization Address {circle one):

City: K\/‘}J/’/‘////m /
Telephone {optional):
E-mail (optional); ¥% : hoor cor

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For mewe information conlect: Cokatte £ Srown, NE-50

sute: LD zip code. T T TS5 2

Us. D of Eneigy = 19801 Rood « . MD 20874
Tof-free Telephone: 1-877.562-4503 « Toll-free Fax 1-877-562-4507
E-moil: Nuckear infrosruciune-PEES@hg.doa.gov

THL

435-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 441: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 441

Draft PC1S Comment Form

eu;-hw,oé.w alter vdive “nm;

Moved  shewd b St on

coumac ek od Selar & wiad  ponc. Notlene fotser wm\hzr

Gvbiaw  or  apvir vt "@q‘u:I‘CA dﬂcﬂ‘ L1 inby %D lawd For
>

Q\m;gmum Y umniew  We _pmarby o fesetes  def

oflier gy Yot oo o lt uodned  of ot o ctervahueg

Bbo te WWM‘\{ of o wode e dumped i by fraods
with  poor Wlacks Wipawer and Nabiv o Ik ek

oM e on  tovmhion,  Geror hwpdoa

Please. & wek wgpand  oor comedryi  widac o ard

ke ok Yo oikespabivey-

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

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

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

= calling 10ll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4393

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

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

Name (optional):

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

City:. State: Zip Code:

Telept (opticnal):

E-mail (optional}:

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

Favmorai
U.5. Deporment of Enengy « 1 Serponiown Gemaniown, MD 20674
Tol-iree Tel lﬁphnns 1-B77-562-4593 = TDIIfrBeFDX 1-877-562-6552

E-mail: Nygleot nfrasiucture-PEISEhg.doe.gov %

TH0G

intarmatian conlgct, Coietia £ Brown, NE-S0 & %
Ron

441-1

441-2

441-1

441-1: DOE notesthe commentor'sinterest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and devel opment of alternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The
DOE missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production
of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only be

met using nuclear reactor or accel erator technologies.

441-2:  Although beyond the scope of this PEIS, the commentor's concern for
nationwide waste disposal practicesis noted. Nuclear waste that would
be generated under the alternatives and the disposition of generated
waste are discussed in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS. Potential
environmental impacts on low-income and minority populations that
would be expected to result from implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives are evaluated in Appendix K. DOE
would disposition waste generated under the nuclear infrastructure
alternativesin compliance with current site practices. None of the waste
would be disposed of on the Fort Hall Reservation near |daho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory or the Yakama Reservation
near the Hanford Site.

Environmental justiceis akey part of an environmental impact statement
and is addressed in detail in Appendix K of the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 442: William J. Condotta

Response to Commentor No. 442

10113 Fast 39th
Spokape, WA
August 26, 2000

U.S. Department of Encrgy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE 50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

Please re-start the Fast Flux Test Facifity for Medical Isotopes.

New treatments for cancer using medical isotopes are showing great promise
in human ¢linical trizls. A new medical isotope treatment for research
(treating only a few paticnts) is much smaller than the quantity that will be
reguired when the treatment becomes FDA approved. In the next several
years, demand for certain medical isotopes may skyrocket as a result of their
excellent performance in clinical trials.

The Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) has the capacity to produce 2-3 times
more medical isotopes than all other reactors in the nation combined. We
need it to be ready to supply large quantities of medical isotopes to cancer
centers around the nation. The only reactor in the Western Hemisphere
capable of producing large quantities of several high specitic activity isotopes
15 the FFTF, located in the Tri-Cities in the state of Washington. The Facific
Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) medical isotope program receives
calls from researchers waiting for such isowopes.

Thank you very much for any help that you can give.

Sincerely,

Qo o L At

William J. Cofidotta

442-1

442-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 443: Mary Ellen Condotta Response to Commentor No. 443

10113 East 3%th
Spokane, WA
August 26, 2000

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE 50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1250

Please re-start the Fast Flux Test Facility for Medical Isotopes.

New treatments for cancer using medical isotopes are showing great promise
in human clinical #rials. A new medical isotope treatment for research
(treating only a few patients) is much smalier than the quantity that will be
required when the treatment becomes FDA approved. In the next several
years, demand for certain medical isotopes may skyrocket as a result of their
excellent performance in clinical trigls.

The Fast Flux Test Faciliny (FFTF) has the capacity to produce 2-3 times 443-1 443-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
more medical isotopes than alt other reactors in the nation combined. We
need it to be ready to supply large quantities of medical isotopes to cancer
centers around the nation. The only reactor in the Western Hemisphere
capable of producing large quantities of several high specific activity isotopes
is the FFTF, located in the Tri-Cities in the state of Washington. The Pacific
Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) medical isotope program receives
calls from researchers waiting for such isotopes.

‘Thank you very much for any help that you can give.

Sincerely, | P

Fhoage & Cbu ol B0 THE
Mary Ellen Condotta
25 year Cancer Survivor
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Commentor No. 444: Nancy Kenner

Response to Commentor No. 444

Draft PEIS Comment Form
=< Nawe  Chwncen - YeulSemec
AN oo STl — edHw. Uine T&jﬁ:a;pm
, e ———
(\3 Yemse Puetmai N

NNt \%T{.‘\ =, Gupe. DO ‘LG\{\C{-QA_.
AT

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

» atiending public mestings and giving your comments directly to DOE efficials

& etumming 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

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

Name (optional): R NE AL S CANALQ N

Organization: = \7 O M LNl T m\& ‘de‘(\\ol‘-—
@dﬂfgamzauou Address {cirele one): SRS sl L‘r\ l-t;‘“—

V™Zip Code: m

sk -edu

City: \A-(’ b el ( Stated AN
Telephone {optional): 50 BT A-7200
E-mail (optional) (SN

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Seplember 11, 2000

Fo( more hﬂnrmah:n l:oﬂlucl Colalte E. Erown., NE.
LE:% DapmmmI uf Fnecgy = Gemaniown, MD QDEJ'A
Telsphnne 'I !77 562—459! le fies Fox: 1-877-5462-4592
E-moll: Nucleorinhastruciure-FESEHG doa.gov %

TG0

444-1

444-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 445: The Ritter Family

Response to Commentor No. 445

Draft PCIS Comment Form

Lot (i T //,A,/Z o s

- s TE
RO o pgonit &7‘-’ =

7 , 445-1

7

- . - B /
/ /Qx’,‘“/’/ - [/{/C/ /7 ,/;7}:/-;&’7_/} £

— p—gy
TS it e P & ——— _7%/'#/:/:’« /1
;s 445-2
[t S, — e .
C’éﬁ’c‘ P 2 ,/—/Z = .
L s TE ol ST

7

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

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

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

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

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

» commenting via e-mail: Nucle'alilnfrasflr\j]cture’/ﬂls g.doe.gov ‘ (__,_:
Name {opticnal): — L e il ¥t

A ’%f- P A )
Organization: ('L‘ o i L -—j

Home/Organization Address {circle one):

Do AL i (M"”
- E - . e
Statetl” Zip Code:_~ Vit 3

City:_ ot~ /@e b

Telephone (optional):

E-mail (optionaly

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

For fiare siGmAGtion Soniact: CoMNo £, Brown, NE-50 4

3. Deparmentof Energy «+ 19901 Semoniom Road « Germantoun, 4D 20874
Telephone: 1-677-562 4593 = Tollree Fuc 1-877.562-4592

E-mall: Nucleoringostnuchure-FES@ha. doa.gov

0

445-1:  DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. A Tri-Party
Agreement change was made to place the milestonesfor FFTF's
permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on
whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs. Prior public
meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change.

445-2:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate 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



€r9-¢

Commentor No. 446: Les Gray

Response to Commentor No. 446

- —

Draft PEIS Comment Form
|
Ve T < ) O TE NN
WE VRS T tme e
el i
~ s y \ \ 1 l AL TN
AN Reglor N5 Mg Yo S ARG 446-1
0 I (‘I‘*ﬂ_L_—_a—ﬁ i
E\L‘m Y‘L\.&g.u = W ,L‘l]k Bl g baue GAJE Tewo
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There are several ways io provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

* atending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
# returning this comment form to the registration desk at the mesting or 1o the address belaw
» calline toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

-562-4592
* CuUTRCHTETE Yia Kmm‘l: Nuglear.infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov
Name {optional): O Qtl\lhl'\
Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

City: \av\\au T‘L

Telcphnne(optiunnl}:ﬂ\q 463 3119
E-mail (optional): ¥AG e R

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more information conlact, Colette E. Brown, NE-50
4.5 Depariman of Energy « 19901 Gomantown Road ~ Germantown, MO 20874
To-ned Tolephona: 1-877-562-4503 « Tok-free Fax: 3-877-562.4592

E-maol; Mucleorinfrastruchure. PEIS@ha,dos. gov

Slatc:__H_ Zip Codezmio‘_

T2

446-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 447: Henry P. Kraemer

Response to Commentor No. 447

Draft PEIS Comment Form

Koepp o cremmesg o M Cauoridles Stendill

‘/’f)—}’l %.(.c-z é !

L

There are several ways lo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:
@ attending public meetings and giving your comments directly 10 DOE officials
w returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting ot to the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593
* faxing your comments roll-free to: 1-877-562-4592
* commenting via e-mail: NuclearInfrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov
;
[l fq k[Z.A—EMEf’e

Retieso , $imers

Name (optional):

Organization:
HomejOrganization Address {circle ene):

N
jieg. _ tong Avends
City_BACHE oD

Stte A Zip Code: TA3E 2-

Telephene (optional):

E-mail {cptional):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For menz Infemation contack: Coledfe E. Brown. NE-50
US. Dy of Energy + 15501 Rood » MD 20874 &
Tot-trea Telephone: 1-877-562-4593 - Toll-fiee Fax: 1-877-562-4592
E-mail: Nuclearnfrasiuchure PERE@HG Goa.gov

TH2/00

447-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 448: George Ludwig

Response to Commentor No. 448

Draft PEIS Comment Form

27 dun2oon

_..L—‘)_E‘Qil Mg R’Enwu,

We me n Favelr oF PIss29P7IN(
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

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

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

« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4393
‘& faking your comments toli-free to: 1-877-56245%2 * "7 "7 77
« commenting via ¢-mail: NuclearInfrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional):

Organization:

Home/Quinmigssion Address (circle one):

G. Ludwig
9 Cannon Row
Hilton Head, SC 299284118

City: State: Zip Code:
Telephone (opﬁmﬂ):w'z‘ o
E-mail (opticoal):

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

s of For morm contock Colette E. mz’ﬁaﬁ
Deperiment of Enetgy « 19201 Gemaonien koad » Gemnaniown,

Tokfres Talsphona: 1-872-550-4593 « TolHrae Fax: 1-877-562-4592

E-mall: Nucietininosruchue-PESEh.doe. 0o

TI12109

448-1

448-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 449: Nate and Andrea Hildebrand

Response to Commentor No. 449

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways 1o provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

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

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

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

# commenting via e mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PE1S @hq.dos gov

Name (optional) A’{ML& £ Andrgs Hilebransl,

Organization:

2 - -
@rganizmionAddress {circle one): 137 S£ Aram ST

City: For ﬁ““ﬂt S1a1e;6K Zip Code: £ 724

Telept {optional):
E-mail (optional): htlm:theu.(, Mn«.h:qMLk Lo

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

Fot more imformaton contach: Colette £, o 12 50

Us. D of Enesgy + Read * . MD 20874 f5
, Tolrroe: i’elﬂahons T Eabeasys s 1l han oo a7 S0 430t |
E-real: Nuclearintashuciure-PES@ha.doe.gov G

TIL00

449-1

449-2

449-3

449-1: DOE notesthe commentor's support for Alternative 3, Construct New

Accelerator(s), and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactive FFTF..

449-2:  DOE notesthe commentor'sinterest in alternative energy sourcesand
concerns about space exploration and defense spending. The DOE
missions to be addressed in this PEIS, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies. None of these
DOE missions are defense- or weapons-related.

449-3:  Seeresponse to comment 449-1
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Commentor No. 450: Penny and Rick Wirsing

Response to Commentor No. 450

-

Vd
Draft PCIS Comment Form

0 reedd EETE. Dlease . vestact (!

There are several ways 1o provide comments on the l‘(
PEIS. These include: TN

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

# retuming this comment form ig the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
+ calling tofl-free and leaving yo@FrcOmments: 1-877-562-4593

* faxipg your comments toli-free'te: 1-§7°-~42 1592

* commenting viz e-mail; Nuclear.Infastructure-PEIS@hg.doe.gov

th\,,f « ek Wivsnag

Organization: NONe, -

@Organizalion Address (circle one): Guil Van Arsdale. Drve,
Vitnng, VA 221R)

Zip Code:,

~

Name (cptional):

Ciry: State:

Telephone (optional):_ 103 - @q!ﬂ@ 1%

E-mail (optianaly: -LAAVIC @ GOV, y 7. COM
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mors vfornation contact Coletha €. Brown, NE-S0
LLS. Department of Energy » 19901 Germoniown Road = Gemmantown. MO 20874
- Tekephone: 1-877-562-4593 - Tolkfree Fax: 1-877.562.4502

E-mal: Nuciearinhiastucture-PEISEha.doe.goy

TH200

450-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 451: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 451

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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451-1

There are several ways 1o provide comments an the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
 reurning this comment form to the registraticn desk at the meeting or ko the address below
» calling 1cll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593
" '@ faxing your comments toli-free tor 1-877-5624502 0 C "7 0 o To ot 0 oo
* commenting via e-mail: NuclearInfrastucturs-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optional):

Organization:

HomeOrganization Address (circle one)

City: Swute: Zip Code:.

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

For moea eonitoot: Colafte E.
LL.5. Department of Energy + 19501 Gemcniown Rood » Sermonitown, MO 20874
Tt 100 lelephone: 1-377-542-45¢3 » TolHrew Fax 1-8771-567-4692
E-mal: Nucleqrintrasuciure-PESENG.Coe.gov

TN

451-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

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



6v9-¢

Commentor No. 452: Susan B. O'Donndll

Response to Commentor No. 452

316 NE 191" St
Shoreline, WA 98155

August 30, 2000

Bill Richardson

Secretary of Fnergy

United States Department of Energy
NE - 50

19901 Germantewn Road
Germantown, MD 20874-1290

Dear Secretary Richardson:

T am unable to attend the public hearings regarding the plans for Tlantord's FFTF Nuclear
Reactor, so 1 am writing to express my opinion on the consideration to restart Hanford's
FI'TF Nuclear Reactor.

T am outraged thai restart of the Reactor is being considered while many of the existing

nuilear waste tanks at Hanford are leaking. As a biologist and resident of Washington, 1 452-1
fear the disastrous effects of nuclear contamination reaching the Columbia River. Clean

up of Hantord must be continued without defay and without additional waste being added

to alicady inadequate tanks. Pigase honor the Hantord clean-up agreement and shut

down the FFTF Nuclear Reactor 1l 452-2

Sincerely,

B O Del

Susan B, O'Donnell, P D,

452-1:  DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford and
protection of the ColumbiaRiver. Although beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford
arehigh priority to DOE. TheHanford Site environmental restoration
activitiesare conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This
agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts
of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

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

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would 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. If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.

In regard to the concerns about the migration of contaminantsto the
ColumbiaRiver, the Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste
minimization and pollution prevention program in place as summarized in
Section 3.4.11.8 that would govern any proposed siteactivities. The
aternatives delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on
Hanford cleanup activities and none of the alternatives considered would
add to existing tank waste volumes.

More specific to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS, FFTF is
located approximately 4.5 miles from the ColumbiaRiver. Thereare no
dischargesto the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater. Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the
NI PEIS(e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,4.5.3.2.4, and
4.6.3.2.4) indicatethat therewould be no discernibleimpactsto
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of the
existing Hanford facilitiesin support of the proposed activities. Also, no
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Commentor No. 452: Susan B. O'Donnell (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 452

452-2:

water quality impacts would be expected asaresult of permanent
deactivation of FFTF (Section 4.4.1.2.4).

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



TS9-¢

Commentor No. 453: Patricia Hale, Washington State Senator

8th Legidlative District

Response to Commentor No. 453

Washington State Senate

Olyipia Offics: Senator Patricia 5. Hale
3003 Logislatine Buileling . - e
B3 Thos 100018 Republican Ciucus Chair
Glyenpie, WA YR8 TN Ath Logisluve District rentic bile_atelog wagey

August 28, 2000

Ms. Celette E. Brown, NE-50
.S, Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
CGermantown, Maryiand 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

As State Senator for Washington’s 8™ legislative district, I represent the area in which the
Hanford Site 1s located. Hanford’s neighbors are my constituents, and 1 welcome this
opportunity to speak out on their behalf.

The Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) has long been the crown jewel of the nuclear industry. It
remazins the nation’s newest and safest reactor, which has been borne out by ten years of
operating excellence. But the government has never lapped into the enormous potential of this
remarkable facility, and the time has come to do so.

With the FFTF, we have a reactor with the unique capability to produce life-saving medical
isatopes while leading the way to breakthroughs in medical research. The FFTF is the only
existing facility that can provide our country with the projected quantity, variety and quality of
isotopes that will be needed in the coming decadés. Why then is the United States supporting
some 100 research reactors in 40 foreign countrizs? 1t seems incomprehensible that aur
government would choose to invest in foreign facilities rather than the far superior test reactor
we have right here at home.

Obviously, there is a clear and compelling need for medical isotopes. This year, in the United
States alone, more than 550,000 people will die of cancer and more than 950,000 will die of
leart disease. The annual cost of healthcare has already surpassed the $1 (rillion mark and is
expected to reach a staggering 32.3 trillion by 2015,

Our country can no longer afford 1o turn its back on an existing, statc-of-the-art facility — alrcady
paid for by taxpayer dollars — (hat could and should lead the world in medical isotope production

Commuirtees:  Cominerc . Tacle, ousing & Fecial lnstmcions o s 8 Loval Gosernoent = Rules

Y i n

453-1

453-1:

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
DOE a so notes the commentor's statement about the Foreign Research
Reactor Program; however, this program, managed by the DOE Office
of Environmental Management, is separate from the proposed action in
this PEIS.
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Commentor No. 453: Patricia Hale, Washington State Senator
8th Legidative District (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 453

Ms. Colette E. Brown, NE-50
Page 2

and research. Nor should we risk heavy reliance on foreign sources — no matter how friendly -
for our isotope supply. History is filled with grim reminders of naticnal vulnerabilities that were
created and consequences wrought by changing political winds.

And finally, at a time when the world is struggling with scientific challenges -- in medical

treatiments, energy production, waste management and space exploration -- it would be both 453-1
wasteful and foolhardy for the government to dismnantle this versatile facility thal could boister a
our national capabilities and lead the way to important new discoveries. (Cont’ d)

I wholeheartedly support the restart of the FFTF and urgs the Depariment of Energy t¢ move
ahead without further delay.

Thank. you for allowing me to voice these views,
Sincerely,

Senator Patricia 8. Hale
8" District
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Commentor No. 454: Danidl and Kitty Gandee

Response to Commentor No. 454

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

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

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

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

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

s commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.infrastructure- rJ_-.IS@hq doe.gov

Name (opticnal): D/{”’t'{ o K'“H't/ Sraigfe €

o Tration:

Horne/Grgamimation. Address (circle one): ¢ 0% Giack &€

. ; —
City: Kool i o seare Zip ot 3T

Telephone (optional):_
E-mail {opticnal): #imz,— dlan 3 yl{"il. Lo

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

rnﬂle‘nhfmalbnmuc'l Calefle E. Bown, NE-50

13 Depuﬂmeﬁlnf!netqy Road = Gennaniown, MD 20874
'Hephw\e l 57?5624593 + Toll-free Fo 1-877-562-4592

E-mal: Nuclsarinfrastucture -PES@hg.doe.gov

71200

"[r*v’ 7‘{,;&‘5( cutis  fivr 5<L—1(f@'f’f;j_

454-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 455: Marion McGaughey

Response to Commentor No. 455

Draft PEIS Comment Form
Wi HiEh P T4 - FLE IETIIES T
075 77 ATy 7 il Sace 7

T

AMAE o f AT ROl S ANy

=T T

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

# attending public meetings and giving your comments direetly 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: 1-877-562-4593

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

¢ commenting via e-mail; Nuclear. Infrastauctire-PEIS @hq.doe.pov

Mr. Mardon Mc Gaughey
4907 Timber Ct.
Midland, TX 797072411

Home/Organization Address (ciscle one):

Name (optional):

Organization;

City: State: Zip Code:

Telephone (optional):

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

For oss Infomation confock: Colets E. o, NE ]
145, Degprxtment of Energy * 16901, Gamaanton Rood » Gammaniown,
Toll-tea Telephona: 1-877-562-4593 + Toll-iee Fax - !77 552-4592
e Nuclearinfiastiucture-PES@ha, doe.gov

1200

455-1

455-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 456: Mary E. and Melvin Ward

Response to Commentor No. 456

Draft PEIS Comment Form

ihe 1ol 4o By BEAE

weg

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

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

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

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

» commenting via e-mail: Muclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov /lAD

s .
Name (opﬁonal):Wﬁqu’E MAJ g’é—— d
Organization:

Hom@/Organization Address (circle one): L2477 ﬁ!ﬂm&; A

st T2 zip Code B TUL]

Citya by ;'.Aévfhvr

Telephane (optional):

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

For more Information contact: Colette E. Brown, KE-50

U.5. Depcriment of Energy + 19901 Gamaniown Rood - Germantown, MD 20874
Toll-trea Telephute: 1-677-562-4593 - Toll-Ires Fox: 1-877-542-4592

E-mal Nuclearhirastuchuns-PEIS@hg.doe. gov

/12100

I ‘ 456-1

456-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 457: Paul Moyer

Response to Commentor No. 457

Draft PEIS Comment Form
m; . Z& (A1) -

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

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

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

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

« comumenting via e-oail: Nuclear. Infragtnicture-PEIS @hg.doe.gov
Name (optional: M A,

0 :
Home/Organization Address (circle one): M_
Lihits Salwmen WA,

Zip Code:ﬁm

Chy: S.mte:W

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

For mone'intoanaticn contoet: Cotelo E. Brown, NF-50
US. Demcrtment of Energy « 19901 Gamaniown Road » Gemaniown. MO 20874
Tokfiee Tolephona: 1-477.842-4593 - Tolfree o 1877 562-4572
E-oi: Nuglearnrasinichire-PEIS@HG.a08.gov

1200

457-1

457-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 458: Nita Vanmy

Response to Commentor No. 458

Draft PEIS Comment Form

P erd g msid EETE e i
Tt gt 7 J

J}{z My 1oy Z;/uq A Al VL

wedi Qe sz ] ATV A

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

 aitending public mestings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

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

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

® cornmcnting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @ha.doe.gov

v S
Name (optional): /(rj ._z'-?a' 2 e e B S
Organization: )(
i, i ~ ——
%, TTomgfOrganization Address (circle one): A Fw Ko by

—y ¥, .
City: -}'72- 21t 2 Stater 4 X_ Zip Coda:_[_{_L/_" 54

Telephone {optional):

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

Fr mare infammation eentact. Colette B, Brown. NE-50
US, Department of Energy « 19901 Sermen! Rood = Germaniown, MD 20874
Tok-free Toxephone: 1-B77-562-4591 « Toll-frea Fax: 1-377-542-45%2

E-moil: Nutlaarinfashciure. FEISEhe toe.gov

)
FI1Z00

458-1

458-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 459: Emily D. Munn

Response to Commentor No. 459

Draft PEIS Comment Form

There are several ways to provide Hs on the Nucl

PEIS. These include:

® arrending public meetings and giving your comments directly ta DOE officials

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

® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592 I - e
» commenting via e-mail; Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq doe.gov

Name (optional): . ? A’_Q }/}/U.{/u/l/

+

Organization:

Stated % ZipCode: 7 & Fdy

City: o (] 3&1\

Telephone {optional):

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

For mora Information contack Colalte £, Brown, NE-50

U5, Depadmant of Enengy + 19907 Comnantovn Rooc = Gewnatiown, MO 20874
Toll-free Telephons: 1-377-562-45%3 = TolHrea Fax: 1-877-542-4592

E-mal; Nucleatintasiuchwe-PES@hq doa.gov

TE2HH

Infrastructure

@om Qrganization Address {circle one): __LZQ(_W&M.@A_"_

459-1

459-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 460: Andrew Butterfield

Response to Commentor No. 460

Hanford Watch wf, I,
2285 SE Cypress {/
Portland, Oregon 9?214{;”_-’.;

-

A
<

T e

is. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systerns
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

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

I arm: opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
~ : / N ]
/{\444_. (% ANz Sa fe 4, c"t; e ot -.’=//’4 Ellins ""i/
’ ; : ;
\7/'4.{‘__9 M'ﬂ«éi Doyfice (L /w 7('{“\‘2 IIL"’ﬂ: ?“; .
/ 7

e e ..G{ by o g Sreiic 7/)15*—::':

ity Pyl &7111 Ao P ,-‘/V"A;r’ﬁ{, les
J 7 7 T .
‘TI’L\"-" fedevrniten 1@“’ ré’f’fﬁ czc:_('é fcc_fézv';{‘g;,,_
i oA " -
Name /Anﬂu’{v”*ﬂf#b’ b;sz/'e‘ .N‘Ié’a:" ‘&

e 7
57 AV

N LY
Address y SN

= T
City, state 7e— ]%fi { KL L/ﬁ/j\ ,

I~
Zip “‘,; 2/—)\

|| 460-1

460-2

460-1:
460-2:

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

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed aternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE Orders. The
potential impactsto human health and environmental mediaincluding air,
water, and land are shown in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 to be small.

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

Chapter 4 of Volume1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4,and 4.6.3.2.4), therewould be no discernibleimpactsto
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of Hanford
facilitiesthat would support the nuclear infrastructure missionsdescribed in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 461: Melissa Williams

Response to Commentor No. 461

Hanford Watch
. 2285 SE Cypress P
Portland, Oregon €7214

- :-;_\
'

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Dzpartment of Crergy

Cffice of Spacs and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

18901 Geimantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

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

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because: Il 4611
(0 Ay zrmr tttpgsy” LT
Aoty Lo el el — Ll 4612

- C
INAATR ot L ez

Name A1 e USL o Lylllisgra]

Address 1820 Ak § Hazel Lot g B fctord
&6

City, state Yonrcoume ~ wier Zip

461-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

461-2: DOE notesthe commentor's concern regarding waste management. The
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed aternatives in 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 applicable DOE orders.

None of the alternatives or aternative options propose the transportation
of wastes to Hanford. Management of wastes that would be generated
under implementation of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussedin
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13
was revised to clarify that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure
isanalyzed in this PEIS for the management of waste resulting from
FFTF restart and operation. This analysisis consistent with policy and
DOE Order 435.1, that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored,
and in the case of low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the
waste is generated, if practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if
DOE determines that use of the Hanford waste management
infrastructure or other DOE sitesis not practical or cost effective, DOE
may issue an exemption under DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE
facilities (i.e., commercial facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such
waste generated from therestart and operation of FFTF. In addition,
Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential impacts
associated with the waste generated from the target fabrication and
processing in FMEF and how this waste would be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 462: Pat Hazett

Response to Commentor No. 462

ooy

E= s

Hanford Watch a
2285 SE Cypress
Peortland, Oregon 9?214

000462,.w~oal. o o

Puteicin Rokerts Hamis

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

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

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

D do onsltelove tha DOE sar Beurs Svust pooit
wmﬂwﬂtp&zm«tﬁumﬁ o 2 i
g‘% s gyl thosed to Ao Prefoe (rctorsat,

/ .mﬂfawm««ﬁw Loyt [t bot pilisde Jingd, dotal.
/ﬁa%u)&mw~«m¢a Thoe st s Mot o _(fpanngs

W oL asianding FETF. !
Name Pa:t‘ Hazlett

Address__ 74/ 5 S gﬂ’q"’"-

City, state ﬂrﬂ and  OR

Zip_972/9

462-1

462-2

462-3

462-4

462-3
462-1

462-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

462-2:  DOE notesthe commentor's concern. Consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs:. 1) to
support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel of
expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, afuel sourcethat isrequired for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of
the United States' energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of Volume 1 wasrevised
to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action. The NI PEIS
evaluatesthe environmental impacts of arange of reasonable alternatives
for accomplishing the three missions. In addition to restarting the FFTF,
the NI PEIS also evaluates alternatives that would either employ the use
of existing facilities or rely on the construction of new facilities.

462-3:  DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

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

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would 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. If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
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Commentor No. 462: Pat Hazett (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 462

462-4:

then cleanup dollarswill be needed to deactivate thefacility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.

In compliancewith NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided
opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the NI PEIS and
the environmental impact analysis of DOE's proposed alternatives. DOE
gaveequal consideration to all comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS,
DOE carefully considered commentsreceived from thepublic. DOE's
Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number of factors
including environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation
impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and
programmatic objectives.
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Commentor No. 463: Lynn Hanrahan

Response to Commentor No. 463

GET AR BT

B U

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
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 20874-1250
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Public comment on Nuglear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Fiux Test Facility reactor because: I| 463-1
all effots QrL 7000.1'\«/0:/\2}, &ﬁouhﬁ Le

OFM(L)LC-/Q ”fD Q/eqn ,(,:/3, —7#4:‘.; J,‘f-e f‘J 463-2
a(/ewi)/ a ,"la‘!.—a.r.j o e onvivome

+Le ’pea:;ale, of Ao g b in T morfz\wmf,}

—/)3 na‘f,L /‘é’.rfar"/'./ I| 4631

Name levm /L/am-fn (l’(h
7

Address L UF JE Beaokl JT
Fa,r’r(,_‘ ‘,\j dQ

City, state Zip ? 7202

463-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

463-2:  DOE notesthe commentor's concernsregarding 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). Thisagreement specifies milestonesand
schedulesfor restoration of al partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully

committed to honoring this agreement.

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

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would 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. If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.

Current waste management activities are conducted in accordance with
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and appropriate DOE
orders.
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Commentor No. 464: Scott D. Swanson

Response to Commentor No. 464

L —

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Fortland, Oregen 97214

Ms. Coletie Brown

U.5. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

16901 Germantown Road

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

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

e were ﬁOY‘oMf&@A
Cleany up {hest we e
rot  weech 4o pinke Any
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Name S=s77 0. Siuarisor/

Address S 7732 ALE. 751 AUE .

City, state }QQr?ILqr\U(z Chrean) zip G721 8

Il 4641

464-2

464-1:
464-2:

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

DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs. Prior
public meetings were held on thisformal milestone change.
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Commentor No. 465: Sara Lillegard

Response to Commentor No. 465

Hanford Watch R

2285 SE Cypress Fo b

Portland, Oregon 97214 {5 “M 7
e

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Syslems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastrugture Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statemgﬁt'(NI-P 1.

I am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Teét..Facility reactor because:
the. disadvammq&cﬁ Qare. dekimantal e
wly fic "
e ‘

“elfenno=t, ond hove, Cadin Sty
Phoze Aok vl Live hove oftr s
name 00 L({\9 ¢
address \9G_ € 'Ai_l‘")fk Pl

5,

zip__ A0S

City, state Eid %M 0?—

|| 4651

465-2

465-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

465-2:  Theimpactsof thevariousalternatives, including NoAction, on
ecological resourcesat ORR, INEEL, and Hanford are assessed in
Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS. It was determined that there would be
negligible short- or long-term ecological impactsat these sites.
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Commentor No. 466: Yvonne McDonald

Response to Commentor No. 466

T

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Coleite Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systeme -
NE-50

199C1 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1280

T fabilehdduddihniihdldollehinkhbdal

Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic

Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

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

Tins Fociry THREA TEMNS THE
INTEER /7?/4 Q’F THE (/-E LB /"/-}

TKlvet

]

Name \/V/ONA/E / l//f‘gj)(}/\/:’qép
Address/ ﬁ7~€3 -57-1{.«} 7aél—9/ \57’-
City, stéte;;:g?k? TLAND , 0&4, -

2297219

466-1

466-2

466-1:
466-2:

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

FFTFisapproximately 4.5 milesfrom the ColumbiaRiver. Thereareno
dischargesto the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in

Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4,and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernibleimpactsto
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of Hanford
facilitiesthat would support the nuclear infrastructure missionsdescribed in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 467: Richard Alevizos

Response to Commentor No. 467

Hanford Watch S
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 87214

i

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

16901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

T4 Lehdlbeecdn Lbvehilcdo e o Ll e o Tda i od

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

} am opposed to restart of the Fast Fiux Test Facility reactor because:

1+ Dces n°+' Fake ]h\’n
"H\A o mng ef ‘}‘ o
The
e 'Qa\du" 62 r\v(_\eg.\f godel ~— Lvﬁ—‘f
Y\"’\' @~ JfL]j D\é\ht_)(' Un\"‘”l“?i;:‘v:c‘::‘?
Name R \(\-\ﬁ\f) Pf Q_V:%“f LQ ;ﬁl‘j‘ﬁ: :‘:")‘i’:}‘\'}
Address 54 F 244k P;

City, stateg NS 0\\, cre Of2 .

Cong) deindicn

o vl p\é\nv\ [

£ urva V-«\ Og' ow (rG’J‘?-d\ei rié‘”‘*

zip A THoS

Il 4671

467-2

467-3

467-1:
467-2:

467-3:

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

DOE notes the commentor's concerns related to potential environmental
impacts.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF during
normal operations and from postul ated accidents are presented and
discussed in Section 4.3 of the draft NI PEIS. All impacts to human
health and insultsto environmental mediaincluding air, water, and land
are shown to be small. No fatalities would be expected from the 35-year
operating period of the FFTF. Any discharges would be in accordance
with applicable permit and regulatory requirements and the impacts on air
and water quality would be small. The potential impacts to the Hanford
area and transportation corridors to and from Hanford associated with
FFTF operations are a so shown to be small. Because of the small
impacts associated with FFTF restart, the danger to our planet or to the
survival of the human species would be virtually nonexistent.

DOE notes the commentor's views on nuclear power.
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Commentor No. 468: Liz Copeland/Susan Giese

Response to Commentor No. 468

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Porttand, Cregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Cffice of Spaca and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1280

" Public comment on Nuclear infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement {N! PEIS)

Bova of v
- e opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:

L"Jt. gcc.\ Hno\‘\‘lﬂinca HQ\-&‘L‘VC\ S

pre Stfm\-h:) V“c:xc‘noqc)hucl\,) po\\\d cd oand
Lpgent s Vo edaind  cAlaan @ snedha\e e
Yoold Mot Uides Arey Foreeenle
Ctomctommees  Be.
Neme L1z C(’(‘-’(‘«\(‘M\'\rj / Swsaw Giese.
Address 1911 A f\uf.

Ciy, state_ortlacd O Zip AT

FLe

resyuced.

:\7 Fanhe

|| 468-1

468-2

468-1

468-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

468-2:  DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activitiesto remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,

and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

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

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would 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. If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollarswill be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.
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Commentor No. 469: Marilyn Lipko

Response to Commentor No. 469

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portiand, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Dafense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Genmnantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1230

&f-‘:‘i”?"‘i“r 1‘—0:!"::-? iIliIi”iiIlliilll‘liliH‘Ul“Il]IlnlII]!IIIHIIHH”‘IILI

Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental impact Staternent (N] PEIS)

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

Hantfund < o sl f)c(/‘ufl(/!n\/ac,a,
ot Uk Stites g v of
He ottt ld !

CCJ’\ C"f’i\ﬁ‘dﬂf{-

£ - ’{f{ﬂ’\ "’le y U\i[‘blc \ ;S (xé}a{’g({%

et e i""(_‘” PV ?(ﬁaﬂl{ .
Name /(/( am'fnw i ) Q{p 2
Address 2 { '7&/ £¢ g !’\: well ST
City, state Vert ( Clan c{ . Or zip G200~

|| 4691

469-2

469-1:
469-2:

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

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding 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
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 all parts of the Hanford
Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 470: S. Daly

Response to Commentor No. 470

R LR

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress
Portland, Oregon 97214

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Departmsant of Erergy

Office of Space and Detense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1280

}ile”]!Hill;}l]!!!;.’lﬂii!!”J!i.‘“}.‘.’!}Ifi”i”il!!’;f”i!{

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

I am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
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MName ] S, P
Address Ao, Ex Ve
City, state Awand, Lo gy RS

|| 4701
470-2

470-3

470-1:
470-2:

470-3:

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

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

and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

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

Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4,5.3.2.4,and 4.6.3.2.4), therewould be no discernibleimpactsto
groundwater or surfacewater quality at Hanford from operation of Hanford
facilitiesthat would support the nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 471: Richard Bailey

Response to Commentor No. 471

Hanford Watch
2285 SE Cypress 2
Portland, Oregon 97214 ( :

ST

o
LY

Ms. Colette Brown

U.8. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systems
NE-50

19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

elfipdyh el

el

Public comment onh Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (Nl PEIS)

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
Is wot 4he wiorld

Contam suale L E/t/atfgl’?‘(/(

Name R(Cha‘rc\_ \?)E:l\ l&\,{
Address 2 837 NE |4-€k AUQ_
City, state Oo v LWl ORL zip G 7212

I‘ 471-1

471-2

471-1:
471-2:

DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternativesand dternative options. Asstatedin Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.

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). Section4.3.1.1.13wasrevised 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. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13als0
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 472: Paul Gleason

Response to Commentor No. 472

Hanford Watch Tt -
2285 SE Cypress . ’ -
Portiand, 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

Ill}!;”Hli!!llli“‘!!lIL!IHIli!'ililfiiilllri‘llllk!i”l“l

Public comment on Nuc.ca: infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statenfent (NI PEIS)

| am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:
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|| 4721

472-2

472-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

472-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the risk of contamination to the Columbia River.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activitiesto
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

The proposed activities delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an
impact on the Columbia River. FFTF islocated approximately 4.5 miles
from the ColumbiaRiver. There are no dischargesto theriver from
FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to the groundwater.
Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,45.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4) indicate that there would be
no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at
Hanford from operation of the existing Hanford facilitiesin support of

the alternatives. Also, no water quality impacts would be expected as a
result of permanent deactivation of FFTF (Section 4.4.1.2.4).

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

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

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 473: Pat Rogers

Response to Commentor No. 473

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/2/00

Pat Rogers
Pasco, WA
509 547 9378

| would like to leave a comment on the FFTF at Richland,
Washington. | believe this plantshould be put into use for
the production of radioisotopes and possibly power. Itis a
multi_million dollar plant that is just sitting out there, and
because the people in Seattle and Portlanddon't seem to
want to utilize this ultility is totally ridiculous. | think we
need it, and | think it

needs to be started.

473-1

473-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The commentor should note that the heat generated by FFTF operation
will not be used for generation of electricity.
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Commentor No. 474: Edwin Schlupford

Response to Commentor No. 474

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/2/00

Edwin Schlupford
206_767_4710

This comment is in regards to restarting of Fast Flux Reactor. |
am very strongly opposed to it. Iwould like to make the following
comments. First of all, we have never figured out what to do

with nuclear waste. The Germans have finally pulled themselves
up to their knees with theirbootstraps and decided to shut down
their nuclear infrastructure. Thank goodness they worked

out with industry a good compromise, and it is happening very
shortly in a matter of years fromnow. We need to go that same
direction, and I don't know or understand why us Americans

can't be leaders for a change instead of late charlie followers. We
don't know what to do withnuclear waste. We've got a big, big
mess on our hands. We've tried to find places like Yucca
Mountain, which ironically we later find out that has a faster leak
rate than we anticipatedbecause of a man_made product that has
only been in the world since the development of thenuclear age,
and we were able to trace it down to Yucca Mountain. The whole
idea oftransferring nuclear waste from the private sector into the
public is a complete transfer ofliability. We need to as citizens
stand up and say what is right and wrong.

This type of restarting and continuing on with this thing, which has
even written into it thepossibility of potential other uses, which
could be many different things, including weapons, istotally
ridiculous. And sitting under the ruse of nuclear medicine is
exactly that.

Thank you very much for your time. We need to, you know,
nuclear energy would be fine if itwas a total start to finish solution,
but we only [have] half [of] that thing figured out. Until wefigure
out the whole end of it, in other words, the disposal end, we
should not be and it isirresponsible to be involved with this and
burdening our future generations. We should spend themoney on
shutting this stuff down; getting people into other jobs that can do
something useful incleaning up our messes that we have
inherited from our fathers.

474-1

474-2

474-3

474-2

474-4

474-1:
474-2:

474-3:

DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

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

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain
Nevada, would bethefinal disposal sitefor DOE's high-level radioactive
waste and spent nuclear fuel. Asdirected by the U.S. Congress through
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, Yucca Mountain isthe only
candidate site currently being characterized as a potential geologic
repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel. DOE
has prepared aseparate EI'S, “ Draft Environmental Impact Statement for

a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High
Level Radioactive Waste at YuccaMountain, Nye County, Nevada’
DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts
from construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and
eventual closure of apotential geological repository.

DOE notes the commentor's views. Consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to
support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel of
expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel sourcethat isrequired for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and devel opment needsin order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of
the United States' energy portfolio.
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Commentor No. 474: Edwin Schlupford (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 474

474-4:

However, no component of the proposed action is for the purpose of
supporting any defense or weapons-related mission. Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 wasrevised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed
action.

DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup
through the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technology (NE). 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. Asstatedin
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 475: The Ritter Family

Response to Commentor No. 475

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/4/00

Jeanna Ritter
Sean Ritter
Katherine Ritter
John Ritter
Hood River, OR

| would like to voice my concern about the start of the
Hanford nuclear plant. Hanford's highlevel nuclear waste
tanks are already presently leaking radioactive waste into
the groundwater. This is moving much closer to the
Columbia River, and it is threatening the life of the river and
also the people downstream. With this real and intermittent
danger, how can anyone reasonablypropose restarting a
reactor that will add more waste to this ecosystem. My
family and | arestrongly against restart of this nuclear plant.

475-1

475-2

475-1:

475-2:

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

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

Asidentified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactivewaste

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

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

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 566: Kevin Kraal

Response to Commentor No. 566

From: Kevin Kraal[SMTP:KEVINK@MICRON.NET]
Sent:  Friday, September 01, 2000 2:51:48 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Plutonium production

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Sirs:

| am opposed to any plan involving the production of more PI238,
especially at INEEL in abuilding already considered unsafe. |
certainly understand the need for this element in variousscientific
endeavors, however there is, as | understand it, no need for more of
this at the presentor the foreseeable future. NASA has reportedly
enough for its missions. There is alreadydocumented groundwater
contamination under the site. Our town (Twin Falls) obtains its
drinking water from the very same aquifer under INEEL. The
reprocessing method will produceeven more potential
contamination. The current technology does not allow for truly safe
disposal, and until it does, to produce yet more toxic (deadly, in fact)
waste would be folly.

Most sincerely,
Kevin Kraal, MD

4155 Meadowridge Circle
Twin Falls, Id

566-1

566-2

566-3

566-1:

566-2:

DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for usein
future NASA space exploration missions, and in particular the use of
INEEL for support of this action. Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems,
and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or
would be enhanced by their use. In addition, under the National Space
Policy issued by the Office of Science and Technology Policy in
September 1996, and consistent with DOE's charter under the Atomic
Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining the capability to provide
the plutonium-238 needed to support these missions. There are
approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S.
inventory available to support future NASA space missions; no viable
aternative to using plutonium-238 to support these missions currently
exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of

radioi sotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005. Without an assured domestic supply of
plutonium-238, DOE's ahility to support future NASA space exploration
missions may be lost.

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

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding existing groundwater
contamination at INEEL and for additional groundwater impacts. DOE
would not reprocess spent nuclear fuel under any of the aternatives
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Commentor No. 566: Kevin Kraal (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 566

566-3:

consideredinthisNI PEIS. Optionsunder the nuclear infrastructure
alternativesinclude fabricating and processing neptunium-237 targets at
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF) at INEEL to produce
plutonium-238 for NASA space missions.

Although beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS, activitiesto remediate
existing contamination of the Snake River Plain aquifer attributable to
INEEL sources are ongoing and of high priority to DOE. Section 3.3.4.2
describes the current condition of groundwater potentially affected by
INEEL operations, with a specific discussion of groundwater quality of
the proposed facility location provided in Section 3.3.4.2.2. Analyses
presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.2.1.4, 4.4.2.1.4,
4.5.2.2.4, and 4.6.2.2.4) addressing use of the FDPF indicate that there
would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality
at INEEL from normal operation of FDPF in support of the proposed
activities. Use of Advanced Test Reactor to irradiate neptunium-237
targets would have no additional impact on water resourcesin the Test
Reactor Areaof INEEL asdiscussed in Section 4.4.1.1.4.

Waste that would be generated as aresult of target processing are
discussed in Section 4.3.2.1.13. Waste generated from the candidate
facilitiesat INEEL under the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would be
managed in a safe and environmentally protective manner andin
compliance with all applicable Federa and state laws and regulations and
DOE orders. INEEL also has acomprehensive waste minimization and
pollution prevention programin placeassummarizedin Volume 1,

Section 3.3.11.8 that would govern any proposed site activities.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed aternatives in 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 applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 567: Joanna Panter

Response to Commentor No. 567

From: Joanna Panter
[SMTP:JPANTER@EARTHLINK.NET]

Sent:  Friday, September 01, 2000 3:29:37 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Please restart the FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To whom it may concern,

Il am writing this breif e_mail to encourage restarting the
Fast FluxTest Facility.| understand the importance of the
FFTF and wish for its being brought backfrom stand_by
mode.

Thank you.

567-1

567-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 568: Holly Conley

Response to Commentor No. 568

From: Holly Conley[SMTP:HCONLEY@KMPS.COM]
Sent:  Friday, September 01, 2000 6:57:08 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: shut down!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please hear my request to NOT restart FFTF in Hanford.
This reactor needs tobe shut down completly, and the
existing waste cleaned up as promised.Please; no more
waste, no more danger, no more plutonium production at
Hanford.

Thank you for your serious consideration in this matter.
Regards,

Holly Conley

I ‘ 568-1

568-2

568-1: DOE notesthe commentor'soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.
568-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup

mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.
Public meetings were held on thisformal milestone change.

With respect to plutonium processing, no weapons material will be
produced within the stated mission. All proposed activities are for
civilian purposes.
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Commentor No. 569: Roberta Wilson

Response to Commentor No. 569

From: Roberta Wilson[SMTP:BERTAW@MICROSOFT.COM]
Sent:  Friday, September 01, 2000 7:03:46 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Comments on start up of FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please write these comments into the record:
Dear Ms. Brown,

In 1986 | walked across the country with the Great Peace March for
GlobalNuclear Disarmament. | was 31, and | had left my job in the
computerindustry to do this nine_month walk during which we spoke
with thousands ofcitizens about the danger of nuclear weapons.

When we arrived in your neighborhood__the DC office of the
Department ofEnergy__we shut the place down for awhile. | bought
cookies and coffee foryour locked out workers. | figured | might be
able to talk to them that way.

They were mad, of course, but we finally did talk. | think | showed
themthat | was the same as they were__ | had an education, a job,
and | vote.Still, my voice was not being heard by my government

regarding nuclearenergy and weapons.

We "anti_nuke activists" are portrayed as troublesome and
dangerous at worstand silly and misinformed at best. We are
neither. We are citizens who aretelling you that WE DO NOT WANT
NUCLEAR TECHNOLOGY__ primarily because wasteissues and
accident issues are unresolved and it seems at
presentunresolvable. Hanford is the most polluted site in our
country, and clean_upshould be the first priority. We've waited years
for it. | suspect that thereason Hanford is not cleaned up is that
there is no way to clean up nuclearwaste that is seeping into the
groundwater near the Columbia River.

569-1

569-2

569-1:

569-2:

The Commentor’s opposition to huclear technol ogy because of waste and
accident issuesisnoted. The PEIS evaluates the impact on waste
generation and the consequences of accidentsfor all alternativesin detail
in Volume 1 Chapter 4. The results of this evaluation are presented in
PEISVolumel, Section2.7.1.

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

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There are no
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., 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.
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Commentor No. 569: Roberta Wilson (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 569

| find the medical excuse for starting the Fast Flux Text Facility
to be an untenable and extremely cynical attempt to get the
public back on board for nuclear power. As the doctor at the
Seattle DOE hearings said, other technology is a better choice
for addressing cancer than the production of medical isotopes.
Even a better choice is to eliminate the causes of
cancer__environmental pollutants, including nuclear.

| urge you and Secretary Bill Richards to do the right
thing__Clean up Hanford (if possible) and do not start
the Fast Flux Test Facility.

Roberta Wilson
353 Wallace Way NE #14
Bainbridge Island, WA 98110

569-3

569-2

| 5694

569-3:

569-4.

DOE notesthe commentor's views regarding the potential use of FFTF

for enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility infrastructure and the use of
isotopesin treating cancer. Cancers are believed to be caused by a
combination of hereditary and environmental factors, including
radiological and chemical agents. Inongoing clinical testing, therapeutic
radi oisotopes have proven effective in treating cancers and other illnesses
whileminimizing adverse side effects, making their use an attractive
alternative to traditional chemotherapy and radiation treatments.

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 570: Michad Tobin

Response to Commentor No. 570

From: MTobin1907@cs.com%internet
[SMTP:MTOBIN1907@CS.COM]
Sent:  Saturday, September 02, 2000 11:22:24 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: plutonium production
Auto forwarded by a Rule

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

Dear Ms. Brown,

As an Idaho resident | have these comments regarding DOE
plans to produce plutonium_238 at the INEEL.

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

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. However, there is
significant popular and political opposition within Washington state
to the FFTF proposal, political opposition that does not exist in
Idaho. Thus, without strong opposition in Idaho, we could well end
up with this program by default.

Sincerely,

Michael Tobin
Boise

570-1

570-2
570-3
570-4

570-5

570-6

570-1:

570-2:

570-3:

DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapons grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered in this PEIS. The
aternatives do include processing of target materials used to produce
isotopes for medical and industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space
missions, and nuclear material sresearch and devel opment.
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 material sfor 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
fromirradiated targets. DOE believesthat 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, I, and Jof Volume 2inthe
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 EISVolume 1, 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 of plutonium-238. If ATR wereto be used asa
production facility for plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under

sasuodsay 30@ pue SIuBLLLoD UaRIp—e Bideyd



¥89-¢

Commentor No. 570: Michae Tobin (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 570

570-4:

570-5:

570-6:

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 notesthe commentor’srequest for extension of the public comment
period. The Council on Environmental Quality’s(CEQ) “Regulationsfor
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act” (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that aminimum of 45 daysbe
allowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. As stated in the
Notice of 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 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 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 so inthe Final EIS. Accordingly, DOE has
identified its preferred alternativein Section 2.8 of Volume 1 and included
adiscussion of DOE'sreasons for selecting it. DOE's Record of
Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on anumber of factorsincluding
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts,
schedul es, technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic
objectives.

During the comment period for the NI PEIS, DOE received comments
both for and against implementation of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Public comment is one of the factors that will influence the Record of
Decision. The Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a
number of factorsincluding environmental impacts, public input, costs,
nonpraliferation impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy
and programmatic objectives. DOE's decision will not default to any of
the candidate sites because of popular support or opposition.
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Commentor No. 571: LouisE. McMurray

Response to Commentor No. 571

From: Louis E McMurray
[SMTP:LOUMCMURRAY @JUNO.COM]
Sent:  Saturday, September 02, 2000 1:27:42 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford,
WA
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Whom It May Concern,

| have reviewed the Draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement(DPEIS) "for accomplishing civilian nuclear
energy R&D and isotopeproduction missions in the United
States." Although the report makes norecommendations, |
believe it is clear that the United States must have a

reliable source from which these isotopes may be procured.
| believethe only way to insure this is to manufacture them
within the UnitedStates. Further, | believe that the Fast Flux
Test Facility located atHanford, WA would be ideal for
production of these isotopes. Thefacility is fairly new, has an
excellent safety record, and has the bestcapabilities, in both
equipment and personnel, to accomplish the mission.

Louis E. McMurray
3441 N. Prescott Place
Tucson, AZ 85750

520 296 2137

571-1

571-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 572: Joanna Panter

Response to Commentor No. 572

From: Joanna Panter
[SMTP:JPANTER@EARTHLINK.NET]

Sent:  Saturday, September 02, 2000 3:41:40 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

PLEASE RESTART FFTF!

The isotopes that could be produced there are the same
ones that saved myuncle's life, and my grandmother's. |
want them to be available to everyonewhose cancer could
benefit from this treatment. Everyone wants to find a

"cure for cancer" and these isotopes are a major part of this
research. Dowhat is right for people with cancer and forget
about ancient fears ofanything connected to the word
"nuclear."

572-1

572-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 573: Kristina Lestik

Response to Commentor No. 573

From: Kristina.Lestik@directory.reed.edu%internet
[SMTP:KRISTINA.LESTIK@DIRECTORY.REED.EDU]

Sent:  Saturday, September 02, 2000 3:43:13 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Portland DOE public forum on the FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To whom this may concern:

| recently attended the DOE public discussion In Portland, OR
aboutpossibly re_opening the FFTF nuclear reactor, and although |
had to depart earlyand so was unable to comment at the meeting, |
would like to offer some commentsby email, (and this was the
email address | found provided in your literature).

| would first like to thank the DOE for their efforts in creating a
calm andcoherent meeting for the discussion to take place, and | 5731
was quite sorry to seethat all other attendees did not respect their
efforts. | would also like to saythat, as a person residing in
Portland, OR, | do highly support the reopening ofthe FFTF: it
seems the most cost efficient alternative, and | do not feel that 573.2
its operation would jeopardize my safety or living conditions in any
way.

Thank you for your time!

_Kristina Lestik

573-1:  DOE notesthe commentor’s remarks concerning the Portland, Oregon
public hearing.

573-2.  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 574: Randy Black

Response to Commentor No. 574

From: randy black[SMTP:RANDOO1@HOME.COM]
Sent:  Saturday, September 02, 2000 4:55:07 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: 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.

Thank you,

Randy Black

574-1

574-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 575: Paige Knight
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 575

From: paige s knight{fSMTP:PAIGEKNT@JUNO.COM]
Sent:  Saturday, September 02, 2000 5:01:56 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Fw: [hanfordwatch] Who will decide?
Auto forwarded by a Rule
Forwarded message
From: William Kinsella <kinsella@lclark.edu>
To: "Hanford Watch mailing list" <hanfordwatch@telelists.com>
Date: Sat, 2 Sep 2000 10:32:32 _0700 (PDT)
Subject: [hanfordwatch] Who will decide?
Message_ID:
<LYRIS_22536_88394_2000.09.02_10.33.53__ paigeknt#juno.com
@telelists.com>

On page S_2 of the PEIS cost study there's an interesting
sentence:

"The programmatic decisions to be made in connection with the
NIPEIS are the responsibility of the DOE Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technology" 5751
How does that sentence fit with the idea that the Secretary of
Energywillmake the final decision before leaving office? Will the
decision be madeat the level of the Secretary, or at the level of the
Nuclear Energyprogram office?

Bill

You are currently subscribed to hanfordwatch as:
paigeknt@juno.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to
leave_hanfordwatch 22536I@telelists.com

575-1: Thesentenceidentified by the commentor was paraphrased from

Section 1.3 of the Draft NI PEIS that inadvertently resulted in altering the
intended meaning of the sentence. That sentencereads, “The
programmatic decisions reached in association with thisNI PEISwill
address isotope production and civilian nuclear energy research and
development missions which are the responsibility of the DOE Office of
Nuclear Energy, Scienceand Technology.” Inresponseto the

commentor, it isthe Secretary of Energy who will make the decision with
respect to the alternatives presented in this NI PEIS to accomplish the
stated mission objectives. Decisions made will be published in the Record
of Decision no sooner than 30 days after publication of the EPA Notice
of Availability for thisNI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 576: Alfred A. Brooks

Response to Commentor No. 576

From: Alfred A. Brooks[SMTP:BROOKS@ICX.NET]
Sent:  Saturday, September 02, 2000 7:41:19 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Comments on PEIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Also attached as an MSWORD 6.0/95 RTF file.
August 30, 2000

Ms. Colette E. Brown

US Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874
Via E_mail

Dear Ms. Brown

I would like to make the following comments on the Draft PEIS for
Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and
Development andlsotope Production Missions? [DOE/EIS 03100
July 2000]:

1) The choice of the alternatives is strongly dependent on the
projectedisotope usage and the projected level of isotope use is at
variance withother recent projections of use. Also, it is contradictory
to the recentDOE decision to terminate the production of stable
isotopes by the Y_12calutrons some of which are necessary as
feedstock to a radiation facility. The calutrons were said to be shut
down due to lack of product demand. ThePEIS should be
augmented to explain these apparently contradictory courses

of action.

2) In the absence of the stable isotopic feedstock from the
calutrons,there should be some discussion in the PEIS of
alternative feedstocks,their availability and their cost.

576-1

576-1:

576-2:

576-3:

576-4:

DOE notes the commentor's concern. The calutrons at Oak Ridge
National Laboratory produce electromagnetically enriched stable isotopes.
These isotopes, in turn, are used to produce radioisotopes that are used
for medical applications. Only Russiahasasimilar, large-scalefacility
with this capability. Although the ORNL calutron facilities have only
operated intermittently over the past several years, DOE's existing stable
isotope inventory is extensive and will supply the projected five-year
demand for most stable research isotopes. DOE is currently in the
process of designing a new stable enrichment unit whose capacity could
be altered in the future to meet increases in demand.

PEIS Section 2.3.1.1.3 and the separate cost report both state that there
would be no cost for this German MOX fuel. The fuel would be
reconfigured into assemblies suitable for irradiation at FFTF before
shipment to the United States. The only cost attributed to the German
MOX fuel is its transportation from a U.S. port to FFTF. PEIS
Appendix J, Section J.3.6 discusses the history, availability, compatibility,
and conversion of the unused German SNR-300 MOX fuel, whichis
currently in storage at Dounreay, Scotland.

A determination of whether or not the wastes generated from the
processing of neptunium-237 targets exhibit a hazardous waste
characteristic under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act would
be made after its generation. If thewaste is considered mixed waste, it
will be managed in accordance with both the applicable hazardous waste
and radi oactive waste requirements. The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
(WIPP) hasaRCRA permit and can accept mixed and nonmixed
transuranic waste for disposal, not high-level radioactive waste.

Thefacilities and locations evaluated in this NI PEIS, and for which costs
are presented in the Cost Report, represent arange of reasonable
alternativesfor accomplishing the specified missions. Under Alternative 2,
DOE'suseof existingirradiation facilities(e.g., HFIRand ATR) as
currently configured to accomplish the specified mission requirements
would be limited by the requirement that such use would be on a not-to
interfere basis so asto not impact existing and ongoing research and
isotope production activities at the facilities. However, as discussed in
Volume 1, Sections 2.5.3 and 2.6.1, HFIR and ATR could not fully meet
the projected long-term needs for medical isotope production and nuclear
research and development, with or without adding the plutonium-238
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Commentor No. 576: Alfred A. Brooks (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 576

3) There is anticipated use of the German MOX fuel for the FFTF
but thereis no discussion of the methods, facilities and costs of
preparing suitableFFTS fuel elements clad in stainless steel from
the German supplies. At thesame time the problems of the disposal
of the mixed high level wastesresulting from the presence of
chromium in the stainless steel which isclassified as a hazardous
material not eligible for WIPP disposal. Thesequestions should be
addressed in the PEIS.

4) After these questions are resolved, the PEIS should contain a
total costcomparison of meeting as much as possible of the
projected needs by fullyutilizing the capacity of the enhanced HFIR
and the ATR (with theinstallation of a hydraulic loader similar to
HFIR). This cost should becompared to the cost of starting up
FFTF and its associated chemicalprocessing facilities including the
full costs of contaminating newbuildings and refurbishing old
equipment. This comparison will shed lighton the advisability of
committing to the larger projected demands at thistime.

| believe that it will be very important to base any comparison to the
total life cycle costs of the possible alternatives and to clearly
definethe stability of any feed stocks that are not entirely within our
control.l strongly favor utilizing inexpensive foreign sources as long
as there issome certainty of their reliability. Thank you for providing
the opportunity of making comments on this proposal.

Sincerely,
Alfred A. Brooks

Men are never so likely to settle a question rightly as when they
discuss it freely." _ ThomasBabbington, Lord Macaulay
Southey's Colloquies on Society (1830)

"The only thing necessary for evil to prevail is for good men to do
nothing." _ Edmund Burke(attributed)

576-2

576-3

576-4

production mission or with power level upgrades. Asdiscussedin

Section 2.3.1.2 of this NI PEIS, arabbit system has been proposed for
ATR to be used to enhance the production of commercia quantities of
short-lived radioisotopes. However, no decision has been made on this
upgrade, which would be paid for by the ATR privatization contractor and
not DOE. Therefore, this possible enhancement does not affect the
evaluation of current facility capabilitiesfor meeting mission requirements
and has not been considered in the Cost Report.

The neptunium-237 inventory is sufficient to support the plutonium-238
production requirement over 35 years, as evaluated in this NI PEIS.
Availability of feedstock for currently envisioned medical, research, and
industrial isotope production has been considered (see Appendix C of the
NI PEIS), with the costs of procuring feedstock for isotope target
fabrication included in the annual operating costs of the alternatives as
compiled in the Cost Report.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia to satisfy its
responsibility to supply NASA with the necessary fuel to support future
space exploration missions. Under the current contract set to expirein
2002, the United states is authorized to purchase up to 40 kilograms of
plutonium-238, with the total available for purchase in any one year
limited to 10 kilograms. However, DOE does not stockpile large
quantities of Russian plutonium-238 long in advance of needs due the
additional processing, at an additional cost of approximately 1/3 of the
original cost of production, that would be required to remove decay
products that occur following extended storage of the material. To date,
DOE has purchased approximately 9 kilograms of plutonium-238 under
this contract. Future purchases from Russiawould require the
negotiation of anew contract with Russia.
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Commentor No. 577: Sally Light

Response to Commentor No. 577

From: Sally LightfSMTP:SALLIGHT1@EARTHLINK.NET]
Sent:  Saturday, September 02, 2000 6:21:16 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Attn: Colette E. Brown _ Public Comment on Pu 238
Production PEIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

September 2, 2000

Colette E. Brown
U.S. Department of Energy
Nuclear.Infrastructure  PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Re: Public Comment on Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement(PEIS) re: Department of Energy?s (DOE) Plan to
Expand Production ofPlutonium 238 (Pu 238) for Future Space
Missions

Dear Ms. Brown,

I am writing on behalf of Nevada Desert Experience, a non_profit,
faith_based, anti_nuclear organization that has existed for 20 years,
and that has a readership of about 4,500 people around the nation
andthe world.

Although we are primarily concerned with the ongoing underground
?subcritical? nuclear tests that are being conducted at the Nevada
TestSite as well as the above_ground ?subcritical? tests being done
at theLos Alamos National Laboratory, we are also a part of the
Abolition 2000Global Network to Abolish Nuclear Weapons and the
US Campaign to AbolishNuclear Weapons, both of which oppose
the entire nuclear cycle,including nuclear power. We believe that all
nuclear technology,including nuclear power/fuel, is inherently
dangerous, posing anunacceptable risk to all life on the planet.
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Commentor No. 577: Sally Light (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 577

We at Nevada Desert Experience ask that DOE consider only
non_nuclear technologies for powering future space
missions/projects for thefollowing reasons, among others:

1. The production of nuclear power is a messy operation that
endangersthe workers, the environment and the public health &
safety. This wasdocumented in the 1980s by the General
Accounting Office (GAO) in a filmthe GAO produced as a report to
Congress on the conditions inside USnuclear facilities nationwide.
Technology used to produce nuclearpower/fuel has not become
safer since that film report was produced,and, certainly, no
substantive ground has been gained since then as tohow to deal
adequately with the problems of the safe handling of

radioactive materials in general.

2. The rockets that are used to launch space technology have an
unacceptably high failure rate ? 10% or more ? so that using
nuclear power as fuel, especially since the USintends to expand the
number of such launches, raises the risk of widescale
radioactivecontamination in the case of rocket failure. = Remember,
all isotopes of Plutonium are so deadly that a singlespeck inhaled
will lodge in the lung  tissue where it will stay, emitting powerful
alpha radiation, andthe individual is very likely to develop cancer at
sometime in his/her life. Radioactive impacts are nowknown to not
only cause cancer, but also cause genetic mutations and genomic
instability ? so a singlerocket failure could be responsible for a
worldwide plutonium exposure that will have devastatingresults.

3. The PEIS names three possible DOE facilities for the production
of Pu238: Oak Ridge, Hanford and INEEL, all of which are already
extremely contaminated NuclearWeapons Complex sites. It would
be better to develop non_nuclear technology (e.g., solar_powered
fuelsource) in an entirely new, uncontaminated facility, while seeing
to the environmental cleanup of thesethree labs, and others (see #4
below).

577-1

577-2

577-1:

577-2:

The commentor's opposition to nuclear technology for space applications
isnoted. DOE also notes the commentor'sinterest in aternative energy
sources, although issues of research and development of alternative
energy sources are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS. The missionsto
be addressed in this PEIS, which include the production of medical and
industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear
energy research and devel opment, can currently only be met using
nuclear reactor or accel erator technologies.

DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to NASA's use of nuclear
materialsfor space missions, concern for the adequacy of ongoing
cleanup activities, and concern over the use of nuclear power in space
based weapons. Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA,
DOE provides radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that
fuels them, for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their
use. These radioisotope power systems have been used for almost

40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and
reliability invariousNASA spacemissions. NASA establishesthe need
and requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch. None of the DOE missions stated in the

NI PEIS are defense- or weapons-rel ated.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and 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. DOE
activities associated with this program would not impact the schedule or
availablefunding for existing cleanup activities at proposed sitesfor
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives.
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Commentor No. 577: Sally Light (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 577

4. The costs associated with the expanded Pu 238 production are
tooexorbitant to be reasonable. Historically, environmental cleanup
ofcontaminated sites (including sites contaminated by radioactive
wastes)has always been extremely underfunded in the US. For
instance, thecleanup budget for Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory (LLNL) hasusually been a mere 1% of LLNL?s total
budget ? the other 99% has gonefor weapons work ? and this is just
one such example of DOE?spriority_setting over the years. DOE
would do better by developingnon_nuclear technology for space
launch fuel needs, and use the savedfunding for cleanup of its labs,
many of which are Superfund sites(i.e., ranked as among the most
contaminated in the nation).

5. We are concerned about the future uses of nuclear power in
space.We have in our possession the document signed by the Joint
Chiefs ofStaff, ?Vision 2020,? which clearly shows the goal of using
nuclearpower to gain military control of the planet from space, as
well asbeing in the business of space_based warfighting. If
space_basedtechnology must happen, it should be non_nuclear
based, and it should beforpeaceful purposes.

We hope that you will give serious attention to these comments. If
there are any questions, please do not hesitate to reach me at my
home(510) 527_2057, or by return email.

Sincerely,

Sally Light
Executive Director
Nevada Desert Experience

P.O. Box 7849
Oakland, CA 94601
Email: sallight1@earthlink.net

577-3

577-2

577-3:  DOE notesthe commentor's opinion.
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Commentor No. 578: Tanja Winter

Response to Commentor No. 578

From: Tanja Winter[SMTP:-TANJA@CTS.COM]
Sent:  Saturday, September 02, 2000 8:01:12 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: no plutonium iin space

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Colette E. Brown, U.S. Department of Energy,
Dear Ms. Brown,

Urge you NOT allow expansion of plutonium production for future
spacemissions. The danger to population and the planet are too
great to proceed.No further NASA flights should be permitted until
alternative fuels replaceplutonium.

NASA is not doing enough to develop alternative (solar) power
sourcesfor space missions. European Space Agency (ESA) has
now developedhigh_efficiency solar cells for deep space missions.

The plutonium production/fabrication process for space nuclear
powermissions has recently led to several worker contamination
accidents. Anexpansion of production will only worsen this
problem.

Expanding the number of launches of nuclear powered space
devices fromCape Canaveral on rockets with 10% failure rates will
only increase thepossibility of a deadly mishap.

The massive cost of expanded production of plu_238 can not be
justifiedat a time when DoE admits it needs over $300 billion to
clean_up existingproblems at DoE facilities.

The military should not be promoting the use of nuclear power in
space forspace_based weapons technology. Using nuclear power
for space war will havesevere environmental implications for life on
Earth. Department of Energy should not be involved in weapons
production.

Tanja Winter, 8315 Paseo Del Ocaso, La Jolla, CA 932037

578-1

578-2

578-1

578-3

578-4

578-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear

materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS. Through a
Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope
power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space
missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. These

radioi sotope power systems have been used for almost 40 years, and have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions. NASA establishes the need and
requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch. None of the missions stated in the NI PEIS are
defense- or weapons-related.

578-2:  Plutonium-238 processing facilities can be safely operated to support the

nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
plutonium-238 processing, including normal operations and a spectrum of
accidentsthat included severe accidents. The environmental analysis
showed that the radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
plutonium-238 processing would be small.

578-3:  DOE notesthe commentor's opinion and concern about funding available

for cleanup at DOE facilities.

578-4:  DOE notes the commentor's concern over the use of nuclear power in

space-based weapons. The scope of this NI PEISislimited to analysis

of alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions, which
include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production
of plutonium-238 for NASA missions, and civilian nuclear energy research
and development. None of these DOE missionsis defense- or weapons-
related.
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Commentor No. 579: Julia Hamrick

Response to Commentor No. 579

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

Sent:  Sunday, September 03, 2000 8:48:53 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Operation of FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Whom it May Concern:

Although | have no specific comments on the PEIS related to
operation of FFTF, | would like to strongly encourage DOE to get off
the fence, and get on with a decision related to operation of FFTF.
DOE has squandered many opportunities to make beneficial use of
such a magnificent engineering tool as FFTF. It seems to me itis
now or never. Get on with making good use of the facility in a way
that benefits people everywhere.

Julia Hamrick
1108 Avalon Lane
Anniston, AL 36207

579-1

579-1:  DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 580: mpdragonfly@aol.com

Response to Commentor No. 580

From: MPDRAGONFLY@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:MPDRAGONFLY@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Sunday, September 03, 2000 12:42:51 PM

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

"PLEASE RESTART THE FFTF"

580-1
lIt's helped people in my family, please help us share the

technology and save lives.

580-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 581: Sidney J. Goodman

Response to Commentor No. 581

From: Sidney J. Goodman
[SMTP:SJGDESIN@MINDSPRING.COM]
Sent:  Sunday, September 03, 2000 11:15:49 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: Sidney J. Goodman; Global Network Against Weapons &
Nuclear Power in Space

Subject: Stop making more Plutonium 238

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To: Collette E. Brown

Too much has been risked already by using Plutonium_238 in
space missions. Furtherproduction of this deadly poison must be
halted.

NASA isn't doing what it should to develop alternative energy
sources for space missions. It hasfallen behind the European
Space Agency in this respect.

Contamination accidents with Pu_238 have already happened. The
only way to end furtherincidents is to stop further usages.

An increased number of space missions using PU_238, increases
the probabability that theunthinkable widespread contamination will
really happen.

The cost of these missions is not justified. Using several cheap
smaller probes (like we did forthe Mars Explorer mission), instead of
fewer expensive large probes, is stupid.

Further PU_238 missions increase the probability of space based
nuclear warfare. The horror ofit all is incomprehensible.

NASA has told outrageous lies in their assurances that the
unthinkable widespread dispersion ofPU_238 can never occur.
Officials who participated in this fraud should be imprisoned.

581-1

581-2

581-1:

581-2:

DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of
alternative energy sources for space missions, although issues such as
NASA research priorities are beyond the scope of this PEIS. NASA
establishes the need and requirements for space missions and undergoes
athorough NEPA evaluation for each launch. Plutonium-238 sources
are used only when they enable the mission or enhance mission
capabilities.

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.

DOE notes the commentor's opposition to NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions. Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power
systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions
that require or would be enhanced by their use. These radioisotope
power systems have been used for amost 40 years, and have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions. NASA establishes the need and
reguirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch. None of the missions stated in the NI PEIS
are defense- or weapons-related.
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Commentor No. 581. Sidney J. Goodman (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 581

One bad accident, which is waiting to happen, will justify a
widespread demand for huge cuts inthe NASA budget. | will
participate in that demand.

Angrily,
Sidney J. Goodman, P.E., M.S.M.E.

170 Villanova Drive
Paramus, NJ 07652

581-2
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 582 Marcy Stamper

Response to Commentor No. 582

From: Marcy Stamper[SMTP:MSTAMPER@POP.NWLINK.COM]
Sent:  Sunday, September 03, 2000 3:41:02 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Hanford and FFTF restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Ms. Brown:

It is scandalous that DOE would consider restarting FFTF and
producing moreradioactive materials when they have yet to deal
with the serious hazardsposed by Hanford's status as the EPA's
biggest Superfund site. Containersare already leaking into the
environment, endangering local residents aswell as people across
the country through contamination of agriculturalareas and the
Columbia River and salmon runs. The recent fire at Hanford is
further proof of the dangers lurking, as well as the contempt for
publicand worker health exemplified by DOE's initial denials of any
radiation'sescaping into the environment during the fires.

I demand that DOE responsibly clean up the radioactive
contamination andput the health of the public and the environment
first, and not create anymore deadly isotopes.

Marcy Stamper

582-1

582-2

582-1: DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

582-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE. The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e,. Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,

and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

The proposed activities delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an
impact on Hanford cleanup activities. The potential health and
environmental impacts associated with operation of the Hanford facilities
during normal operations and from postul ated accidents are presented in
Section 4.3 of the draft NI PEIS. All impacts to human health and to
ecological resourceswould be small intheimmediate areaand negligible

at all distant locations.

No radioactive materialswere“released” in the Hanford Wil dfires of

2000. Wildfiresdid resuspend some materials already in the environment.
The resuspended materialswere low, slightly above natural background
levels. The low levelsrequired several days of analysisto quantify.

No food or water restrictions are in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as aresult of Hanford activities.

DOE worker and public health and safety are of paramount and primary
importanceto DOE.
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Commentor No. 583: Joan M. Brown

Response to Commentor No. 583

From: Joan M Brown[SMTP:JOANKANSAS@JUNO.COM]
Sent:  Sunday, September 03, 2000 8:27:19 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: globalnet@mindspring.com%internet

Subject: Citizen concerns on Draft Programatic
Environmental Impact Statement

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Colette E. Brown

U.S. Department of Energy
NE_50, 19901 Germantown Road,
Germantown, MD 20874 _1290

Dear Mr. Brown,

Peace this day! | am writing about my concerns for the ongoing
use andinvestigation into possible sources for nuclear energy for
missions tospace. It seems that there are other alternatives which
are not beingconsidered with enough seriousness.

My understanding is that it is possible to develop alternative solar
power sources for missions to space, and that in fact,
highly_efficientsolar cells for deep space missions have been
developed by the EuropeanSpace Agency (ESA). In this age of
global cooperation it seems to ouradvantage to collaborate with the
Europeans on such technology. Thiswould be more cost effective
and also eliminate the possibility of workercontamination accidents
and help reduce our existing difficulty with howto deal with the long
term effects upon our environment around nuclearenergy,
production and waste.

With the current rate of 10% failure rate on rockets from Cape
Canaveral,it seems that we are playing with fire to expand the
number of launchesthat will be nuclear powered. Possible
mishaps, as you know haveirreversable consequences and are not
good for the future of your program or our planet.

583-1

583-1:

DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear

materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS. Through a
Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope
power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space
missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. These

radioi sotope power systems have been used for almost 40 years, and have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions. NASA establishes the need and
requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch. None of the missions stated in the NI PEIS are
defense- or weapons-related.
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Commentor No. 583: Joan M. Brown (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 583

Finally the cost of expanded production of plu_238 cannot be
justified ata time when DoE admits it needs over $300 billion to
clean_up existingwaste problems at facilities.

Thank you for your cosideration of these concerns. | would very
muchlike to hear your responses.

Sincerely,
Joan Brown, osf

2340 Turk Blvd.
San Francisco, CA 94118

583-2

583-2:  DOE notes the commentor's opinion and concern about funding available

for cleanup at DOE facilities.
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